


ccluzilry a re  agreed. We shall not  go back 
t ~ ? i % ~ t h e r  of the former conditions under which 
to church and s tate  were united. Tha t  needs 
thGSrgurnent. 
.- ,. 
I1U 

t is i t  not evident t h a t  the present condit~on 
$zL ideal? Evidently we hare  not  yet reach- 

is condition under which these two institutions 
cd ' co-operate. Must we conclude tha t  such a 
m , ~ z ~ i o n s h i ~  is inlpossible? J l u i t  there be con- 
y~~ ,d lack of harmony between these two divine 
tiTi*.tutions? This does not seem either reason- 
instL or necessary. 
n bIC 

present attitude of church and state 
to each other. 

j e s u s  Clirist claims to be the ruler  of both 
and state. Of tile former, he says he is 

1Ze:ld; of the latter,  he claims to be the  ICit-g. $ye church admits his claim to be its 1Iead. The 
denies his claim to be i ts  ICiiig. Instead of 

o,yl,lnyr his au thor~ ly ,  the staLe owns the \\.ill of 
a ,Ionarch, or of the people a s  supreine. 

JestIS Christ dcclnrcd that  his will, the  Bible, 
is llle Inw for lnen in every relation of life. The 
~ l , l l r c h  acccpts this ln~v  a s  the rule of its liie. 
 TI,^ s t a t e  docs not. Tlie s ta te  does not ow11 any 
.,tllority abovc itseli. I t  claims to be sovereigtt. 

The church teaches the Biblc as  the la\\. for  i ts  
menlbers. Tlie stntc, in most cases, allows thc 
rjible t o  bc read In its scliools \!pithout coninlent. 
.kt t i m e s  it  is studietl as  literature. But  in Amer- 
ica, t h e  stnte does not :lllow the Bible to  be stud- 
ictl i r i  her schools a s  tlie law of 11fe f o r  her citi- 
z e n s  Afore than that,  the s tate  does allow i o  be 
t a u g h t  111 its higher schoola aiid uni\rersi!ies a 

of life, which, if generally accepted 
by students, would cnpplc or destroy t h e  church. 
The s c l ~ o o l s  of Ilie s t i ~ t e  ni;ly not avowedly teach 
the tloctrir~es of Christ, but they may and do 
Lg;~ch thc duct rilles of ag~~ost icism. 

To this condition Christian citizens have sub- 
mitted because  hey had not seen the outcome. 
Nom they are  being aroused to the fact  that  the  
faith ~vliich is taught  to their children in the 
church is being undermined in the schools. 

This condition not permanent 
Lincoln said, "This country can not remahi 

half slave and half free." History llas verified 
his saying. We can not continue indefinitely t o  
teach agnosticism in the universities and higher 
schools, and Cllristianity in the church. One or 
other must  finally prevail. Which shall i t  b e ?  
Either the  church must accept tlie teachings of 
the s tate  schools as  its own, in \vhich case tlie 
church presently, and the state finally, will 
cease to exist, a s  have the institutions of the 
pas t  tha t  have forgotten God. 

The other possibility is t h a t  the s ta te  will ac- 
cept tlie belief in Jesus Christ and the Bible 
whir11 is taught  in the church. 

This ~vould enable tlie church and the s ta te  t o  
co-opcrate. They could ivorli each in its o\vn 
sphere, performing i ts  own functions, f o r  the 
glory of God and tlie coninlon good. 

What is  necessary for co-operation? 
The small boy on the s t reet  knows t h a t  no 

game can be played unless the players have a 
collllnon rule of the game. Neither can two .in- 
stitutions co-operate while they have opposlng 
rules of life. They must adopt a coliimon rule. 
Tliis is  quite as  t rue in regard. to church and 
s ta te  a s  elsewhere. Shall the church accept the  
agnosticisin t aught  by the s ta te?  Or sliall the 
s ta te  accept tlie teaching of the church in regard ' 
t o  Jesus Christ a s  tlie ruler,  and the  Bible as  the 
law of life? If t h e  latter way is chosen, i t  would 
mean the more abundant life of both. In the 
coming time Americans iilust choose between 
these two ways. 

What does a union of church and state 
mean? 

When it is proposed that  the ltations sl~:~ll own 
Jesus Christ and his lam of life, objection is a t  
once raised t h a t  this mould mean thc disastrous 
union of church anci stnte thnt ive hnve rejected. 
If i t  \\.auld nican ;hilt, we do not want it. But i t  
may be that  it  does not memi that. I t  nlny be 
Tha t  i t  niearls the oppositc of such i ~ n i o t ~ .  Co- 
operation is not union. Let us sec exactly whnt 
a tlnion of church and s tate  hns n~caiit. This is  
wliat we \\,ant to avoid. 

1. I t  riieans that  the churcl~ is tlepcrtdent en 
the s tate  in thc choice of otTicinls. For  inshnce,  
the  prime min~s te r  of Englan{l appoints the 
heads of the Church of Englancl. The ssllne is 
t rue in each country wllerc the church is dcpcrt- 
dent on the stnte. 

NOJV let us  suppose that  Lhe Bible \ w r e  taught  
in  the s ta te  schools-\vould tha t  enable t l ~ c  Unit- 
ed States government to  appoint the i\lell~otlist 
Bishops or cl~oose thc Prcsbyterinn hlodcrator? 
Or even suppose tha t  Jesus Christ were owned 
a s  the ruler of tllc nation's life, as  11e is of tho 
life of individual cit~zens-would th:11 cnllblr 
such a thing to be tlonc? Is  there ilny spccllic 
thing in the \!lay of government irltc~l'ercllco 
with the church tha t  ~vould be rensonably possi- 
ble under such conditions, tl~:lt IS not possible 
llo\\r ? 

JYlrat couid it  do esccpt cna l~ lc  s tate  and 
church to co-oper:~tc through having a conlmon 
rule of life? 

2. -4 union of cliurcl~ and s ta te  nle;llts that  
Lhe churcl~ is  dependent on tllc s tntc  in Icgisln- 
t ion. 

Again r c f e r r ~ n g  to England, the Boo1i of Com- 
mon Prayer, \rIiich for c e ~ ~ t u r ~ e s  11:ls been used in 
the Churcli~of England was adopted by  P:lrliament. 
In Gerniany, it was the go\rclnment wl~icll fiscd 
the creed of the established churcl~. Now, if 
Congress \Ifere acting according to thc Sermon 
on tlie Mount, a s  it would be uilder obligatio~i to  



do if the Bible was taken as the official smnd- 
ard, would that  iact  give any possible pretes.;r 
fo r  interference with the Lutheran s h n d a r d s  of 
belief? Would owning Jesus C h r i s ~  in any  \yay 
change the sphere of congressional action? What  
congress may do is decided already by the 
clauscs of the Constituiion dealing with its 
powers. Suppose t h a ~  an achloxvledgment of the 
aut1101-ity of Jesus Christ was made a p a r t  of 
the Constitution by the nation-would t h a t  
change the sphere of Federal or State  action? 
If so, where? And how:' Bfay it not be tha t  
men have been crying "'A'olf!" where there isn't 
any such animal? 

3. A union of chl~rch and s ta te  means tha t  
tlie church is depe~ldent on s ta te  agencies for  
sul~port .  

In England, the money \vhicl~ supports the 
church is mainly raised by agents of the state. 
The. same thing has been true in Germany. I n  
this country, each congregation must raise 
rnoney for  its own support, a s  well as  additional 
funds for  the  general \r~orl; of t h e  church. 

Let u s  suppose again tha t  the Bible was taken 
as  the Ian, of the land on moral questions; sup- 
pose tha t  its precepts \rere taught  in the schools 
--would that  add tlie church budget to  the an- 
nital t a s  levy? Would tha t  enable a pastor t o  
collect his back salary from the city, or the  
cou11tl.y ? Would the con~mnrrity be compelled 
to malie repairs on the church building? Where 
m ~ d  holv would it a t  all afiect the present meth- 
ods by n,hich the cliurcl~ gets  its support?  

Co-operation not union. 
Finally, is there anything in the  claim tha t  

owning Jesus Christ by tlie nation a s  its ICing, 
the  place wliic!l he claiills a s  his right, would 
in mny way  bring about the historical union of 
church ant1 s tate? I t  does not appear t h a t  i t  
would. Indeed, it \\~ould so strengthen the stare 
ill the coriscieiitious loynlty of its citizens t h a t  
there would be no rcason for  such union. 

But what  i t  would malie possible is cooperation. 

Thai  is ~ v h a t  the world needs. Rie shall have 
peace when we are united under the Prince of 
Peace. In  this lies the possibility' of t h e  co-op- 
cration which \\.ill end strife, both natioual and 
~nternational.  

There is no danger of a union of church and 
s tate  in ilnlerica. For  tha t  nre a re  thankful. 
But it does not seem wise in order to get quit of 
of this objectionable union of tlie church with 
the state tha t  the s tate  should discard religion 
also, as  has been done. One rxay throw out the 
bath water w i t h o u ~  also thiorving out the baby 
\vith it. The s ta te  nceds religion a s  certainly as  
the church and for us t h a t  religion is Christian. 
:I pagan s tate  and a Christian church can not 
permanently exist together. 

I t  was through the union of the  church \vitli 
the state, either a s  niaster or servant, during 
the last thousiind years, tha t  trouble came to 
the church. But we also recall tha t  in tlic first 
three centuries af ter  Christ i t  was the opposi- 
tion of the pagan state to t h e  Christian church 
tha t  caused the persecution. If p e r s e c u t i o ~  
should arise in the coming years i o r  the follow- 
ers of Christ, i t  would seen1 much more lilcely 
f lom this cause than horn any  other. Does this 
seen1 i~npossible ? Scarcely lvllen one recalls 
the sufferings of conscientious objectors to war 
even unto death cluring recent years. A state  
111:ly persecute again a s  i t  has  been done before. 
Only the sincere acceptance by the s tate  of the 
Lolrlsliip of Jesus Christ will ilssure t o  the citi- 
zen tha t  lcgal appeal, not siinply to a mob mind, 
but to the moral slandard of the teachings of 
Jesus. With such standard, persecution could 
find no basis in tlic law of the land. Church and 
s late  alid c i t i ~ e n  may have the peace of God 
when they ow11 the will of God. 

That  is God's price of peace. It can be !lad 
a t  his price. 

Witness Committee 
Glenshaw, Pa. 


