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Horace M. DuBose first saw the
light of day in Choctaw County, A}a—
bama, Nov. T, 1858. His education
was secured in the public schools of
Mississippi, at Waynesboro Academy,
and under private tutors. Available
records do no indicate that he went
to college, although he was given the
D.D. degree by Emory and Henry
College. He joined the Mississippi
Conference in 1877. After serving
some pastorates there he transferred
to other conferences, serving leading
pastorates in Galveston, Tyler, and
Houston, Texas; Augusta, and At-
lanta, Ga., Los Angeles; Jackgon,
Miss., and elsewhere, He was edifor

of the Pacific Methodist Advocate in
San Francisco; book editor of the
Methodist Episcopal Church, South;
cditor of the Quarterly Review; one
of the organizers and General Sec-
refary of the Epworth League Move-
men!; member of {ive General Con-
ferences; membel of three Ecumen-
ical Confercences; aulhor of a dozen
or more books: and onc of the niost
popular platiotm sneakers n
Amer'ca. He was clceed Bishon in
1918, Ile died Jan 15, 1941, as_uani-
vorsally loved as any nran Mot i-
it has produced. He was olien
spoken of as a man without guile.
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representing the Loulsiana tonie
ence was composed of John C. Keer
er, afterwards a Bishop in the Churel
R. H. Rivers, formerly of LaGrang
College, then President of Wesleya
University of Florence, Alabama, an
later a member of the Alabama Cor
ference, and W. E. Doty, also a form
member of the Tennessee Cor
ference who had served in Alabam
It will be noted that two of Loui:
jana’s members were former men
bers of the Alabama Conference. D
McTlyeire later returned to Als
bama and was pastor at Montgome)
from 1863 until his election as

Bishop in 1866. He was the auth
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Former Editor, Alab

Methodism's most renowed mission
aries to China and to Japan, wa
born, “between lhe Tombighee an
Warrior Rivers, about two miles {ro
Forkland.” This missionary’s soi
Walter R. Lambuth, born in Shangl:
China, later hecame Execulive Sc
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This photograph of Bishop DuBose tept) and
Projessor Sellin was taken wn 1926 in A allus. Jordan,

A econtemporary archacologist recalls

Bishop Horace M. DuBlose

and his expedition to Shechem in 1926.

DUTCH archacological  volume
seemed a highlv unlikelv place to
find praise for an American Nlethodist
Iishop. but the passage translited dearly:
» . L othe work the exeanvation ol
Shechem | owes mudch 1o the support and
mterest of the | Methodist] Bishop 110,
Dulose of Winston-Salem, North Caro-
tina (U8 L whose friendhv and dhg-
mitied appearance witl not he torgotten.”
These words were written by Dr b
AL L Bohl, pratesor of archacology of
the Uninvarsiy ot Lerden e the Nahar
Lands and one af Furopds outstanding
Neanr Fastam ardhacologistss They rora
o Bishop Tlonace Mdbad Dubiose i
in vears a Dishop in the tonma Meth
ol ll'll\n-[\!i { b South, md 1o
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Apart from his responsbilities as pas-
tor and administrator. Bishop PDubose
was at different times editor ol the Merh-
adist Ouaitarh Revicar, The Fpuorth
Ira, The Pacific Tdrocate, and book edi-
tor Ton the Methadist Fpiscopal Chureh,
South. “The unton ot the three divisions
ol The Methodist Church came atter
Bishop Dubose’™s 1ctirement. but his con-
unied corts over N vears plaved an
important part i hdpmg o mahe the
\cthadists ane people.

The 20 velunmes which he wrote e
dude v \Ili](][tll'\ SOTIe s, W esloeTns,
brographics, histonel stadies hibhe 1l
comie i, hacological studies, anid
anautabogrphy s Ths Iife i Bilos
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of the Bible had been a lifelong endeavor,
but his awareness of the possibilities of
archacological rescarch arose onh after
he had lived tor some time 1 the western
part of the United States and had seen
archacological methods applied o pre
hitoric remains there. The habitat and
arufacts of the Amerinds (the name
anen 1o native American races) in the
arca of Mevico and Califormia, hecame
a major study project for him. In the
course of this effort. he amassed a small
collection of Toltee stone carvings from
Tulla. Menico, and vicinity but did not
publish his findings.

Continued biblical study and the con-
Viction that the systematie exeavation of
Biblical sites would ghve Jdeaer ansight
into the dramas and aas recorded in
Seripure. led Bishop DubBose 1o hecome
inceasingly interested in Palestinian
archacology., His attention was diawn to
the fact that Dr. Frost Selhing professor
of archacology of the University ol Ber
lin and one of the greatest archacologists
of his dav, was proposing to go hadk
Shechem tor further exeavauon of tha
Ol Testaument site. Bishop DubBaose was
pot given to indedision, and once the
value of exveavatng “Shechom, the
capital of the Isradite people” hecame
Jdon to b, he made his intaost known
to Dr Scilm and Protessar Bishl, wha
was lihewise mterested moovaanaung in
Padestine, Inoa bridt ponod plans were
Lind vnd the monay tasedd tor the thie
of them 1o hegin digpma m NMorch, 1926,
w the romains of the timons Ol e
ment iy,
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37:12-12), and Joscph was buricd there
{(Juoshua 24:32). More important, it was
at Shechem that Joshua gathered the
tribes of Isracl together (Joshua 24) 1o
unite them in a covenant confederacy.
Herc also Abimelech made an abortive
attempt to establish his monarchy (Judges
9). Later in this place, Solomon’s son
(Rehoboam) came to be crowned. Here
at Shechem the secession from David's
kingdom occurred, and here also Jero-
boam cstablished his  roval residence
(1 Kings 12). Even later in the ume
of Alexander the Great in the $th cen-
tury B.c., Shechem remained the capital
of the Samaritans. It i1s a small wonder
these men made a point of digging at
Shechem.

Bishop DuBose, in reporting on the
work at Shechem, speaks ol the 1926
expedition’s uncovering of one of the
major gates of the ancient, walled city
and its temple.

“The masonry of this consisted of
squarcd stones, laid in skilliul fashion,
and indicating a mastery in defensive
archutecture. This gate was grimly pro-
tected by covered approaches and sur-
mounted by a tower, strongly bastioned
and embrasured. The entrance was paved
with broad flat stones . . . Jsome of
which ] are as large as those found in the
peramids. . . . In treading these stones,
1 had the assurance that the leet of Abra-
ham and Jacob had trodden them long
helore,

“In adlition to the Toundations of the
palace of Tlamor, hard byo wore uncoy-
ered the fundaments of the wmple ol
Flhanh, which izgues prommently in
the Dok s oo Jeshoa amed fudoes T
viere o] e cnbhonces eroany v
thorny or b veaship Ttow s banh
ivoa menothosne shime ad soll v
sl m e i vYhiaha, wlon vy
dipad thores This v Cthe sacany
rcterred 1o om the Dook of Joshua, hadore
the door of which the conguarer st up
the store o imanonal 1o the 1 tll.ulill_.;
of the Livv ol Moses. Thore also Jaceh
«t up his altar o 1 Eadobe Bsrael” And
maryJdous 1ol the ik and the spade
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Sheclem lies in the pass between Mt. Gerizim Ueft) and . Ebal.

.« . brought to light a massive field aliar
ont one stde of the temple door, and on
the other side, a huge limestone block
with a mortise and an answering plinth
of distinctly monumental design, These
cant be none other than Jacol’s altar and
Joshua's stone of comntemoration.”

While modern-day  archacology  is
much more cautions than Bishop DuBosc
was about identilying some of the tems
found at Shechem, there is no doult that
the uncovery of the Shechem gate, forti-
fications, and temple were discoveries of
prime importance. Since Dr. Ernst Sellin,
as director of the excavation, had the re-
sponsibility of writing and publishing
the report of the Shechem discoveries,
one would asume that Bishop DuBase
would have a prominent place in the
final publicauon. This is all the more
true because the great German archacol-
ogist admired the interest and vigor with
which the American bishop undertook
his responsibilities. Dr. Sellin wrote of
him:

“I find in the North American Bishop
DuBose, a man deeply interested in this
matter [the encavation of Shechem]. Te
worked with great energy and m a short
time, collected more than one third of
the required monev,”™

But the hnal report on the excavation
ol Shechem was never published. Aparnt

from two or three briefl notices, such as
the one from which the quotation above
1s taken, the whole study and report on
the excavatton of Shechem is no longer
available to us. Allied bombers in the
fall of 1943 destroved Dr. Sellin’s Berlin
heme and with it Dr. Scllin’s completed
manuscript of his detailed report readied
for publication, his field notes, and his
supporting cvidence and artifacts.

The story of Shechem might have
cnded on this disapponting note had not
the city’s importance caused archacolo-
gists o return again to the sue for
another attempt at understanding its
secrets, Since 1936, Drew Universite and
McCormick ‘Theological Seminary have
jointly. as the Drew-McCormick Archae-
ological Lixpedition, been  undertaking
further excavations at Shechem. As a
member of the expedition’s archaeological
team, | have heen given the responsibility
ol supervising the continued excavation
ol that arca in which the temple un-
conered by Dr. Selling Bishop Dullose,
and Professor Bohl in 1926 is located.
And while the final four-volume report
on the excayation of Shechem will not be
published before 1965, since all of the ar-
chacological data are not et ing it has be-
come evident that the Shechem wemples
(a second wemple was Tound i 1960) wall
be an important part of that report.

Ruins of the Shechem Temple stand at the joot of Vi, Gerizim,




THE PROPOSED orders of worship
lor The Methodist Church provide
for two Scripture lessons as well as the
use of a psalm of praisc. The first lesson
is to be from the Old Testament and the
sccond from the Epistles or the Gospels.

Recovery of meaningful use of Scrip-
ture and its public reading in worship
characterize the reform wking place in
worship throughout Protestantism.

Ilundreds of letters have been received
by the Commission on Worship, noting
the absence of any lectionary in the re-
port made to General Conlerence on The
Book of Worship in 1956, (A lectionary
is a suggested outline of Scripture read-
ings.) Actually, study was underway on a
lectionary, but work was not far enough
along to make recommendations.

Dr. William Dunkle of Grace Chusch,
Wilmington, Del., is working on an
assignment of Dbringing a proposed lec-
tionary lor the church to the Committee
on Psalter and Ritual of the Hymnai
Committee. His first report gives specific
recommendations for Advent and Christ-
mastide, and  Epiphany scasons. The
suggestions are listed below.

Dr. Dunkle reported that the following
sources were comsidered: The Book of
Worship (Methadist), the Old Testament
lectionary in The Methodist Hymanal, the
Methodist Church of Great Bruain, The

Sunday

Ist in Advent
2nd in Advent
3rd in Advent
4th in Advent
Christmas Day
Christmas Sun.
2nd after Christmas
Ist in Epiphanytide
2nd in Epiphanytide
3rd in Epiphanytide
4th in Epiphanytide
5th in Epiphanytide
6th in Epiphanytide
7th in Epiphanytide
8th in Epiphanytide
9th in Epiphanytide
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Fourth in a Series
BY WILL M. HILDEBRAND

Wil M. Hildebrand is superin-
tendent of the Pasadena District,
Southern California-Arizonia Con-
ference. He is « member of the
Hymnal Committee set up in 1960
to propose a revised hymnad for
Methodism. Previous articles in
this series appeared in our April
26, 1962, June 21, 1962, and
September 13, 1962, issues.

Book of Common Prayer, the Church of
Scotland  (used Dby the Presbyterian
Church in the US.A)), The United
Lutheran Church, the Church of South
India, and the United Church of Canada.

Also studied, but discarded, were the
liturgics of 8. S. Basil and of St. John
Chrysostom, and the Catholic lectionary.

Most lectionaries provide for a two-
year program of Bible rcading, though
in some cascs this is arranged for morn-
ing and evening services instead of a
two-ycar cycle. While this has the ob-
vious advantage of larger use of the rich
biblical materials, we will be recom-
mending a one-year cycle.

No attempt is being made to bring
a distinctly Methodist lectionary to the
church. Rather, the principle of sclection
{or particular scasons or days will follow
the basic concept representative of the
lectionary, structuring lessons so that the
representative parts of the whole Bible
are used cach year in public worship.
They follow, of course, doctrinal and his-
torical traditions of each season of the
church year. There is much in commeon
with all of the various traditions so far
as selections are concerned. For example,
the particular designation for a given
Sunday in Advent may vary considerably,
although sclections for  Advent, as a
whole, are very similar.

Old Testament
Mal. 3:1-76

Is. 11:1-10

ls. 62:10-12

Is. 7:10-14

Epistle
Rom. 13:8-14

1 Thess. 5:1-11

1 Cor. 4:1-5
Tit. 2:11-3:7

Is. 9:2, 6-7 Gal. 4:1-7

Is. 42:1-9 1 Jn. 4:9-16
Zech. 2:10-13 Heb. 1:1-12
Is. 60:1-3, 6b Eph. 3:1-12
ls. 49:8-13 Eph. 2:11-18
1 Sam. 1:19¢-28 2 Cor. 4:1-6
Jonch 3:1-5 1 Cor. 1:18-31
Hos. 6:1-3 Col. 1:21-29
Jer. 10:1-7 Acts 8:26-35
Hab. 2:18-20, 3:2-24 1 Pet. 2:4-10
Lev. 19:1-2, 15-18 Eph. 4:17-32

Prov. 4:10-18

1 Cor. 2:1-16

Dr. Charles Flempstead has been com-
missioned the task of preparing the
Psalter, which 1s to be presented to the
General Conference in connection with
the report on the new hymnal. Proper
Psahms, that is particular psalms appro-
priate for the days and scasons of the
Christian year, will be noted, thus pro-
viding a Psalm of praisc or penitence for
cach Sunday of the year.

Dr. Fred Gealy, of the Mecthodist
Theological School of Ohio, is prepanng
53 sclections from the Old and New
Testaments other than Psalms which will
be known as Other Acts of Praise. These
also will be included in the report of the
Hymnal Commiuee, along with the
psalter and lectionary. Recommendations
for their appropriate usc during the year
will be made.

There 1s apparently strong support for
the use of the lectionary. The question-
naire sent to all Mcthodist ministers in
the conntry disclosed a great interest in
the Christian year. A third of the 11,000
replies suggested that the whole hyvmnal
be organized around the coneept of the
Christian year, and another third asked
that there be a new seetion of the hymnal
on the Christian year.

The lectionary, of course, is an im-
portant and usciul ol lor churches in-
terested in following the Christian year.
Following it, the pastor has the obvious
advantage of knowing that the congrega-
tion has heard from all parts of the Bible
in the course of a year. Tt will also restore
the concept that the Scripture is impor-
tant in itsell, and is not simply a point
of departure for interpretation by the
munister. For a people as far removed
from Bible reading as our generation is,
it may seem like too much Bible reading
in a service. Yet thousands of congrega-
tions in the United States and Europe
have followed this practice throughout
the years, and 1t is a practice to be en-
couraged by the church providing a good
lecuionary. At present, plans call for pub-
lication of the lectionary both in The
Methadist Hymnal and The Book of
1Worship.

Gospel

Mk. 13:33.-37
Lk. 1:26-35
Lk. 3:26-6
Mt.1:18-25
Lk. 2:1-20
Jn. 1:1-14
Lk. 2:21-32
Mt. 2:1-12
Mt. 5:14.20
Lk. 2:39.52
Jn. 12:20-36a
Jn. 1:19-30
Ja. 4:7-26
Jn. 1:35-51
Lk. 10:25-37
Mk. 1:14-22
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ask if the Resurrection was real. They are
not, for the most part, asking il the
Resurrection was scientifically observable
or verifiable, as Williams scems to imply.
What they want to know is, did God do
something there that once and for all
robbed death of its sting and the grave
of its victory? Did God there bring life
and immortality to light by what he did
for Jesus? Was there something more
than the slow emergence in the minds of
the disciples that “God would not let a
good man like Jesus perish,” as T have
heard some great preachers present the
message of Easter? \Was there something
beyond “the decision of faith” as Wil
liams describes it, “the cutting off of
manifold lesser possibilities”? Evidently
Paul thought there was very much more
as he recited the appearances which had
been reported to him {1 Cor. 13). There
are real difficulties in the Resurrection

Just Gods

N JOINING this important dialogue T

would like to refer specifically to
Schubert Ogden’s use of Rudolph Bult-
mann in Ogden’s recent book, Christ
Without Myth (Harpers, $3.75).

Ogden summarizes Bultmann’s pro-
posal in two theses: (1) The New Testa-
ntent message must be demythologized in
view of the different thought world of
madern man and must be understood in
existential terms as self-realization in re-
sponse to the demand of God’s love. (2)
God's love is made known, and sclf-
realization madce possible, only through
Jesus Christ as the Word of God.

Ogden accepts the first proposition
uncquivocally, but medifies the second
by removing the condition, “only.” The
“revelation” in Jesus Christ is of a2 God
who is love from the beginning and
knowable apart from that specific revela-
tion. Thurefore salvation is not bound
to Christ.

The implication here is that God is
known in man himself—is somehow hid-
den in human nature—and that self-
understanding is at the same time an
understanding  of God. No additional
revelation is necessacy. That in the Chris-
van tradition self-understanding  came
by way of Christ docs not preclude the
possihility that such  self-understanding
and the consequent understanding of God
m the new relattonship to THim. can come
v wav of philosophy (as in that oi

Ajter serring for nine yvears us
pastor of the  First  Vethadist
Chureh, Roxborough. in Philadel.
phia. Pa., Dr. Cherry. 39. moved last
June to  the Trinity Vethodist
Church. Chester, Pa. In addition to
hs  pustoral  experience.  he  has
taught conurses in Bible at the Tem-
ple University School of Theology.
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storics but not, it scems to me, as great
as the cffort to explain subsequent history
without some divine-human event behind
the stories.

Here T think Ogden’s characterization
is valid: “There is nothing to be gained
in fleeing from an illusory devil of sub-
jectivism only to be embraced by a real
witch of obyectivism inadequate on phil-
osophical and theological grounds.™ It
scems to one man at least that any ob-
jective interpretation of the Resurrection
is inadequate that does not account for
the fact that “the point of transition from
Jesus  as  the witness of faith to
Jesus as the basis of faith” was the Resur-
rection. As another has put it, “The very
fact that Jesus was preached is evidence
of the Resurrection.” He would not have
been preached had the disciples not been
assured that that man on the cross was
not dead but alive forevermore and that

sl
Heidegger) or, presumably, in other reli-
gions.

The question obviously posed by this
consideration is whether, in fact, the
knowledge of God we cherish came by
this means and whether such knowledge
is so uncquivocal and so Christian. Tt
is significant that only Christian theo-
logians who arc conditioned by the reve-
lation in Christ assert that God is love
and speak of the grace of God in Chris-
tian terms even as they allow it to others
without Christ.

Arc these theologians not more gener-
ous than perspective? Is it possible, for
example, to derive the Christian concep-
tion of God from the non-Christian reli-
gions—or, indeed, {rom the Old Testa-
ment whose understanding of God s,
by definition (one might say), not yet
Christian? And is philosophy so un-
cquivocal®  Where is the concensus
among philosophers that would yicld so
sure a result® And what optimism con-
cerning human nature is so justified by
current events, not to say by history, that
it can confidently assert that a particular
self-understanding is at the same time an
encounter with the God of love?

The New Testament is not so optimis-
tic concerning man, and any interpreta-
uon of 1t that begins with man and nat
with Gad is suspeet. Tt is amazing 1o hear
that the Now Tuostament miossage s
oshavsted moan oastential sclt-under-
standing, espedallv: when this asawrion
surrcputiowly invokes an sssertiion about
God after all ("Grod s Tind ™). Yo we
are urged not 1o allow any statement hav-
ing t do with God himsdi apart lrom
human selt-understanding, since all such
statements are “mythology.” On the con-
trary, if man is to be rdated 10 God for
the purpose of self understanding, i< it
net [](‘l(‘:".ll’}' 1o S."I'\' (\Ol'nl'lhln:._‘ -ll)(l\ll

because he lives we too shall live! How
that assurance came to them is not a
matter {or historical investigation. That
assurance did come to the disciples is a
fact of hustory.

I asked a Presbyterian preacher once
il he still believed in predestination. His
answer was, “Yes, I do, but it is not a
good doctrine to preach.” A doctrine
that is not good to preach is not the Gos-
pel. What we are scarching for amid
historical affirmations and denials is that
Gospel of Christ which is the power of
God umto salvation. The test is its ability
to save both scholar and artisan, poet and
peasant, publican and pharisece. Undoubt-
cdly the debate over mythology is ncces-
sary in this critical era. But we need to
have a care lest the philosophers’ attic
take the place of the pulpit, and specula-
tion about what happened 20 centurics
ago make redemption unlikely today.

BY CLINTON M. CHERRY

God by way of a prior understanding of
Him? But il God is not somchow re-
vealed in man himsell, as suggested
above, then anything known and said
about Him must be by way of divine
sclf-disclosure.

This may well invoke miracle. Miracle
is the béte noire in the background of alt
the current discusston. To invoke it is to
mythologize. But does modern man
wholly reject miracle in the sense of
God’s doing what man cannot? Such
acts of God need not be capricious (as
in ancient mythology), nor do they need
to be antiscientific in the sense of dis-
crediting the scientific method and vitiat-
ing its results. Divine self-disclosure may,
in the nature of the case, require an
act or acts that are not subject to scien-
tific verification, and so lic beyond scien-
tific method. But this does not ipso fucto
deny them historical reality as happen-
ings (il not “events”) beyond anything
man may have to do with them. Science
has its limitations and nowhere more
than in the realm of theology.

What is nceded for modern man is
not demythologizing so much as “'re-
mythologizing™ in terms that are mean-
inglul to a scientific age. Why is it not
possible to say, “This is what God has
done for man, and it stands in its own
richt as the wtis) of God, and. being
s, cscapes the sclonnfic categorics usefnl
in undorstanding the repeatable phonom.
ena of nature: what God has done only
God Cindosand man noeds o kanow and
to trust the divine inibative as not only
a sclf-disddosure but a revelation 1o man
of what he himsdi s, since now he
knows what he is intended 1o he™?

The role of human naware 35 10 verify
its truth in the good results it produces
in human life. By its froite the divine
revedation s hnown and conhrmed.
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