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EDINBURGH UNIVERSITY CHRISTIAN UNION

MAY 1952 to SEPTEMBER 1953

Those (Charlotte Chapel members and others) who were involved in the leadership of the Edinburgh University Christian Union in 1952–3 felt that the 1988 book by Geraint Fielder, Lord of the years: sixty years of student witness: the story of the Inter-Varsity Fellowship, Universities and Colleges Christian Fellowship, 1928-1988 (Inter-Varsity, Leicester, 1988), misunderstood the ecumenical issue in Edinburgh in those years. The writer asked for an opportunity to comment before any further editions came out and he was invited to send as full an account as possible, of the events as he saw them. As the writer felt fairly strongly, and as he had some time to spare, he sent fourteen thousand words. There has not been a second edition, so the other point of view has not been put. 

It is unlikely that anyone will be interested, more than 50 years later, in the details of those 16 months, but just in case someone, somewhere, wishes to research the history of the Edinburgh University Christian Union, and see how 1952-3 in the Union reflected the wider ecumenical debate going on in the Chapel and elsewhere, the writer’s ‘correction’ of 1988 is reproduced as sent.

Among those who were active in the leadership of the Young Peoples Meeting in the Chapel and also active in the University Christian Union were Peter Barber, Angus Ferguson and Norman McLeod. 
---------

At your request, and since there is so much misunder​standing about the disaffiliation of the Christian Union from the Inter-varsity Fellowship, I set out the position as I see it, first of all as an ordin​ary member of the Christian Union Committee and then a founding member and the first Secretary of the Evangelical Union. [Those who left the Christian Union, for the reasons set out below, formed an Evangelical Union, which flourished for several years and then the two came together and resumed the more traditional name, ‘Christian Union’.]

I joined the Edinburgh University Christian Union in October 1950. An Executive Committee for the Union was elected annually by all the members of the Union, to take office at the end of the summer term and to hold office for one year. Nominations for the Com​mittee were invited in February by means of a prin​ted form distributed to all members. Thereafter, the retiring committee put forward its nomination for a complete committee but it was open to any member to propose alternative nominations from the floor of the Annual General Meeting. The nominations for the 1952/3 committee were intimated on 25th April 1952 as follows:​

President.
John Balchin

Vice President.
Nicky Walsh

General Secretary.
Bennet McInnes 

Assistant Secretary (men)
James Young 

Assistant Secretary (women) 
Molly McCallum 

Prayer Secretary
Christina Ducksbury

Missionary Secretary
David Blair 

Treasurer
Jim Taylor 

Four Ordinary Members 
David Philpot, Cameron McKenzie, 


Ishbel Ritchie, Elizabeth Hamilton.

.

Three ‘rival’ nominations were proposed at the An​nual General Meeting, namely:

Prayer Secretary
Margaret Sidey 

Ordinary Members
Ian Balfour, Muriel Newman.

Margaret Sidey was defeated in the ballot for Prayer Secretary, and was thereby eligible for election as an ordinary member. From the seven resulting names, four ordinary members were elected as follows:​

David Philpot, Elizabeth Hamilton, Margaret Sidey, Ian Balfour.

Once on the committee, and having access to the min​utes of previous years, I became aware that discuss​ions had already taken place on the relationship of the Christian Union to the I.V.F. Four times, during the Presidency of Bruce Kendrick and Secretaryship of Laurie Campbell (1950-1), relations with the I.V.F. had been discussed, chiefly to clarify the relation​ship of the individual Unions to the I.V.F. organis​ation in London. Bruce Kendrick maintained that Un​ions were autonomous and all con4rributed to the Fel​lowship. Both he and David Torrance (who was then the I.V.F. Scottish representative on the I.V.F. Stud​ent Executive) thought there had been a lack of frank​ness between the Union and London "H.Q." and that more toleration was required on both sides. They took the view that the ecumenical situation in Edin​burgh was different from any other university! Later in that same year, the President (Bruce Kendrick) twice outlined to the Committee an approach made to him (the Minutes do not disclose from whom) for I.V.F.–S.C.M. conversations in Edinburgh, on an unofficial level. He had withdrawn from these con​versations because (1) the invited I.V.F. delegates were neither official nor representative and (2) the arrangements were not sufficiently open. The fourth Minute mentioned the matter again but did not speci​fy what Bruce Kendrick reported.

The new committee arranged a three-day residential conference at Longniddry, in June, to plan the sylla​bus for the following year. Through conversation with Nicky Walsh, the Vice President, I became aware of a certain dissatisfaction with the policy of "New College-dominated" committees of recent years. She was concerned, not so much with S.C.M. relations, but with the general spiritual trend of the Union, which she considered to be liberal in theology and low in Christian standards. Because of the policy of the Committee over recent years, she regarded it as miraculous that an "evangelical" committee (par​ticularly including so many evangelical men) had been elected. She had felt that only the girls were concerned about the policy of the Union. John Balchin, Bennet McInnes, David Blair, James Taylor and myself were new to the Committee and almost un​known; I doubt whether the retiring committee were aware of the sympathies, or at least the potential sympathies, of their nominees. David Philpot was intended, by the retiring Committee in their nomin​ation, to provide some continuity from the previous year.

The first indication of outside disapproval was when Professor Thomas F. Torrance wrote to us on 7th July, protesting, not about our attitude to S.C.M., but about our choice of speakers. With the President, Secretary and Treasurer having non-​conformist backgrounds, the proposed syllabus for 1952/3 did not reflect the Professor's choice of speakers.

We then went our separate ways for the summer vaca​tion, leaving the Secretary to do the correspondence in the meantime, and I was not aware of any further problems until, at the Executive Committee Meeting on 4th October, David Philpot and Margaret Sidey officially raised the question of continuing S.C.M./ C.U. prayer meetings. They may have been simply mouthpieces for others not on the Committee but it was decided, by the Committee as a whole, to do nothing about this matter until the S.C.M, app​roached the C.U. Prayer Secretary.

At the Executive Committee Meeting on 17th October, Chris Ducksbury (the Prayer Secretary) reported that she had had lunch with the S.C.M. Prayer Sec​retary. Incidentally, at the same meeting, the Committee decided that Professor T.F. Torrance should be informed of our reasons for not having selected the speakers whom he had suggested. A let​ter was posted to him on 21st October, and the S.C.M. question was left over meantime.

At the Executive Committee Meeting on lst November, I recollect there was a long discussion on the whole question of co-operation with the S.C.M.
John Balchin opened the discussion with the remark that it was certainly not the business of this Committee to prevent prayer in any way, but that the joint S.C.M. - C.U. prayer meeting had caused friction in the Union and had caused diversion from the Union's primary task as set out in its aims. In addition, this matter had already taken up far too much of the Committee's time. Like Nehemiah, we should re​fuse to stop the work we had to do, in order to discuss other things. The two societies were quite different and if the Christian Union lost its dis​tinctiveness, it lost its raison d’etre.

It was quickly agreed by all concerned that the matter involved much more than a joint prayer meet​ing, and that the whole question of co-operation was at stake, which affected the basis of the Christian Union’s policy and attitude. The arguments in fav​our of co-operation were put as follows:​

We need to re-examine our aim as a Union, and make sure it is still Biblical. Our faith is living, the Bible is living, and reinterpretationis needed as we might get new light on our policy. Rules must not be placed above Jesus Christ. We must not limit the grace of God to ourselves. We needed to re-examine SCM's position, especially as regards the Edinburgh University branch. When the evangelistic Union had been founded in 1922, its members may have been doing the right thing in breaking away from S.C.M., but since then the SCM had abandoned its moderness in theology and had been more and more Biblical. SCM acknowledge Jesus as Lord (which no one could do except by the Spirit - I John 4.2) and a lot of our difference was in language. Our aim is to bring people to a personal relationship with Jesus Christ. If the S.C.M. is doing this, we should joint them. For the sake of our members (who would not come up against this differing attitude after leaving Edinburgh University) we should take the opportunity to leave aside these differences. We should all show them what other types of Christians there are. Praying together is not organisational. The call to be united in prayer is stronger than the call to be united in work. That there were things separating us was to our shame, being the result of our sin, theirs and ours. It was important that every member should learn to pray with others who owned Jesus Christ as Lord, though thinking differently about things.

In reply to this, and against co-operation, it was said that we were not forgetting to test our aims by the Bible. Our aim was not non-biblical. If the aim of the two Unions was the same, we ought to join them completely - not just in prayer. But the aim was not the same. The known attitude of some Edin​burgh S.C.M. leaders was fundamentally different from ours. S.C.M. differed from C.U. on many matters of doctrine. S.C.M. did not do things the scrip​tural way. The difference was deeper than merely language - the language difficulty was found (and overcome) inside the Christian Union. There were ample opportunities for us to pray together. The joint prayer meeting involved committee collabor​ation - organisational unity - which was different from giving the opportunity of all to pray to​gether. It was meaningless to maintain that our separation arose from our sin.

When it became obvious that the decision would be against the joint prayer meeting, the alleged im​plications of this were pointed out - evangelism in the University would be crippled by the dis​unity of S.C.M. and I.V.F., it would end a happy relationship with S.C.M., it would affect our relationship with the Chaplain, in whose parish we are working, and it would make his task im​possible.

There was some discussion about the possibility of S.C.M. inviting C.U. to a special prayer meeting but C.U. could not invite S.C.M, as a body - it already invited all students. At this point, a vote was taken for or against the approach to us for co-operation in an official joint SCM - C U prayer meeting. Chris Ducksbury had left during the meeting; Jim Young and Molly McCallum (the two Assistant Secretaries) abstained; David Philpot, Margaret Sidey and Elizabeth Hamilton voted for the joint meetings; the remaining six voted against.

The 'losers' demanded that the reasons for our decision should be given to the Union at an open meeting. John Balchin, Nicky Walsh and Bennet McInnes were therefore appointed to draft a statement of the reasons for the decision, to be pre​sented for the approval of the whole committee at the next Executive Committee Meeting, which was

fixed for 3 November at 8.0 p.m. As practically the whole of the agenda for this Committee Meeting remained to be dealt with, a new agenda was not to be circulated. The meeting was closed in prayer by Jim Taylor at about 12.55 pm.

That afternoon, John Balchin, Nicky Walsh and Bennet McInnes (the President, Vice President, and Secre​tary) drew up a statement of the reasons for that decision, in the following terms:​

We do not restrict the activities of our members (e.g. in their membership of other religious societies). We do not prevent the attendance of non-members at any of our meetings. Activities of the Union as a whole, however, are in a different category. We believe that effective co-operation in any activity of a directly spiritually kind demands unity of spiritual aim; where there is a clear difference of spiritual aim any such co-operation does more harm than good. The spiritual aim is governed by the doctrinal belief. We do not believe combined activities with S.C.M. to be profitable because of our doctrinal differences. We differ on the doctrines of conversion (the necessity of an individual spiritual rebirth), the church (whose unity is a fact, not a goal to be aimed at), the second coming (the personal return of Christ for which we look with constant expectancy), the Bible (the supreme and final authority for faith and conduct), the atonement (the representative and substitutionary death of Jesus Christ as the only means of redemption from the guilt, penalty and power of sin). Because of this we feel quite unable to consider joining with S.C.M. in any organised activity of a spiritual kind. Efforts to achieve a complete organisational unity can do no more than add to the already established unity an undesirable uniformity and involve the useless expendi​ture of time and energy, which could be other​wise employed. We as a Union of convinced Christians desire to spend our time and energy in active evangelical witness and in equipping ourselves to witness thus more effectively.

On 3rd November, John gave David Philpot a copy of the draft, and at the Executive Committee Meeting that evening, it was decided, by vote of seven to three, not to discuss further the question of S.C.M./ C.U. prayers until after other and more pressing business had been dealt with. David Philpot distributed copies of the draft reasons to the others.

On 4th November the statement of reasons was discussed. Elizabeth Hamilton was unable to be pre​sent but sent a note of her views in the following terms:​

There are one or two things I should like to point out and ask with regard to this report.

1. Can't we really meet together and pray to the same Lord, Jesus Christ, without having to think of the doctrinal basis?

2. Will the fact of not having S.C.M. - C.U. prayers hinder the work in the Mission? Surely it is important that all the Christians in the University and Colleges should be united in their witness then. There are several members of the Union who think we should have these P.M.'s because of the Mission, and also because of the work in -he hostels.

3. Is their doctrinal basis as different and as fundamentally wrong as the report suggests?

I should like to say that the discussions on this point are not really worthwhile unless it is possible to change a vote, which has already been taken. We only seem to be building up a barrier, which is dividing the Committee.

After full discussion, a vote was taken, on the question of how far the Executive Committee was empowered to take such a decision without reference to the whole membership of the Union. Seven voted that the Committee could and should take the de​cision; three (David Philpot, Margaret Sidey and David Blair) voted against, Molly McCallum and Eliz​abeth Hamilton were absent. A letter of reply to the S.C.M., regarding their approach, which I had drafted, was accepted by six votes to two, Chris Ducksbury and David Blair abstaining. David Philpot demanded that a statement be given to the members and the Secretary told him that if he wanted to take the matter any further, he should call a Spec​ial Business Meeting of the Union.

On the afternoon of 5th November, John Balchin had a meeting with David Torrance, Bruce Kendrick, Mike Campbell, Roy Manson and David Philpot, these being the "big guns" within the Union who were bringing pressure on David Philpot on the Committee. John Balchin and David Philpot had discussions that night with Bennet McInnes and on the following day, 6th November, David Philpot, David Torrance and Roy Man​son had a meeting with John Balchin, Nicky Wa1sh, Bennet McInnes and myself in the C.U. rooms, which turned into a discussion for about three hours on the doctrine of the church - note the "line-up" of the National Church against the non-conformists

.

On 7th November, Bruce Kendrick pinned up, at the open meeting of the Christian Union, the following notice about having prayers with the S.C.M.

Statement Regarding Prayers with S.C.M.

Those members of our fellowship who believe that the Union should welcome the opportunity of having prayers with S.C.M. suggest that such a course of action is the only one open to C. U.

In His High Priestly prayer in John 17 our Lord prays that His children shall be one in order that the world might believe. The only possible reason for our refusing to have prayers with S.C.M. can be a belief that they are not a Christian body. The following is an extract from their Aims and Basis:​

The S.C.M. is a fellowship of students which seeks to acknowledge ... God through Jesus Christ in the power of the Holy Spirit. ... It … calls students to bear witness ... in personal commitment to Jesus Christ as their Saviour and Lord.

The Basis of the Movement is the Word of God witnessed to by prophets and apostles in Holy Scripture ...

In light of this Statement it is believed that we are obliged to be obedient to our Lord and have fellowship in prayer with our brethern in Christ. It would seem self-evident that, in Christian love, this is the only course of action we can pursue.

By this time, a sufficient number of the members had signed a notice requisitioning a Special General Meeting of the members of the Christian Union. In Bennet McInnes' Secretarial Notices at the Open Meeting on Friday 7th November, he advised.

There will very likely be a Special General Business Meeting at the Union on Friday 21st November, and that all members should attend if at all possible. The meeting is to decide about tile Joint S.C.M. - C.U. Prayer Meeting, held last year and not yet started this year.

At the meeting on 14th November, the final notice given by the Secretary was as follows:​

Some time ago the Executive Committee discussed various applications of a certain principle of C.U. policy. There was dis​agreement in the committee about the application in one particular case. Unanimity being unobtainable, a vote was taken. Those who lost that vote suggested that the whole Union be called to vote on the matter. It was decided by the committee (again by a majority vote) not to call a Special Business Meeting. The constitution allows for the calling of a Special Business Meeting by a group of members of 1/3 of the Union in number. This has never been done before, so far as can be found from the records. However, it appears that 1/3 of the members of the Union fell so strongly about this matter that they have done this very thing. It has involved the cancellation of next Friday's speaker. There will be no Open Meeting on November 21st but instead a members-only Business Meeting. The motion to be proposed by the spokesman of the 1/3 of the members who have elected to state their opinion on the matter, is ‘The joint S.C.M./C.U. Prayer Meeting be continued.’

At or about the same time, a notice was posted by the President (John Balchin) in the following terms:​

We regret that the meeting as shown on. The syllabus has had to be cancelled as a quorum of the Union has requested that there be a business meeting to discuss the policy of the Executive Committee. This excludes all non-members. We ask you not to become members if you are only interested in this particular meeting. The reasons are obvious. This is not a recruiting campaign.

Despite his warning, that week was characterized by rapid canvassing by all concerned for friends to joint (membership one shilling) and to be able to vote, and the membership of the Christian Union rose dramatically in the course of a few days.

The speaker planned for 21st November (a mission​ary) was cancelled, and by the time of the meeting, it was well known that this was a vote of confi​dence in the policy of the committee, and not just whether one particular activity should take place.

At the Special Business Meeting or. November 21st, David Philpot moved the motion that the Union should resume the joint prayer meeting with S.C.M. and a fair number of people took part. The meeting lasted from just after 5 pm until about 7 pm. Many of the members could not see beyond the rather emotive issue presented in the motion, namely that ‘the committee refuse to pray with other Christians’ and a number, particularly among the girls, really could not see what all the fuss was about.. On a vote being taken, ninety-two voted in favour of the motion and fifty-four against, even though by this time it was clear they were voting for the resignation of their committee.

About eight girls resigned from the Union on the spot, led by Vera Hiddleston. A steering committee was elected to continue the business of the Union. This was essentially a ‘compromise’, the whole committee having resigned, and certain from ‘each side’ agreeing to stand again to keep the work of the Union going. David Philpot became Chairman. The I.V.F. Scottish Leaders Conference was due to take place at Strathkinnes, that weekend, from 21st to 23rd November. Members of both the old committee and the steering committee, who had already planned to go to the Leaders' Conference, travelled to the Conference although in separate compartments of the train - Margaret Sidey travelling with the ‘wrong’ group.

On return from the weekend, much telephoning took place to the I.V.F. in London, and on 28th November a statement of dissent from the Union's decision was pinned up in the following terms:​

STATEMENT OF DISSENT from the motion passed at the SPECIAL BUSINESS MEETING on November 21, 1952.

Those of us who rejected the idea of co-operation with SCM when it came up on the executive committee and who voted against it at the special business meeting, did so because we firmly believe that that attitude is the one taught by the scriptures, the one taught by our Lord to His disciples.

By holding to this we do not at all suggest that Christians - even of widely differing views - should not pray together if they desire to do so. What we are emphatic about is that it is definitely contrary to scripture for two such societies as SCM and CU to co-operate in spiritual activities (such as this joint prayer meeting). CU, by its constitutional declaration of faith, limits its membership to those who individually acknowledge the Lord Jesus as their Saviour and God. SCM welcomes to its membership self-acknowledged non-Christians: to call such a society a branch of the Christian Church and a member of the body of Jesus Christ (as was done more than once at the business meeting) is to use these words in a sense that is demonstrably not found in the New Testament. The appeals to New Testament exhortations to unity are therefore irrelevant. The unity of the Church is spiritual, a matter of per​sonal relationship - as between the Father and the Son; our Lord's prayer in John 17.21 for those who receive His words is ‘that they all may be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be one in us’.

Even if the above difficulty were overcome, co-oper​ation would still be quite unjustifiable for the following reason. CU exists to help its members in their attempts to bring others to a personal faith in the Saviour. The scriptures teach that for effective gospel work it is necessary that its witnesses have a clear understanding of what the gospel is and a firm determination to preserve its truths. This is why CU demands that all its exe​cutive committee members accept the IVF doctrinal basis and why it ought to invite only those speak​ers who are known to be in full agreement with it. SCM committee members and staff are not asked to make any such statement of belief; and its published basis and aim (even if they were an acceptable statement of Christian doctrine and the Christian commission) mean nothing in practice in many SCM branches. Until agreement on such a fundamental matter is reached, official co-operation is not even logical.

We submit that a policy of co-operation with SCM is undesirable and can only hinder the work of the Holy Spirit in the University - in unbelievers and believers alike - and wish to dissent most strongly from the decision to hold a joint SCM-CU prayer meeting.

John A. Balchin, Nicky Walsh, Bennet Mclnnes, Ian L.S. Balfour, John R. MacLeod, Donald Lamont, Neil A. MacLeod, Warren Porter, David G. Blair, George T. Thomson, Colin W. Porteous, Margaret Sapp, James Taylor (Arts), Angus Ferguson, J.B. Perry, K. Urquhart, J.C. Proudfoot, Marion MacSween, James R. Taylor, J. Norman Macleod, George MacLennan, May Jardine, Christina F.J. Ducksbury, Katie Mary Macaulay, J. Leith, J.M. MacPherson, J.B. Gallacher, Gordon Mackay, Muriel Newman, Jean M. Morrison, Andrew D. Mackay, Donald Blow, Anne M. Urquhart, Joan Wallace, Margaret McLennan, Murdo H. Macleod, Charles C. Roxburgh, Peter H. Barber, Ann Janis, Tom Scott, Vera Hiddleston.

On 29th November, Douglas Johnston (I.V.F. General Secretary) arrived in Edinburgh, by invitation, and met both sides separately and then together; he stayed with Professor Thomas F. Torrance.

On lst December, nominations for a committee, pro​posed by the steering committee, appeared in the Christian Union rooms, but on 2nd December a ‘rival’ block committee, of ‘our’ side, was put up accom​panied by the following explanation:​

Executive Committee Election

While remaining very conscious of their personal inadequacy and failure in many respects, the members of the executive committee who resigned immediately after the declaration of the voting result on November 21st continue to believe that in all their policy - and in particular with relation to S.C.M. - they were acting according to scriptural teaching, and following (as closely as possible in the circumstances) the apostolic practice. They and many other members of the Union are strongly of the opinion that the decision of November 21st was misguided and believe that the Union should be given an opportun​ity to reconsider the matter. They propose that that opportunity be given by having a straight vote for an executive committee nominated by the steering committee or the one suggested below, all of whose members refuse nomination unless this committee be considered for election as a whole.

PRESIDENT


John Balchin 

VICE PRESIDENT 

Nicky Walsh 

GENERAL SECRETARY 
Bennet Mclnnes 

PRAYER SECRETARY 

Chris Ducksbury 

MISSI0NARY SECRETARY 
David B1air 

ASSISTANT SECRETARIES
Muriel Newman, John McLeod 

TREASURER 


James Taylor 

OTHLR MEMBERS

Betty Chapman, Joyce Proudfoot, 

Ian Balfour, Ken Urquhart
Proposed: John Leith, Seconded, Margaret MacLennan.

On their behalf it was argued, at the members' meeting of 5th December, that those who agreed to​gether to form a block committee representing the conservative point of view did so because they felt strongly that the Union could not properly fulfil its evangelical function while its executive body was divided on this matter; they did not think that those who wished to reconcile their fundamental policy should try to practice the pol​icy in order to reach agreement on it. However, both sides felt that it would be a good thing for the misson to go on as planned; neither had any fundamental objection to the plans that have been made for the mission. To allow it to go through, a state of truce was agreed on. A ‘caretaker committee’, with people from both sides, was then proposed, on the understanding that it would leave things in the Union as much alone as possible, the joint P.M. would continue, there would be Bible studies on the doctrine of the church - which lies behind much of the disagreement - ​and the matter would be reconsidered and a new committee, nominated by the steering committee, therefore this second compromise committee, representing both sides, was elected on 5 December 1952, for a period of ‘truce’ during the university student mission, which had long since been planned for the 9th to the 13th of January, under the title "Facing the Facts". This was conducted with Mr. Leith Samuel as the main missioner and a strong supporting team. I had throughout been the Secretary and the Treasurer of this mission and so I was now taking little part in the politics of the Christian Union as I was ab​sorbed in the details of the mission. Incidentally, the ‘caretaker committee’ was:​

President
David Philpot

Vice President
Margaret Aitken

Secretary
Derek Doyle

Assistant Se
Assistant Secretaries
Walter Lang, May Noble

 Praver Secretar-
Prayer Secretary
Kenneth Thomson

Missionary Secretary
Helen Bailey

Treasurer
Bennet McInnes 

Others
Morag Dickinson, Elizabeth Hamilton, Margaret Sapp, John Balchin.

During the mission, there was quite a bit of talk between the travelling Secretaries from the I.V.F., the members, and other interested parties, and on 16th January, David Philpot agreed with John Balchin and Bennet McInnes to accept three suggestions of Oliver Barclay's, about conditions of agreement. On 17th January these conditions were approved by John Balchin, James Taylor and myself, (and Oliver Bar​clay) and given on 18th January to David Philpot and Derek Doyle, who was now Secretary of the com​mittee. ‘Our’ first draft was in the following terms:​

EDINBURGH UNIVERSITY CHRISTIAN UNION

Tentative draft of safeguarding conditions for guidance of a representative committee.

The basis of the Union's witness are the funda​mental truths of scriptural revelation and in particular those indicated in the eight clauses of the I.V.F. doctrinal basis. From this the following principles are derived:​

l. The executive committee shall invite to address the Union only those speakers who are known to uphold these truths, and to whom no E.C. member has strong objection.

2. The E.C. shall not involve the Union in a joint witness with any body which does not up​hold these truths, nor shall it recommend to the members any Christian activity not uphold​ing them.

3. In particular, there is no objection to there being a joint S.C.M. – C.U. prayer meeting as long as it is not advertised as a joint witness to anything except the desire to pray. There is no objection to the C.U. arranging its acti​vities so as not to clash with other activities in which it could not participate as a society but in which many of the members might wish to co-operate.

On Monday 19th January, David Philpot met Bennet Mclnnes to give his comments on the draft of the "safeguarding conditions" which we had given to him on Saturday night. They talked a little about it but it was difficult to feel at ease. However, David Philpot seemed to be willing to accept the ideas we had formulated. That afternoon, he showed John Balchin a revised draft of a joint statement, acceptable to him. John made some minor criticisms and asked for a typed copy, which he received on Tuesday, in the following terms:

​

DECLARATION OF AGREEMENT

1. The committee wish to re-affirm that we are now, and always have been, agreed that the basis of the Union's Christian witness must be the fundamental truths of scriptural revelation, and in particular those indicated in the eight clauses of the I.V.F. doctrinal basis.

2, It is agreed that no speaker shall be invited who does not have the approval of the entire committee. When doubt exists as to the speaker's doctrinal position, the secretary will inquire if he is in full agreement with the I.V.F, doctrinal basis sent to him.

3. It is agreed that the committee shall not involve the Union in a joint witness with any body which does not uphold these truths, nor shall it recommend to the members any Christian activity not upholding them.

4. It is agreed that the S.C.M. - C.U. prayer meeting shall continue to be held, but in holding it the Union as a whole is not committed to regarding it as a witness.

5. It is agreed that in the event of many C.U. members wishing to take part in same activity in which the Union could not par​ticipate as a society, it would be consistent with this policy for the committee to arrange the programme of the Union so as to make this easier.

However, on Wednesday 21st January David Philpot told John Balchin that he wished to revise the word​ing of Clauses l, 2 and 3 and produced a new version of the "agreement", as he called it, in the follow​ing terms: 

l. The committee wish to re-affirm that we are now and always have been agreed that the basis of the Union's witness is the revelation of God in Jesus Christ as declared in Holy Scripture. The I.V.F. doctrinal basis sets out certain fundamental truths of this revelation.

2. It is agreed that a speaker shall not be invited if any member o= committee is strongly opposed. Where necessary, steps may be taken to ascertain a particular speaker's doctrinal position.

3. It. is agreed that committee shall not involve the Union in a joint witness with any body which does not uphold these truths, nor shall recom​mendations be made concerning non-Union activi​ties without the approval of the entire committee.

John Balchin called a meeting of James Taylor, Ben​net Mclnnes and myself to discuss this. We met on Thursday evening and drafted a statement in terms as acceptable to the other side as we could make them, but virtually repeating the same things as we had said before, On Friday John Handlev was through and saw first David Philpot and then John Balchin, James Taylor and Bennet McInnes; he app​roved our statement, On Saturday morning John Bal​chin and Bennet McInnes met David Philpot and Derek Doyle to hand over our new draft which we called ‘agreed principles of executive committee adminis​tration’. It was in the terms set out below in the motion dated 30th January and debated on 6th Feb​ruary.

They read it and straight away began to quibble about it. David Philpot said he refused to be bound by this sort of thing; that it was completely un​workable; etc. They talked for quite a while and it was very obvious that the ‘party line’ had chang​ed and that the struggle was to be resumed.
On Thursday evening, 29th January there was a full, special C.U. committee meeting, at which David Phil​pot distributed copies of our statement, said it was in the nature of a demand and was not an agree​ment, and was not in fact acceptable to him and Derek Doyle. The Committee discussed the whole business again and pointed out the illogical futil​ity of trying to do together when they were pulling in directly opposite directions. Bennet McInnes thought the rest of the committee saw the situation more clearly than ever before, though he thought the scales on the eyes of blind leaders were of a very opaque variety. David Philpot, valiant to the last, protested that he was prepared to go on work​ing on this problem as long as we liked; he re​fused to be beaten by the situation. John Balchin's remarks about the folly of such an attitude to the doing of work that brooked no delay. - as was the case with evangelism in the university - went home. It was decided to propose the statement as a motion at a special business meeting on 6th February, and then to proceed to the election of a committee in the light of the result of the vote.

John Balchin and Bennet McInnes felt strongly, and said so, that this was not a matter that the members could be expected to understand and they were against the ‘trial of strength method’ of finding God's will; but David Philpot and Derek Doyle were determined to have it and we felt inclined to let them have the initiative in all the ‘political’ moves. We felt the surest way to find God's will in the matter was to let the ‘adversary’ have as much rope as they wanted - hoping they would hang themselves - and our only regret was the effect it would have on immature Christians, in the short term at least.

On 30th January the motion for the Special Busi​ness Meeting for 6th February 1953 was posted up at the Open Meeting in the following terms:​

MOTION concerning EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE ADMINI​STRATION to be proposed at the Special Busin​ess Meeting on February 6.

The basis of the Union's witness to the Lord Jesus Christ is the full scriptural revelation and in particular those fundamental truths indicated in the eight clauses of the I.V.F.

Doctrinal Basis.

So that all members may be assured that the Union will function according to this basis, we propose:

‘that on February 20th an executive committee be elected (for one year) which accepts the statement given below as binding upon it during its year of office and undertakes to make its three main principles explicit in the consti​tution some time during the year’.
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l. The whole committee shall agree in its in​vitations to speakers, only those men being considered who are known to uphold those fun​damental scriptural truths indicated in the I.V.F. Doctrinal Basis.

2. The committee shall not involve the Union in a joint witness with any body which does not substantially uphold those truths.

3. Official recommendations of non-Union activities shall not be made to the members except by approval of the whole committee.

According to these principles there is no objection -

(a) to there being a joint S.C.M. - C.U. prayer meeting as long as it is not announced as a joint witness to anything other than the desire to pray;

(b) to the Union's activities being arranged so as not to clash with other activities in which it could not participate as a society but in which many of its members might wish to participate.

PROPOSED: John A. Balchin SECONDED: Bennet McInnes.

On 6th February the business meeting took place at which we contended that we deplored, as much as any​one else, the formulation of rules for the guidance of a C.U. executive committee, but our experience on the ‘caretaker’ committee, which had been in office since December 5th, convinced us that it was necessary to have such rules at the present time if the evangelical character of the Union was to be maintained. The present committee members did not all accept the three principles which we regard as a minimum requirement for the administration of C.U. according to its original evangelical foundation and to scripture. It had never been our wish to involve -the ordinary members of the Union in the controversy but the stalemate on committee had made this inevitable. The urgent necessity of a full evangelical witness in the University was apparent to all true Christians and we felt impelled to have the character of C.U. settled now in order that its original aim might be attained – either by C.U. or independently. In asking the members to express their opinion of the statement as a basis for proper committee administration we desired that only those who were convinced of its necessity should vote for the motion and equally definitely only those who are convinced that it was wrong should vote against. All others, we suggested, could not do more than hand in a blank paper.

After full discussion the motion was rejected by seventy-eight votes to thirty-one, eleven handing in blank papers and about sixty-two being absent or having resigned. The ‘evangelical’ members saw no point in proceeding with the matter, resigned, and a new Committee took office unopposed as follows:​

Edinburgh University C. U. Committee

President
David Philpot

Vice President
Helen Bailey

Secretary
PeterRoe

Assistant Secretaries
Dorothy McNeill,  Bobbie Little Prayer Secretary
Ruth Hamilton

Missionary Secretary.
Muriel Eadie

Treasurer
Alastair Lamont 

Others
Fiona Ritchie, Ken Thomson


Len Scott, Betty Kerr

On 12th February, I met with John Balchin, James Taylor, Nicky Walsh, Vera Heddleston, and Bennet McInnes, to discuss the situation and to draft a letter to the I.V.F. Executive. This was the second occasion when it was tempting to propose a ‘rival’ Union. The first occasion was after 14th November, but the idea was dropped then, partly to allow the continuation of the I.V.F. Mission in January 1953 and partly on the advice of I.V.F. officials, who hoped that the activity of the Mission might lead to a resolution of the difference of opinion. Now, after the attempt to formulate a ‘middle way’ policy agreeable to both sides had failed, plans for a new Union were considered, but (after discussion with I.V.F.) it was decided to postpone action in case interested but poorly informed people thought the step was being taken by the founders of the new Union in order to bring about the disaffiliation of the Christian Union by the Inter-Varsity Fellowship. However, before that became clear, our letter was posted to London on 14th February in the following terms:​

Chairman

I.V.F. Executive Committee.

Dear John Bendor-Samuel,

We write on behalf of a number of Christian students in Edinburgh University, all of whom were members of the C.U. in the first term of this session. Because of recent developments quite a few of us have already resigned from the Union and all are deeply concerned about its present and future witness.

At a Special Business Meeting on February 6th, a number of the past and present leaders of the C.U. made quite clear their attitude to​wards those of us who were forced to resign from the executive committee last November on the question of co-operation with the S.C.M. branch here. They spoke strongly against the basis of agreement about the ad​ministration of C.U. which we proposed after much prayerful thought and discussion with them and with I.V.F. travelling secretaries. As a result our proposal was rejected by a majority vote of the Union. They appear to want us to stay in the Union but are not prepared to uphold consistently the conser​vative evangelical position which we take and which we feel must be maintained by the C.U. if its witness is to be true and effect​ive.

We invite your committee to investigate the situation and would appreciate your advice as to future action on our part. Dr. Johnson visited Edinburgh at the end of November for discussion with leaders on both sides. During the Mission in January, Dr. Barclay and Miss Green and Miss Foote had an opportunity of learning about the situation. John Handley has been in constant touch with us, and the Scottish members of your committee know quite a lot about the position as well. We refer you to them for further details.

Confident that you will do all you can for the gospel's sake, we are,

Yours in Christ,

John Balchin, Ian L. S. Balfour,  Bennet McInnes.

On 18th February a reply was received from John Ben​dor-Samuel as follows:​

Bennet McInnes, Esq.

3 Cornwallis Place

Edinburgh 3.






17th February 1953.

Dear Bennet,

Thank you for your letter. We have been follow​ing as closely as we could all that has happened in Edinburgh and I should like to make it quite clear that our apparent inaction has not be in due to lack of sympathy with the stand you have taken.

Without prejudice to any subsequent decision of the Executive Committee, all that we have heard seems to suggest that from last November a well-planned design to change the whole policy and working of the Union has been successfully carried through! The actions of those now in control of the Union seem to show more and more divergence from the tra​ditions of the Union and the policy of the I.V.F. One of the principles expressed in the Constitution is the autonomy of the local Union, and this is the reason why (all the while the matter remained a domestic one and our advice was not asked) we did not directly intervene.

Now, however, the situation is altered both because - (1) We have received your letter which constitutes a definite appeal for investigation and action on behalf of those who were ejected from office and who speak for a substantial minority of the Union as it was before the incident in November; and (2) it also appears that the designs of the new leaders in Edinburgh extend to other Scottish Unions and involve fundamental policy. Here the Executive Committee has the right to take all necessary steps to preserve the well being of the Fellowship as a whole and the witness to the Gospel in the Universities.

We have, therefore, sent a copy of your letter to the Chairman of the Advisory Committee in Scotland (Dr. J. Eaton) and to the Travelling Secretary in Scotland (the Rev. John Handley), with copies also to Alastair Connell, Ian Lawson and Catherine Fraser, with the request that they will summon a meeting of the Advisory Committee in order to investigate fully these matters and to advise the Executive Committee on appropriate action.

Without prejudging their enquiry and recom​mendations, it certainly seems that you have a prima facie case for forming a new Christ​ian Union in order to continue the evangel​istic witness which has for so long been established in Edinburgh. All the more would you seem to be justified in view of the fact that during the past three months every attempt has been made to secure a satisfactory agreement for the future policy of the Union, and even the mildest of compromises was de​cisively rejected on Friday, 6th February.

You may rest assured that the Executive Com​mittee will do all in its power to support every effort that may be made to continue an uncompromised witness to the Gospel in Edin​burgh.

On behalf of the Executive Committee

Yours very sincerely

John Bendor-Samuel 

Chairman.

On 19th February, John Balchin, Bennet McInnes and I met to discuss the new situation. On 20th Feb​ruary, John received an invitation to the I.V.F. Scottish Advisory Committee. At about the same time, Alastair Connell (I.V.F. Scottish represen​tative) read a statement from I.V.F. to an open meeting of the Christian Union, which caused some offence, or so it was said.

You will note that at this point, the debate shifted from an internal one, between the new leadership of the Christian Union (desperately trying to retain their affiliation to the I.V.F.) and the Executive Committee of the I.V.F. in London (concerned to preserve what was done under the name of the I.V.F.). This continued from March until May, and on 21st May 1953 the I.V.F. Executive gave an ‘ultimatum’ to David Philpot. The Christian Union was disaffil​iated by the I.V.F. on 15th September 1953. However that is to go too quickly, and some important corres​pondence must be considered in the meantime.

On 27th February, David Philpot (who was determined to keep the matter as public as possible) wrote the following letter to all the members of the Christian Union, and enclosed with it a letter which he had distributed the previous day to the world at large: They were as follows:

27th February, 1953.

Dear C.U. Member,

Jesus Christ our Saviour is the Lord of our Union. We therefore deeply regret the present divisions between those who have been redeemed by Him. But, the fact that He is Lord gives us confidence that, despite our sin, His will must triumph in our midst.

Our concern is that we should be obedient only to our Lord Jesus Christ and that His will, as revealed in Holy Scripture, shall have precedence over the traditions of men.

In order that all our members may be kept fully informed, we are distributing extracts from a long letter sent by myself to the Scottish Advisory Committee. Please read it carefully and, as the I.V.F. Executive Committee meetings tomorrow to discuss the situation, let us all pray that our Lord's will may be done.

And let us pray with the assurance and the confidence that, whether or not we remain within I.V.F., our Lord will continue to bless our Union in the years to come as we continue stedfast in obedience to His holy will.

The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ be with you all.

David Philpot President, E.U.C.U.

[Letter attached to the above letter.]

26th February, 1953

Dear

As you will have probably heard something at least of the recent differences of opinion with regard to the Edinburgh University Christian Union, I thought that you would like to know the latest developments and see extracts from a letter sent on Monday last to the IVF Scott​ish Advisory Committee, who have been asked to investigate the situation and to send re​commendations to the IVF Executive Committee.

Two points were made clear:​

(a) The position of the C.U, in relation to the IVF Aim and Basis. 

With reference to the statement made by Mr. Con​nell at the Business Meeting of the CU, I should like to make it emphatically clear that there never has been nor is there today any question at all of departure from the IVF Aim and Basis. The E.U.C.U. affirms now as hitherto its full adhesion to the IVF Aim and Basis, and affirms that it is determined to maintain uncompromising witness to the Gospel as revealed in Holy Scrip​ture. ... I wish to affirm emphatically that EUCU under its new Committee takes its stand on all the fundamental doctrines of the Christian faith.’

In regard to the alleged broadening of the policy of EUCU, we wish to state with equal emphasis that the whole crisis has NOT arisen from any such broadening but from the will of a minority to narrow the basis of EUCU. ... EUCU (is) a Christian Union in which the co​operation in Christ between members of different Churches is fully maintained, so long as they are in agreement with the Aim and Basis of the IVF.’

(b) The Questionable action of IVF with regard to EUCU.

I feel obliged to express concern at the treat​ment which EUCU has received recently from the IVF Executive, particularly with references to the Business Meeting held on Friday last. It would appear that the action taken by certain of the Executive officials has been over-hasty and quite out of keeping with the declared prin​ciples on which IVF works. Mr. Connell was clearly overriding the autonomy of our Union when he insisted that he would speak. He af​firmed that he was acting on instructions from IVF Executive. One questions their right to issue such a mandate, but it has since become clear that the Executive has not met during the last fortnight, and thus that the statement which Mr. Connell read was completely misleading. Surely the Executive should not have taken such a decisive step until they had met to discuss the matter fully. From the statement itself it would appear that before any enquiry had been undertaken by the Scottish Advisory Committee, the IVF Executive had presupposed that the policy of EUCU had been ‘broadening’; that this policy had at times been pursued in a questionable manner unexpected in a Christian organisation; that it was desirable to safe​guard the future evangelical witness of the CU by imposing certain principles upon it contrary to the expressed will of a large majority of its members. As these pre​suppositions have been made by IVF Executive and announced in an unexpected manner without consulting myself as President or any other member of the Committee until immediately be​fore the Business Meeting, I am obliged to ask upon what grounds these pre-suppositions have been made. I am also bound to enquire upon what grounds the Vice-Chairman of IVF Executive informed the leaders of the minority group earlier on Friday of his intended action. It would seem that the CU has been censured by the Executive Committee before the fact-​finding group met. Apart from the fact that this involves a plain denial of the autonomy of the Union it appears to be a thoroughly dishonourable procedure and savours strongly of political manoeuvring.

In regard to the delegating of authority from the IVF Executive to the Scottish Advisory without reference to the Scottish co-ordinating Committee, of which I have been an authorised member since December 5th, and which has not met since September 29th, 1952, I should like to draw attention to the Clause concerning Scottish affairs. Thus the authority of the Scottish co-ordinating Committee would also seem to have been overridden.

I had hoped that both the motives and judg​ments of the IVF Executive and members of IVF Staff had been misunderstood, and that if this was so all misunderstanding would have been cleared up at the Edinburgh meeting on Satur​day, (an informal meeting of certain members of the Advisory Committee and others). It was with dismay however that I found myself "at the bar" before what one of the members of the Advisory described as an "inquisition", and that even when I asked at the outset the status of the group, I was informed I was there "not to ask questions but to answer them". It would therefore seem that there had been a re​fusal to recognise the possibility of misunderstanding on both sides and that the enquiries were conducted in no spirit of Christian love but in a dictatorial fashion.’

In conclusion it was stated:​

I should like to state that from the foregoing it would appear that the autonomy of our Union which adheres absolutely to the IVF Aim and Basis has been overridden, that IVF officials have been guilty of dishonourable conduct, and that the investigations so far made are so inadequate that the Advisory Committee is in no position to report to the IVF Executive Committee. We therefore insist that a full and impartial enquiry be instituted without delay in a spirit of Christian love.

At this present stage it is not possible to give any indication of the outcome of the Advisory Committee's deliberations, as they were informed that the proceedings were not to be revealed. The Executive Committee is due to meet on Saturday to decide what action shall be taken in the light of the Advisory Committee's recommendation.

You will, I am sure, be eager to know the decision of the Executive, and so I shall in​form you in due course of further developments. In the meantime I need hardly add that we shall, as always, value your prayerful support and interest.

Yours sincerely, 

David H, Philpot.

Present EUCU.

THE INTER-VARSITY FELLOWSHTP OF EVANGELICAL UNIONS.

39 Bedford Square, London W.C.l.





3rd March 1953.

Dear Mr. Philpot,

The Executive Committee of I.V.F. have given prayer​ful and careful consideration to the situation in Edinburgh. First of all they wish to apologise for the fact that certain of their actions have led some people to think that there was an attempt to overrule the autonomy of E,U.C.U. A letter of 25th February has already explained to you the situation leading up to the sending of our first letter to the Union. The members of the Executive Committee would assure you that all was done in good faith and with an ear​nest desire to help in any way that was right. They are very sorry -that the unfortunate impression should have been formed.
We should like to empha​sise that we have no wish to infringe the rights of the E.U.C.U. Our concern is solely with what is done under the name of the I.V.F.

History

We face a dispute between two parties of the same Christian Union, both claiming equally to be loyal to the I.V.F. Basis but both convinced that a funda​mental disagreement exists between them. The his​tory of the dispute appears to be as follows.

In November 1952, the duly elected Committee of the E.U.C.U. decided by a majority vote against contin​uing a joint prayer meeting with S.C.M. Three dissenting members of the Committee raised consider​able support in the C.U. and called a Special Busi​ness Meeting on November 21st in order to put the matter before the members. This meeting revealed clearly the presence within the C.U. of two parties or schools of thought - the majority in favour of a broader policy including joint C.U.-S.C.M. prayers and the minority committed to a narrower policy with regard to co-operation and choice of speakers. The matter was debated on the grounds of general policy and a vote of ‘no confidence’ in the Committee was passed by (we understand) 92 votes to 58. The Committee resigned office and a number of members of the C.U. resigned their membership.

At the request of the majority party the General Secretary of I.V.F. came to Edinburgh and after dis​cussion, and in order to allow the carrying through of the University Mission planned for January 9th - 18th, 1953, a ‘Caretaker Committee’ was formed with representatives of both parties on it. This Com​mittee was formed on the agreement that amongst other things a new Committee would be elected not later than February 28th.

During the Mission January 9th - 18th discussion on these controversial issues was reduced to the mini​mum possible, but towards the close of the Mission a meeting was held between John Balchin and Bennet McInnes (representing the minority party), David Philpot (representing the majority party) and the Assistant Secretary of I.V.F. (an Assistant Mission​er). A basis of agreement seemed to have been found. The majority party however found themselves unable, on further reflection, to accept the ‘agreement’, at least in the form in which it was acceptable to the minority party.

Finally on February 6th, 1953 at a Special Business Meeting of the E.U.C.U., the minority party pre​sented a resolution, which they stated was an ab​solute minimum from their point of view and included all the concessions that they were conscientiously able to make. Their statement and resolution were:

"The basis of the Union's witness to the Lord Jesus Christ is the full scriptural revelation and in particular those fundamental truths indicated in the eight clauses of the I.V.F. Doctrinal Basis.

So that all members may be assured that the Union will function according to this basis, we propose:

'that on February 20th an Executive Committee be elected (for one year) which accepts the statement given below as binding upon it during its year of office and undertakes to make its three main principles explicit in the constitu​tion some time during the year.'
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(1) 'I'he whole committee shall agree in its invita​tions to speakers, only those men being con​sidered who are known to uphold those funda​mental scriptural truths indicated in the I.V.F. Doctrinal Basis.

(2) The Committee shall not involve the Union in a joint witness with any body which does not substantially uphold those truths.

(3) Official recommendations of non-Union activi​ties shall not be made to the members except by approval of the whole committee.

According to these principles there is no objection (a) to there being a joint S.C.M. C.U. prayer meeting as long as it is not announced as a joint witness to anything other than the desire to pray: (b) to the Union's activities being arranged so as not to clash with other activities in which it could not participate as a society but in which many of its members might wish to participate.’

This motion was opposed by the leaders of the maj​ority party and defeated by (we understand) 78 votes to 31, 11 abstaining. Some more members of the C.U. resigned following this and the minority party ap​pealed to the I.V.F. Executive Committee to investi​gate the matter in a letter signed by three of their members (a copy of which has already been sent to you).

The I.V.F. Executive Committee had discussed the matter at its meeting in December on report from its Scottish members. The Executive Committee at that meeting agreed that if the matter became of general concern to Scotland and Scottish Advisory Committee should be asked to investigate and to advise the Executive Committee. On receiving, on February 17th, for the first time, a direct appeal for investigation and on being assured by Scottish members of the Executive Committee that the matter was of general concern to the Scottish Unions, and that the attitude of the I.V.F. Executive Committee had been misunderstood by members both of the major​ity and minority parties of the E.U.C.U., it was apparent that action by the Executive Committee of the I.V.F. was necessary. Acting according to a decision made at their last meeting (in December), a letter was sent to the Chairman of the Scottish Ad​visory Committee requesting that his committee should investigate the situation as soon as possible and give its advice. In the meantime a letter was sent via the Vice-Chairman of the Executive Committee to your Union which was understood to be having its Business :Meeting on February 20th. A meeting of the Executive Committee was called for February 28th.

The Chairman of the Scottish Advisory Committee called together a number of members of that Committee to a fact finding meeting on Saturday, February 21st This meeting took place in Edinburgh and representa​tives of both sides were asked to give information, as also were two Hon. Vice-Presidents of the E.U.C.U, who had stated that they felt compelled to resign from that office. The Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the I.V.F. Executive Committee, the Treasurer and the General Secretary of the I.V.F. were pre​sent. Other information was also collected by personal interviews before the full meeting of the Scottish Advisory Committee on Monday, Feb​ruary 23rd. This meeting of the Scottish Advisory Committee recommended that the E.U.C.U. be dis​affiliated from the I.V.F.

The Executive Committee of I.V.F. invited dele​gates from the E.U.C.U. to come to London and pre​sent any further facts which they thought might be relevant before a meeting of the Executive Committee called for Saturday, February 28th. Two delegates (Mr. David Philpot, President of E.U.C.U. and Miss May Noble) came to London and had oppor​tunity to speak with members of the committee. Also before the meeting took place, two senior Edinburgh graduates interested in the E.U.C.U, at their own initiative, also gave their opinions on the question.

Important Considerations

After very careful and prayerful consideration two Executive Committee of I.V.F. wish to emphasis the following vital points:​

l. The vote of "No Confidence" in the E.U.C.U. Committee passed on November 21st was by both sides regarded as a matter of fundamental policy of which the disagreement about the joint C.U.-S.C.M, pra​yers was only one expression. In view of the fact that the Committee, which was then forced to resign was fulfilling its obligations to the stated aims and basis of the Union, the reasons which have been advanced to explain this drastic action appear to us to be unsatisfactory and insufficient in the light of the aims and basis of the C.U.

2. After several attempts to reach agreement had failed, the minority party could do no other than ask for some definite assurances that the policy of the E.U.C.U. would be conducted in a way consistent with the office bearers holding to the I.V.F. basis. Although they asked for what amounts to a "veto" on speakers, etc. this was to be reciprocal in its operation.

When on February 6th they presented a motion con​taining certain guarantees as to the future policy of the E.U.C.U. it was opposed by the leaders of the majority party. The fact that this motion was rejected, and the grounds on which it was rejected, convince us that the E.U.C.U. is now committed to a policy which is incompatible with a wholehearted acceptance of the I.V.P'. basis.

3. This conviction is strengthened by the fact that:

(a) Amongst those who have been conscientiously compelled to resign from membership of E.U.C.U. are some who are outstanding in evangelical faith and personal evangelism.

(b) In interviews with the President and other re​presentatives of the majority party it has been impossible to obtain definite assurances as to the future policy of the Union with regard to joint witness (and even with regard to eventual assimilation) with other religious bodies not having a similar doctrinal basis.

4. The Executive Committee deplores the hostile and disparaging remarks about I.V.F. officials which have been given wide publicity. They are not only convinced that they are entirely unjust, but they' also find it hard to reconcile them with a whole​hearted desire to remain in fellowship with the I.V.F.

Conclusion

The Executive Committee of I.V.F. has prayerfully and carefully considered the situation in Edinburgh over several months.
The Scottish Advisory Com​mittee to whom they referred the matter has they be​lieve investigated it adequately and with the other evidence put before them they see sufficient and convincing reasons for putting into effect the re​commendation of the Scottish Advisory Committee that the E.U.C.U. should be disaffiliated from the I.V.F. They have, however, received strong repre​sentations from trusted friends of I.V.F. asking that they should delay a final decision. In view of these representations and in order to remove any possible misunderstanding, the Executive Com​mittee have decided to postpone a final decision until further opportunity has been given to show any reasons why the recommendation of the Scottish Advisory Committee should be set aside.

Resolution.

Meanwhile it was unanimously resolved by the Exe​cutive Committee meeting on February 28th that:​

l. The situation be referred for full consideration by the I.V.F. Advisory Committee.

2. The I.V.F. Advisory Committee with the Scottish Advisory Committee be requested jointly to appoint a Committee to meet in Edinburgh and to invite all parties interested to present facts and statements in order to discover if there are any reasons why the recommendation of the Scottish Advisory Com​mittee should be set aside.

3. The E.U.C.U. should not send delegates to any Scottish or General I.V.F, Committees for two months and, in any case, not until the receipt by the I.V.F. Executive Committee of the report of the Committee mentioned in 2, above. During the same period, the I.V.F. will not receive similar delegates from any other Union or group in Edin​burgh who might wish to be recognised by I.V.F.

4. The I.V.F. Executive Committee will seek to reduce to a minimum discussion about these matters at the forthcoming Conferences and Committees in order to leave everyone free to concentrate on the spiritual work which is of supreme importance at these Conferences and Committees.

The Executive Committee would like again to assure you that these decisions have not been taken lightly and are only taken now because we believe that in the present situation they are absolutely necessary. We shall continue to be much in prayer for the cause of the Gospel in Edinburgh.

On behalf of the Executive Committee of I.V.F.

JOHN BENDOR-SAMUEL (Chairman)

THE INTER-VARSITY FELLOWSHIP OF EVANGELICAL UNIONS

39 Bedford Square, London W.C.1. 

21st May 1953.

To the President and members of the E.U.C.U.

Dear Mr. Philpot,

The I.V.F. Executive Committee would like me to express their appreciation of your friendly and conciliatory latter of May 5th sent on behalf of the E.U.C.U. We are glad to see that you agree with the general policy of the Fellowship regarding speakers, and that you withdraw accusations made against I.V.F. officers.

We are sorry that you have not stated your general policy on the matter of co-operation. Agreement with our request could be read into your resolution 5, but it is not clear whether this was intended. Although, as I say, we are really grateful that you wrote as you did, we cannot feel that your reply settles the question.

We believe that this matter of co-operation is very important. You ask for our Scriptural authority and we would point out that Scripture requires that Christians hold certain doctrines, make them known and, if necessary, contend earnestly for them against error. These doctrines are not merely of theoretical interest but are essential to the Gospel. In our witness to the world Scripture urges us constantly to be careful that our preaching and even our be​haviour is consistent with the Gospel. The I.V.F. exists for such witness at a corporate level. It has a doctrinal basis (with which you agree) as a minimal statement of the essential Scriptural truths upon which all our witness must depend. Any joint witness with a body which does not regard these truths as essential is therefore inconsistent with our profession. it would imply that they are not essential.
 It might increase the apparent range of the Gospel but only at the expense of its serious dilution and in a way which is contrary to Scripture. We must not be misled by expediency or quick success into a policy which is wrong.

The practical outcome of this is summarised in the I.V.F. constitution by Clause 17: 'In connection with the Fellowship, no joint activities shall be arranged with any religious body which does not substantially uphold the truths stated in the doc​trinal basis of the Fellowship'.

We have no desire to discourage or hinder prayer in the fellowship of the Holy Spirit. But there are plenty of opportunities for such prayer without com​promising the witness of the C.U. as a body.
In Edinburgh this is easier than in many other Univer​sities since there is a Chaplaincy with very good facilities at its disposal. We, therefore, cannot see why you continue this official joint meeting in the face of opposition from nearly a third of the C.U. (not to mention those who have resigned) if its purpose is solely to have prayer with other Christ​ians. Also we cannot see how you can justify from Scripture such official joint activities with bodies which (whatever their local branches or individuals may be like) do not give fundamentally the same corporate witness as yourselves.

It is obviously most desirable that this dispute should not be presented to a new generation of stu​dents in October and we very much hope that in view of the teaching of Scripture and the other reasons mentioned in this letter your Union will be willing to assure us before the end of term that it is in agreement with our general policy on co-operation as outlined in our constitution. Until we hear your answer on this subject we shall continue the rela​tionship that has existed since February 28th, your delegates being withdrawn from I.V.F. Committee.

We are sorry that such slow progress is being made towards reconciliation with the minority party. I've hope that you will be willing to meet them by making the joint prayers unofficial. We hope also that you will be willing not to force into prominence in the C.U. any doctrines - especially doctrines con​cerning the Church - on which there is a division amongst those who seek to be absolutely loyal to Scripture and are otherwise one, through salvation in Christ. Until reconciliation is achieved we shall naturally feel free to assist the minority in any way we can with their witness to the Gospel.

It is our sincere hope that we shall soon hear that you are in agreement with us in this matter and that we shall be able to work together in fellowship in the next academic year.

On behalf of the Executive Committee of the I.V.F.

Yours sincerely,

Michael C. Griffiths. Chairman of Executive Committee 1953-4.

I break into the correspondence here to mention that in connection with the scriptures quoted in the letter of May 21st from the IVF E.C. to the LUCU there was a rather futile Bible Study held on June 12. There were only 9 there altogether, including James Torrance who led and 2 other non-members of the Union!
There might have been a few more if the CU E.C. had not been having another meeting at the same time. After other (rather irrelevant) discussion we eventually got on to the heresies of the SCM. James seemed to have nothing to say to our objection that they persistently talk as well as act as if there can be spiritual fellowship between believers and non-believers. Somehow or other, the point of the 3rd paragraph of the May 21 letter (i.e. that joint witness with an SCM branch implies that the IVF doctrinal emphasis is unnecess​ary) seems to be beyond the comprehension of our ecumenico-evangelistic friends.

"Church loyalty" is probably the most important trouble-maker. In spite of 1 Cor. 3:4 the ecumenicals will not give up their denominations. And even though 1 Cor. 3:11 is one of their favourite quotations, in practice it is their sectarian loy​alty that comes first. This became increasingly apparent when they replied to the letter of 21st May in the following terms.

29th June 1953.

The Chairman,

I.V.F. Executive.

Dear Mr. Griffiths,

We should like to thank you and your Committee for the latest letter which you have sent us. As re​quested, copies have been distributed to all our members. The Committee and the Union have discussed the situation in the light of your remarks, and have again consulted our senior friends.

We are grateful for the explanation given of the reasons why I.V.F. holds its position with regard to joint activity. Without hesitation we should like to record our agreement in principle with Clause 17 of the I.V.F. Constitution. However, it would appear that there is a difference of opinion over the application of this clause. In all sincerity the Edinburgh Union feels that our declared policy and the joint activity upon which we are engaged do not contravene that clause. We cannot understand how the Scripture references which you have quoted apply in the current situation, since we do not believe that the Student Christian Movement's posi​tion, as stated in their new Aim and Basis (1951), can be associated with any of the heresies mentioned. The Executive have indicated, in accordance with re​formed tradition, that we should not judge another religious body simply by its local expression, as this may be misleading. Therefore ~,,Te need to return to the official statements of that body. Conse​quently, we would ask for a full explanation as to why the Executive feels that the S.C.M. comes under the heading of a proscribed body with whom no joint activity can be had if our policy is to be in keep​ing with Clause 17 of the I.V.F. Constitution. As at all times throughout this controversy we should like to state our preparedness to consider any specific reasons which the Executive give us to indicate why the S.C.M. comes into the above​mentioned category.

With real regret we note that our repeated requests for a full investigation have not been accepted to date. It would thus appear that the Executive re​fuse, firstly, to recognise the possibility that the policy of the Edinburgh Union in recent years has been directed by the Holy Spirit; secondly, to acknowledge the manifest blessing of God upon the work and witness of the Union; thirdly, to allow the Union any freedom of conscience in local affairs, and are thereby denying its rightful auto​nomy. Further, it is abundantly plain that the pro​blems involved cannot be reduced simply to a student level, and that to do so is to in4troduce a false dichotomy between our student days and the rest of our lives. The Scottish Church situation must be taken into account, and this is all the more imper​ative when it is realised that the Executive are endeavouring to impose upon our Union a policy which is contrary to that pursued by our Churches. Therefore we are perplexed as to how we may recon​cile the policy advocated by the Executive with our Church loyalties. Thus it seems that the Executive are asking us to place our fully inter-denominational Union upon an un-denominational basis. A demand in​volving such far reaching implications clearly puts our Union in a quite impossible position.

With regard to the future we desire it to be known that the C.U. Committee have no further plans for joint activity before them, and that the limited extent to which joint activity is possible is fully recognised.
To what degree we shall be invited to ~ participate as a Society in the Chaplain's Mission in October 1954 is not yet clear. Accordingly, we cannot possibly state our position concerning it, other than to affirm that it will be considered in the light of our declared policy, and that we shall not be misled, in this or any other matter, to adopt a course which, while apparently increasing the range of the Gospel, would only lead to its serious dilution.

Personal relationships with the minority party con​tinue to improve. Convinced that the two groups can move forward together, we have offered three places on an enlarged Committee to the minority party, so that they might take a full share in the planning of next session's activities, but unfortunately this invitation was not found to be acceptable. A gen​uine spiritual reconciliation will almost inevitably be slow, but it is our firm belief that your open support of the minority, as indicated in your latest letter, is hindering rather than helping any advance. 

We should like to make it quite clear that any dis​cussions or communications with I.V.F. Officials with reference to the Edinburgh Union must be done, not through individuals, whether Committee members or not, but only via the Committee as a whole. Great damage has been done in the past through the non​-observance of this vital principle, and we are anx​ious to prevent any misunderstandings in the future.

From your letter it is not clear when the Executive will next meet, but we understand that you do not intend to call a meeting until the Leaders' Confer​ence in September. If this is correct, it would seem difficult to avoid presenting this dispute to a new generation of students, as there would certainly be considerable discussion among C.U. members, even if a final decision has then been made. With​out wishing in any way to minimise the importance such a decision, we would suggest that, since the Executive has already spent a great deal of time considering the Edinburgh situation, it might be possible to arrive at a decision by means of a ref​erendum by post to all members of the Executive. At any rate we urge that some progress should be made in this matter in the immediate future so that all concerned may know more exactly where they stand well before the commencement of term.

On behalf of E.U.C.C. Committee, 

Yours very sincerely,

David H. Philpot,

President E.U.C.U.

I studied most of the important documents (consti​tutions, amendments, minutes, etc) of the EUCU but cannot see anything whatever about denominations until this letter. Why our Union should now be proclaimed as "fully inter-denominational" rather than "fully undenominational" is not clear - except of course that to let it remain undenominational (as it most blessedly was during my first very happy year in it) would be to put the ecumenicals out of their main job.

As usual there was no indication of what causes joint activity to be ‘restricted’ to such activi​ties as Missions and widely-advertised prayer meetings.

I do not know where David Philpot saw ‘open support’ by IVF of the minority group (which was almost in​definable in group terms). If one thing was plain to me it was that such support had been very wisely withheld. IVF’s patience with the EUCU was obvious.

THE INTER-VARSITY FELLOWSHIP OF EVANGELICAL UNIONS



11th August 1953,

David Philpot, Esq.


Dear Mr. Philpot,

Thank you for your letter of June 29th. Although the Exec. Committee have not met since then we have discussed the matter by post and we are agreed on the following reply.

We are glad that you now state your agreement in principle with our policy with regard to co-oper​ation as expressed in Clause 17 of our Constitution. We gather also from your paragraph about future policy that you intend to control your future acti​vities by th~s same principle and we are very grate​ful for these assurances.

You do, however, qualify these assurances in such a surprising manner that it makes us wonder whether we mean the same thing. We indicated in our last letter that our reading of Scripture leads us to a policy with regard to co-operation expressed in the consti​tutional phrase: "In connection with the Fellowship no joint activities shall be arranged with any re​ligious body which does not substantially uphold the truths stated in the Doctrinal Basis of the Fellowship" (I.V.F. Constitution Clause 17). You say that you agree with this but that it should not exclude joint activities with the S.C.M. in view of their new (1951) Aim and Basis. The question then is: do the Aim and Basis of S.C.M. substantially uphold the truths stated in the I.V.F. Basis? We think you will agree that their ‘Aim’ does not and could be signed by a Unitarian or by someone who denied all the eight points of the I.V.F. Doctrinal Basis. Presumably the S.C.M. ‘Basis’ is the rele​vant document. This reads ‘The basis of the Move​ment is the word of God witnessed to by prophets and apostles in Holy Scripture and affirmed by the Church in its worship and its creeds.’ This however is deliberately equivocal on most of the crucial issues. It could be, and is, agreed to by those who do not accept the substitutionary nature of the at​onement, the doctrine of justification by faith and even the Deity of our Lord.
It leaves it entirely an open question as to how much of Scripture is regarded as the Word of God and might even allow that the Roman Mass (for instance) could be regarded as a true representation of the Word of God.

We have not accused the S.C.M., as such, of anything. We have not accused the S.C.M. Aim and Basis of actively upholding any major heresy, but neither does it uphold the truth, and this is the point at issue: do the S.C.M. Aim and Basis substantially uphold the truths stated in the Doctrinal Basis of the I.V.F. or not? We cannot see how they do, un​less indeed one can be said to uphold a truth when at the same time one upholds equally its contrary.

When, also, we remember that it is open to people of any kind of belief or lack of belief to be mem​bers and even officers and speakers in the S.C.M., the situation seems perfectly clear. You agreed in your last letter that this is not in the least affected by the fact that there are often very fine Christians in the S.C.M. with whom personally we find a real bond of spiritual unity and the S.C.M. as a whole cannot be judged by its local manifest​ations.

We have no desire to introduce a false dichotomy between student days and the rest of life. We have, however, discussed with you the application of certain Biblical principles to a situation in the Universities which we all understand. V7e re​alise, of course, that these same principles have applications to the very different situations in the Churches, but we cannot see what help would be gained by discussing this wider application which many students cannot yet fully understand. We cannot see how our desire to avoid official dis​cussion of Church policies implies any of the things you suggest, and as it has already led to division in your Union we are sure that it is best not pursued farther.

In view of all this we sincerely trust that you will agree with us so that all such causes of di​vision may be removed. In the meantime however as the minority group remains, in effect, a separate Evangelical Union, we feel some responsibility towards them and are bound to help them.

Yours sincerely,

Michael C. Griffiths.

Chairman I.V.F. Executive Committee 1953-4.

� Some representative passages are: Gal. 1 v.6-12; 2 John v. 10,11; Jude v.3; Luke 24 v.45-48; 1 Thess. 2 v.4; 1 Tim. 4 v 16, 6 v.3-5; 2 Tim. 1 v.13,14, 3 v.l - 4 v.4; 2 Thess. 3 v.14,15.








