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PREFACE

No institution in human experience may be fully understood unless it be
known historically — known in its origins and its development in time. This is
true whether the institution, the custom, the organization, or whatever it be
called, is within the so-called secular or religious realm. A historical study of
the past is valuable to the present and future, both positively and negatively.
The Roman historian Tacitus put this twofold value succinctly:

“I consider the chief reward of history to be, that good deeds be not forgotten
and that reprobation by posterity be a restraint to bad words and deeds.”

The Southern Baptist Convention is such a subject of study — an institution in
the religious life of America that deserves and receives the willing, devoted
loyalty of millions of church members in the homeland and, through its labors
of love and patience and hope, receives the love and gratitude of thousands in
lands beyond the seas. The following pages endeavor to tell the story of this
Convention in its origins and development through one hundred years. This
story cannot be understood, even in part, without some knowledge of current
American history and world conditions. No institution, any more than an
individual, can live unto itself. The Latin writer Terence (second century B.C.)
states this fact clearly: “I am a man, and | count nothing human foreign to me.”
Philip Schaff, distinguished American theological teacher and writer, adapted
the words of Terence: “I am a Christian, and | count nothing Christian foreign
to me.” The antecedents of organized Baptist life in the South, transplanted
from Europe, were rooted in the beginnings of Christianity in the American
colonies. Likewise, the activities and influence of this organized life reach out
to the ends of the earth.

In striving to tell the story of the Convention very few printed volumes have
been consulted, for the reason that very few have been published which relate
to this field. The minutes of the Southern and state conventions, of associations
and other Baptist organizations, biographies of leaders, official and private
correspondence, periodicals and magazines have supplied the historical data
that have gone into the picture of a century. So many have contributed their
time and have assisted in making available valuable source material that lack
of space forbids enumeration.

Among the institutions to whose librarians I am deeply indebted | am pleased
to name: the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary; the Southwestern Baptist
Theological Seminary; the New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary
(formerly the Baptist Bible Institute); the University of Richmond and the
Virginia Baptist Historical Society’s collection on the campus; Wake Forest



College; Furman University; Mercer University; Howard College; Mississippi
College; Clarke Memorial College; Baylor University; William Jewell College
and the Missouri Baptist Historical Society’s collection on the campus; Duke
University; State Archives of Alabama; State Library of Mississippi; the
University of Texas; Shurtleff College Collection (now in the headquarters of
the Baptist State Convention of Illinois, Springfield); the Library of the
Mercantile Association, St. Louis; and the Library of Congress. The records of
the Foreign Mission Board of the South-ern Baptist Convention are copious,
with many letters to and from missionaries and other friends of missions.
Unfortunately, the records of the Home Mission Board are relatively few.
Likewise, the files of the Woman’s Missionary Union have not been preserved,
| was told that no correspondence was kept beyond three years. In the
statistical office of the Sunday School Board much valuable material has been
gathered. The collection of the Southern Baptist Historical Society in that
center will make that library an increasingly important place of study.

The Andover-Harvard Library graciously sent me a photostatic copy of a page
out of one of the Letters of the German scholar Alberti (see Appendix D),
which has important bearing on the historical question which divided Southern
Baptists more than half a century ago. So far as my reading goes, Alberti’s
Letters were not known by either side in that controversy. Dr. R.E. E.
Harkness of Crozer Seminary has put me in his debt by sending material, in
photostatic or other form, from the collection of the American Baptist
Historical Society. Dr. Garnett Ryland of the Virginia Baptist Historical
Society, Dr. L.T. Crismon of the Kentucky Baptist Historical Society (librarian
of the Southern Baptist Seminary), Dr. H.I. Hester of the Missouri Baptist
Historical Society have all given their time without limit for consultation and
for assistance in finding material. In my own institution, Dr. L.R. Elliott,
librarian, and Dr. Charles P. Johnson, assistant librarian, have been at my call
throughout the period of this study. I thank all of these who have been named
and many others who have lent assistance.

For more detail in the period covered in chapters V and VI the reader is
referred to Relations Between Northern and Southern Baptists by my friend
and colleague, Professor Robert A. Baker, Th.D., Ph.D. This is a timely
presentation of the facts of a century of American Baptist history.

When this volume was first projected, a history commission was elected to
make plans and to advise in an editorial capacity. Dr. W.O. Carver has served
as chairman, the other members being Dr. R.W. Weaver, Dr. J.M. Dawson, Dr.
T.L. Holcomb, and Dr. J.L. Hill. Upon the lamented death of Dr. R.W.
Weaver, Dr. G.W. Paschal was elected to supply that vacancy. The members of
the commission have been sympathetically patient during the long delay, due
to providential circumstances over which none of us had any control. Their



counsel and constructive suggestions have been gratefully accepted and
appreciated.

The editorial committee requested Dr. E.C. Routh to do the editorial revision
for them. A better selection could not have been made. Dr. Routh’s wide
experience as an editor, his familiarity with the course of Baptist history and
its developments, and his intimate acquaintance with Southern Baptist life and
leaders for many years eminently qualified him to perform the task requested
of him by the committee. | am grateful to him for relieving me of a heavy
responsibility — a responsibility made the heavier by the fact that editorial
revision on my part, because of the daily, and at times hourly, interruptions of
school work, was next to impossible. The excellence of his work may be seen
in the manuscript.

My task, the completion of which was delayed unduly by circumstances to
which reference is made above, was to close the story of the first century with
1945, Dr. Porter Routh was asked to bring the story up to date from 1945 to
1953. His experience as editor, as the head of the Department of Survey,
Statistics and In-formation of the Sunday School Board, and now his position
as executive secretary of the Executive Committee of the Southern Baptist
Convention qualify him to tell the story of the progress and development
during the past decade perhaps better than any man among us. | am grateful to
him for the task he has so well performed.

The story of the Southern Baptist Convention, that enrolled two hundred
ninety-three Baptists in its first meeting and in its latest annual meeting more
than ten thousand, must be interesting and enlightening. In tracing the
activities and achievements of South-ern Baptists, we discern the hand of God
at every turn. Southern Baptists may thank him and take courage.

WiLLIAM W. BARNES



1. — INTRODUCTION

From Colonial times there were rivalries and jealousies between the Northern
and Southern colonies. The big problem of the revolutionary leaders was to
secure co-operation among the colonies, the allegiance of each of which had
been directly to the Crown of England. After Yorktown and the achievement
of political independence, the problem was to hold the thirteen independent
states together. The great distances, the poor roads, the lack of facilities of
travel and other means of communication hindered unity of thinking and
acting. In formulating the Constitution for the basis of federal union, the
jealousies between the Northern and Southern sections, between the large and
small states, almost wrecked the effort. The Constitution, which was finally
adopted, was a congeries of compromises that laid the basis for later political
conflicts involving the issues of nationalism and states’ rights. These struggles
culminated in the War Between the States.

The same conditions that hindered unity of thinking and acting in secular life
affected the Baptist groups in different parts of the land. In addition, varying
emphases in doctrine, in ecclesiology, in church polity were brought from
Europe, and comparable differences developed among the various groups in
this country. Some of these differences entered into the separation between
Baptists of the South and the North in 1845.

The first half of the nineteenth century saw tremendous struggles throughout
the world. Politically, socially, intellectually, and religiously the world was in
ferment. All of these elements of strife were current in the United States.
Westward expansion and the development of new conditions and new political
units intensified these conflicts. Religon is never wholly free from secular
influences, and the first half of the century witnessed tremendous religious
conflicts. Old religious bodies divided, and new ones arose. Preshyterians
separated over doctrinal questions; Methodists divided over organization. The
Oxford Movement in England gave the impetus that put high churchism in
control of the Church of England and of the Protestant Episcopal Church in the
United States. All phases of Protestantism feared the increase of Romanism. In
Baptist life, the movements identified with Campbellism, hardshellism, and
freewillism separated Baptists in three directions.

BAPTIST ASSOCIATIONS

Among American Baptists there had been a growing denominational
consciousness and a striving after national union since the middle of the
eighteenth century. The Philadelphia Association, the Charleston, the Sandy



Creek, the Warren, and the increasing number of other associations gave
momentum to the movement. The French and Indian War, 1756-1763,
suggested to some of the colonial political leaders the thought of a closer
political affiliation among the thirteen colonies. The Stamp Act of 1765
intensified that feeling. This developing sense of political nationalism reacted
on Baptists. Upon the occasion of the formation of the Warren Association, Dr.
Samuel Jones, moderator of the Philadelphia Association, wrote to James
Manning of Warren, Rhode Island, September 8, 1767:

For, as particular members are collected together and united in one body,
which we call a particular Church, to answer those ends and purposes which
could not be accomplished by any single member, so a collection and union of
churches into one associational body may easily be conceived capable of
answering those still greater purposes which any particular Church could not
be equal to. And, by the same reason, a union of associations will still

increase the body in weight and strength, and make it good that a three-fold
cord is not easily broken. ™

The meeting of the colonies in the Continental Congress to carry on the
struggle for political independence suggested a comparable meeting of Baptist
associations. Morgan Edwards pro-posed, in 1771, that the Philadelphia
Association be incorporated and a delegate from each of the other associations
be admitted to the corporation. In 1775, the Warren Association issued a call
for “a general meeting of delegates from our societies in every colony” in the
interest of religious liberty. A meeting of Baptists was called to convene in
Virginia, October 17, 1776, to form a “Continental Association.” (Note the
name of the proposed body.) The troublous times prevented the meeting, but
the two groups, Regulars and Separates, gradually coalesced in New England.
In Virginia, in the struggle for separation of church and state and for religious
liberty, the two groups definitely united in 1787.

In 1799, the Philadelphia Association issued a call for a national meeting.
Rippon’s Register * reports as follows:

Apprehensive of the advantages likely to result from a GENERAL
CONFERENCE composed of one member, or more, from each Association, to
be held every one, two, or three years, as might seem most subservient to the
general interests of Christ’s kingdom, this Association, in 1799, respectfully
invited the different Associations in the United States to favor them with their
views on the subject. At this meeting (that is, 1800), having received
approving resolutions from three of their sister Associations, they
recommended that next year a committee be appointed to digest a plan, which
may tend to accelerate this beneficial design. ®

This Association think also, that it would be adviseable to invite the general
committee of Virginia, and different associations on the Continent, to unite



with their own body, in forming a Missionary Society, and for employing
Missionaries among the natives on the American Continent.

In the first decade of the nineteenth century, Dr. Richard Furman, of
Charleston, corresponded with Dr. Thomas Baldwin, of Boston, and Rev. John
Gano, of New York, concerning a national union of Baptists. “ The national
union, in the thought of the early leaders and of those in later decades, was to
be composed of Baptist bodies such as associations and state conventions —
comparable to the Presbyterian General Assembly and the Methodist General
Conference. In the midst of these stirrings and reachings out after a compact
denominational organization, the conversion of Luther Rice and Adoniram
Judson to Baptist views necessitated immediate action. Rice had in mind a
semi-connectionalism brought over from his Congregational training. During a
journey from Boston to Savannah, 1813-1814, in the stagecoach between
Richmond and Petersburg, a plan came to him. Later he wrote to Judson:

The plan which suggested itself to my mind, that of forming one principal
society in each state, bearing the name of the state, and others in the same
state, auxiliary to that; and by these large, or state societies, delegates to be
appointed to form one general society. ... Several state conventions have been
formed already, and more will probably be originated. To these, it is
calculated, auxiliaries will be formed, and that associations will also become
constituents; and that from there delegates, perhaps, ultimately, the delegates
will be appointed to the general convention. ®

The urgency was so great that the leaders did not have time to perfect the
national denominational organization contemplated in the sequence suggested
by Rice. Judson was in Burma, and Rice wished to return and join him. Their
support must be assured at once. Then, too, not all American Baptists favored
such highly articulated denominationalism. Furthermore, many Baptists were
opposed to the very principle of missions. It was impossible to lead some
churches and associations into a denominational organization, because they
were afraid of a rigid ecclesiasticism, and others because they were opposed to
missions, the main objective of the new organization. In most cases, these two
grounds of op-position combined.

The situation called for immediate action. The New England leaders, with the
exception of Dr. Baldwin of the Second Baptist Church, Boston, favored the
“society” ideology as over against the “denominational.” The Rev. Daniel
Sharp insisted that a Boston society should be formed at once to support Rice
and Judson, but Dr. Baldwin, having in view a national organization, advised
de-lay until others could be consulted.

The result was that before we did anything we came to the conclusion that he
(Baldwin) should write to certain individuals, and that | (Sharp) should write
to others, proposing to them, that if they thought it best to form a Missionary



Society in either of their cities, we would become auxiliary or enter into any
arrangement that might meet their views, so that the Societies of Boston,
Philadelphia and New York might become one.

A local society was formed in Boston at once to support Rice, at home
temporarily, and Judson in India, until Dr. Baldwin’s national plans might be
perfected. But Sharp and others still thought in terms of local societies, limited
to the Northeastern part of the country.

Brother Rice was employed by the new society formed in Boston, to visit and
stir up the churches and try to excite a missionary spirit among them. He
started from Massachusetts to Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York and
Pennsylvania, and met with so much success that the brethren in Pennsylvania
encouraged him to go South where he produced a strong impression in favor
of missions. It was at this juncture that proposals were made and received
through the medium of the agent " to meet in Convention for the purpose of
%aking into consideration what ought to be done in regard to foreign missions.

Even after the national body for foreign missions was formed, the Boston
leaders were not national in their thinking, as reflected in the address which
Dr. Sharp delivered upon retiring as a member of the Boston Board for thirty-
two years and as its president for many years:

Although it was not indeed so expressed in the Constitution, | always
understood it to be, the connection of a comparatively inactive with an active
partner. The former contributing funds; the latter doing the work. The former
having a share of the honors, and a voice in appointing the board who should
do the business: — the latter devising plans of operation, selecting stations,
appointing missionaries, and then calling on the denomination to aid them by
their pecuniary contributions. This was the relation. It never entered into the
expectations of those who started the foreign missionary enterprise that they
should obtain missionaries from the South, but simply monies from the South
to aid them in the noble object of sending the gospel to the heathen.

ORGANIZATION OF BAPTIST MISSIONARY CONVENTION

The suggestion of Dr. Johnson to Luther Rice was accepted and carried into
execution in May, 1814, at Philadelphia. The “General Missionary Convention
of the Baptist Denomination in the United States of America for Foreign
Missions” was formed. This Convention was a foreign mission society,
composed of individuals interested in missions or sent by bodies interested in
missions. These bodies might be churches, associations, or state conventions.
But if such Baptist bodies could not be enlisted for missions, then societies,
composed of interested individuals, were formed within a church or an



association. From these local societies, messengers were sent to the General
Convention on the basis of contributions to the treasury of the Convention.

But the denominational consciousness was still prominent. It was more
pronounced from Philadelphia southward and especially in Virginia and the
Carolinas. There were certain ideas em-bodied in the ecclesiology of the
Baptists in those states that determined the thinking then and has continued to
the present to determine trends in Southern Baptist life. The centralized
thinking in ecclesiology in those areas derived from three sources, viz.:

1. The Philadelphia Confession of Faith, used widely among the churches of
the South, carries the conception of the general, invisible church (a conception
brought over from the Westminster Confession, to which the Philadelphia one
goes back in origin), as well as of the particular church.

ARTICLE 26

“1. The catholick or universal church, which ... may be called invisible,
consists of the whole number of the Elect that have been, are, or shall be
gathered into one under Christ, the head thereof, and is the spouse, the body,
the fulness of him that filleth all in all.

“2. All persons, throughout the world, professing the faith of the gospel and
obedience unto God by Christ ... are and may be called visible saints; and of
such ought all particular congregations to be constituted.

“5. ... Those thus called he commandeth to walk together in particular
societies or churches, for their mutual edification. ...”

2. The original Baptist life, finding expression in Virginia and North Carolina,
came from the General Baptists in England. Although the General Baptists
were Arminian in theology, in opposition to the Calvinism of the Philadelphia
Confession, they held to a centralized ecclesiology in agreement with the
fundamental spiritual idea of the Philadelphia. Their General Assembly
exemplified externally the invisible church idea of the Philadelphia
Confession.

The General Baptist Creed of 1678 (England) states:
ARTICLE 39

“General councils, or assemblies, consisting of Bishops, Elders, and Brethren,
of the several churches of Christ, and being legally convened, and met
together out of all the churches and the churches appearing there by their
representatives, make but one church, and have lawful right, and suffrage in
this general meeting, or assembly, to act in the best means under heaven to
preserve unity, to prevent heresy, and superintendency among, or in any
congregation whatsoever within its own limits or jurisdiction. And to such a



meeting, or assembly, appeals ought to be made, in case any injustice be done,
or heresy, and schism countenanced, in any particular congregation of Christ,
... and such general assemblies have lawful power to hear, and determine, as
also to excommunicate.” ™

3. The great Baptist progress south of the Potomac began after 1750 with the
coming of the Separate Baptists from New England. These were converts from
Congregationalism and Presbyterianism during the Great Awakening. Shubael
Stearns and Daniel Marshall, the principal leaders, were never wholly freed
from the ideas of ecclesiology they inherited from the past. The Sandy Creek
Association was the large body that included all Separate Baptists until 1771.
That association functioned as an ecclesiastical body, examining and baptizing
candidates, examining and ordaining ministers, observing the Lord’s Supper,
and exercising control over the churches. ™ In 1774, the General Association,
the Separate Baptist association in Virginia, elected Samuel Harriss an apostle
and ordained him. His duties were “to pervade the churches, for the purpose of
performing, or at least, superintending the work of ordination, and to set in
order the things that are wanting.” John Waller and Elijah Craig also were
elected to the apostleship. Was this an inheritance from the General Baptists of
England?

As a result of these three inheritances, Baptist leaders south of Philadelphia, as
a rule, favored a national denominational organization more than did the
leaders north of Philadelphia. ™

As already indicated, the General Convention was composed of individuals,
not of state conventions or of associations. But leaders of the thinking of
Luther Rice, Richard Furman, William B. Johnson, and others had the hope
and expectation of transforming the Convention into a truly representative
denominational body. In 1817 changes in the constitution enlarged the scope
of the Convention to include home missions and education, but a reaction set
in by 1820. In that year, the ardent friends of foreign missions and those
opposed to the plan of making the Convention into a denominational body
succeeded in holding the General Convention to foreign missions only. ™
However, the agitation continued. William Staughton, a Philadelphia pastor
active in the General Convention, had written in 1813:

The plan of a general Association is a good one. | wish it success. Such an
Association is practiced by seven of the individual Associations in Virginia,
called a General Conference; but it has extended no farther through our
American Union, ™

Morgan Edwards, also a pastor in Philadelphia, had written earlier, in 1770,
concerning the Philadelphia Association:



But what | deem the chief advantage of this Association is, that it introduces
into the visible church what are called joints and bands whereby the whole
body is knit together and compacted for increase by that which every part
supplieth. And therefore it is that | am so anxious to render the said
combination of Baptist Churches universal upon this Continent. ™

His ideas were evident after the formation of the General Convention. A writer
in the American Baptist Magazine ™° suggested a national program for Baptists
— churches combined into associations, associations into state conventions,
and state conventions into a national body. He even suggested an international
program; “thus the Baptists on both sides of the Atlantic would be united
together in a solid phalanx.” In the 1820’s, associations began to call for a
national representative body. Even from Boston, where there was little
sympathy with a centralized denominationalism, an editorial in the Christian
Watchman, June 27, 1827, commented:

When these Conventions (that is, state conventions) began to be organized it
was contemplated ... that the whole would meet at some central point by their
delegates in a General Convention. Such a meeting would have many
advantages. It would not be among the least, that a large number of brethren
from different States, united in the doctrine of Christ, and in their views of
gospel ordinances, would see each other on the most friendly terms, and for
mutual consultation on the best means of concentrating their energies in
promoting the common interest of the Redeemer’s Kingdom. ... To diffuse a
conviction of this duty, let us have the wisdom and strength of the whole
denomination in a phalanx.

The year 1826 saw decentralization. The General Convention disassociated
itself from education and moved its headquarters to Boston. Its seminary had
already closed in Washington and another opened in Newton Center. The
Baptist General Tract Society moved to Philadelphia. The plan for a true
denominational body seemed to be dead. But the agitation pro and con in
reference to an all-inclusive body continued for two more decades. Even as
late as February, 1844, Dr. W.C. Buck, editor of the Baptist Banner and
Western Pioneer, proposed that the General Convention be transformed into a
denominationally all-inclusive body: ™

Let the Convention be regarded as a great national Association of the States
... a grand council fire, around which every chieftain of the host, elect, and
every soldier of the Cross may be invited to rally. ... Here we might display
our national motto e pluribus unum. ... Should such a mode of action be
adopted, it will supersede the necessity of a Western organization, and will
bind the union in fetters of love.

On March 28, 1844, Dr. Buck published a proposed constitution for a new
general convention of the Baptists of the United States. This convention was to



be composed of delegates from the state conventions and general associations,
the number from each to be determined by the Baptist membership in each
state. Baptists in the North moved in their thinking toward decentralization.
Associations in the North ceased to observe the Lord’s Supper in their
meetings. The Board of the Baptist State Convention of New Hampshire had
issued a new confession of faith in 1833 with no reference, direct or indirect,
to the general church idea, limiting the article dealing with ecclesiology to a
definition of a particular church.

In the South, it will be seen, the trend continued in the direction of centralized
thinking and action. But the accepted method of conducting denominational
work on a national scale was based on the Northern ideas of ecclesiology — a
separate and distinct organization for each particular phase of work. ™®
Contributions were made by individuals and Baptist bodies of any character to
each organization according to the interest of the contributors.

The acting board, located in Boston, conducted the work of the General
Missionary Convention of the Baptist Denomination in the United States for
Foreign Missions. The Executive Board of the American Baptist Publication
Society was located in Philadelphia. The American and Foreign Bible Society,
established in 1837, carried on Bible distribution from its New York
headquarters. Southerners and Northerners, churches and individuals, made
contributions to the work of one or more of these societies according to the
information and interest involved.

There continued to be suggestions and calls for a more comprehensive
denominational organization from both the North and the South, but the
greater number were perhaps from the South. State conventions were
organized on a more inclusive basis, which kept alive the desire for a national
organization comparable in the national sphere to the state convention in its
sphere. The realization of this dream came in the South because of the
opportunity presented by the introduction of a wholly new issue. After 1830,
into the midst of Baptist life, surcharged with such discussion, came the
abolition issue. Geographically, decentralization and abolitionism coalesced
while centralization and anti-abolitionism prevailed in the same general area.
Perhaps the desire to keep abolitionism out of meetings designed to promote
missions and education intensified the centralized thinking. ™ For the next
decade and a half, American Baptist life, as well as all other phases of
American life, was rent to its depths.



2.— THE CONVENTION FORMED

The formation of the Southern Baptist Convention grew out of the division in
the Home Mission Society and in the General Convention (foreign missions)
over the question of slavery. But the tendency to division in American Baptist
life was in evidence before slavery became an issue. It showed itself first in the
sphere of home missions. Pastors and editors in the South, and some state
conventions, protested that the Home Mission Society was neglecting the
Southern area and called for new organizations to meet the need.

During and immediately after the War of Independence there was a
tremendous tide of emigration from the seaboard states into the territory
beyond the Allegheny Mountains. Many Baptists were among the multitude;
the first to settle in Mississippi fled from Tories in South Carolina. Baptist
work in Tennessee began from South and North Carolina and Virginia during
and after the Revolution. *° By the opening decade of the nineteenth century
one fourth of the Baptist church members of Virginia had emigrated to
Kentucky. From New England, New York, and the Middle states, the human
tide was moving westward into the Ohio and Mississippi Valleys. When the
United States Government bought Louisiana from France, 1803, thus opening
the mouth of the river to traffic between the valley and the outer world, the
emigration increased tremendously.

HOME MISSIONS

When the General Convention was formed in 1814 to support Rice and Judson
on the foreign field, there was a call for home mission activity also. Those who
favored a general denominational organization joined with the promoters of
home missions and, at the next meeting of the General Convention in 1817,
changed the constitution to provide for home missions and education. In that
year, J.M. Peck and J.E. Welch were sent to the West as home missionaries.
But there came a reaction, and three years later, the General Convention
resolved to hold itself to foreign missions only and let home missions and
education be cared for otherwise. To that extent, the opponents of a general
denominational organization triumphed and the formation of separate societies
for each phase of the work became the accepted method.

The Massachusetts Domestic Missionary Society, under the leadership of its
secretary, Dr. Jonathan Going, supported Mr. Peck until permanent plans could
be evolved. In April, 1832, the American Baptist Home Mission Society was
formed. Its motto has always been “North America for Christ.” The Society
was located in New York, and, from the beginning, most of its missionaries



came from New England and New York and were sent to the upper Mississippi
Valley, north of the Ohio.

Within three years after the formation of the Society, there were complaints in
the South and West and calls for a Southern organization to meet the needs
south of the Ohio and, later, in the Republic of Texas. The Christian Index,
March 24, 1835, reviewed the report of the Society and said that little attention
was given to the Mississippi Valley, south of Tennessee. In the issue of July
28, an appeal from Nashville, Tennessee, was published, addressed to Dr.
Going. A correspondent in the Baptist (Nashville) was more specific:

It appears from the “last report of the Executive Committee of the American
Baptist Home Mission Society” that they have not a single missionary in all
Kentucky, Alabama, Louisiana and Florida, and that they partially or entirely
sustain one missionary in Mississippi, three in Tennessee and three in
Arkansas, making in all seven missionaries for these six states and one
Territory ... only one missionary to every 428,581 souls, while in the state of
Michigan, ... they have sixteen missionaries ... one missionary to every 4,000
souls. ... Why are these states (lllinois and Indiana) so liberally supplied? Are
they more needy? Are they more destitute? They are more liberally supplied
be-cause of Northern contributions, and because Northern preachers re-fuse to
come to the south. ... It is, therefore, apparent, that the only way to produce
effort in the south must be brought about by the formation of a Southern
Baptist Home Mission Society.

The question of a Southern home mission organization was pro-posed in the
auxiliary convention of Tennessee for the Western district, held at Paris, in
1837. It was freely discussed and was referred to the annual meeting of the
state convention, at Mill Creek, the same year:

The expediency of the measure was argued on the ground that the American
Baptist Home Mission Society ... had treated the south and southwest with
almost total neglect; that the distance of our region from New York ... was so
great that they obtained but little information of our circumstances, and
consequently did not, as was believed, feel so deep an interest in our affairs as
they otherwise would; that they, being personally acquainted to no great
extent with any ministers besides those residing in the north, seldom engaged
the services of southern men; and northern men, with but very few exceptions,
were unwilling to live amongst us. ... The brethren, however, were reluctant
to act on the subject; not because they regarded the measure as unimportant,
but from a fear that their motives and feelings would be misunderstood by our
northern brethren, and their efforts to help themselves be attributed rather to
what really did not, and does not now exist toward the north, than pure zeal
for the advancement of the common cause of our blessed Redeemer. After
considerable deliberation and discussion ... brethren agreed to suspend any
action for the present. %



In November of the same year a Macedonian call from the Re-public of Texas
was addressed by a committee, appointed by the recently organized
Washington church, to the “Baptist Board of Foreign Missions in the U.S.” and
to the American Baptist Home Mission Society. A copy of the appeal to the
Foreign Board was received by the Rev. S.G. Jenkins of Mississippi, brother of
a member of the committee. He sent it to the Christian Index in which it was
published February 22, 1838. ™ The editor, Dr. Jesse Mercer wrote: ? “Will
not the American Baptist Home Mission Society take this subject under
immediate consideration, and as soon as practicable send some qualified
brother or brethren into the spacious field?”

The call to the Home Mission Society from the church at Washington, in the
Republic of Texas, reached the board of the Society at its regular meeting
December 18, 1837. Several efforts were made to heed the call. After nearly
two years, Rev. James Huckins of Vermont, agent of the Society in South
Carolina and Georgia, agreed to go. He had become popular among the
Baptists in those two states and was recommended for the Texas mission,
probably by Dr. W.B. Johnson.

Complaints against the American Baptist Home Mission Society continued,
with accumulating momentum from the several Southern states, until the final
separation in 1845. The July 19, 1844, issue of the Christian Index quoted the
Religious Herald as follows:

Hitherto our contributions have been generally expended in the free States of
the West, Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois and the territories of lowa and
Wisconsin. A few missionaries have been sent to Missouri, a still smaller
number to Arkansas and Texas. Florida and Louisiana have been overlooked
... equally destitute with lowa and Wisconsin, and where probably a greater
amount of good could be effected, with the same expense and labour. ... The
American Home Mission Society have made it (Mississippi Valley) the chief
scene of their operation. ... Meanwhile the South and Southwestern new
states, equally destitute, have been measurably overlooked.

The emigrants to the West have been chiefly from the New England and
Middle States. ... In Florida, in Louisiana, in Arkansas, is an extensive field,
more destitute, as far as Baptists are concerned, than any other in the United
States. Indiana has an equal number of ministers with Alabama, Illinois and
Mississippi, yet scores of missionaries have been sent to those two western
states, and none to the latter. ...

This feeling (of hostility to the south) is the strongest in Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont, and Michigan; yet these states, while supplying
thousands of emigrants to the West, have never collectively given half as
much in one year to the Home Mission Society, as has been contributed by
Virginia in the same space of time.



The Baptist Banner and Western Pioneer ™ justified separation on the basis of
this neglect of the South. In an editorial review of the thirteenth annual report
of the Home Mission Society — nine Southern states reporting — it says:

The South is sustaining missions in the Eastern and Northern States instead of
the contrary, as many of our Eastern friends suppose. ... Those nine southern
states have not only supported all the domestic missions of this Board in the
entire south, but those of Canada and Texas also, and furnished the liberal
sum of $554.973 to support domes-tic missions in northern states. ... The
south will not only lose nothing by being thrust out from the Northern
Society; but it also proves that the domestic missions of the south can be
better sustained in our separate existence. ... We once before (about two years
ago) made a similar expose from a monthly report.

These complaints, voiced by Baptists in the South, were honestly made but
were based on inadequate information. The records of the monthly meetings of
the board of the Home Mission Society show clearly that the board was
endeavoring to meet the calls for mission work in the southern states. The
board had difficulty in finding qualified men who were ready to work in needy
places in the South. Efforts were made to find capable men for Nashville,
Natchez, New Orleans, and other places. The board agreed to pay Dr. W.B.
Johnson the large salary (for that time) of one thousand dollars per year to
labor in New Orleans. The high salary was agreed to because of the need and
opportunity there and because of the abilities and high standing of Dr. John-
son. He agreed to go, but circumstances seem to have arisen that prevented
him.

However little foundation there was for the complaints of Baptists in the South
that the Society was neglecting that area, those who were registering the
complaints were sincere. They did not know how greatly the board was
endeavoring to secure the men needed for the work. The effect on Southern
minds was the same as if the charges of neglect had been true.

CALLS FOR A SEPARATE CONVENTION

As early as 1835 there were calls for a Southern convention. The Biblical
Recorder, December 2, 1835, did not think it wise. However, in 1837, its
editor, Mr. Meredith, proposed such a convention, but Editor Sands of the
Religious Herald  thought that the difficulty and expense, due to lack of
communication, were too great. He proposed that each state convention send
eight or ten delegates to consult in the interests of the denomination. ® The
tendency to separation was greater in the West because of the apparent need of
mission work. The Rev. Robert T. Daniel, a North Carolina leader who had
gone to the West and preached through Tennessee and Northern Mississippi,
issued a call for those interested to meet at Columbus, Mississippi, to form a



Southern Baptist Home Mission Society. Some of the leaders in Kentucky and
Tennessee thought the movement was hasty and favored delaying action until
all the state conventions and general associations in the states south of the
Potomac and Ohio rivers could be en-listed, ®° but the meeting convened and
the society was formed May 16, 1839. It functioned for nearly three years;
after the death of Elder Daniel, it lapsed.

The West was developing a consciousness of its own. In 1828, Andrew
Jackson was elected President of the United States, the first one to come from
west of the Alleghenies. Many of the national leaders were thinking in terms of
the East against the West. Some of the Baptist leaders in the West were
thinking likewise. Baptist anniversaries were always held in the East and
usually north of the Potomac. Some of the Western leaders resented the
attitude of superiority assumed by Easterners. ®* There developed strong
sentiment for a Western denominational organization. Rev. J.M. Peck, of
Illinois, Rev. W.C. Buck, of Kentucky, and Rev. R.B. C. Howell, of
Tennessee, were greatly interested in evangelizing the Mississippi Valley. On
May 11, 1839, in the home of Dr. Buck, in Louisville, a group met to consult
upon the advisability of forming a Western Baptist home mission society,
having the valley as its particular field. But Editor Buck’s views enlarged. He
conceived a Western denominational organization to embrace all phases of
religious activity. A Western Baptist convention had convened in 1833, mainly
in the interest of education. It was a “convention without power of action,
without funds or any means to obtain them; or by which the sphere of its
influence could be enlarged.”

At the meeting of this convention in Louisville, June 3, 1840, Dr. Buck
proposed a reorganization, forming a general convention of Western Baptists,
composed of “delegates from the General Associations and State Conventions
in each Western State and Territory that contributes funds.” This plan of
reorganization was submitted to the several state bodies and their answers
considered in the meeting of the Western Baptist convention in Louisville,
June, 1841. The majority favored reorganization, but upon the earnest request

of the advocates of the Western Publication Society the question was deferred.
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Division was in the air during the second half of the thirties, due to the natural
desire of each section to realize its own needs and objectives. Should the
division be East against West or North against South? If the need for domestic
missions in the valley had remained the major issue, a Western denominational
organization might have developed. But the question of slavery arose to divide
the West as well as the East.



THE ISSUE OF SLAVERY

The principle and practice of slavery were not divisive issues when the
national government was established on the basis of the federal Constitution.
There was opposition to slavery in the South and in the North. It had not
become a sectional issue. In the 1787 convention that framed the Constitution,
it was proposed to give Congress the authority to limit the trade in slaves. A
committee, the majority of which were from the free states, reported adversely,
denying Congress the power at any period to prohibit the African slave trade.
Later, another committee, the majority of which were from the slave states,
reported a new section giving Congress the authority to prohibit the trade after
1800. The commercial interests of New England especially hindered leaders in
the Southern and Middle states from including provisions in the federal
Constitution that would curtail the traffic both in time and extent. ** A
manumission society was formed in Tennessee in the second decade of the
century, and in 1817 it presented a memorial on slavery to the legislature. The
leader of the society, Elihu Embree, published in Jonesborough, Tennessee, in
1820, The Emancipator, the first antislavery paper in the United States.

Baptists in the Southern states contributed their part of the op-position to
slavery. They gained their first supporters among the population within the
lower economic brackets. Hence, most of their members were found among the
nonslaveholding majority of the population of the South. In the upper South,
where plantation life was not on a scale so extensive, this was especially true.
In Virginia, Kentucky, and other states, associations passed resolutions against
slavery. In 1828, the Cherokee church sent a re-monstrance to the Holston
Association, Tennessee, against the traffic in slaves. The association
unanimously approved the re-monstrance. In Kentucky, Baptist churches and
associations, known as the “Friends of Humanity,” passed resolutions of non-
fellowship with slaveowners. Many of these Baptists left Kentucky for
Missouri, thus strengthening the antislavery sentiment in that state. Many
Baptist families, among them that of Thomas Lincoln, father of Abraham
Lincoln, left Kentucky for Indiana and Illinois, because of opposition to
slavery south of the Ohio.

Of all the divisive issues in American life in the second quarter of the
nineteenth century, slavery cut the deepest because it was at once a political,
economic, social, moral, and religious issue. But not until the opposition took
the form of abolitionism in the 1830’s did the issue begin to portend those
divisions in the religious and political spheres realized in the following
decades. Throughout the fourth decade there was no break of fellowship over
the issue among American Baptists. In December, 1833, the Board of the
General Convention for foreign missions, located in Boston, the hub of



abolitionism, received a communication from the Baptist ministers in and near
London on the question of slavery. During the previous year, under the
leadership of English Baptist missionaries in Jamaica, emancipation of slaves
had just been accomplished in that island. Out of the enthusiasm of victory, the
London ministers wrote to American Baptists. The Boston Board replied,
September 1, 1834:

Resolved, That the Board earnestly desire a closer intimacy with their Baptist
brethren in England, believing that the cause of truth in both countries, and
throughout the world, would be promoted by a more cordial union and
cooperation of the two great branches of the Baptist family.

Resolved, That while, as they trust, their love of freedom and their desire for
the happiness of all men are not less strong and sincere than those of their
British brethren they cannot as a board interfere with a subject that is not
among the objects for which the Convention and the board were formed.

(signed)
DANIEL SHARP, V. PRES.
Lusius BOLLES, COR. SEC.

Dr. Bolles sent with the resolutions, of which these are two, a letter in which
he pointed out that the political organization in the United States — a nation
composed of sovereign states — made it difficult to handle slavery by
Congress as Parliament had done. He called attention to the facts of history:
that slavery was introduced into the colonies against the wishes of the
colonists; that some states had already freed the slaves, and that Maryland,
Virginia, and Kentucky would soon follow their example. ** Then he
continued:

There is now a pleasing degree of union among the multiplying thousands of
Baptists throughout the land. ... Our Southern brethren are liberal and zealous
in the promotion of every holy enterprise for the extension of the gospel.
They are generally, both ministers and people, slave-holders, not because they
think slavery right, but because it was firmly rooted long before they were
born and because they believe that slavery cannot be instantly abolished. We
are confident that a great portion of our brethren at the south would rejoice to
see any practicable scheme devised for relieving the country from slavery.

We have the best evidence that our slave-holding brethren are Christians,
sincere followers of the Lord Jesus. ... We cannot, therefore, feel that it is
right to use language or adopt measures which might tend to break the ties
that unite them to us in our General Convention and in numerous other
benevolent societies.

We have presented these considerations, dear brethren, as among the reasons
which compel us to believe, that it is not the duty of the Baptist General



Convention, or of the Board of Missions, to interfere with the subject of
slavery. ™

The editor of the Cross and Journal expressed the attitude of the vast majority
of Baptists, North and South, working together in the General Convention:

Whatever view may be taken of the subject of slavery itself, its evils and its
remedy, and we are fully aware that a great variety exists among our readers,
we believe all will agree in opinion with the editors of the American Baptist,
that the “resolutions of the Board in reply are fraternal and kind to our British
brethren; and that they, at the same time, evince a wise precaution in respect
to subjects irrelevant to the single and grand purpose of the Baptist General
Convention, which is the publication of the gospel to the heathen world.” ™

If the members of the Board in Boston had continued this attitude, there might
have been no break. But abolitionists were active and persistent. Churches and
associations were won, first to condemnation of slavery and then to
nonfellowship with those who had any sort of connection with slavery. A
Northwestern Baptist convention, covering Northern Illinois, Northern

Indiana, and Wisconsin, was formed in 1841. These regions had been settled
from the East. In a circular issued by the convention, the members refer to their
“similarity of origin,” “their modes of thinking and acting,” “their higher
degree of affinity for each other.” Dr. J.M. Peck, influential missionary and
statesman in the upper Mississippi Valley, whom no one could accuse of being
pro-slavery, saw in the constitution and the circular of the convention the
dangerous element of abolitionism and sectional strife. He wrote: “We bear our
decided testimony against all such narrow sectional arguments and motives as
these.” ™" The next year, after traveling extensively in New York State, Dr.
Peck wrote:

Probably a majority of the associations have expressed their views, in the
form of resolutions in general terms against slavery. In a few instances they
have been so expressed as would imply nonintercourse with the southern
churches.

But we are convinced from much enquiry and observation, that a very large
majority of northern Baptists regard the declaration of non-fellowship and
exclusion of whole bodies, en masse, a thousand miles distant, as exceedingly
preposterous and subversive of all general discipline upon the New Testament
principles. ™

In New York and New England, the Free Baptist Foreign Missionary Society
was formed in 1840 on abolition principles. No missionaries were immediately
appointed, but missionaries of the Boston Board, antislavery in sentiment,
were approached. Because of the delay by the American Baptist Free
Missionary Society in the appointment of missionaries, the more militant



abolitionists formed the American and Foreign Baptist Missionary Society to
begin home and foreign work at once. The constant agitation of these two
Societies, both strongly abolitionist in sentiment but disagreeing in method,
accomplished the objective of each: to develop abolition sentiments among the
rank and file of Baptists and thus force the Boston Board to refuse fellowship
with Baptists in the Southern states. The result is well known: The
missionaries of the Boston Board were approached; some of them agreed to
accept support from the new Society rather than continue under the patronage
of the Board of the General Convention. ™

Many Baptists in New England preferred to remain with the Boston Board in
the hope and expectation of influencing the Board to do some act that would
cause a rupture with the South, thus working hand in hand with the Free
Baptist Missionary Society. There were slaveholders among the missionaries
of the Board. If the Board could be influenced to dismiss these, or to secure
their resignations, the issue would be gained. Among these missionaries was
the Rev. Jesse Bushyhead, chief justice of the Cherokee Nation, working under
the Board among his people. The Christian Reflector asserted that Dr. R.E.
Pattison, home secretary of the Board, was endeavoring to get Mr. Bushyhead
to resign. The missionary died July 17, 1844, apparently before the issue was
settled. “° Mr. and Mrs. Davenport, missionaries of the Board in Siam, were
slaveholders, and Mrs. Henrietta Hall Shuck, missionary in China, would
inherit slaves upon the death of her father.

By the year 1840 the abolition issue was beginning to be felt among Baptists in
the South. The Alabama Convention, November 7-9, 1840, took cognizance of
the matter and appointed a committee of five — Jesse Hartwell, B.P. Bestor,
W.C. Crane, J.H. DeVotie, and M.P. Jewett — to make recommendations. The
committee reported:

(1) That abolitionism was unscriptural, was against the national constitution,
was against the peace and prosperity of the churches, and dangerous to the
permanency of the union;

(2) that money should be withheld from the Board of Foreign Missions and
from the American and Foreign Bible Society until Alabama Baptists were
assured that these agencies had no connection with antislavery. The following
resolution was adopted:

“Resolved, That, if satisfactory information be not obtained upon this subject,
we recommend the formation of a Southern Board, through which our funds
may be directly transmitted.” ™2

The Board of Managers of the General Convention issued an address,
November 2, 1840, signed by Daniel Sharp, president, and Baron Stow,
recording secretary. ™ This was included in the Board’s report to the



Convention in Baltimore, April, 1841. The primary object of the General
Convention was and is foreign missions.

The Board was unable to discover any sufficient reason for the withdrawal of
support [on any] considerations wholly extrinsic and irrelevant. ... The Board
can have powers and will, only when first it shall have been endued with them
by the Convention, from which it emanates. The Board is the executive of the
Convention: the Convention alone is legislative. It is the province of the
Board simply to carry into effect the will of the Convention. ... These
principles clearly defined in the Constitution and laws which the Convention
has framed. There is still another subject to which the attention of the Board
has been called ... the continuance of Christian fellow-ship between northern
and southern churches. ... It does not come under their cognizance in any
form; not ... within the scope of the General Convention, with its present
constitution.

The Rev. Baron Stow signed this address as recording secretary of the Board,
but a letter of his, dated January 11, 1839, to the London Union, declared his
sympathy with abolitionism: “It would not be difficult to show that the
influence of the American Church is, at present, the main pillar of American
slavery. But, my dear brother, God is on our side and the cause will prevail.” ™

The General Convention, in April, adopted the report of the Board, and,
notwithstanding the personal attitude of some of the members and officers, the
official pronouncement for the time being allayed some Southern fears
concerning the Foreign Board. The Alabama Convention authorities seemed to
be satisfied with the official attitude of the Board of the General Convention.

The report became current in Georgia that the Home Mission Society would
not appoint a slaveholder as a missionary. In 1841, the Board of the Society
had issued a circular setting forth its neutrality on the issue. In April, 1844, the
Society itself, by a vote of 123 to 61, declared “our co-operation in this does
not imply sympathy with slavery or anti-slavery, as to which subjects societies
and individuals are left as free and uncommitted as if there were no such co-
operation.” But, at this meeting, the Society appointed a committee of nine to
consider the amicable dissolution of the Society. This left the attitude of the
Board of the Society in doubt. To allay the question in Georgia, the executive
committee of the Georgia Baptist Convention requested the executive board of
the Home Mission Society to appoint the Rev. J.E. Reeve, a slaveholder, a
missionary to the Indians. The salary of Mr. Reeve was provided for and his
field of labor indicated. The Board needed only to appoint him and allay all
doubts. But the Executive Board of the Society, in view of the purpose,
declined to appoint him.



The General Convention also, in its meeting in April, 1844, had declared
neutrality. But Dr. Pattison, home secretary of the Acting Board in Boston,
declared in the summer following, at an association in Massachusetts, that he
would not vote to appoint a slave-holder a missionary and that he did not think
the Board would appoint one. It was during the summer of 1844 that Dr.
Pattison was endeavoring to induce Rev. Jesse Bushyhead to resign. The
Boston ™ and Salem Associations voted resolutions against slavery and
slaveholders. The Christian Reflector was boasting that the Board was
becoming less proslavery. All of these facts and conditions led the Alabama
Convention, November, 1844, in a series of resolutions, " to ask the Acting
Board in Boston whether a slave-holder would be appointed a missionary. The
Board gave a definite, negative answer. Since the General Convention in April
had declared neutrality, there were many that considered the Board had
transcended its authority.

There was no unanimity in the South or in the North concerning the decision
of the Acting Board, but all were agreed that further co-operation was
impossible. The New York Baptist Regis-ter for April, 1845, expressed the
attitude of many in the North:

For ourselves we deplore the necessity of division, but when things reach
such a crisis as they appear to have done, deplore it as we may, there is no
prospect of peace or comfort in the continuance, and weakness rather than
wisdom would yield to efforts to effect it. ... Why is it not best that our
Southern brethren take their position on one side of the line and we take ours
on the other, and engage in the various departments of benevolent effort with
renewed zeal and increased liberality? ™

At the time, however, it was not certain whether the cleavage would be
geographical — North and South — or whether it would be on the principle of
slaveholders and nonslaveholders fellow. shipping with one another in
opposition to abolitionism. There were nonslaveholders in both the North and
the South who were willing to fellowship with slaveholders; and abolitionism
was feared and hated in both sections. The situation was comparable to the
issue of political secession fifteen years later. Many Southerners were opposed
to secession from the Union, and many in the North were opposed to coercing
the Southern states.

The Virginia Baptist Foreign Mission Society, following the action of the
Boston Board, took the lead and issued a call for a consultative convention:

To the Baptist Churches of Virginia and the Baptist Denomination of the
United States generally:

DEAR BRETHREN:



You will perceive by the accompanying resolutions of the Executive
Committee of the Georgia Baptist Convention, that they have acceded to our
proposal to hold in Augusta, Geo., on Thursday before the 2d Lord’s day in
May next, a Convention. ...

1. We wish not to have a merely sectional Convention. From the Boston
Board we separate, not because we reside at the South, but because they have
adopted an unconstitutional and unscriptural principle to govern their future
course. The principle is this — That holding slaves is, under all
circumstances, incompatible with the office of the Christian ministry. ... For
ourselves we cordially invite all our brethren, North and South, East and
West, who “are aggrieved by the re-cent decision of the Board in Boston,”
and believe that their usefulness may be increased by cooperating with us, to
attend the proposed meeting.

2. We are desirous to see a full Convention. Let us, brethren, have a meeting
concentrating in a good measure, the wisdom, experience, and sentiments of
the denomination in the South, and South West, and such portions of our
brethren in other places as may deem it best to unite with us. ...

3. Several important subjects, beside the question of organizing a Foreign
Mission Society, will, we presume, come under the consideration of the
Convention. We will mention some of them, that our brethren in Virginia,
especially, may learn, as far as practicable, the views and wishes of the
denomination. Whether it will be better to organize a separate Bible Society,
and Publication Society, or to continue our connexion with the existing
institutions, are questions which must be discussed. It is quite likely too, that
the subject of building up a common Southern Theological Institution will
claim a share of attention.

JAMES B. TAYLOR, PRES. ™
C. WALTHALL, SECY.

The call issued from Virginia did not specify the character of the proposed
organization, but it is suggested in the statement that other subjects than
foreign missions would be considered. Dr. W.B. Johnson, president of the
South Carolina Convention, was very specific. He was the only man who had
been in the organizational sessions of the General Convention in 1814 and,
later, of the Southern Baptist Convention and the only one to serve as president
of each body. He was a member of the committee in each convention to
propose the constitution. His centralized ecclesiology was well known. In his
presidential address to the special session of the South Carolina Convention, in
Edgefield, the week preceding the meeting in Augusta, he said:

I invite your attention to the consideration of two plans. The one is, that which
has been adopted for years past, viz: Separate and independent bodies for the
prosecution of each object. Your familiarity with the plan renders any remark
upon it unnecessary. The other proposes one Convention, embodying the



whole Denomination together with separate and distinct Boards for each
object of benevolent enterprise, located at different places, and all amenable
to the Convention. ™

Leaders in Kentucky, Tennessee, and Mississippi advised delay. They wished
to wait for the action of the General Convention, believing that the Convention
would not sustain the decision of the Boston Board. They desired to preserve
national union and warned the leaders in the seaboard states against haste.

Let not the churches despair of preserving the union. The mission belongs to
them and not to the Boston Board; and that Board has neither the right nor the
power to dictate to the churches the terms and conditions upon which the
mission is to be conducted or the union of the denomination preserved. Let
the churches assume their right and appoint such agents, at such a location, as
in their estimation shall be most favorable to secure the interests of the
mission and the peace and harmony of the denomination.

We hope our brethren in the South will pause and seek to God for wisdom
before they take the step, in this matter, which cannot be retracted. ™*

As late as the first of May, Editor Buck desired to hold the moderates, North
and South, together and force the abolitionists to withdraw and form their own
organizations. The Biblical Re-corder of North Carolina and the Baptist of
Tennessee agreed with him.

The Board of the Tennessee Baptist Foreign Mission Society was very specific
in its attitude against immediate withdrawal:

Whereas, The dissemination of the word of God in all lands and the
conversion to him of the heathen world is an object dear to our hearts, and
Whereas, the more effectually to prosecute this object, by the Church,
collectively, the Baptist Triennial Convention was organized, the duties of
which during its recess, are performed by an Acting Board, at present and for
some time past, located in Boston; and Whereas, that Board was virtually and
substantially instructed as to their course in relation to the question of
abolitionism, by a resolution passed at the last session of the Convention,
repudiating all connection with both slavery and anti-slavery, in all
proceedings; therefore. ...

Baptists in the South were almost unanimous for separation. There was
difference in opinion concerning the time and the extent of separation. Dr.
R.B.C. Howell of Nashville sent to Augusta a letter approved by the quarterly
meeting of the Board of the General Association of Tennessee. He asked for
delay, since Tennessee, Mississippi, Arkansas, Missouri, and Kentucky did not
have time to appoint representatives. He gave three reasons why Southern
Baptists should not secede at the time: It would give too much importance to
the decision of the Boston Board; secession now would show disrespect for the



brethren in the North who disapproved the decision of the Board; and it was
probable the General Convention would not sustain the Board.

But Dr. Howell recognized that separation from the Board must come for three
reasons: The Board had done violence to the Word of God, had violated the
constitution of the General Convention, and had reversed the judgment of the
whole church as expressed in the last session of the Convention. ™ There was
no question of separation, except as to when and how and how far. Some had
suggested a separate convention in 1835. Editor Meredith of the Biblical
Recorder, December 2, 1835, doubted the wisdom of it at that time, but he
suggested it later in 1837. Then, Editor Sands of the Religious Herald was the
doubter.

Due to the short time and poor communications, there were few representatives
from the states west of the Allegheny Mountains. Three hundred and seventy-
eight messengers were appointed in response to the Virginia call; three
hundred and twenty-seven ™ from eleven states met at Augusta, May 8, 1845.
%5 Dr. J.L. Burrows of Philadelphia was present, representing the American
Baptist Publication Society and the State Convention of Pennsylvania. He was
not a member of the Convention but was recognized as a corresponding
messenger and participated in the discussions.

A committee, of which Dr. Johnson was chairman, was appointed to draw up a
constitution. There was a problem as to the field and the name of the new
organization. It was the hope that the Baptists of all the Southern states would
join in the new Convention. *® With that objective in mind, there was a
proposal to call it the “Southern and South Western Convention.” However,
after some discussion it was felt that a previous suggestion to entitle it simply
the “Southern Baptist Convention” would be comprehensive enough, and it
was so adopted. Some preferred the customary plan of operations — forming a
foreign mission society at the time and considering home missions and other
objects later.

In the discussion, Rev. Richard Fuller, of South Carolina, said that he preferred
the term “Society,” because the Baptist Church ®” could not in this way be
divided. Dr. Burrows stated that he loved the Baptist Church, loved it more
than ever amid the difficulties which surrounded it. The Church could not be
severed, although they might act in different spheres and be governed by
different regulations. Mr. Tinsley of Virginia said that, while this subject might
trouble and agitate the bosom of the Northern part of the Church, they would
keep steadily before them the object for which they were originally associated
together. Rev. J. Davis of Georgia deprecated “haste in the discussion of this
important question, which is more important than any that has ever before been
agitated by the Baptist church.” ™®



CONVENTION ORGANIZED

In the end, the plan of Dr. Johnson, ™° who was elected president, prevailed.
The constitution was adopted Saturday, May 10, forming one Convention,
authorized to do any sort of denominational work that seemed wise.

Upon the adoption of the constitution, Dr. J.B. Jeter submitted the following:

Resolved, That the individuals, churches and other bodies, approving the
Constitution of the Southern Baptist Convention, adopted by this body, be
recommended to meet, according to its provisions, for organization, by
members or delegates, on ..., in Richmond, Va.: And that this Convention
now proceed to the election of Officers and Boards of Managers, to continue
in office until said meeting.

The chairman raised a question whether this body had the authority
contemplated in the action proposed in the last sentence of Dr. Jeter’s
resolution. Did this body have authority to organize even a “provisional
government?” In the opinion of Dr. Johnson and others, this body, called to
consult about the current situation existing between Baptists in the South and
in the North, was only empowered to recommend. Hence, it was their duty to
refer the recently adopted constitution to “the individuals, churches, and other
bodies approving the Constitution ... to meet for organization under the
Constitution, by members or delegates, according to its provisions.” However,
the other view prevailed. “The Convention then proceeded to organize a
provisional government under the Constitution.” ™

There was strong sentiment among those present at Augusta in favor of the
“society” ideology rather than the “convention” type. Some of the latter mode
of thinking favored the appointment of agencies for publication, Sunday
school, and other endeavors. In private conversation the establishment of a
general theological school was proposed. The fifth Article of the constitution
made provision for such an all-comprehensive program: “The Convention shall
elect at each triennial meeting as many Boards of Managers, as in its judgment
will be necessary for carrying out the benevolent objects it may determine to
promote. ...” In consideration of the general circumstances, the fact that the
American Baptist Publication Society had not become involved in the question
of slavery, the expense involved in establishing a publishing agency, and
special problems connected with establishing and supporting a theological
school for the South, only two boards were then formed: Foreign Missions at
Richmond, Virginia, and Domestic Missions at Marion, Alabama.

It appears that the result secured at Augusta was a compromise between Dr.
Johnson’s proposal of a comprehensive body and a society for the propagation
of the gospel, with the difference from the current society method that the new



Convention combined home and foreign missions. Article V of the constitution
made possible future expansion. However, for the first half century, the Baptist
papers, North and South, frequently referred to the “Southern Missionary
Convention.”

The Convention adjourned Saturday until Monday. On Sunday, the members
and visitors joined with the First church of Augusta in the observance of the
Lord’s Supper. ® On Monday, other business was transacted, and the
Convention adjourned. The constitution provided for triennial meetings.
Copies of the proposed constitution were sent to Baptist papers and in other
ways brought to the attention of Baptist churches and other Baptist
organizations. The time and place for permanent organization under the
proposed constitution were set for Richmond, Virginia, June, 1846.

The members of the consultative convention at Augusta re-turned home after
having proposed a new sort of convention, an organization the plan of which
was more in accord with the ecclesiology prevalent in the South. It was such
an organization as Luther Rice and Richard Furman desired in 1814; such a
one as Dr. Buck and Dr. Howell desired to form in the West; such a one as
many desired in the General Convention in 1823 and 1826; such an
organization as had been functioning in the several state conventions. It was
truly a denominational convention, comprehending within its scope any phase
of work, missions, education, benevolence, etc., that the convention should
desire to perform.

Although the action taken under the Jeter resolution on Saturday, May 10 —
the formation of a “provisional government,” and the invitation to those
interested to meet in person or by delegation in Richmond the following year
to perfect a permanent organization — suggests that they considered the
transactions at Augusta tentative, plans were made that indicated a sense of
permanent action. A charter was secured under the laws of Georgia, December
27, 1845. The newly appointed boards began to function, although their work
the first year was largely preparatory. The Foreign Board could not initiate
work as soon as the Domestic Board, which had six missionaries in the field
the following year. In September, the Foreign Board had appointed Samuel
Clopton as a missionary to China, although he was not sent out until the
following year. From the beginning, the numbering of the sessions has been
reckoned from 1846. ™



3. — TAKING A STRIDE, 1845-1860

The new convention was not only new in being, but it was also new in
character. In the first period, the task was to change from the society method to
the denominational method of conducting missions and other benevolences —
in a word, to find direction. Be-fore the formation of the General Convention
in 1814 there had been organized at least sixty-five, perhaps more, societies,
north of Philadelphia, for raising money for both domestic and foreign
missions. Much money had been sent to the English Baptist Mission in India.
South of Philadelphia, funds had been raised and sent to Carey and his
confreres in India. There were some societies, but the preferred method had
been through denominational organizations — churches and associations —
rather than through societies, membership in which was based on finances.
The General Convention for foreign missions and, later, agencies for varying
objectives were formed on the society pattern, membership being voluntary on
a financial basis. Churches contributed to their treasuries, but these agencies
were not specifically denominationally-based organizations.

DENOMINATIONAL BASIS

The new Southern Baptist Convention retained some of the older
characteristics, but under the leadership of Dr. Johnson, chairman of the
committee that prepared the constitution, the new organization was formed on
a broader denominational basis. The compromise between the two methods
may be seen in the constitution. Membership in the triennial meetings was
based on finances, as heretofore. Article 111 reads: “A Triennial Convention
shall consist of members who contribute funds, or are delegated by religious
bodies contributing funds. ...” This indicates continuation of the society
method, but Article V reads: “The Convention shall elect at each triennial
meeting as many Boards of Managers, as in its judgment will be necessary for
carrying out the benevolent objects it may determine to promote. ...” This
indicates a combination of all lines of activity under one organization, a
method hitherto rejected by American Baptists in all national bodies.

Article IX carries a further suggestion as to the difference in nature of the new
organization, reference being made to “the Churches composing this
Convention.” Heretofore, the national societies were composed of individuals,
but this suggests that the new Convention was based on the churches. Due to
the lack of training on the part of the churches and to the influence of the older
method, there was not a great difference in the practical ad-ministration of the
work of the two Boards of the new Convention from that of the older societies.
There was, however, a sense of unity in the work and a concentration upon



missions at home and abroad, that excluded extraneous questions. The new
leaders were lacking in experience in the larger field; and although this would
be a disadvantage in the beginning, it was a disadvantage that time would
mitigate.

The Convention, formed as a denominational institution based on the churches,
associations and state conventions, did not enter into the full denominational
program provided for in its constitution. ® During the formative years, as it
was finding its direction, the influence of the society method and the possible
fear of a centralized, comprehensive organization held the Convention to a
program of missions only. In the new organization there was this change from
the older method: one convention was to conduct both foreign and home
missions, having a separate board for each, instead of the earlier method of an
entirely independent society for each phase of work.

The new Convention, arising out of friction in mission work, was formed
primarily for missions. There were many difficulties, but encouragement came
from friends in the North as well as from supporters in the South. Dr. Francis
Wayland, president of the General Convention, had written to Dr. Jeter:

You will separate of course. | could not ask otherwise. Your rights have been
infringed. I will take the liberty of offering one or two suggestions. We have
shown how Christians ought not to act, it remains for you to show us how
they ought to act. Put away all violence, act with dignity and firmness, and the
world will approve your course.

This was read at Augusta. The New York Baptist Memorial and Monthly
Record, July, 1845, wrote:

A more intelligent or dignified body have rarely been assembled. The
ministers of the gospel are not specified by any designation, so that we only
recognise such as were before known to us in this relation; of whom there
were a goodly number, probably one half of the whole. Besides these, there
were found governors, judges, congressmen, and other functionaries of
highest dignity — all moved by a common spirit, and apparently obeying the
highest impulse of their natures. Such men may be mistaken; they may
sometimes do wrong; but it is impossible not to respect them, and do homage
to the sincere, manly ingenuousness, and the christian forbearance which they
evinced.

From a secular source came this word of justification: “It ought to be
understood and remembered, that the ecclesiastical separation which has taken
place, was forced upon the South. ... The necessity was deeply regretted by the
South, but could not be avoided.”

The task of enlisting the Southern churches in a program of missions at home
and abroad was tremendous. Many Baptists of the South were so strongly



Calvinistic in theology that they could not enter into missionary activity. The
ecclesiology of Southern Baptists, especially west of the mountains where the
New Hampshire Confession prevailed, stressed the local church idea to such
an extent that they were afraid of the new Convention, " although many
Southerners thought and wrote in terms of the generic idea, the Baptist Church.

The geographical conditions intensified the problem of enlistment. There were
few churches in large centers of population. Most of them were in the villages
and the country. To reach these churches and pastors, agents had to be
employed to travel widely, a laborious, expensive method in time and money.
But Southern Baptists could not be united in the new work unless they could
become acquainted with one another and with the new plans. In this day of
rapid and abundant communication, it is difficult to realize the conditions that
faced our fathers a century ago.

In the interior, subscribers to Baptist periodicals published east of the
mountains complained that their papers failed to reach them. Some of the
editors in the seaboard states declined to accept subscriptions from the far
interior unless the subscribers agreed to receive their papers in a seaboard city.
Editors frequently complained that their exchanges failed to arrive. The
Foreign Mission Board of the new Convention was located in Richmond,
Virginia, and communication with the lower South was difficult.

The Baptists in Virginia have always had much more of intercourse with the
North than with the South. Not twice a year can we send a package of books
hence to Charleston, without sending it by the way of Baltimore. And the
South western states have had more intercourse with the North than they have
had with Virginia. To carry a book-case from Tuscaloosa, in Alabama, to
Penfield, in Georgia, you must first send it to Mobile, thence to New York,
thence to Savannah, and thence via Augusta or Atlanta. ... We mention these
facts to show that it is not wonderful; if Virginia has had more difficulty in
severfiﬁr;g the ties that attached her to the North, than Georgia or Alabama has
had.

Notwithstanding the problems arising out of inexperience and many and varied
difficulties, the Convention went forward, feeling its way and getting its stride.
A committee was appointed at Augusta to arrange with the Board of the
General Convention an equitable division of funds, forces, and fields. The
committee re-ported at the meeting of the Convention in Richmond that the
Northern Board declined to transfer to the new Convention any of the funds or
mission fields. The final agreement was that the Northern organization should
retain the corporate name and all the property and assume all the debts.



FOREIGN MISSIONS

The missionaries, of course, were left free to choose the board under which
they would labor. Rev. J.L. Shuck, who had been working in China for eight
years under the old Board, chose service under the new Convention. Rev. I.J.
Roberts, who had been working in China under a separate society formed to
support him, was accepted by the new Board. At the Richmond Convention,
the Foreign Mission Board announced the appointment, during the preceding
year, of S.C. Clopton and George Pearcy as missionaries to China. China thus
became the first foreign mission field of the Southern Baptist Convention, and
during the ensuing year Matthew T. Yates, one of the great missionaries of the
Board, began his career of forty-two years in that field.

Motivated by the deepest desire to do the will of God in witnessing to the
whole world, Southern Baptists believed that they could do this work most
effectively by organizing a separate convention. Yet their unshaken respect for
Adoniram Judson, the first missionary sent by American Baptists to a foreign
field was manifested by the reception given Mr. Judson when he visited
Richmond, the home of the Foreign Mission Board of the Southern Baptist
Convention February 8, 1846, only a few months after the constitution of the
new Board. On that occasion, Dr. Jeremiah B. Jeter welcomed the honored
missionary in a significant address in which he said:

Welcome, thrice welcome, are you, my brother, to our city — our churches —
our bosoms. | speak as the representative of Southern Baptists. You will soon
return to Burmah, the land of your adoption ... it is as near from Burmah to
heaven as from Richmond or any other point on the globe. Angels, oft
commissioned to convey to heaven the departing spirits of pious Burmans and
Karens, have learned the way to that dark land.

Rev. James B. Taylor, pastor of the Second Baptist Church in Richmond,
became the first corresponding secretary of the Board. For twenty-five years,
through three trying periods — beginning, war, and reconstruction — he led
Southern Baptists and gave tone to their mission outlook. His genuine piety,
consecrated devotion, and practical wisdom gave direction to the policies and
work of the new Board and placed his name high in the roster of missionary
statesmen. In those formative years, the Southern Baptist Convention was
fortunate in possessing a group of such great leaders to set the pace for the
years ahead.

During the first year, the Foreign Board began the publication of The Southern
Baptist Missionary Journal. At the Richmond Convention in 1846, the Board’s
report was necessarily limited in scope. Little had actually been accomplished
except the laying of plans and the effort to enlist the Baptists in all of the
Southern states. But the Board had large plans in the making. Responsibility



for the whole world was upon them. In the Augusta meeting it had been
resolved “That ... it is proper that this Convention at once proceed to organize
a Society for the propagation of the Gospel.” And in an address to the public,
issued by authority of the newly formed Convention, they declare that the
conduct of their Northern brethren would forbid them to speak unto the
Gentiles. ™ As their experience enlarged and their funds increased, their plans
expanded.

In the 1846 meeting, Mexico, South America, and Palestine were proposed as
possible fields of labor. And from Palestine as a base, the work would expand
into Asia Minor, Egypt, Arabia, and Persia. The presence of the Negro in the
South called special attention to Africa. The report on the African Mission
says:

Twenty-five years ago, a little church of only seven members, with Lott Carey
as pastor, was organized in an upper room of a private dwelling in this city
(Richmond). That church is now the First Baptist church in Monrovia. It has
been the mother of some seven to ten other churches, and also of the
Providence Baptist Association in Liberia. Since that period, hundreds of
colored Baptists have emigrated from this country and settled permanently in
the land of their forefathers. ...

The Board considered, then, that the proper missionaries to be sent to Africa
were suitable Negro ministers from this country.

As the first decade advanced, the interest and activity in foreign missions
increased among Southern Baptists. Sectional strife had disappeared from the
meetings, more frequent ”* and more accessible meetings brought members of
Southern churches together, and unification of different phases of work under
one Convention brought consolidation and direct control over the boards.
Through this period, the work in China and Africa was enlarged. Japan was
opened to Western influence by the United States in 1854. 72 Six years later the
Foreign Mission Board appointed J.Q. A. Rohrer, J.L. Johnson, and C.H. Toy
to open mission work in that empire, and J. William Jones to enlarge the work
in China. But the ship that carried the Rohrers was never heard of, and Mr.
Jones, Mr. Johnson, and Mr. Toy never sailed for their fields, for civil strife in
the United States delayed the opening of the Southern Baptist mission in
Japan. These young men made their mark, however, but in other spheres than
missionary activity.

DOMESTIC MISSIONS

The Domestic Mission Board, located in Marion, Alabama, did not begin its
tasks as well as did the Foreign, but it had missionaries at work sooner. Rev.
J.L. Reynolds, of South Carolina, was elected corresponding secretary in



Augusta but declined. Rev. D.P. Bestor, of Alabama, undertook the task, but in
November, 1845, he resigned: “I have learned by visiting many, and by an
extensive correspondence, that our brethren prefer carrying on their domestic
missionary operations, through their Associations and State Conventions.”
Rev. Russell Holman undertook the position in December, 1845.

For ten years there had been criticism of the American Baptist Home Mission
Society for neglecting the states of the lower Mississippi Valley and the
Republic of Texas. Now, when Southern Baptists had a mission agency, some
of the associations and state conventions, having mission programs of their
own, saw no place for the Domestic Board. After the rise of Landmarkism
(1851), this attitude was intensified in the West but mitigated in the eastern
South. Still, during the first year, the Board employed six missionaries — one
in Virginia, one in Florida, one in Alabama, one in Louisiana, and two in
Texas.

The Home Mission Society, New York, became more interested in the
Southwest after 1845. The Society had sent the first missionary to Texas in
1840, nearly two and a half years after the appeal from a small church in the
Republic. Before the withdrawal of Southern Baptists from the General
Convention, however, the field was abandoned. After the formation of the
Southern Convention, the Society again entered the field, and Secretary
Holman of the Domestic Board of the Convention registered a gentle protest:

Texas was abandoned by them previous to the division; after the Southern
organization it was occupied by this Board. This, together with its
geographical position, will furnish an apology for calling it “our field.” Yet, if
the Northern Board have sufficient funds to “preach the gospel to every
creature” in the Northern and Western States, and Territories, and can
occasionally send a Missionary to Texas, we will find no fault. ™

After a few months, the Society again left the field.

In its first report to the Convention, the Domestic Board recognized its field as
covering fourteen states, nearly one million square miles, with a population of
about eight million. The responsibility to the widely scattered white population
and to the Negroes, free and slave, was recognized. The Board requested the
state associations and conventions, the domestic missionary societies, and the
district associations to become auxiliary and to make reports to the Board, in
order that all domestic missionary work might be reported to the Southern
Convention. Southern Baptists were a rural people. In the older states, many of
the abler pastors held rural pastorates. In the report for 1857, the Board said:
“Cities and towns are important centres of influence. Your Board have deemed
it the part of wisdom to bestow a liberal share of their aid upon these



promising fields.” New Orleans was considered a special field of the Board
from the beginning.

The Indian Mission Association, with headquarters in Louisville, had been
organized in 1842. Its supporters were mainly Southern; its officers were
Southern. In 1855, the board of the Association approached the Foreign and
the Domestic Boards of the Southern Convention, with a proposal of union.
The Convention instructed the Domestic Board to take over the missions of the
Association, and the name was changed to the Domestic and Indian Mission
Board. In this same decade, work was begun among foreign-speaking peoples
— the Chinese in California, the Germans in Missouri and Maryland. The
Board continued the program developed in the first decade and a half among
the native English-speaking population, white and black, the Indians, and the
foreign-speaking immigrants and their descendants.

SIGNS OF CONFLICT

Near the end of this period there began to appear those fundamental
differences in ecclesiology and mission methods, around which so much
Southern Baptist history has gathered and which will be discussed in another
chapter. But during this decade and a half the Convention was finding itself
and getting its direction. Division took place over missions, domestic and
foreign. Some desired to bring into the sphere of operations any and every sort
of denominational work. The Convention finally settled upon a program of
missions as the main task and, in the 1859 session in Richmond, projected that
task on such liberal principles and broad methods that any and all Baptists
could join together — Landmarkers and non-Landmarkers. Even those
Primitive Baptists who professed to believe in missions, but not in “modern
institutions,” could have found a working basis had they so desired. ™

The record of those fifteen years shows that the Southern Baptist Convention
was winning its constituency and deepening the missionary interest and
activity. The antimissionary elements in Southern Baptist life had been passing
out of the churches and associations; the activities of Alexander Campbell and
his followers were considered as on the outside; better means of
communication among Southern Baptists were bringing a wider acquaintance
and a deeper sense of fellowship. Educational interest was increasing. Baptist
colleges in the states were training leaders, and interest in a Southwide
theological school was deepening. At the end of the period, the school opened
its doors. Mission contributions increased over the preceding period by nearly
sevenfold.

In 1846, the review exhibited that fact that, during the thirty-three years
previous, while the Baptists of the whole country were united in their



missionary work, the South had contributed to Home and Foreign Missions
$250,656.

In 1859, the records indicated that, during the thirteen years existence of the
Southern Baptist Convention, the Southern States had contributed for
Domestic and Indian Missions $266,359, and for Foreign Missions
$384,339.07, or making a total of $650,698.07. Thus the South gave, after the
formation of our Convention, an average annual contribution seven times
greater than it gave before the organization. ™

The new Convention was taking its stride and gaining momentum with each
passing year. But a cloud, larger than a man’s hand, was rising over the
horizon. War just ahead, followed by “reconstruction,” would nearly wreck the
Convention and lessen its activities, as it would everything else in the South,
for a generation. It seemed providential that in the years immediately pre-
ceding that conflagration, Southern Baptists should be peculiarly blessed in the
person of their leader, Dr. Richard Fuller, who served as president of the
Convention from 1857 to 1859.

Dr. W.E. Hatcher, in his Along the Trail of the Friendly Years, "’ tells an
interesting story about Dr. Fuller, who was a mighty preacher but a “wretched
presiding officer.” By way of illustration, Dr. Hatcher tells of a brother who
arose in the Convention and stated a point of order in such an involved,
equivocal way that the president was helplessly confused. He looked at the
brother and said, “My dear brother, will you not, in the interest of the kingdom
we love, withdraw that motion?” The brother, after a little re-monstrance,
solved the situation by complying.

Another brother offered a resolution to the effect that we must all pray for the
Baptist editors. “Dr. Fuller did not know what to do with the motion, and he
stood for well-nigh a minute, a very king in his grandeur, and finally said,
‘Well, my dear brother, we will think about that matter.” The Convention burst
into convulsions, and the brother and his motion went down unwept.” So far as
we know the editors were not prayed for — at least on that occasion. Dr.
Hatcher went on to pay a fitting tribute to the president: “Dr. Fuller’s great
soul, filled with spiritual mastery, floated the Convention on peaceful seas,
guarding against every rising storm and after all brought things to a nobler
conclusion than any rigid parliamentarian could possibly have done.”



4. — THE WAR PERIOD, 1860-1865

Political and economic circumstances which developed affected the future
course of the Convention. Before the next meeting of the Convention in
Savannah, in 1861, the Southern states began to secede from the federal Union.

As in the case of the Baptists, and Methodists, in 1845, some fundamental
differences in interpretation of the organic law led to division. The cause, in
each case, was constitutional interpretation. The occasion was a clash around
slavery which, though not limited geographically in colonial and early national
years, be-came, for various reasons, an “institution peculiar” to the states south
of the Mason and Dixon line and its projection, the Ohio River. Amid the
clashing of nationalism with states’ rights, the Missouri Compromise
determined, in 1850, the extension of the dividing line beyond the Mississippi
River.

SECESSION AND THE CONFEDERACY

The Compromise did not settle the question of the interpretation of the
Constitution. New England, the first home of secession (Hartford Convention,
1814), had nurtured the outstanding advocate of nationalism, Daniel Webster.
The South, the home of the nationalist leaders, George Washington, John
Marshall, James Madison, and others, furnished the leaders for states’ rights,
J.C. Calhoun and Jefferson Davis. The West, the existence and influence of
which ultimately saved the Union, gave Henry Clay and Abraham Lincoln.
With the passing of Calhoun, Webster, and Clay, a new era with new
leadership opened. Upon the election of Lincoln in 1860, the secession of
Southern states began.

The several Baptist state conventions and general associations made
pronouncements upon the current political and military conditions. The action
of the Baptist State Convention of Texas may be taken as typical. In the
session at Huntsville, 1861, “the Committee on preaching and devotional
exercises announced that special prayer would be offered to the God of battles
for our be-loved Confederacy; accordingly fervent prayer was offered in the
various places of preaching for the success of our arms, and for a speedy and
honorable peace.”

The Southern Convention, meeting in Savannah, 1861, made a strong
pronouncement. A Committee on the State of the Country, one member from
each state represented, was elected from the floor of the Convention. Dr.



Richard Fuller, of Baltimore, president of the Convention, was chairman. The
Committee reported May 13, as follows: 7

We hold this truth to be self-evident, that governments are established for the
security, prosperity, and happiness of the people. When, therefore, any
government is perverted from its proper design, becomes oppressive, and
abuses its power, the people have a right to change it.

In vindication of their sacred rights and honor, in self-defence, and for the
protection of all which is dear to man, the Southern States have practically
asserted the right of seceding from a Union so degenerated from that
established by the Constitution, and they have framed for themselves a
government based upon the principles of the original compact — adopting a
character which secures to each State its sovereign rights and privileges.

This new government, in thus dissolving former political connections, seeks
to cultivate relations of amity and good will with its late confederates, and
with all the world; and they have thrice sent special commissioners to
Washington with overtures for peace, and for a fair, amicable adjustment of
all difficulties.

After a long preamble of this kind there follow ten resolutions. Several read as
follows:

2nd. Resolved, That we most cordially approve of the formation of the
Government of the Confederate States of America, and admire and applaud
the noble course of that Government up to this present time.

4th. Resolved, That we most cordially tender to the President of the
Confederate States, to his Cabinet, and the members of the Congress now
convened at Montgomery, the assurances of our sympathy and entire
confidence. With them are our hearts and our hearty cooperation.

8th. Resolved, We do recommend to the churches of the Baptist de-
nomination in the Southern States, to observe the first and second days of
June as days of humiliation, fasting and prayer to Almighty God, that He may
avert any calamities due to our sins as a people, and may look with mercy and
favor upon us.

10th. Resolved, That these resolutions be communicated to the Congress of
the “Confederate States,” at Montgomery, with the signatures of the President
and Secretaries of the Convention. ®

In the session of 1863, at Augusta, the Southern Convention again made a
pronouncement on the current secular affairs: ™

Resolved, 1st. That the events of the past two years have only con-firmed the
conviction expressed by this Convention at its last session, that the war which
has been forced upon us is, on our part, just and necessary, and have only
strengthened our opposition to a reunion with the United States on any terms



whatever; and while deploring the dreadful evils of the war, and earnestly
desiring peace, we have no thought of ever yielding, but will render a hearty
support to the Con-federate Government in all constitutional measures to
secure our independence.

Resolved, 2d. That we gratefully acknowledge the hand of God in the
preservation of our government against the power and rage of our enemies,
and in the signal victories with which he has crowned our arms; and
encouraged by the experience of the past, and by the present condition of
affairs, and humbly relying on the Divine blessing, we confidently anticipate
ultimate success.

Resolved, 3d. That while we justify ourselves in this conflict with our
enemies, we acknowledge that our sins have deserved the terrible calamities
that God has sent upon us, and view them as a solemn and imperative call to
penitence, humiliation and a hearty turning to God.

Resolved, 7th. That we have just heard with unutterable grief of the death of
that noble Christian warrior, Lieut. Gen. T.J. Jackson; that we thank God for
the good he has achieved, and the glorious example he has left us, and pray
that we may all learn to trust, as he trusted, in the Lord alone.

In the beginning of the war, the work of the Southern Baptist Convention, as
well as that of the several state bodies, was disrupted, both at home and
abroad.

Colleges have suspended, some of them indefinitely. Doctor Talbird,
President of Howard College, has raised a company and gone to the wars, and
the students of most of our colleges have enlisted in the Confederate army.
The Revision Association is prostrate, and we presume the whole work of
Revision is indefinitely suspended. Our female schools, in several localities,
show signs of distress. Some six or seven Baptist papers have gone down in
the past six months, while the Mississippi Baptists and the Texas Baptists
issue half sheets, and the Tennessee Baptist is cut down in size to one-third
less than the Western Recorder. Added to this gloomy picture, our Foreign
Missions are paralyzed, our Home Missions almost suspended, and our State
organizations unable to carry on their work. Ministers have been forced
through stern necessity to leave their fields of usefulness in order to provide
bread for their families. ™

HOME MISSIONS

The work of home missions, more than foreign missions, was disorganized by
the outbreak of hostilities between the North and the South. The problem of
the Foreign Board was to raise and transmit funds to the mission fields. The
Domestic and Indian Mission Board not only had financial difficulties, but the
fields of work were disrupted and new mission opportunities and problems



arose in connection with the armed forces of the Confederacy. The Board
reported to the Convention, in 1863, that

Most of the Domestic Mission work has been suspended during the war. ...
More than 150 men had occupied the field previous to the breaking out of the
war. ... The public sympathy and effort were now turned to the moral and
spiritual well-being of the army. It would have been fruitless to have
attempted its diversion. Hence, the Board in January, 1862, determined to
enter at once upon its (Army Missions ). ™

Thus the work of the Domestic Board was disrupted just as the Board was
beginning to prove its place in the life of Southern Baptists. In its early years,
many had not seen a place for it. Each state Baptist body, with the associations,
insisted that it could look after the mission needs within its own borders. But
by 1861 the Board had proved its right to function. In its report to the
Convention that year, the Board had said: ™

The progress of our work is the best evidence of its hold upon the confidence
and regards of the friends of missions. ... Had not the above causes ( short
crops and national agitations) existed, the receipts of the year would probably
have exceeded those of the past by not less than ten thousand dollars.

The work among the Negro slaves had been encouraging and was expanding:
f84

... they are almost entirely dependent upon the white man for the bread they
eat, and specially for the instruction that shall make them wise unto eternal
life. Our obligations, then, in this regard, are weighty, and address themselves
to our most serious consideration. ... Many of them are located at a distance
from the sanctuaries frequented by the families to which they are attached;
and unless special provision is made for them, they must remain deprived of
all wholesome religious Sabbath instruction. It has been the design of the
Board to supply this want as far as possible. Several of our missionaries
devote all of their time to their benefit; and many, if not all, give a portion
directly to their religious training. They are encouraged in this work by the
masters of the slaves, and now that we are (as it is to be hoped) removed from
those political exciting causes that have had, for years, a tendency to
embarrass our evangelical efforts for the good of the black man, we look
forward to a brighter day, when no suspicions can be thrown upon devoted,
honest labor for the religious instruction of members of our families.

There is no class of people among us that more sincerely appreciate the efforts
of our missionaries than the slaves that work our soil. Let us, then, give them
the pure Word of Life that has elevated them so far above the conditions of
their race in the mother land.

The same report indicates the progress of the mission in California among the
whites and the Chinese. The work among the Germans in Louisiana, Missouri,



Kentucky, and Maryland gave evidence of increasing success. But all of these
different phases of the work of the Domestic Board — Negroes, Chinese,
Germans, English-speaking whites — were disrupted by the outbreak of
hostilities.

Perhaps the work among the Indians, in some respects, suffered most, because
of outside interference. Rev. J.A. Stover had begun work among the Cherokees
in the Indian Territory in 1857. The mission among the Pottawattomies, mainly
educational, had to be abandoned because the funds from the United States
Government were held back. The Government had appropriated $75.00 for
each pupil, but, when the Board closed its books December 31, 1860, the
Government owed on account $2,546.87. Every phase of the Domestic Board’s
work was either destroyed or seriously impaired.

The leadership of the newly formed Confederacy looked to the religious
leadership of the South to give morale and stamina to the people. Sentiment,
duty, and opportunity called the Board to labor among the Confederate armies.
Baptists began to make plans to send colporteurs into them. President Davis
commented: “I most cordially sympathize with the movement. We have but
little to hope for, if we do not realize our dependence upon Heaven’s blessing,
and seek the guidance of God’s revealed Truth.” ¥ The Baptists as a people,
ministers and laymen, entered heartily into the fighting forces.

A few days since a distinguished Presbyterian Doctor of Divinity inquired of
the Rev. James B. Taylor, D.D.: “Can you explain to me how it is that there
are so many Baptists in the army? | have been chaplain from the beginning of
the war, and it seems to me that a large portion of all the religious men with
whom | have met were Baptists. Is it that your people are so humerous, or that
they are patriotic?” Bro. Taylor replied that “they were both numerous and
patriotic.” In one regiment from Georgia there were, some time since, six
hundred Baptists. In a regiment from Alabama there were thirteen Baptist
ministers. ™

In the several states in which Confederate armies were active or stationed, the
Conventions of those states carried on religious work among the soldiers. This
was especially true in Virginia where so many of the soldiers were gathered.
Perhaps there was never an army in which a greater religious work was done
than in the Army of Northern Virginia. ® The well-known religious character
of such military leaders as Generals R.E. Lee, T.J. Jackson, J.B. Gordon, and
others set the example and gave encouragement to the movement.

The Domestic Board of the Southern Convention did some of its work direct
and some of it through the state organizations. In its report to the Convention
in 1863, the Board set forth a general plan of operation:



Missionary operations in the army are diversified, but on this account are not
less valuable. Sometimes the missionary is accompanying the regiment or
brigade upon their long marches, and preaches as he finds it convenient.
Sometimes he moves from camp to camp, conversing with the men,
distributing tracts, testaments, religious newspapers and holding meetings for
prayer, and exhortation; and sometimes he is found located for a time within
the massive walls of the strong and defiant fort, where he has access to its
defenders, always anxious to wait upon his ministry.

The printed page — Testaments, tracts, religious newspapers — was very
popular with the soldiers. One missionary of the Board reported:

There is a great thirst for reading among soldiers — even among those who
have little taste for it when at home. The reason is simply this, they are now
cut off from almost every other source of information; many, when at home,
would ride or walk miles to obtain the news of current events by enquiry and
conversation, rather than seek it through the medium of the printed sheet. In
the army they have no such neighbors to whom they can resort for such
information. Hence they will read — read anything.

The Board reported:

The Board takes pleasure in acknowledging the courtesy of the Col-portage
Board of Virginia, under the efficient superintendence of Rev. A.E.
Dickinson, to our missionaries, in furnishing them gratuitously with large
supplies of their publications for distribution in the army. Bro. D. thinks that
not less than 5,000,000 pages of tracts have been given them for this object.
Add to this the amount purchased of other publishing houses by the Board,
and you have some idea of the volume of truth scattered among our soldiers
for their spiritual instruction.

In its report prepared for the biennial session of the Convention in 1865, but
which could not be submitted until 1866, the Domestic Board stated: ™

This has been a prolific field of ministerial effort. It would be gratifying to all
the friends of Jesus to read the many letters we have received from the
Chaplains and Missionaries employed among the soldiers of the army. ... The
result of these labors can be fully known only in eternity. ... Salaries of
eleven chaplains were supplemented, so as to enable them to support their
families, and remain at their several posts of duty.

[Religious literature] has been found a valuable auxiliary to the labors of the
active ministry; $9,090.45 have been expended for religious tracts —
$20,522.37 for religious newspapers — $1,681.20 for Bibles and Testaments.
It has been found impossible to secure as large an amount of the latter as
desirable. We have endeavored to place a copy of the Scriptures in the hands
of every soldier in the Confederate Army. Large numbers have been obtained
by other organizations, and distributed in the army, much to their credit. It is
pleasant to know that the spirit of cooperation has existed among all the



evangelical ministers and chaplains of the army, and by their united efforts
much good has been done, and the truth widely diffused.

The Domestic Board did not forget the field and the armies west of the
Mississippi. But as the war progressed, communication was difficult and the
raising of funds almost impossible. As the federal armies gained control of the
Mississippi, the problem became heavier. Accordingly, a trans-Mississippi
department of the Board’s work was established. Rev. J.B. Link, who had
served as agent of the Board in Mississippi, was sent to Texas. He was
authorized to raise funds and pay them to missionaries in the army or to
pastors of destitute churches. He was expected to make a quarterly report of
his services and of the business of his department to the Board. In Louisiana,
the executive committee of the state convention was appointed agent of the
Domestic Board and authorized to appoint missionaries and pay out funds for
the Board.

In its last report during the war period, the Domestic Board of the Southern
Baptist Convention expressed gratitude to God and man for blessing upon
abundant labors:

The work of the Board has been increased beyond any year since its
organization. The spirit of liberality among our churches was never more
manifest. No appeal has been made in vain, and many have been responded to
with unusual generosity. The spirit of God has given countenance to our
labors, and many have been made to rejoice in hope of a blessed immortality
through the instrumentalities sustained by the Board.

OCCUPATION BY FEDERAL ARMIES

As the war advanced and the military resources of the South diminished, the
extending military control of the North over the territory of the Southern
Baptist Convention vitally affected the life and work of the churches. After the
fall of Vicksburg and the Battle of Gettysburg, the fortunes of the South began
to wane. The federal armies controlled more and more of Southern territory.
The American Baptist Home Mission Society, through its president, U.S.
Senator Harris of New York, made application for the authority to take charge
of abandoned Baptist meetinghouses in the controlled territory. The Secretary
of War granted more than was asked, but the Society did not decline the added
privileges.

WAR DEPARTMENT, WASHINGTON
January 14, 1864

TO THE GENERALS COMMANDING THE MILITARY DIVISION OF THE
MississIPPI, AND THE DEPARTMENT OF THE GULF, OF TIIE SOUTH, AND OF
VIRGINIA AND NORTH CAROLINA, AND ALL THE GENERALS AND OFFICERS



COMMANDING ARMIES, DETACHMENTS AND POSTS, AND ALL OFFICERS IN
THE SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES, IN THE ABOVE MENTIONED
DEPARTMENTS:

You are hereby directed to place at the disposal of the American Baptist
Home Mission Society all houses of worship belonging to the Baptist
Churches South, in which a loyal minister of said church does not now
officiate. It is a matter of great importance to the Government, in its efforts to
restore tranquility to the community and peace to the nation, that Christian
ministers should, by example and precept, support and foster the loyal
sentiment of the people. The American Baptist Home Mission Society enjoys
the entire confidence of this Department, and no doubt is entertained that all
ministers who may be appointed by it will be entirely loyal. You are expected
to give it all the aid, countenance, and support practicable in the execution of
its important mission.

You are also authorized and directed to furnish their executive officer, or
agent, and his clerk, with transportation and subsistence, when it can be done
without prejudice to the service, and will afford them courtesy, assistance and
protection.

The Home Mission Society was careful to explain why it sought such authority
from the War Department and how the authority was exercised:

In almost every city, town and village taken by our army there has been found
a deserted Baptist meeting-house. In many places these houses have been
stripped of all that was movable, or converted into hospitals, stables,
storehouses, or, perhaps, occupied by others than Baptists, who have denied
us the privilege of using them as places of worship. Instances are not wanting
where colored brethren have been shut out of, or disturbed in the use of, their
own houses wherein they had worshipped for years, under the plea that the
houses formerly be-longed to their masters, and now to the Government, and
not to them. Your Board, satisfied that all this was without the knowledge or
consent of the authorities at Washington, informed them of the facts, asked
for protection, with privileges and obtained [this military order].

The Board appointed Dr. J.W. Parker, of Boston, its agent for the objectives of
the order. He could take possession of Baptist meeting-houses in any territory
in the South, held by Northern armies, and appoint pastors.

In all this the Board have to do only with meeting-houses, or Baptist Church
property that has been deserted by its former occupants, which property the
War Department allows them to hold and use until civil authority can be
restored. And their whole object will be accomplished if, by thus occupying
the property, they can save it from being destroyed, or passing into other than
Baptist hands, and preserve it as an inheritance for future Baptists who may
live to own and occupy it.



The report of the Board to the Society goes on to say that “early in the year a
missionary was sent to New Orleans. ... He has been able to perpetuate the
Coliseum Place Baptist Church, with modern improvements, and now has
thirty members, fifteen of whom he has baptized, a good congregation, a
Sabbath school of three or four hundred children, and, in the basement of the
house, a flourishing day and evening school.” ™*

Since the minutes of the Home Mission Society refer specifically to the
Coliseum church, this case may be taken as an example of the methods
sometimes used by the Society’s agents in the South.

In the summer of 1863, a Reverend J.W. Horton, a representative of the
American Baptist Home Mission Society of New York, visited New Orleans,
as he said, “To look after Baptists’ interests.” Finding the church neither
desirous of his services, nor willing to surrender the house to him, he obtained
a military order from General Bowen, Provost Martial General, and thus
forcibly obtained possession.

At the time of the military seizure, there were about sixty-five members of the
church in the city; of whom only five, one male (a German) and four females,
who continued to worship in the house under the new administration. Quite a

number of others attended the First Baptist Church; others became scattered.
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Similar pastoral appointments were made by Dr. Parker, as agent of the Home
Mission Society in Baton Rouge, Vicksburg, Chattanooga, Knoxville,
Nashville, Island Number 10, and Memphis. Other representatives of the
Society were in Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Florida, Mississippi.

FOREIGN MISSIONS

As soon as the war began, the Federal authorities blockaded the South and,
with the naval strength available, were able to make the blockade real. The
Foreign Mission Board was cut off from communication with the missionaries
in China and Africa. Dr. Fuller, of Baltimore, president of the Southern
Convention, secured permission from the Secretary of State in Washington for
such funds as the Board in Richmond might have to be sent by flag of truce to
Baltimore. More than two thousand dollars were sent in this way. Deacon
William Crane of Baltimore wrote to Mr. Isaac T. Smith, the financial agent of
the Foreign Mission Board living in New York, and learned that he had
already made large advances to the missionaries of the Board. The Maryland
Baptist Union Association met in November, 1861, and at once took steps to
relieve the situation. After consultation and discussion, the following
resolutions were passed:



RESOLVED, That any churches or bodies or individuals having funds for
Foreign Missions be requested to pay the same to bro. William Crane, and
that bro. Crane be requested to forward said funds to bro. Isaac T. Smith, of
New York.

RESOLVED, That we tender our acknowledgments to bro. Smith, of New
York, for his Christian conduct and labor of love in behalf of our Missionaries
at all times, especially in this hour of trouble when they have been cut off in
whole from the Board in Richmond.

RESOLVED, That bro. Crane be requested to act as our Agent in reference to
future communications with the Missionaries.

RESOLVED, That the Clerk be requested at once to send a copy of these
resolutions to bro. Smith.

During the meeting, Deacon Crane announced that several very liberal
contributions and several smaller ones, added to the amount received by flag of
truce from Richmond, would cover the advances made to the missionaries by
the financial agent of the Board, Mr. Smith, and meet the current needs of the
missionaries of the Board.

During the following year, 1862, the leaders in Baltimore, Dr. Fuller and Dr.
Williams, together with Dr. Samson, of Washington, and others kept before the
people the mission program of the Richmond Board. Contributions came in
from members of the churches in Baltimore, from other parts of Maryland and
Washington, and from friends in Northern cities. Mr. Hiram Woods, Jr., a
young member of Dr. Fuller’s church, accepted responsibility for the support
of a missionary in China. Efforts were made to secure funds from the Board in
Richmond by flag of truce, as in 1861, but the request was denied. In this
somewhat inchoate manner the Board’s missions in China and Africa were
partly supported during 1862.

In the fall of that year, the Board requested the following brethren to act as a
provisional board in Baltimore to care for the missions: R. Fuller, J.M. W.
Williams, Franklin Wilson, Hiram Woods, Jr., Henry Taylor, A.F. Crane, and
A.J. Lowndes. Dr. Williams was elected corresponding secretary by the group.
This provisional board made appeals in public meetings and in the Baptist
papers. Through the latter means, Kentucky Baptists learned of the provisional
organization. Dr. W.M. Pratt, treasurer of the General Association of
Kentucky, sent a check for several hundred dollars to William Crane, the
treasurer of the provisional board.

During the rest of the war, Baptists in Maryland, the District of Columbia,
Kentucky, and Missouri, through the provisional organization, assisted greatly
in supporting Southern Baptist foreign missions. Letters from the missionaries



to the leaders in Baltimore and Washington were copied and sent to Kentucky
and Missouri. Correspondence between the Board and the missionaries was
carried on by flag of truce through Dr. G.W. Samson, president of Columbian
College in Washington, and the Baltimore provisional board. Permission was
again secured from the military authorities of the South and of the North for
the Board in Richmond to send funds — as long as there were any — and
letters by flag of truce to the provisional board.

Some of the missionaries — Matthew T. Yates, in China, particularly —
secured secular work that assisted them to carry on. The foreign residents in
Shanghai and Canton, especially the English, made contributions to the
missionaries. The London Missionary Society (Congregational) contributed to
the work of Dr. R.H. Graves. "’

There was yet another means through which the Foreign Mission Board in
Richmond was enabled to finance in part its missions in China and Africa. The
Northern navy had isolated the South from the beginning of hostilities.
Blockade-running, if successful, was highly remunerative, for the price of
cotton on the English market rose to fabulous prices. Although the risk was
great, the profits were attractive. The Board invested in long-staple cotton and
took a venture. The following reports are interesting:

I learn, also that the running of the blockade has been laid under contribution
for the transmission of funds to our missionaries. A vessel, sailing not long
since from one of the Confederate ports, carried several bales of sea-island
cotton, which the Board purchased for some fifteen hundred dollars, and
which, if it reaches England, will net nearly five thousand. When last heard
from, it had arrived at a West Indian port, and there was but slight exposure to
subsequent capture. ™

We are gratified to state that remittances have been made by the Southern
Baptist Foreign Mission Board, which will administer timely relief to our
brethren abroad. They were sent ... in the shape of Sea Island Cotton. ... The
vessel into which the cotton was admitted by the courtesy and generosity of
the gentlemen who own or who chartered it, sailed several weeks since from a
Confederate port, and, at the last advices, had reached Nassau in safety. °

When the Foreign Board made its report to the Convention in Augusta, 1863,
this reference was made to blockade-running in behalf of foreign missions:

It is also to be mentioned, that the kindness of important shippers, in one of
our seaports, has permitted the forwarding of Cotton to Europe, by which
relief has been given in our extremity. It is not improbable, though it may be
attended with some risk, that in this way we may yet forward a large amount
of our funds. "%



From Liverpool or some other important English cotton market, the tripled
funds could be sent through commercial houses having business connections in
China and Africa, directly to the missions of the Board, without danger of
confiscation by the ever-watchful Yankees.

The Baltimore committee raised, during 1862-1865, $12,990.60 and expended
$12,937.60, leaving a balance of $53.00 at the close of the war. The General
Association of Kentucky, through its treasurer, Dr. W.M. Pratt, remitted to the
Board and to the missionaries, through the Baltimore committee, during 1863-
1865, $7,608.91. The Board raised in the South, from the close of the
Convention year, 1863, to April 1, 1865, $72,028.90 and expended
$51,351.51, leaving a balance at the close of the war of $20,677.19. But as this
was in Conferedate bonds and currency, it was hence-forth worthless. The
Board authorized the treasurer to mark it off in order to balance his books.
Thus, at the beginning of the Convention year, April, 1865, the Board found its
finances depleted. Again, Maryland and Kentucky filled the breach and sup-
plied funds when the other states were prostrate. Dr. James B. Taylor,
secretary of the Board, wrote to Dr. W.C. Crane at Baylor University,
Independence, Texas, on February 6, 1866:

We are arranging to continue our work in the foreign field, and I cannot but
hope a favoring Providence will open the way, not only for the sustentation of
the different missions, but for their early reinforcement. The present will be a
year of great trial to us. If we can secure the amount necessary for the support
of our brethren up to the close of 1866, my impression is, we shall be able to
go on ... and be permitted to call for more laborers to enter the fields. ... My
hope how-ever is, that Maryland, Kentucky, Missouri, and Texas will take
hold of the work in good concert. ™™

In March of that year, the Board adopted the following:

Resolved, That in view of the Divine care of our missionaries during the last
four years of frightful war, we are under renewed obligations to cherish an
humble, grateful spirit, and to prosecute our work with renewed diligence.

Resolved, That in the prosecution of our foreign missionary enterprise, the
Board regards itself as called upon, not only to sustain the missionaries
already in the field, but to reinforce our different missions at the earliest
practicable period. "%

When the Convention met in Russellville, Kentucky, in 1866, thanks were
expressed to the provisional board in Baltimore and to the Baptists in
Maryland, District of Columbia, and Kentucky for their generous aid during
the period of the war. After the Convention, the Board learned that there was a
debt of about eight thousand dollars, borrowed by the missionaries, under the
authority of the Board. “This amount, though sufficient to embarrass them, was



small in comparison with the expenditure which might have been made by our
missionaries had they borrowed funds for the support of the different stations.
Instead of this they restricted themselves, in some instances, to the lowest
possible supplies of food and raiment ...” "%

Within three years, the Board paid this amount at home. The debt on the
Yoruba mission in Africa was lifted by contributions from churches and
individuals in England and Scotland, made to the Rev. A.D. Phillips,
missionary to Africa, during a visit he made to those countries in 1868 en route
home. The obligation was overpaid, leaving a balance to the credit of the
mission. ™

WAR’S DECISIONS

When General Lee surrendered to General Grant at Appomattox, April 9,
1865, the government of the Confederate States of America fell and that nation
ceased to be. It was more than the fall of a nation. It was more than the
confirmation of nationalism as over against states’ rights under the Federal
Constitution. It marked the end of an era — the passing of the old South and its
civilization, and the coming of the new South and the civilization yet to be.

The Convention did not meet in the regular biennial session in 1865, due to the
collapse of the Confederacy in April, but it met in Russellville, Kentucky, in
1866. "* The South accepted the decision of war as settling the hitherto
divisive interpretation of the Federal Constitution on the question of the right
of a state to secede. The Convention was not disposed to refer to current
political questions. But many ministers of Southern sympathies had been
legally forbidden to preach, and they had suffered “fines, imprisonments, and
other pains and penalties” rather than obey such prohibition. The Convention
was constrained to make a pronouncement on separation of church and state

and on religious liberty. Therefore, the Southern Baptist Convention declared:
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... in the face of the world, and in the fear of God —

that all interference with these functions on the part of civil rulers transcends
their legitimate authority, and is a usurpation of the rights of conscience; and
that when the claims of civil rulers come in conflict with those of Christ, it is
our duty to “obey God rather than men,” and endure the consequences.

That in adopting these resolutions, the Convention expressly disavow any
disposition to interfere with political affairs, and have regard solely to the
question of religious liberty.



5.— RECONSTRUCTION ERA, 1865-1879

At the close of the four years of internecine strife the structural life of the
South, as built up from colonial days, was shattered. The reconstruction
committee of the United States Congress, which took the administration of the
Southern affairs out of the hands of President Johnson, determined to eliminate
the former states and ultimately form new political divisions, bearing other
names. For the time being, the South was divided into military districts, each
one under the control of a Federal general. The former economic structure,
with investments counted in hundreds of millions, was destroyed, and the
material loss, resulting from the battles and the armies marching through the
South, was immeasurable. Especially was this true in the Eastern half of the
South, which had been the main support of the work of the Southern Baptist
Convention.

In the first year or two following the war, there was actual want of the
necessities of life among all classes of Southern people, including many who
had been wealthy and were among the upper social group. Dr. J.B. Taylor of
the Foreign Mission Board, in a letter to Dr. Crane, president of Baylor
University, Texas, and a native of Virginia, wrote February 6, 1866:

“You have no idea of the total prostration of everything in Virginia. Our
people are the subjects of great suffering. I am glad to say, however, that they
are patient and cheerful — ready to endure and labor.” ™%

The whole social structure, founded upon slavery, was destroyed, and
confusion, as great as that evolving from the economic conditions, reigned.
Educational institutions had closed their doors during the war; some of them
were burned by Federal soldiers, never to reopen. The turmoil within the
religious realm was just as serious. Many houses of worship had been
destroyed; others, Baptist and Methodist, had been taken by ministers from the
North, under authority from the Secretary of War. In his History of Missouri
Baptists R.S. Douglas points out a constitutional provision forbade a minister
to conduct public worship unless he took an oath that he had neither assisted
nor sympathized with the Confederacy. In other states, an oath was required by
the military.

The Negroes had been members in the same churches with the whites.
Religious instruction had been given them by the families of their masters, by
pastors of white churches, and by Negro ministers directed by churches,
associations, and state conventions. In several instances, since state laws
forbade freeing slaves and permitting them to remain within the state,
associations had bought Negro preachers in order that some preachers might



have the opportunity to minister constantly to the slaves. "% Many white
pastors had given considerable time to the religious interest of the slaves.

A letter from Dr. J.H. DeVotie, secretary of the Georgia Convention, to Dr.
S.S. Cutting, secretary of the American Baptist Home Mission Society, dated
July 15, 1877, states:

In connection with all my charges before freedom came, | had a large number
of colored people to whom for 35 years | gave about 1/3 of my preaching. |
say, gave, for | would never receive one dollar compensation from them. It
paid me gloriously. In connection with those labors | had the indescribable
pleasure of baptizing about 800 of these Ethiopian believers. ... Before the
war, a number of our pastors preached to them and their ministrations were of
a high order. Since then they have been mainly under the teaching of men of
their own color, a large portion of whom are untaught and utterly unfit for the
work. That preaching of our pastors ... is the cause under God of the vast
numbfei(r)g of baptized believers among them, but there is a fearful falling off
now.

Most of the Negro members of Baptist churches withdrew to form churches of
their own. In some instances, encouraged and supported by the military
authorities, they seized the church buildings of the whites. All of this
aggravated the disturbed religious conditions. Even three years after the close
of hostilities the religious conditions in the South were still distressing.

There are scattered churches to be reconstructed, feeble ones to be
strengthened, houses of worship to be rebuilt or repaired, Sunday schools to
be reorganized or gathered, seminaries and colleges to be sustained, reopened
and re-endowed, pastors to be relieved from secular labors, that they may
devote themselves to the ministry, mission treasuries to be supplied, that
laborers already in the field may be sup-ported, and others sent forth to re-
enforce and encourage them, and millions of freedmen who must hear the
gospel from our lips or die without the knowledge of it. ™*°

HOME MISSION SOCIETY

The first tendencies toward the separation between Southern and Northern
Baptists had been seen in the work of the American Baptist Home Mission
Society from 1835 onward. This was due to the need of mission work in the
Southern states and the Republic of Texas and in the seeming neglect of that
need on the part of the Society. Likewise, the first suggestions toward the
reunion, and the friction growing out of such suggestions, arose in connection
with the work of the Society. When the Society met in annual session in St.
Louis, in 1865, the South was prostrate. Rev. J.M. Pendleton introduced the
following: “RESOLVED, That, in the Providence of God, this Society is called



to consider Kentucky and Tennessee as embraced in the sphere of its labors,
and to decide as to the best method of cultivating this portion of its vast field.”

In discussing the question, Dr. Pendleton said:

I think this Society, in the selection of its missionaries for Kentucky and
Tennessee, should give the preference to Kentucky and Tennessee ministers,
so far as suitable men can be found. Who are suitable men? | would say men
of unquestionable loyalty to the Government of the United States, men who
approve the policy of the Government on slavery. ™

Dr. Pendleton was a Virginia-born, Kentucky-reared pastor in Kentucky and
teacher at Union University, Murfreesboro, Tennessee. He developed
antislavery sentiments. When the Federal army captured Murfreesboro in
1862, he took a pastorate in Ohio and, later, in Upland, Pennsylvania. His
Southern brethren, especially those in Kentucky and Tennessee, resented his
attitude. ™*? It is probable that the unwise and premature move in the Home
Mission Society, led by Dr. Pendleton, raised barriers against the closer co-
operation advocated by Dr. Jeter and others. There were moderate men on each
side, who ardently desired reunion for the sake of Christian fellowship and
work. The Board of the Home Mission Society, on September 27, 1865, passed
the following resolution:

RESOLVED, That the Board of the American Baptist Home Mission Society do
sincerely desire, and will fraternally welcome, the co-operation of their
Baptist brethren in the Southern States in the glorious work of publishing the
gospel in all its fullness of doctrine, precept and practice, throughout the land,;
and in all Christian effort to enlighten and Christianize every creature. ™

This fraternal attitude on the part of some in the North continued. The New
York Examiner and Chronicle expressed, in an editorial, the readiness and
desire to co-operate with and assist the impoverished South:

Undoubtedly there are in our Southern churches multitudes of good Christian
men and women, as good as are to be found; — undoubtedly they have
multitudes of good and faithful pastors, sharing with them a common lot of
poverty. Let us establish, they with us and we with them, better relations. If
our lot is a more favorable one, let them share its blessings in our aid to build
up with them the common cause of our country’s evangelization; it is not as
conguerors or oppressors that Northern Baptists would come to such co-
operation, but as brethren, seeking to restore wastes and turn them to joy and
gladness. ... The South is to rise, and for the resurrection Baptists should be
preparing, by strengthening the things which remain and are ready to die. We
never hear of their churches languishing, their colleges dying, their
missionary life paralyzed, without an irrepressible desire for the speedy
coming of the day which shall make all these interests a common cause to the
whole Baptist family. ™



There were gestures of peace and fraternity expressed in personal
correspondence also. Dr. Pharcellus Church wrote Dr. Jeter: “My idea is this,
that the cause of alienation between us has disappeared. | mean differences of
labor and social institutions. We are citizens of one earthly, and | hope,
heavenly polity, and it were an act of madness, as well as of wrong, to
perpetuate division and alienation.” ™

The moderate men, North and South, were outnumbered by the extremists, as
in 1845. Dr. Church, continuing in the same letter, wrote: “The flexibility,
wisdom and apostolical character of genuine congregationalism never had a
better chance of showing themselves. ... If | were to attend your General
Association, many of your folks would be shy of me, and so of you in our
Missionary Union, some on our side receiving you coldly.” In the same issue
of the Religious Herald, J.L. Burrows wrote: “Some two months’ travel and
observation in the States of Pennsylvania, New Jersey and New York, have
convinced me that ecclesiastical re-union and co-operation between the
Baptists North and South are at present impracticable.” ™** Men on both sides
wrote words that plagued Baptists in the following years.

During the summer after the collapse of the Southern Confederacy, when the
question was uppermost whether any attempt should be made to revive the
Southern Baptist Convention, a correspondent in the Examiner and Chronicle,
endorsed by the editor as a “representative” man, wrote as follows:

The position of the Northern Christians is one that involves nothing
unfraternal. ... They do not hate, they have never hated their Southern
brethren. They stand ready to welcome their return to fellowship and
cooperation the moment there are reliable indications of repentance for the
atrocious wrongs of the past five years. They know but too well how fierce
and foremost have been Southern Baptist ministers in prayers for the
Confederacy, in denunciation of the North, in fiery appeals to the prejudices
and hatred of the Southern people. To talk now about a general amnesty of all
political sins on both sides as a condition of union is an evasion of the
question of radical wrong. ...

As soon as conditions in the South permitted, associations and state
conventions began to hold their annual meetings. The question uppermost was:
“Shall the Southern Baptist Convention continue?” Many of the bodies voted
that the separate work should go on. The board of the Baptist State Convention
of Texas issued such a call. Individual leaders favored it. The Virginia
Religious Herald, January 4, 1866, carried this statement:

... in view of the fact that the General Association of Virginia passed
resolutions declaring non-co-operation by a unanimous vote ... and that these
resolutions were endorsed by every district association in the State, which has
taken any action on the subject, there can be no sort of doubt, that the



overwhelming voice of our denomination in Virginia is against co-operation,
and in favor of doing our own work in our own way. ™’

HOME MISSIONS DISRUPTED

The fall of the Confederacy was the signal for the complete disorganization of
the work of the Domestic Board. Confederate currency was worthless, and
none other was available. Nothing was done by the Board for nearly four
months.

... the Corresponding Secretary, in response to the action of the General
Association of Kentucky, inviting the Boards of the Southern Baptist
Convention to send their representatives to that State for aid, to enable them
to resume their respective labors, left Marion upon this mission. He arrived in
Kentucky in season to be present at the meeting of the Elk Horn Baptist
Association. Here greeted him a genuine old Kentucky welcome, not soon to
be forgotten. The signal note was here sounded, and found its echo throughout
the State. In the short space of some six weeks, he had secured about $10,000.
This assured the friends all through the South that the Board was again upon
its feet, and ready for another trial.

Missouri and Baltimore also came forward and added the weight of their
liberality. ™

Here and there, throughout the devastated portions of the South, there were
some who made substantial contributions.

The Board did not forget the Negroes just out of slavery:

It will also be observed that several of the appointments have been made
exclusively to the colored people, but in no case without their having been
consulted, and wishes gratified. ... When these people were in a state of
slavery, they were the objects of our constant solicitude and prayerful effort;
and now that they are freemen, does not detract from our interest in their
behalf. ™*°

In December, 1865, the Domestic Board sent Rev. Russell Holman to New
Orleans to recover the property of the Convention, the Coliseum Place Baptist
Church. Major General Canby in-formed Mr. Holman that the property would
be restored on the following conditions:

1. That he prove the Southern Baptist Convention to be an incorporated body;
2. That he secure the signatures of the corporators to the application;

3. That the corporators prove their loyalty by furnishing a certified copy of
their amnesty oath, or a copy of their special pardon, in the event of coming
under the exceptions to the amnesty proclamation;

4. That title to the property be proved,



5. That certificate of non-alienation be furnished;
6. That he show that the freedmen had no claim upon the property.

By the first of March, 1866, all the necessary papers were in hand. Mr. Holman
returned to New Orleans, secured a military order, March 8, and received the
keys, March 12. The congregation gathered by the Rev. Mr. Horton had drifted
away. The original church, about one hundred and eighty members in 1861,
had dwindled to about fifty. "

The Indian missions of the Board were wholly suspended during the war.
Some of the Indians took the Federal side, some the Confederate. Some of the
Indian preachers died in battle. Many of the church members fell away. The
Convention of 1866 recognized its obligation to the Indians, Negroes, and
whites, and, as finances and workers were available, the Board resumed each
phase of its work.

The American Baptist Home Mission Society enlarged its work in the South
and entered into co-operative work with such state conventions as chose to do
s0. In those early years, the concept of denominational solidarity had not
developed as it has in later decades. The denominational agencies, even in the
South, were still considered voluntary societies with which individuals or
Baptist bodies might co-operate according to preference. Southern Baptist
bodies, whose tasks were great and whose resources were small, approached
the Home Mission Society for assistance. In a letter dated July 15, 1877, Dr.
J.H. DeVotie, secretary of the Georgia Convention, wrote to the secretary of
the Home Mission Society, Dr. S.S. Cutting,

We cannot do this vast work alone. We are too poor and impoverished. You
can help us if you can find a safe way. ... Let us appoint and commission
these colored men who have education and others equally adapted to the
work. The Secretary of this Board to give you the name of each, his field, the
amount expended, and a final report of all labor and its results. ... I believe
the time is not far distant when such a course would disarm all opposition

here, and harmonize us all in occupying this great field for our blessed Lord.
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The Society did not always wait for the Southern body to take the initiative.
Dr. J.S. Backus, secretary of the Home Mission Society, had written, January
7, 1868, to Dr. William C. Crane, who was president of Baylor University at
that time:

Should your State Convention see fit to accept our Invitation we to co-operate
with you as with the States named, | think we should be able to add for the
coming year two dollars to each one received in your State. That is, for each
dollar raised by the General Missionary that your Board should recommend to
us, aided by your Board and pastors, we should try to appropriate in your



States as your Board should direct three dollars to encourage and help your
work.

In view of the extending and expanding co-operative work of the Home
Mission Society in the South, the Domestic Mission Board made repeated and
successful efforts to make similar working-agreements with Baptist general
bodies. The Board reported to the Convention in 1867:

The influence of the Board has been in no small degree advanced by the more
general co-operation of the District Associations. Hitherto many of them have
deemed it advisable to act independently of any connection with this Board of
the Convention, in their associational missions. But the present scarcity of
money has rendered it impossible, upon their limited fields of labors, to
secure, in many cases, contributions adequate to the support of a single
Missionary; they have therefore thought it best, and, indeed necessary, to
obtain the assistance of the Domestic Board in this work. ... We would then
invite the universal co-operation of all our District Associations in this
mission work. The independence of their organizations is not in any wise
interfered with. ™%

Again, in 1869, the Board revealed the expansion of this program.

Several of our State Conventions have formed an auxiliary connection with
the Board, whereby the State and general efforts are united, thus avoiding the
additional expense of two Agencies upon the same field. Mississippi and
South Carolina State Conventions are working successfully in this
arrangement, and Georgia and Alabama leave the Home work to the Domestic
Board, and contribute all funds for this purpose directly to its treasury. "%

During the two years following this report, other general bodies — the
conventions of Middle Tennessee, West Tennessee, East Tennessee, and North
Carolina— made working agreements with the Board, but the economic
depression in the early 1870’s made retrenchment necessary, and debt
accumulated. It was then that some of the Southern bodies turned to the Home
Mission Society, and the future of the Domestic Board, which name was
changed to the Home Mission Board in 1874, became uncertain. At the end of
this period, the fortunes of the Convention were improving, but many Southern
Baptists saw no place for the Home Board.

SOUTHERN BAPTISTS CONTINUE SEPARATE
ORGANIZATIONS

During the first year after the close of hostilities it seemed wise not to press for
reunion of Southern and Northern Baptists. The bodies in the South that took
action favored the revival of the Southern Baptist Convention and the
continuation of its work. In May, 1866, the Southern Convention, in session at



Russellville, Kentucky, did not formally vote to continue its identity, but it
made plans and transacted business on that assumption. The reports of the
committees on the work of the Foreign Mission Board and the Domestic
Mission Board were adopted, recommending “that our Board of Foreign
Missions be instructed to preserve our missions now in operation,” and “that
the Board of Domestic Missions be instructed to direct its future labors chiefly
upon the basis of Evangelization ... having in view the strengthening of the

churches which exist, and planting others in the waste places of the country.”
f124

The Religious Herald, May 10, 1866, carried the following statement:

The denomination, in both sections of the country, has settled down in the
conviction that, for the present, at least, there can be no organic operation
between them ... something, we hope may be done to calm the troubled
waters; but for any merging of the denominational institutions, the churches,
on neither side, are prepared and the wise men on both sides deem it
expedient. "%

However, some agitation for reunion continued, North and South, on the
grounds of the poverty of the South, economy in operations, and fraternal
relations. Apparently, there were not many on either side who favored reunion,
but, because of the consequent uncertainty, the Convention felt compelled, in
the 1868 meeting, to issue an official statement of its position:

WHEREAS, the Southern Baptist Convention has reached a crisis in its history
in which its future usefulness, and perhaps its very existence, will greatly
depend on its prompt and decisive action on certain matters, “Resolved, 1st.
That the Southern Baptist Convention is a permanent institution. ... The
necessity of sustaining it is more imperative now than at any former time.”

At this session an official delegation from the American Baptist Home Mission
Society, brought a fraternal message, stating: “... we are here without
instructions as to any special aim to be pursued, or measures to be proposed;
our appointment being but the expression of a desire, on the part of those who
sent us, to put themselves into a position favorable to the most friendly and
free communication with a great coordinate society. ...”

In its response, the Convention said: “Two bodies exist; the divisions of
history remain; but we thank God that one spirit animates either organization,
and that the lines once red with mutual slaughter are now traversed by
interchanges of peace and good-will.” ™

In 1870, the Sunday School Board, in its annual report, made reference to the
desire of some to see reunion:



... We seriously apprehend that any attempt at organic union for the present,
would be found to be not only inopportune and impolitic, but would seriously
retard the work of real union, by exhuming the seeds of peace before the
germs shall have become fully imbedded in the soil. ... Meanwhile let us
follow the reiterated conviction of this Convention, that while fraternization
with Northern Baptists is desirable, and will be sought, separate action in
general denominational enterprises is the policy of true peace and surest
progress. ™’
The Convention approved this statement of the Sunday School Board and, in a
special report, declared: “All are agreed that the Convention and its Boards
should be maintained in their integrity. No measures which endanger their
existence or diminish their efficiency, are to be tolerated.” "

The following year, a proposal to appoint a committee to consider means of
securing co-operation of the Convention’s boards “with general societies of the
Baptist denomination devoted to the promotion of Foreign and Home
Missions, of Publications, and of Ministerial Education” " was tabled. In
1875 the Home Mission Society sent a delegation to the Convention with an
official message. In its response the Convention said:

... inasmuch as the wide extent of our territory and other causes (not
necessary to enumerate) render it neither probable nor desirable that our
Northern and Southern organizations should be merged into one, we are all
the more solicitous that we should preserve the most fraternal relations, while
each strive to do the work of the common Master in its own appropriate
sphere. 1%

The era of political reconstruction in the South ended with the inauguration of
President Hayes, March 4, 1877, and his recall of Federal soldiers from the
South. Gradually, Southerners had been regaining control of their state
governments during the 1870’s. Likewise, Southern Baptists were succeeding
in rehabilitating their denominational work and were becoming more deter-
mined to remain a separate body.

The end of their “reconstruction era” came with the Atlanta Convention, May
8-12, 1879. Dr. I.T. Tichenor, one of the greatest statesmen and most devoted
servants the Convention has ever had, introduced the subject, as he later
explained, to bring to an end the issue of reunion. He presented it in the
following form: ™

WHEREAS, the time has come when all who believe in Jesus should work
mightily for the deliverance of the nation from the bondage of sin; when the
voice of Divine Providence calls us to greater sacrifices and nobler efforts to
secure the triumphant coming of His kingdom; and



Whereas, the cordial co-operation of the Baptists of the United States would
tend greatly to promote their efficiency in this grand work; and

Whereas, the love of Jesus and the wants of dying men demand that, allowing
“the dead past to bury its dead,” we, leaving the things which are behind,
should press forward to deliver the kindreds of the earth from ignorance and
vice, and bring them into the liberty wherewith Christ is able to set them free:
therefore,

Resolved, That five brethren be appointed by this Convention to bear our
Baptist brethren of the Northern States, at their approaching anniversaries,
expressions of our fraternal regard and assurances of our readiness to co-
operate cordially with them in promoting the cause of Christ in our own and
all foreign lands.

Resolved, That we respectfully suggest to them the propriety of holding, at
some convenient time and place, a meeting of representative men from all
sections of our common country, to devise and propose such plans of co-
operation between this Convention and other Baptist bodies of the United
States as may best contribute to the more efficient working of the Baptist
brotherhood, to the good of all men, and to the glory of our Redeemer.

After debating the question for half a day, Dr. John A. Broadus finally
introduced a proposal which was adopted: ™

Resolved, That five brethren be appointed by this Convention to bear to our
Baptist brethren of the Northern States, at their approaching anniversaries,
expressions of our fraternal regard, and assurances that, while firmly holding
to the wisdom and policy of preserving our separate organizations, we are
ready, as in the past, to co-operate cordially with them in promoting the cause
of Christ in our own and foreign lands.

Dr. Henry H. Tucker of Georgia, one of the messengers sent by the Southern
Baptist Convention to the Northern anniversaries, 1879, expressed the attitude
of the Baptists of the South. After indicating the changed relations between
Southern and Northern Baptists, he said: “If these be our feelings, you may
ask, why we do not unite with you in the enterprise which we hold dear, in
common? | can answer this question satisfactorily, and in a word: It is because
we can accomplish more for the cause of Christ when left to ourselves. If this
be true, as we think it is, you will be just as anxious for us to remain apart as
we can be.” Dr. Tucker gave four reasons for remaining apart, although
fellowship had been restored: the body would be too large, too unwieldy; at
convention-time, few cities in the North and none in the South would be able
to accommodate it; distances were so great that few from the South would be
able to attend; under the present plan, the members of the Southern churches
could be-come better acquainted with their leaders.



The editor of the Journal and Messenger, Cincinnati, Ohio, who attended the
Southern Baptist Convention in 1879, expressed friendly sentiments on May
28, as reproduced in the June 5, 1879, issue of the Christian Index: “If
Northern and Southern brethren would meet and mingle more, not in any
official or representative character, but simply as Christian brethren, they
would discover that apprehensions on one side and suspicions on the other
form the principal grounds for all such discussions. ... The country is too great
for one convention or even two.”

FOREIGN MISSIONS

The South’s progressive recovery from the destruction of the war determined
the course of the Foreign Mission Board. The Board had opened its mission in
Rome, Italy, in 1871. At the 1879 Convention, the Committee on New Fields
laid down a principle of action that motivated the Board before that year and
has continued to motivate it since:

We must say, however, that we have a very profound conviction that as a
denomination, we must make some advance movement even to preserve what
we have already achieved. Stability and progress mutually act and react upon
each other. Unless our activity and zeal shall move on parr passu with the
increase of our numbers and resources, our very home prosperity will recoil
against us, and blast our foreign operations with mildew. ™

It was during the 1870’s that a special call came to Southern Baptists to
undertake religious work in Brazil. At the close of the War Between the States,
in the midst of the economic destruction in the South and the clashing of racial,
social, and political theories, many Southerners despaired of the South’s future
and sought a new opportunity elsewhere. In the half-decade following the war,
many colonies emigrated to Southern Brazil. Among them were Baptist church
members and a few Baptist preachers. Some of the emigrants ultimately
returned to the South; others remained permanently, and their descendants are
there today.

In the late 1870’s a church was organized in Brazil by these emigrants and
made repeated appeals to the Foreign Mission Board in Richmond. At the 1879
Convention, the Board reported that the “First Baptist church of Brazil, near
Santa Barbara, in the Province of Sao Paulo ... desires to be received by the
Board as a self-supporting mission, because of the moral aid which the church
would receive from the Board, and the material aid which the Board would
receive from the church.” The church wrote to the Board: “We neither ask nor
desire any disbursement of the finances of the Board for our support. We
consider that we are self-sustaining in every relation connected with the
temporal duties and responsibilities of the church.” Rev. E.H. Quillian, the



pastor, also wrote to the Board: “I am well acquainted with the church, and am
assured that she has the ability to aid the Board. The members are prosperous
in their basket and in their store, and are on the highway to wealth. ... I am
fearful that prosperity will make us worldly-minded.”

The Committee on New Fields, at the same time, reported to the Convention:

When the providence of God fairly offers a broad and inviting field — one
that is likely to entail but a small expenditure of money — one in which there
is already a per cent of people who went from our own country, who speak
our own language, and among whom there are numbers of our own
denomination in such numbers as to constitute centres of influence at several
points — it would seem to leave us no alternative — and such is the condition
of Brazil. The “First Baptist Church in Brazil,” near Santa Barbara, in the
Province of Sao Paulo, is already a self-sustaining organization, under the
pastorship of Rev. E.H. Quillian, and has expressed an earnest desire to be
recognized by our Board, for the purpose of carrying on missionary work in
the surrounding country, both among emigrants from the United States and
native Brazilians. ... In several localities not very far distant from Santa
Barbara, there are other colonies from the United States in which there are
some Baptists, who, under the labors of an efficient Missionary, might be
consolidated into churches, and thus, in a comparatively short time, and by a
moderate expenditure, would embody an influence in that country with vast
promise of usefulness. The preliminary work in Brazil is already
accomplished, and we are simply invited, most pressingly, to occupy the field.
Those brethren in that distant field desire to be put in such communication
with the great Baptist brotherhood as to feel the quickening pulsations of
spiritual life to strengthen and encourage them for the work before them.

General A.T. Hawthorne of the Confederate Army, a leader in the emigration
from Alabama to Brazil, was converted in an evangelistic meeting in Texas,
became a preacher and a leader among Baptists in Texas. He sponsored the call
of the emigrees and, as the representative of the Foreign Board in Texas, led in
making it possible for the Bagbys and Taylors in the early 80’s to open the
prosperous mission in Brazil.

Thus ended fourteen years of uncertainty, but years of growth and
undergirding for greater things. The Foreign and Domestic Boards soon made
larger plans; Sunday school work was pushed, leading within another decade
to the second Sunday School Board; educational work was making progress;
and, within the states, there were movements toward consolidating several
bodies into efficient state conventions in co-operation with the Southern
Baptist Convention.



6. — THE WILL TO GO ON, 1879-1899

During the preceding period the leaders in the Southern Baptist Convention
were concerned with the question “Shall the Convention continue to exist?”
Their task was to develop in the thinking of the constituency a will to go on in
spite of the unfavorable conditions. As indicated in the previous chapter, the
suggestion to reunite with Northern Baptists was made from time to time. In
the 1879 session the Convention made what proved to be the final
pronouncement of a determination to continue its own work. Thenceforth, for
two decades or thereabouts, the danger consisted, not in an inner hesitancy to
go on, but in a pressure from without that threatened disintegration of the
home front.

CONSOLIDATIONS

During the eighties and nineties, consolidation was in the air. This atmospheric
condition and the improving means of communication and transportation
reacted on Baptist bodies in several states of the South and resulted in the
consolidation of two or more general bodies into a vigorous state body.
Tennessee consolidated in 1874, Mississippi in 1875, Texas in 1886, Missouri
in 1887, and North Carolina in 1898. Other states followed. This movement to
consolidation and the contemporaneous development of corporate
consciousness within state boundaries, encouraged by Secretary Tichenor of
the Home Board, strengthened the Southern Convention as a distinct entity and
deepened the determination to go on, holding to a separate existence.

DIVISIVE ISSUES IN HOME MISSIONS

As the divisive tendencies between the North and the South had first arisen in
the late 1830’s and early 1840’s within the sphere of home missions and the
efforts at reunion after 1865 were made in the same phase of work, so the
friction within this period growing out of the resurgence of the Southern
Convention, was centered on the relations between the Home Mission Board of
the Southern Convention and the American Baptist Home Mission Society.
The Society began work among the Negroes before the close of the war. After
the war, the work was enlarged. Co-operative efforts with some of the white
state conventions were begun, and advances made toward affiliation between
the Society and the Southern Convention.



HOME MISSION SOCIETY EXPANDS IN SOUTH

After the Convention voted definitely to continue its separate existence and
program, the Northern Society planned an enlarged program for the South. In
1880, its Board reported to the annual meeting of the Home Mission Society
that the work with Negro bodies was expanding, and “quite as gratifying are
indications of the collective co-operation of a similar character on the part of
white brethren in some of the Southern States.” In the report for 1881, the
Board said: “The first to co-operate with us under this plan was the Mississippi
Baptist Convention (white), Rev. A.H. Booth being General Missionary for
that State and Eastern Louisiana.” The report made in 1882 says: "*

In October, 1881, the usual plan of co-operation was entered into between the
Society and the Texas Baptist State Convention, "** and the East Texas
Baptist Convention; and in March with the Arkansas State Convention,
including missionary work among the white and the colored population; and
about the same time with the Association of the District of Columbia. The
Society unites with the Mississippi Convention in the support of a general
missionary for the colored people. ... In Georgia two general missionaries are
supported whose salaries are paid one-third each, by the Society, by the White
Convention, and by the Colored Convention of the State. Other requests have
been made by Conventions both white and colored in the South ... but they
came when the finances of the Society would not warrant further enlargement
and so for the time were declined. So far as possible the Society has extended
its hand to all asking help, knowing no lines of separation, anxious only that
weak interests should be strengthened and destitute fields be cultivated, all
over this continent.

The Society not only employed missionaries in the South but also assisted
white churches to build. In the years 1882-1896, the Society assisted churches
in eleven Southern states in the amount of $18,341.76. The co-operative work
between the state conventions in the South and the Home Mission Society (and
the Publication Society also) was being so rapidly extended financially,
geographically, and organizationally, that far-seeing Southern leaders
perceived the gradual undermining of the very work and life of the Southern
Convention. If the Northern Societies met the mission needs in the Southern
states — fostering old churches and establishing new ones, carrying on Sunday
school work, founding schools, and supplying literature — within a generation
most of the Southern churches would be in intimate alignment with the North.
Dr. E.T. Winkler, pastor of the First church, Charleston, South Carolina,
published an article in the American Baptist Reflector ™ which was widely
copied. He discussed home missions in the South and the duty of the nine
hundred thousand white Baptists of the South to do their own work. The Home
Mission Society, he stated,



... has also established such a plan of co-operation with various Southern
State Conventions, that the Missionaries are largely sup-ported by the North
and make their reports to both bodies. ... Last fall the Southwestern
Missionary District was established by the Northern Society and was put
under the charge of Dr. S.W. Marston. It embraces precisely those “regions
beyond” which were designated by the Southern Baptist Convention as the
special field of its Home Mission Board, for it includes Missouri, Arkansas,
Texas, the Indian Territory, and Western Louisiana. ...

The facts prove beyond the possibility of question that the Southern Baptist
Convention is being supplanted in its own domain. Every one of the border
states of the South is occupied by the Home Mission Society; and most of our
older States are in cooperative alliance with the American Baptist Publication
Society in colportage and Sunday School work. ... What the result will be,
unless a great change takes place, no prophet is needed to foretell.

Dr. H.L. Morehouse, corresponding secretary of the Society, answered Dr.
Winkler in the same issue of the Baptist Home Mission Monthly. He
concluded:

Ours is not the “Northern Society,” it is the American Society; its work
prosecuted in every state and territory its receipts coming from all parts of the
country; its aim being not to make conquests of domain for the sake of the
Society, but to make gracious conquests for Christ. And to this work — in the
closing words of the Annual Report — we summon and welcome with us all
who with us believe that what should be done we must attempt to do.

Far-seeing leaders among Southern Baptists realized that, if the field of the
Home Board were pre-empted by the Home Mission Society and the Sunday
schools of the South were supplied with literature from the North, the Southern
Baptist Convention would finally be dissolved. Among those leaders was Dr.
Isaac Taylor Tichenor. It has already been mentioned that he was one of the
greatest statesmen that Southern Baptists have produced. At the beginning of
the period, he was president of the Alabama Poly-technic Institute. It was he
who introduced, in 1879, the resolutions concerning relations with other
Baptist bodies that resulted in the final Convention pronouncement to remain a
separate body. On July 1, 1882, Dr. Tichenor became secretary of the Home
Mission Board, which had been located in Marion, Alabama, since its
organization in 1845. There had been suggestions that the Home Board be
abolished, ™" not because of adverse criticism of its membership, but because
the new South and the new opportunities called for a change. It became
evident that it should either be abolished or strengthened.

Accordingly, the Convention of 1882 moved the Board to Atlanta, and Dr.
Tichenor was called to the secretaryship. ™



NEW DAY IN HOME MISSIONS

A new day began to dawn. “No one surpassed the new Secretary as dreamer of
dreams and seer of visions in denominational needs and power of conquest,
and not many equaled him in making others through his eloquence on the
platform see what he saw and believe what he believed.” " At that time, of
the twenty-one bodies ( conventions and general associations) that were
entitled to representation in the Southern Convention, only seven were co-
operating with the Home Board; of these, four were located west of the
Mississippi River. ™ The twofold objective of the new administration of the
Home Board was to align the state conventions and general associations of the
South with the Home Mission Board of the Southern Convention and to
enlarge the mission program of the Board.

To facilitate the new alignment and to strengthen the home front, it was
necessary to consolidate the Baptists within each state into one body and then
to ally that consolidated body with the Home Mission Board. Secretary
Tichenor planned his strategy and moved into action. He “formed the closest
co-operation with the various state boards, and brought the state mission
secretaries together with him in annual conferences and thus became the leader
in the greater unity and solidarity of Southern Baptists, en-titling him to be
called the ‘Father of Co-operation.”” ™

In the Home Mission Board’s report to the Convention for 1892 a survey of the
ten years was given: ™

Ten years ago the Convention then in session at Greenville, S.C., resolved to
remove the Board from Marion, Ala., to Atlanta. The condition of the Board
at that time excited the gravest apprehensions. Its total receipts for the year
were about $28,000. It had but forty missionaries. Except those in the Indian
Territory it had few west of the Mississippi river. The Baptist Convention in
Arkansas was in co-operation with the Home Mission Society of New York.
Nothing had been attempted in Missouri for years, and that State seemed lost
to the Board forever. Texas was divided into five missionary organizations,
four of which were receiving aid from the Home Mission Society, and the
fifth was paralyzed by its own dissensions. Thus the entire territory west of
the Mississippi River had passed out of the hands of the Board.

East of the river, Mississippi was in alliance with the Publication Society,
Georgia was co-operating with the Society in New York in work among the
negroes, while Florida was hesitating between remaining with the Board, or
forming alliance with the same Society. The State Boards had grown
vigorously, and from several of the States the Home Mission Board was
excluded by action of their State Conventions. It is not to be wondered that
the Convention at Greenville pondered the question whether removal or
abandonment was the wiser policy. When it was decided to remove it to



Atlanta, and the present Board was put in charge of its affairs, the outlook was
by no means assuring. A survey of the field indicated a great defeat and a lost
cause.

Impressed with the conviction that the existence of this Convention depended
upon the resuscitation of its fortune, the new Board threw itself into the
arduous work before it with the determination to use every proper effort to
reclaim its lost territory, and make itself a sup-port to the Convention. This
could not be done without money, and our impoverished and disheartened
people could not be expected to give a speedy or a liberal response to its
demands. But such were the earnestness of its efforts and the happy results of
its policy, that in five years there was not a missionary to the white people of
the South who did not bear a commission from either the Home Mission
Board of the Southern Baptist Convention, or one of our State Boards in
alliance with it. Its territory had been reclaimed. Texas had been united in one
great Convention in hearty sympathy and co-operation with the Board. So was
Arkansas, so was Louisiana. A new spirit had possessed Missouri, and our
cause has risen there until that State is among the strongest supporters of the
Board, and of the Convention. The Board had demonstrated its right to live,
and had won the confidence of the denomination. It was a hard struggle; no
one but those who managed its affairs will ever know how much of toil and
anxiety it cost, or what unceasing labor it required. They are written in the
book of God’s remembrance, and will be known only at the final day.

Thus, in the 1880’s and 1890’s, the Home Board was laying, broad and deep,
the foundation for the future of the Southern Baptist Convention. In the Home
Board report to the Convention of 1893, Dr. Tichenor quoted a paragraph from
Dr. J.B. Gambrell; ™#

Multitudes of peoples speaking strange tongues will flow into this Southland.
At first the Northern man with American ideas will come, but he will be
followed by men from every nation under heaven. To prepare for, meet and
christianize these millions is the work of the Home Board. Along the
mountain fastnesses of the Virginias, Kentucky, Tennessee, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Georgia, Arkansas, Alabama and the great coming cities of
the South the battles are to be fought within a generation which will decide
the spiritual destiny of this country a thousand years, as human affairs run. ...
There never was a time when we needed broader, deeper, more far-reaching
plans for our Home Board than now.

The Board included within its purview the whole population of the South —
the native white element, resident in the towns, country, and mountains; the
colored element; the Indians; and the foreign-speaking peoples.

After ten years of Dr. Tichenor’s leadership in home missions, the attitude of
rivalry between the Home Board and the Home Mission Society passed away.
The 1894 Convention appointed a committee of five to meet a committee from



the Home Mission Society to discuss questions of co-operation and territory.
Similar overtures had been made before by the South, with no result. But this
time the Home Mission Society agreed to confer with the Home Board on a
level of equality. On September 12, 1894, the conference was held at Fortress
Monroe, Virginia, and marked the end of one era and the beginning of another.
After full, free, frank, and fraternal discussion, the representatives of the
Convention and of the Home Mission Society agreed upon a program of
education and missions among the Negroes in the South. Concerning work
among the white people of the country, they agreed as follows:

We believe that, for the promotion of fraternal feeling and of the best interests
of the Redeemer’s kingdom, it is inexpedient for two different organizations
of Baptists to solicit contributions or to establish missions in the same
locality, and for this reason we recommend to the Home Mission Board of the
Southern Baptist Convention and to the American Baptist Home Mission
Society that, in the prosecution of their work already begun on contiguous
fields or on the same field, all antagonism be avoided, and that their officers
and employees be instructed to co-operate in all practicable ways in the spirit
of Christ. That we further recommend to these bodies and their agents, in
opening new work, to direct their efforts to localities not already occupied by
the other. ™

FOREIGN MISSIONS — EXPANSION

During the period between 1879 and 1899 there were several significant
developments in the foreign mission work of the South-ern Baptist
Convention. Brethren who attended the 1879 Convention were of the opinion
that the foreign mission interests, with ever-enlarging prospects, constituted
one of the greatest unifying factors in those decisive days.

The next year, on December 23, 1880, two missionaries, W.B. Bagby and his
wife, Anne Luther Bagby, were appointed missionaries to Brazil. In 1884, they
led in the organization of the first Baptist church to be constituted in Rio de
Janeiro. Now, almost within the span of service of the first Southern Baptist
missionary couple in Brazil, there are some seventy-five Baptist churches in
that city. The same year the Bagbys were appointed, the Southern Baptist
Convention, through its Foreign Mission Board, entered Mexico. The first
missionaries to that country, as to Brazil, went from Texas and were largely
supported by Texas Baptists. An-other new foreign mission field, Japan, was
entered in 1889 by Southern Baptist missionaries. Among those early
volunteers who laid enduring foundations the first two decades of our service
in Japan were the McCollums, Walnes, Maynards, Clarks, Willing-hams,
Doziers, Rays, Rowes and others.



Two secretaries of the Foreign Mission Board, Henry Allen Tupper, who
served from 1872 to 1893, and Robert J. Willingham, from 1893 to 1914, were
men of vision as were their predecessors and successors. Besides the men,
Southern Baptist women were enlisted also, writing a glorious story which will
be related a little later in this volume. It was during this period that Southern
Baptists witnessed the beginnings of educational institutions, designed to train
national Christian workers, and, early in the present century, medical
missionaries began their blessed ministry in China and Africa.

Along with this gratifying expansion in the world-mission enterprise were
growing convictions concerning Scriptural stewardship and a consequent
increase in missionary gifts.



/.— BAPTIST SUNDAY SCHOOL BOARD

We turn now to another phase of Southern Baptist interest and activity, which
was sponsored by the Home Mission Board almost a score of years — Sunday
schools and Sunday school literature.

Among the subjects cited in the 1845 call of Virginia Baptists was the question
as to whether it would “be better to organize a separate Bible society and
publication society.” Even before the formation of the Southern Baptist
Convention, there had been calls for a Southern publication agency. Indeed, it
was out of such a need that the first step toward separation came. In May,
1844, Rev. James Davis introduced a resolution in the State Convention of
Georgia calling for the formation of a Southern Baptist publication society, but
it was defeated.

SOUTHERN BAPTIST PUBLICATION SOCIETY

At the meeting in Augusta, the Rev. J.S. Baker introduced a similar resolution
45 which was also voted down, but, during the months following, there were
continued calls for such an institution. From Virginia to Alabama, they came.
46 The Central Association of Georgia, in its 1846 session, issued a call for a
convention to meet at Savannah, May 13, 1847, immediately preceding the
State Convention. Delegates from Virginia, South Carolina, Georgia, and
Alabama met and formed the Southern Baptist Publication Society, May 13,
1847. ™ This Society was distinct from the Southern Baptist Convention,
having no official connection, but the leaders and active supporters were active
in the Convention. The Society was located in Charleston, South Carolina, and
rendered worth-while service in furnishing a literature for Southern Baptists
until the exigencies of the war ended its career.

During the year following the consultative Convention in Augusta, a short time
before the meeting in Richmond in June, 1846, “A Southern Baptist” published
A Calm Appeal to Southern Baptists, in Advocacy of Separation from the North
in the Works of Benevolence. Internal evidence suggests a South Carolinian as
the author, but in a discussion between Dr. John L. Waller and the Christian
Index, the editor of the Index seems to be the author. "*® The Appeal calls for
complete separation from Northern Baptists in all phases of work, but
especially names the American and Foreign Bible Society. But the Convention
in Richmond rejected the proposal to establish boards of publication and Bible
distribution. In lieu thereof, it was resolved:

1. That this Convention do now constitute its Mission Boards, as its agents for
the distribution of the Bible. ...



2. That it be recommended to the Boards, to cultivate the most friendly
intercourse with the American and Foreign Bible Society. ...

Resolved, That this Convention does not deem it advisable to embarrass itself
with any enterprise for the publication and sale of books. ™*°

BIBLE BOARD

This program was followed five years. At the Convention in Nashville, in
1851, the mission boards were released from the duty of Bible distribution, and
a Bible Board, located at Nashville, was created. One of the circumstances that
influenced this action was the division of the supporters of the American and
Foreign Bible Society over the question of a revision of the King James
Version. The American Bible Union had been formed in 1850 to promote a
new translation. Should the Southern Convention hold to the distribution of the
old version, through the American and Foreign Bible Society, or promote a
revision through the American Bible Union? If the Convention continued to
affiliate with the North in Bible publication and distribution, it must choose
between the two. The advocates of complete separation from the North in all
phases of the work seized the Bible revision controversy as the opportunity to
establish a Bible Board of the Southern Baptist Convention. This Board
functioned in the distribution of the Bible, but its efficiency was impaired by
becoming identified with Landmarkism in the last half of the decade. Its
location was Nashville, the center of Landmarkism, and its secretary was A.C.
Dayton, one of the famous Landmark trio.

The Baptist Tract Society had been formed in 1824 under the leadership of a
Southerner, Noah Davis. In 1840, the name was changed to the American
Baptist Publication and Sunday School Society, and, in 1844, the words “and
Sunday School” were dropped.

The Southern Convention made no effort to provide a Sunday school program
or literature. There were many Southern Baptists who desired a literature
produced in the South. At a meeting of the Concord Association, Tennesseeg, in
1857, Dr. R.B. C. Howell, president of the Southern Baptist Convention,
introduced a resolution calling for a convention to meet in Nashville, October
23, to form a Southern Baptist Sunday school union. " The Georgia State
Convention had a committee of five who had been working on a state Sunday
school program for three or four years, and who, in 1854, had proposed a
Southern Sunday school convention. They now hailed the Nashville proposal.
51 Delegates from Virginia, South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Tennessee,
Mississippi, Kentucky, and the Creek Nation met in convention. A constitution
was prepared and the Southern Baptist Sunday School Union formed. A.C.
Dayton was named president.



In order to enlist more Southern Baptists, the organization was declared
tentative and referred to a Southwide convention to be held in Americus,
Georgia, April, 1858, in connection with the meeting of the Georgia State
Convention. "2 The incipient Union fell into the hands of the Landmark
faction to begin with, and at once lost the possible support of many Southern
Baptists. They were not willing for the Landmarkers to supply the Sunday
schools with literature carrying the peculiar tenets of Landmark-ism. Due to
the controversy that arose over the control of the pro-posed Union, the
Americus church requested that the meeting not convene. "** However, J.R.
Graves, A.C. Dayton, and the other Landmarkers carried on the work of the
Union until the war.

When the war began, cutting off Southern churches from communication with
publication houses and Bible and Sunday school agencies in the North, there
was a tendency evident in the South-ern Baptist Convention to combine these
several lines of activity under one agency. In 1861, on motion of Dr. J.P.
Boyce of South Carolina, the Convention appointed “a special committee of
five ... to consult with the Board of the Southern Baptist Publication Society,
as to the possibility of a union of the Bible Board and that society ... to report
at the next meeting of the Convention.” >

By the time the Convention met again in 1863, Nashville, the headquarters of
the Bible Board, was in the hands of the Northern army. The special
committee, appointed in 1861, reported in 1863:

The present position of the Bible Board has satisfied your committee that the
best course of the Convention will be to abolish the Bible Board, and to
commit its work to the other Boards. They would there-fore recommend the
following resolutions for the adoption of this body:

Resolved, That the Bible Board of the Southern Baptist Convention be and the
same is hereby abolished. ™*°

At the same session of the Convention, Rev. B. Manly, Jr., of South Carolina
introduced the following: ™** “Resolved, That a Committee of seven be
appointed to inquire whether it is expedient for this Convention to attempt
anything for the promotion of Sunday Schools, and if so what?”

The report of this committee of seven, read by Chairman Manly, is a concise,
to-the-point survey of the question.

There seems to be no imperative reason restricting this work to State limits.
The same plan and means which are effectual in one region will apply, if
extended, to another. The books which suit Virginia Baptist Sunday Schools,
will be useful in Alabama, and the agencies for stimulating interest in the
subject in Georgia, can be applied with little in-crease of expenditure, and



great increase of efficiency to the Carolinas. In fact, with aggregate expense
slightly enlarged, the expense to each is greatly diminished, since many
thousands can be supplied at much smaller individual cost than few ...
Sunday schools, too, may be more efficiently promoted by similar united
efforts.

There is now no general organization actively engaged in this work. Here is at
once an open door, and an urgent claim, both opportunity and argument for
activity.

BOARD OF SUNDAY SCHOOLS, SOUTHERN BAPTIST
CONVENTION

The committee recommended the following:

1. Resolved, That a Board be established consisting of the usual number, to be
entitled the Board of Sunday Schools of the Southern Baptist Convention.

2. Resolved, That the Board be charged with the duty of taking all measures
adopted to promote the establishment, enlargement, and higher efficiency of
Sunday Schools throughout our land; provided that the Board shall not
establish a printing house.

The new Board was appointed and located at Greenville, South Carolina. ™’

Although it was formed in the midst of war and, as subsequent events showed,

in the year when the tide was turning against the Confederacy, its work was
taken seriously and begun in earnest. The Board

... held its first meeting, May 18, 1863. An address to the Baptists of the
Confederate States was prepared and speedily issued, setting forth the reasons
which were believed to have weight with the Convention in organizing a
Sunday School Board, indicating the plans which the Board had formed, and
asking for voluntary agents and general help. This appeal was met in an
encouraging manner. Various brethren in different States made collections for
the Board, at Conventions, Associations and Churches; the first contribution
being given at the General Association of Virginia, June, 1863, where the
President received more than $3,000. The denominational newspapers lent us
their powerful aid, frequently commending the great Sunday School cause,
and the efforts of this new organization, to the earnest support of the brethren;
and the Sunday School Boards existing in some of the States expressed their
willingness to co-operate with us.

Soon after the Sunday School Board was organized, application was made to
the Baptist leaders in Baltimore to purchase twenty-five thousand Testaments
for it. The American Bible Society at once made a donation of the Testaments
“for the use of the Sun-day Schools of the Southern Baptist Convention,”
which were sent by flag of truce to the Board.



In the midst of war and the disturbed conditions, economic and others, the new
Sunday School Board projected large plans and accomplished much. In its first
report of the work achieved during the last two years of the war, there is a
statement of ninety-two thousand books placed in Sunday schools and a budget
of $47,684.10. Due to the conditions of war, the report covered work in
Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Alabama only. In
several of the states the state board employed a general Sunday school
missionary to develop interest and activity in Sunday school work. In the
states, such as North Carolina, which had a Sunday school and publishing
board of the State Convention, the Southern Sunday School Board worked
through those agencies.

The Board recognized a wider opportunity of service than do Sunday schools
of later times:

A large proportion of the children of our country have now no means of
learning to read but in the Sunday School, and experience has shown that they
can there readily learn both to read and write. Parents need the help of the
Sunday Schools in the moral and religious training of their children in these
days of evil. And the numerous orphans, whose claims upon us are recognized
by all, may find in the Sunday School a great orphan asylum, requiring no
capital and little expenditure of any kind, interfering with no other scheme,
but aiding them all.

From the close of the war to the end of 1865, the Board did function actively.
Beginning with January, 1866, however, the publication of a monthly paper
was issued, Kind Words for the Sunday School Children, and, as other means
and methods were available, the Board planned a larger program.

The Sunday School Board, located at Greenville, never received hearty support
in all the states. "™ Accordingly, in 1867, it was pro-posed to unite it with the
Southern Baptist Sunday School Union. This proposal failed, but the next year
the Board was moved to Memphis, Tennessee. “It was solemnly and distinctly
pledged by the brethren at Memphis, that the Sunday School Board would not
be made a vehicle for the propagation of Landmark views.” ™ Since
Tennessee was under Landmark influence, there was fear in many quarters that
the peculiar tenets of Landmarkism would permeate the Sunday schools of the
South. For that reason, the Board at Memphis never gained general support
and, in 1873, was consolidated with the mission Board at Marion, the name
becoming the Domestic and Indian Mission and Sunday School Board.

In 1874 the name was changed to the Home Mission Board. It continued,
through this period, to hold before Southern Baptists the need and the pattern
of Sunday school work. The continued publication of Kind Words, together
with its weekly lesson-leaflets, furnished a measure of Sunday school teaching



and formed the groundwork for a larger program in the next period. It is this
publication that furnishes a historical link between the two Sun-day school
boards.

SOUTHERN BAPTIST SUNDAY SCHOOL LITERATURE

Dr. Tichenor, secretary of the Home Mission Board, realized that if the
Southern Convention were to continue, not only must the home mission
opportunities be met by the Convention, but also the churches must be
supplied with a literature that was Southern in origin, need, and adaptability. In
the Home Board’s report for 1885, he said: " “A committee of wise and
prudent brethren ought to give earnest consideration to the question how far it
is proper for the Board to attempt to furnish Sunday school literature to the
Baptist churches of the South. Here is a wide field of usefulness and future
influence. Shall we attempt it, or shall we surrender it to others?” In response,
the Convention adopted a report, mildly approving the suggestion, and gently
hinted that something be done: “We suggest to the Home Board to mature
some plan by which these growing demands may be met.” "¢

Dr. Frost recorded his impression of Dr. Tichenor’s vision: “He talked and |
listened. I was sympathetic, but unable to follow his sweep of thought in
outlining the future, showing what the Baptists of the South might accomplish,
and the imperative need that a people make their own literature.” "%

Dr. Tichenor and the Home Board interpreted the “suggestion” of the
Convention as authority to proceed in the preparation of literature for the
Sunday schools of the South. In his report the following year, " he said that
the Board

... therefore solicited proposals for the accomplishment of these objects,
being fully convinced that it was the duty of the Board and Convention, if
possible, to supply the Sunday-school needs of its constituents. Of several
proposals received, the Board accepted that made by Bro. H.H. Cabaniss, of
Atlanta, Ga., and has made and confirmed with him a contract for five years,
by which he agrees to publish the several editions of Kind Words, in first-
class style, and also to bring out by or before October next a full grade of
Quarterlies three in number, and a Magazine for Teachers.

AMERICAN BAPTIST PUBLICATION SOCIETY

The storm that had been gathering over the years broke, at last. The American
Baptist Publication Society — Southern in its origin in 1824 and early support,
and a friend to the South since the war — was not ready to relinquish the
territory which furnished receipts ranging from $30,000.00 to $50,000.00 a
year. The Society strengthened its organization in the South and prepared to



contest the new venture of the Convention, in the latter’s territory. It had many
allies and supporters among Southern Baptists. There were those who
recognized the Society as American in its work as well as in name. It was well
equipped and experienced, capable of continuing a worth-while service to the
churches of the South. Others considered that the Home Board had a distinct
task in the field of missions and should not involve and impair that work by
engaging in the business of publication. Still others were unconvinced of the
Board’s place in the Southern Convention’s economy.

The strife that followed threatened the very life of the Board. Dr. Tichenor, in
his ten-year survey, referred to it as “the heaviest denominational conflict of
the last century.” As the struggle proceeded, the friends of the new Sunday
school literature became more ardent and the opponents more decided. The
Convention of 1887 adopted a report containing the following paragraphs:

3. The success of the new, as well as the increased propensity of the former
publications, have more than met the most sanguine expectations of the
publisher and the Home Mission Board. The Sunday-schools within the
territory embraced by the Convention, from those of the largest cities to those
of the most obscure country places, have extended a generous patronage and
given assurance of cordial approval and appreciation of the excellence of this
literature.

Resolved, That this Committee recommend that the Convention do all in its
power to foster, sustain and advance this great interest of the denomination,
appealing to all Baptists ... to exert their influence to induce our Sunday-
schools to adopt our Sunday-school publications. ™*

Southern Baptists were fortunate to have as president of the Convention
through much of this troublous period Dr. Patrick H. Mell. He served
seventeen years, 1861-1871 and 1879-1887 — a longer tenure of office than
any other man. He was one of the greatest of parliamentarians. Later,
commenting on the Southern Baptist Convention which met at Waco, 1883, a
Texas newspaper said: “Southern Baptists can never cease to admire the genius
of Dr. Mell as a presiding officer. He rules with the inflexible rigor of a tyrant,
and yet with a spirit so genial and sympathetic that no reasonable man can ever
be embarrassed by his presence.”

By 1888, the friction in the South between the agencies of the Convention and
the Societies of the North had become so serious that a conference was
desired. The suggestion arose in the General Association of Missouri and was
passed to the Southern Convention by the Home Mission Board. A committee
of five, to be appointed by the Home and Foreign Boards, was authorized by
the Convention “to confer with representatives of the American Baptist Home
Mission Society, the American Baptist Publication Society and the American



Baptist Missionary Union, not with a view of uniting the Baptists, North and
South, into one organic body, but to adjust all questions of difference which
have arisen between them in the prosecution of their work.” "¢

The committee reported to the Convention in 1889 that conferences were held
with the representatives of the Home Mission Society and the Missionary
Union, and agreements were reached concerning the situation in Missouri.

But in the field of Sunday schools and publication they reported: “We also had
a conference, full and free, with the representatives of the American Baptist
Publication Society, and we were unable to arrive at any agreement.” "% At the
same session of the Convention, a committee of fifteen on Sunday school
publications reported “that the publisher of this series has a contract with this
Convention, both of a legal and moral character. As said con-tract does not
expire until June, 1891, your Committee are of the opinion that any further
agitation of this question is inopportune at this time.” ¢

A paragraph in the Home Board report for 1889 indicates the growing self-
consciousness of the Convention and its determination to maintain its identity
and its own program.

Some of our pastors have expressed the opinion that the International series
does not fully meet the needs of our Sunday-schools; that we should have
something which shall bring our denominational principles and practices more
frequently and more strongly in contact with the minds of our children. The
Board sympathizes with this view, and respectfully suggest to the Convention
the desirableness of adopting some measures, either by modification of the
International Lessons, or something in addition to them, to meet a want so
vital to the best interest of our churches. "%

Dr. Tichenor and the Home Board had progressed so rapidly in the
rehabilitation of the morale of the Southern Baptists that, by 1890, a larger
program was necessary to conserve what had been gained and to make further
advance. In February, Dr. J.M. Frost, a pastor in Richmond, Virginia, gave
notice that he would propose, in the Convention in May, that a board of
publication be established. Recognizing the need for the further step, Dr.
Tichenor, in the Home Board report, reviewed the Convention’s Sunday school
work for the preceding three decades: ™

Nearly thirty years ago the Convention entered upon the work of Sunday-
school publication, which has been continued by its order and under its
direction to the present time.

When the Board was removed to Atlanta it found a number of these
publications in its charge ... the Board submitted to the Convention the
question of improving them and under its direction subsequently submitted a
contract for that purpose ... under the existing arrangement these publications



have attained a success most gratifying to the Board. ... Their success is no
longer problematical. The property of the Convention in them has, in a little
more than three years, so augmented in value that what could not then have
been sold for exceeding five thousand dollars is now worth thirty thousand,
and at the expiration of the present contract may be made to yield to the
Convention ten per cent annually upon that amount. ...

If it shall be your pleasure to commit this great and growing interest to a
separate Board, we will rejoice that the success it has attained in our hands
has made such a separation an act of wisdom, and we will heartily co-operate
with the new Board in the work of the Convention.

The Convention, meeting in Fort Worth that year, authorized the appointment
of a committee of nine to

... be entrusted with the management of our Sunday-school publications,
now published in Atlanta, as the Kind Words series, and be authorized to do,
what, in their jJudgment, may seem wise to improve the series and increase its
circulation, consistent with the present con-tract, and to this end the Home
Board is instructed to transfer to the committee the said literature and contract
under which it is now published. ™"

The next year the second Sunday School Board was established.

When the 1891 Convention met in Birmingham, Dr. Frost and Dr. J.B.
Gambrell, who had held opposing views, were appointed a subcommittee to
bring recommendations to the larger commit-tee on the proposed Sunday
school board. They spent the greater part of one day in a room in the Florence
Hotel, discussing many things but never losing sight of the charge committed
to them. At the close of their conference, Dr. Gambrell proposed that Dr. Frost
write the report and even name the location provided Dr. Gambrell be
permitted to write the closing paragraph. That was agreed upon; the report was
written and the closing paragraph added. Here is that closing paragraph,
written by Dr. Gambrell:

In conclusion, your committee, in its long and earnest consideration of this
whole matter in all its environments, have been compelled to take account of
the well known fact, that there are widely divergent views held among us by
brethren equally earnest, consecrated and de-voted to the best interest of the
Master’s Kingdom. It is therefore, recommended that the fullest freedom of
choice be accorded to every one as to what literature he will use or support,
and that no brother be disparaged in the slightest degree on account of what
he may do in the exercise of his right as Christ’s freeman.

Then Dr. Frost, by agreement with his colleague, added one sentence to the
last paragraph.



But we would earnestly urge all brethren to give to this Board a fair
consideration, and in no case obstruct it in the great work assigned by this
Convention. ™™

The report of this subcommittee, after approval without change by the larger
committee was read to a crowded Convention, tense with interest. Many
brethren were ready with their speeches. Then, before anyone could voice his
opinion, Dr. John A. Broadus, widely loved president of the Southern Baptist
Theological Semi-nary, pleaded with the Convention to vote without debate.
The great body of Baptist brethren honored his request and adopted the report
with only a few dissenting votes. Through the sheer power of his influence, Dr.
Broadus did what no other man could have done. It is doubtful if the Southern
Baptist Convention has ever witnessed a more sublime moment.

In his report for the Home Board for 1891, Secretary Tichenor portrayed the
future of the Southland. With the statesman’s grasp of the condition of things
as they are and with the imagination to see things as they will be, he called
upon Southern Baptists to arise and possess the land:

Men speak of the new South as though it were another race that now inhabited
this country. It is a misnomer. It is the old South shaken from her bed of ease
by the earthquake of civil commotion, rebuilding her devastated homes
according to the demands of her new environment, and proving herself as
skillful in constructing the new, as she was dauntless in defending the old.

... That these things are so, and that they will affect most profoundly the
religious welfare of not only our own country, but that of all the nations of the
earth, it needs no argument to prove. ™"

The wisdom of Dr. Tichenor’s strategy for rebuilding the home front and
stabilizing the Convention and all of its work is seen in the Fortress Monroe
agreement with the American Baptist Home Mission Society. But his plans had
not been fully matured. Several well-known Southern Baptist leaders had not
favored the new Board, " and, even after its formation, many pastors
continued to secure the literature for their Sunday schools from the American
Baptist Publication Society. That literature in form and content continued to
prove acceptable, and the Southern pastors saw no reason to change. Many of
the writers were Southerners and the Society claimed to be “American”:

The American Baptist Publication Society is by thousands recognized as the
Society of the whole country in producing a literature that is suited to the
needs of Sunday-schools everywhere ... it is owned and managed by and for
the Baptists of the entire land, North, South, East and West. Its issues have
not been surpassed, either by other societies, or by private publishing houses;
its entire profits go to the developing of the denomination, and toward the
help of needy churches and schools in every part of our country whence the



calls for help come. It publishes the most complete series of lesson helps in
the world. ... ™™

The new Board, resulting from the success of Dr. Tichenor’s enlarged plans,
was the instrument of even larger success in the new field. Its separation from
home missions relieved the Home Board of a center of attack and made
possible agreement with the Home Mission Society. The enlarged plans and
new emphasis brought Dr. Frost to the fore. Under his wise, Christian
leadership, the new Board held the sentiment already created and gradually
gained in favor with the rank and file of Southern Baptist churches. The
steadily rising annual receipts of the Board attest its increasing favor with the
churches.

But the Publication Society was not ready to vacate its place in the life of the
Southern churches. A branch house was opened in Dallas, November 1, 1892,
and announcement was made that it would supply the Sunday School Board
series of literature as well as its own. Dr. Benjamin Griffith, secretary of that
Society, said that the branch was opened in answer to the request from many
Texas Baptists. Dr. J.B. Link, an established leader in Texas, claimed some of
the credit for securing the branch. ™" In other States, also, prominent Baptist
leaders supported the work of the Society in the South. Branch houses had
long been located in Atlanta and St. Louis ( later moved to Kansas City). In the
Alabama State Convention, 1892, the report on Baptist literature was read by
Dr. George B. Eager, pastor of the First church, Anniston. He said that the
hope of this country was in Baptist literature and that “the American Baptist
Publication Society was organized to meet just this demand.” "® The Society
claimed to be Southern and to have equal relation to the organized work in the
South with the Sunday School Board. It was given a place on the program of
the state conventions and of the Southern Convention.

Dr. A.J. Rowland, secretary of the Publication Society, wrote to the Sunday
School Board, March 18, 1896, stating: “We are in-formed by those whom we
believe to be acquainted with the facts, that there is an earnest desire on the
part of many of our brethren in the South that our Society should make
overtures to your board looking to greater harmony in the publication of Sun-
day school literature. Influenced by this and also by a desire to enter into close
relations with our Southern brethren, we present the following propositions for
your earnest consideration:”

1. That the Society, beginning July 1, 1896, print the literature for the Sunday
School Board, carrying the Board’s imprint, and distributed in the name of the
Board;



2. That beginning not later than July 1, 1897, the Society publish for the Board
a “Southern Series” to be used exclusively in the South;

3. That the Society will pay to the Board one half of the profits on the series, to
be used at the discretion of the Board;

4. That the Board appoint an editor of “The Southern Series,” the appointment
to be confirmed by the Society.

The Sunday School Board replied at length, April 1, 1896, that

1. ... we cannot accept your proposition, deeming such alliance neither
desirable nor feasible.

2. We have no thought whatever of surrendering the work entrusted to us by
the Southern Baptist Convention. Under the blessing of God our work has had
in these five years a success almost phenomenal, and altogether without
precedent in Baptist circles. ...

In conclusion we venture to express the conviction that it is possible for you
and us to mark out a plan for co-operation in which we could conduct each his
respective work in a way that would render no in-justice to either and be
helpful to both. We have always held ourselves ready for this and are willing
to make any concession toward it, provided always the Board itself be not
marred as to its integrity, or weakened in its efficiency for meeting the great
responsibilities God has laid upon us and attaining the great possibilities
which God has opened to us here in the South. ™"’

Failing in this offer, the Society “then circularized the Baptists of the South to
make the offer effective through the approaching session of the Convention ...
but it failed to get any public consideration, though the situation was painful in
private circles.” *® The Convention, in the following May, adopted a special
recommendation “that the printing arrangement be left to the discretion of the
Board.”

The agitation continued during the next year and, for the first time, came to the
floor of the Convention in May, 1897. In addition to the many friends of the
Society among the Southern pas-tors present, it was commonly reported that
there were present, as members of the Convention, seventeen officials and
employees of the Society. One of these, the Rev. J.M. Robertson of Texas,
district Bible secretary of the American Baptist Publication Society for the
Southwest, made a public attack on the Sunday School Board. "

This open attack was the beginning of the end of the struggle. Many who had
held aloof from the Board sprang to its defense. Dr. W.E. Hatcher of Virginia
replied to Mr. Robertson, concluding: “I have been a life-long friend of the

Publication Society, but it must not come here to interfere with our work. We



have our way of doing things, and woe betide the man who crosses our path.”
The future of the Sunday School Board was established from that hour. For
several years, the friction continued, but early in the next period the
Convention won in its Sunday school pro-gram and thereby further
strengthened and unified the denominational life in the South.

CONTRIBUTIONS BY THE SUNDAY SCHOOL BOARD TO
THE DENOMINATION

The publication of Fifty Fruitful Years, by Dr. Prince E. Bur-roughs, marked
the celebration of the Golden Anniversary, in 1941, of the Sunday School
Board. Those were fruitful years, not only in the different phases of Southern
Baptist service for which it was constituted in 1891, but in everything that the
Southern Convention had undertaken.

As early as 1894, three years after the Board was created, it helped to promote
“Missionary Day” in Sunday schools, in co-operation with the Woman’s
Missionary Union and the mission boards. Since that time, it has had a vital
part in every missionary task undertaken by Southern Baptists. When the
W.M.U. sought to provide a home for a Training School in Louisville, the
Sunday School Board gave $20,500.00 for that purpose. In 1918, when the
Relief and Annuity Board was launched, the first gift of any size was
$100,000.00 from the Sunday School Board.

In 1951, the figures showed that from 1892 to 1951 the Sunday School Board
had given to causes outside of its own control, through denominational
channels, a total of $10,797,634.00. The 1952 Annual of the Southern Baptist
Convention gives the analysis of denominational appropriations for the
preceding year, "® a total of $1,247,135.32 for that one year. A few items are:
the Seminaries and Training Schools, $4,900.00; Executive Committee,
S.B.C., $60,000.00; State Sunday School and Baptist Training Union regular
workers, $182,045.48; Associational promotion, $29,-134.81; Bibles, books,
tracts, periodicals, donated, $85,231.21. These and many other appropriations
have been made, year after year.

The Sunday School Board has done more than reinforce financially every
cause dear to the hearts of Southern Baptists. It has been a powerful factor in
stabilizing the thinking of Southern Baptists. It has been true to the faith and
ideals of the men who founded it; above all it has been true to the teachings of
the Scriptures. Through the books, periodicals, and tracts which have come
from the great publishing plant, it has sent leaves of healing into every nation.
It has instructed, inspired, and indoctrinated multitudes of men and women,
young and old. What investments for the glory of God!



8. — THE CONVENTION AND INTERNAL
CONFLICTS

As we have traced the development of the Southern Baptist Convention, we
have observed divergence of views and consequent controversies. Such
conflicts characterize democratic bodies. A denominational consciousness had
barely found expression in the early 1820’s, under the impact of Luther Rice’s
messages on missions, before men began to oppose missions. Alexander
Camp-bell, Daniel Parker, and John Taylor led the fight against missions.
Churches and associations were divided; antimissionary groups, Arminian in
theology, followed Alexander Campbell; and the Hardshells or hyper-
Calvinists went with Parker, Taylor, and others. The disciples of Mr. Campbell
got control of a number of Baptist churches, including the First Baptist
Church, Nashville, and the First Baptist Church, Little Rock. Antimission
propaganda blighted many areas for years. The father of R.C. Buckner and
H.F. Buckner was excluded from a Baptist church in East Tennessee on the
charge that he was missionary in belief and practice.

The Southern Baptist Convention arose out of the current American conflict
over slavery, but, behind the immediate occasion arising out of the slavery
issue, there were fundamental disagreements over home missions and differing
conceptions of the nature of Baptist general bodies. As we have already
learned, on the whole, Northern leaders preferred independent societies to
conduct each phase of religious work; "® Southern leaders desired a
denominational organization, comprehensive in its program, conducting all
lines of activity. "# After Southern Baptists withdrew in 1845, the General
Convention was changed into the American Baptist Missionary Union,
annulling the modicum of representative character in the older convention. "
It was even a new sort of “society,” composed of individual life-memberships
only. The Southern Convention was formed on a representative basis,
denominationally comprehensive. Within the life and work of this body, there
was a struggle for half a century around fundamental principles and methods,
in which the very character and life of the Convention were involved.

The sixth decade of the nineteenth century marked a new period in the life of
the Southern Baptist Convention, because of development within and of
circumstances without. The Convention was a new sort of organization within
Baptist life and was certain to meet decided opposition from those who were
not thoroughly committed to a genuine denominationalism.



SEARCH FOR AUTHORITY

In the midst of complex religious and political situations, there was in Europe
and America a passion for antiquity in the search for authority. The papalists
found it in the Bishop of Rome — to them, the successor of Peter — and
recognized him as infallible. The high-churchmen of the Church of England
found it in the church, the body of Christ, speaking through all the bishops.
Among Baptists, there were three reactions to the search for authority. The
Campbellites emphasized, first, historicity (Thomas Campbell); then,
apostolicity (Alexander Campbell). The latter “restored the ancient gospel.”
J.R. Graves “reset the old land-mark” and stressed both apostolicity and
historicity. The Hard-shell (antimission) Baptists simply named themselves
“Primitive” Baptists and pursued the even tenor of their way.

A contemporary religious current in America entered into the formation of
these reactions. The revival that swept America just after the Revolution and
extended into the nineteenth century placed emphasis upon the subjective,
mystical element in religion. There was an overemphasis upon emotional
manifestations. "* Campbellism was one phase of the inevitable reaction
against these manifestations. Campbell chained the Holy Spirit in his
operations to the written Word to avoid extreme emotionalism. He emphasized
the objective, formal element to the point of severance from Baptist life.

Almost a generation after Campbellism began, another reaction against the
subjective element in religion arose in the same geographical area. Just as the
Southern Baptist Convention began its existence, the Landmark type of formal,
high-church ™# emphasis began to appear as a phenomenon. Within the
Protestant Episcopal Church, high-churchism put the emphasis upon the
church (in the general use of the term) as the body of Christ. The Baptist
counterpart began by putting the emphasis upon the church (in the local use of
the term) as the apostolic institution on earth which had had a continuity of
existence since the days of the apostles. Within ten years after the Southern
Convention was formed the movement was in full swing.

THEORIES OF SUCCESSION

The source of authority in religion and the external form of that authority
involve some theory of historical succession. The Romanist theory locates
succession in one bishop; the Anglican finds it in all the bishops. Among
Southern Baptists, there have been four theories, or four emphases in the
theory, of historical succession.

1. Church succession — one congregation grows out of and is formed by the
authority of another. A church in Arkansas traces its ancestry through



Dyersburg, Tennessee, thence to a church in Virginia, thence to Welsh Tract
Church, Delaware. The Welsh Tract Church emigrated from Wales. The Welsh
received the gospel from Vienne in Gaul. Hither, it came from Antioch in
Syria. This church sprang from the church in Jerusalem, which was the church
organized by Jesus. This theory of succession requires congregational church
government from the first century to the present and historical connection from
one congregation to another. The congregations are independent ecclesiastical
entities, but are interlocked historically.

2. Apostolic succession — the continuity consists in a succession of validly
ordained ministers from the apostles, who were ordained by Jesus, to the
present. Under this theory, the validity of the “orders” (ordination), and not the
form of church organization, furnishes the channel through which the stream of
history flows and assures the apostolicity of the church. Only ordained
ministers may be members of the presbytery to ordain a minister, and each
ordaining presbytery must have at least three members.

3. Baptismal succession — historic externality consists in valid baptism, that
is, baptism performed by a validly baptized and authorized minister. The
Broad River Association, South Carolina, in 1818, answered, in a circular
letter, a query as to the acceptance of alien immersion: “... that as certain
priests anciently failed to show their genealogy among the lawful priests, and
were rejected; in like manner should all administrators of the ordinance of
baptism be rejected, who fail to show their own baptism ac-cording to the
gospel, by a minister who has himself been baptized in a regular line from the
Apostles down to the present day.”

4. Spiritual succession — true historic continuity (*™*Matthew 16:18) consists
in a succession of genuine followers of the Lord Jesus, a succession of
Christian experience. “What Baptists claim ... is simply this: that along the
whole tract of time, there are traces of our principles and of adherents to our
principles.” ™8

Dr. J.R. Graves had his own theory of succession. He endeavored to
distingiush between the succession of the church and of the kingdom. Christ’s
kingdom shall never be destroyed. Since the kingdom is composed of the sum
total of all the local churches, and the kingdom is external, therefore local
churches, the constituent units of the kingdom, have existed from the time
Jesus founded the first one: ™

... the organization he first set up ... which Christ called his church,
constituted that visible kingdom, and to-day all his true churches on earth
constitute it; and, therefore, if his kingdom has stood unchanged, and will to
the end, he must always have had true and uncorrupted churches, since his
kingdom can not exist without true churches. ™



This is the Roman Catholic theory of church succession — identification of the
Catholic Church with the kingdom. Graves had a catholicism of his own, often
using, under the pseudonym Fidus, “Baptist Church” largely in the same sense
as the Romanist uses Catholic Church. ™# His theory of succession was not
really a distinct one, but was covered by theories one and two.

The first three theories or emphases are logically related and historically
associated. A valid church must validly authorize a minister in order that a
baptism may be valid. Each of the four views may be seen in Southern Baptist
life in the first half of the nineteenth century. Sometimes one may be
emphasized, some-times another. Sometimes two of them may be related
together. But there was no tendency to conjoin the first three related views and
practices into a logical rigid system until about 1850. The atmosphere of the
second quarter of the century — the period of the Campbells and of high-
churchism in the Protestant Episcopal Church — set the stage for a high-
churchism among Baptists. The occasion that brought forth the effort to
correlate and systematize the related views was a query sent by a church to the
annual meeting of the Muscle Shoals Association, Alabama, in 1847. The Rev.
R.B. Burleson wrote to the Western Baptist Review, Louisville, February 25,
1848, as follows:

Will you give your views on the following questions, viz.: Is the immersion of
a person in water into the name of the Trinity, upon a credible profession of
faith in Christ, by a Pedo-baptist minister who has not been immersed, a valid
baptism? This question is agitating the Muscle Shoal Association very much,
and unless some judicious plan can be devised to settle the difficulties
amicably, no one can divine what will be the consequences. Your views on
this subject, published in the Review, will be much valued. ™

Editor Waller first considered the question historically. He said that it had been
much discussed through the centuries and just recently by Baptists and
Episcopalians (high-churchism). The question was one for the local church; the
association had no jurisdiction. It resolved itself thus:

Is the administrator necessary to the validity of baptism? [The affirmative
requires proof that there have been validly immersed administrators, and that
each of us has baptism from such] ... Let all those who can furnish clear and
indubitable evidence of the validity of their baptism, according to the terms of
the affirmative of this question, vote non-fellowship for those churches and
ministers who believe it right to receive a member who has been immersed on
profession of faith by a Pedo-Baptist minister, and let all the rest keep silence.
... What can be more fair? Surely no brother in all Alabama would wish to
condemn in another what he allows in himself.

According to Editor Waller, the necessity of the historical succession of
“valid” baptism and the impossibility of tracing it render baptism *“useless and



nugatory! If we cannot know that we discharge a duty there can be no benefit
or advantage in efforts at its observance. Its performance or its neglect ...
amount to the same thing; ... Doubts must ever surround our baptism. It can-
not, therefore, furnish the answer of a good conscience towards God.”

In answer to the position of the Western Baptist Review, a correspondent of the
Tennessee Baptist, who used the pseudonym “Fidus,” *** said: “The unbroken
practice of the Baptist Church, from deep antiquity till now or within a few
years, is higher authority than scores of Reviews.” In another issue, addressing
the Rev. R.B. Burleson, Fidus said: “Would you be looked upon as the enemy
of the Baptist Church? Aspire not with a maniac ambition to be an Erostratus
to the American Baptist Church.” ™

LANDMARKISM

This discussion precipitated the several elements of succession that had been
held in solution in Baptist life. J.R. Graves, J.M. Pendleton, and A.C. Dayton
composed the triumvirate that led in formulating and giving momentum to the
Baptist type of high-churchism. Pendleton was the prophet, Graves the warrior,
and Dayton the sword-bearer in the new campaign. Graves called a meeting of
interested Baptists at Cotton Grove, Tennessee, June 24, 1851. The following
questions were submitted by him:

1st. Can Baptists consistently, with their principles or the scriptures,
recognize those societies, not organized according to the pattern of the
Jerusalem church, but possessing a different government, different officers, a
different class of membership, different ordinances, doctrines and practices,
as the Church of Christ?

2nd. Ought they to be called Gospel Churches or Churches in a religious
sense?

3rd. Can we consistently recognize the ministers of such irregular and
unscriptural bodies, as gospel ministers in their official capacity?

4th. Is it not virtually recognizing them as official ministers to invite them
into our pulpits, or by any other act that would or could be construed into
such a recognition?

5th. Can we consistently address as brethren, those professing Christianity,
who not only have not the doctrines of Christ and walk not according to his
commandments, but are arrayed in direct and bitter opposition to them? ™%

These questions were referred to a mass meeting, to be called in connection
with the annual meeting of the Big Hatchie Association at Bolivar, July 28,
1851. There, they were discussed and adopted unanimously. These
propositions of Dr. Graves constituted the first official pronouncement of



Landmarkism. Dayton entered the fray with a novel, Theodosia Ernest, which
had wide circulation. In it, he set forth the characteristics of the New
Testament church (in the local sense only) ** and the steps in its development
through the centuries. Pendleton wrote a tract on the third and fourth questions.
Since Baptist churches were the only New Testament churches (others were
human societies), there-fore Baptist ministers were the only validly ordained
gospel ministers. Baptist ministers could not preach in other pulpits, and
ministers of other denominations could not preach in Baptist pulpits.
Nonaffiliation in pulpit ministry became the slogan of the new movement.
When Pendleton finished the tract, he gave it to Graves, who published it, in
1854, under the title An Old Landmark Reset. Hence arose the name of the new
movement in Southern Baptist life.

High-churchism of the Roman and Anglo-Catholic types finds its external
expression in the episcopate. The Landmark type externalizes itself in the local
church. The word “church” in the New Testament, according to Landmarkism,
is always used in a local sense. When there was only one church, the one in
Jerusalem, it was, according to Landmark teaching, co-terminous with the
kingdom. When local churches multiplied, the kingdom was composed of all
the churches together. Membership in the kingdom was secured by becoming a
member of a local church.™* Upon this conception of the church,
Landmarkism was developed into a rigid, high system.

Dr. Pendleton, whose tract on pulpit affiliation suggested the name,
endeavored to hold Landmarkism to that single practical application of the
theory of the church. But he could not prevent the logic of his theory from
developing according to its genius. He went North during the War Between the
States, and upon his return years later, in 1883, he apparently could not
affiliate with Dr. Graves’ advancing rigid system.

About the year 1855 Dr. Graves republished, in America, Or-chard’s History
of Foreign Baptists. This work gave a plausible historical justification of the
Landmark type of high-churchism. According to Orchard, the continuity of the
local church, which Dr. Graves deduced from the nature of the kingdom, is
proved from the facts of history. " Almost at once the new movement gained
momentum and proved a fiercely fighting force. After the war, the isolation of
the South in the national Union; the deepened sectional consciousness in the
fight against the Northern effort to “reconstruct” the South; the struggle against
carpetbaggers and freedmen to preserve Anglo-Saxon civilization; the struggle
of the Southern Baptist Convention to preserve its very existence — all these,
and more, furnished ready soil for the growth of Landmarkism and its
ecclesiastical exclusiveness.



During the first half century of the Convention’s history, there were four
distinct controversies growing out of the fundamental tenet of Landmarkism —
the primacy of the local church. Or, perhaps better said, this fundamental tenet
manifested itself in four emphases as the life and work of the Convention
progressed. Landmarkers claimed that the local church had ultimate authority
over the proclamation of the gospel (nonpulpit affiliation); over the ordinances
of the gospel (antialien immersion and church-communion); over the method
of propagation of the gospel (anti-convention and antiboard). The fourth phase
of the controversy expressed itself in the sphere of history. The taproot of
highchurchism is historical continuity. If the local church could not be traced
to the first century, then the very life of Landmarkism was endangered. The
final phase of the struggle was, therefore, the most widespread and intense.

Since Landmarkism arose out of the discussion over the authority of the
administrator of baptism, the first phase of the struggle involved the
recognition of validity in ordination. The discussions became sharp soon after
Cotton Grove in 1851. Dr. Pendleton’s tract summarized the argument and
furnished ammunition for the fray. The Southern Convention met in
Montgomery in 1855, the year after its publication.

After the organization, some one offered, as usual, a resolution inviting
ministers of other denominations to sit with us and participate in our
deliberations. This was at once sharply objected to, and there arose a debate
that lasted a whole day. Presently the words “Old Landmark” were used; and
some of us from distant portions of the South, upon asking what in the world
that meant, were told that Rev. J.M. Pendleton, of Kentucky, had published in
Nashville a tract entitled, “An Old Landmark Reset.” In this he is said to have
maintained that it was a former custom of Baptists not to give any invitation
or to take any action which might seem to recognize ministers of other
persuasions as in a just sense ministers. These were also the views of Rev.
J.R. Graves, editor of the “Tennessee Baptist,” published at Nashville. These
honored brethren, and a number of others from that part of the country,
maintained these “Landmark” views with great earnestness and ability. Those
who held a different view appeared in many cases to be taken by surprise,
through the novelty, as it seemed to them, of the “Old Landmark;” and they
did not always agree among themselves, nor maintain any well-considered or
very consistent position. After the day’s discussion, it was proposed to end the
matter by letting the resolution be withdrawn, upon the understanding that
those who saw no objection to its passage would concede thus much to the
views of their brethren who objected so strongly. ... The controversy in the
next few years rose high, and in some quarters threatened division. ™%’

The so-called question of pulpit affiliation was widely discussed and counted a
major issue. There have even been echoes of it in the twentieth century.



The doctrine of non-pulpit affiliation very quickly brought the ordinances of
the church into notice. Dr. Graves began publishing a column in his weekly
paper entitled, Keep Before the People: six Fundamental Doctrines, six
Important Facts, six Important Principles. The fifth fundamental doctrine dealt
with the Lord’s Supper: “But the members of no one church have a right to
come to the table spread in another church, though “of the same faith and
order’; for each church is independent.” "* This theory and practice of church
communion became one of the main characteristics of Landmarkism and is one
of its very noticeable results still abiding in some areas of Southern Baptist
life.

Landmarkism never carried the local church’s authority over baptism as far as
it did over the Lord’s Supper. In the observance of the Lord’s Supper,
participation therein is limited to those who are members of the church
observing the ordinance. But, in respect of the ordinance of Baptism, a church
may accept one baptized by another Baptist church without reimmersion.
However, an immersion based on confession of faith performed by one not a
Baptist may not be recognized. Some churches examined candidates for
membership on the basis of letters from Baptist churches to ascertain whether
they had been converted before they had been immersed.

English-speaking Baptists, from their rise on English soil, disagreed over the
question of the recognition of the ordinances as practiced by other
denominations. Baptists in America in the early years generally rejected the
immersions administered by others. However, in America as in England, there
have been Baptist churches that accepted such immersion as confession of
faith. "*° The different views on the acceptance of “alien immersions” preceded
the rise of Landmarkism. Indeed, Dr. Graves seems to have begun his “high-
church” development out of the discussion between Dr. J.L. Waller and
himself (Fidus) over this question. ™ After the Landmark principles were
formulated in the Cotton Grove resolutions, making the local church the
foundation stone of the new movement, and the publication of Orchard’s
History gave the historical basis, the opposition to the acceptance of alien
immersions became more vocal. The church has supreme authority over the
ordinances. No immersion is valid baptism unless authorized beforehand by a
local church. Indeed, Landmark highchurchism went a step beyond the usual
brand. A Roman or Anglican bishop may “confirm” an alien baptism and thus
regularize it, but a Baptist church has no such authority.

The Landmark contention for the necessity of nonpulpit affiliation and the
regularity of baptism (especially the latter) waxed warm through the 1850°’s.
The War caused the papers to suspend publication, and all minds were
otherwise occupied. As soon as life in the South began to settle down at all, the
controversy began again. ”* The issue went so deep that non-fellowship with



other Baptist groups was suggested, to which an editorial in the Western
Recorder expressed opposition:

We regret to see that a correspondent in one of our exchanges calls for
division among Baptists on the subject of “alien immersion.” ... Our voice is
for peace. ... This is a question which relates directly to the churches, and
indirectly to the denomination at large. Each church must decide for herself
whether she will admit parties on their baptism received from other than
Baptist hands. ... We earnestly protest against the policy advocated by the
said correspondent. %

An attack was made on the Southern Seminary because one of its first
professors, Dr. William Williams, was in favor of the acceptance of alien
immersions. Dr. Boyce was against such acceptance, but he was unwilling to
make the question a test of fellowship. From the beginning of the Seminary, he
was unwilling to have the institution committed to either side of the question.
When plans were being made to move the Seminary from Greenville, South
Carolina, to Louisville, Kentucky, Dr. Boyce published five articles in the
Western Recorder to remove objections to the school on the part of Kentucky
Baptists. The last of the articles dealt with the doctrinal question. %%

The two issues of the control of the local church over the preaching of the
gospel and the ordinances were never made tests of fellowship by the
Convention. ”* The question of method of propagation of the gospel came
near bringing division in the nineteenth century and did do so in the first
decade of the twentieth. The attack on the Convention and its method of work
came within a few years after the beginning of Landmarkism and within the
formative period of the Convention’s life.

Dr. Graves, his followers in Nashville, and the Concord Association had a
personal interest in the course of affairs at the meeting of the Southern Baptist
Convention, and it is not easy to separate the personal attitudes from the
doctrinal differences. Dr. Graves and Dr. Howell became embroiled in bitter
conflicts soon after the latter became, for the second time, pastor of the First
church, Nashville, in 1857. This resulted in the exclusion of Dr. Graves and
some of his followers from that church. They formed another and were
accepted by the Concord Association. Dr. Howell and his church were denied
seats. The question came to the meeting of the General Association of Middle
Tennessee and North Alabama. Again, Dr. Graves won.

Dr. Howell had been president of the Southern Baptist Convention since 1851.
Dr. Graves predicted the destruction of the Convention, if he were re-elected in
Richmond in 1859. The Landmarkers appealed from the First church to the
Concord and the General Associations, but Dr. Howell and his church had no
right of appeal to the Southern Convention. The Convention had no right to



enter into the question and elect Dr. Howell president. However, he was re-
elected on the first ballot and immediately resigned. The right of the
Convention to elect him under the circumstances was not challenged in the
Convention. His resignation removed the personal element from the contest
and left the Convention free to debate the fundamental issue of the method or
methods of doing mission work.

The question involved the very life of the Convention. When Dr. Graves
became sole editor of the Tennessee Baptist, June 29, 1848, he seemed to be in
full accord with the mission program of the new Convention. But after the rise
of Landmarkism (1851-1854) his whole point of view changed. President N.M.
Craw-ford of Mercer University published an article in the Tennessee Baptist,
September 4, 1858, expressing his opinion against the authority of the Foreign
Mission Board over the churches on the mission fields. In a footnote Editor
Graves says:

No man has lower views of the authority of a Missionary Board to dictate to
missionaries or churches than we have. ... We, no more than Bro. C., believe
that our Missionary machinery is scriptural or expedient. The scriptural plan
is clearly exemplified in the New Testament, and it is simple and effectual,
and the sooner we return to it as a denomination, the better for us and for the
world. ...

We do not believe that the Foreign Board has any right to call upon the
missionaries that the churches send to China or Africa, to take a journey to
Richmond to be examined touching their experience, call to the ministry, and
soundness in the faith. It is a high-handed act, and degrades both the judgment
and authority of the Church and Presbytery that ordained him, thus practically
declaring itself above both.

A correspondent asked him to indicate a better, a more scriptural method. Dr.
Graves replied that Paul established churches in Macedonia. These churches
contributed to Paul’s mission work. Why may not the same method be used in
Tennessee or Georgia? Let Baptist churches unite — one, two, a dozen, or a
whole Association, to send a graduate of Union to Japan and send the funds
through a commercial house doing business in Japan. Then, Dr. Graves
showed the connection of the personal fight between Dr. Howell and himself
with his opposition to the Convention of which Dr. Howell was president:

There are elements at work that threaten the disruption of the relation of the
Convention and the Foreign Board to the body of the Southern Baptists. There
are schemes of consolidation and centralization now urged by certain brethren
who exercise a controlling influence in the Biennial Convention which, if they
succeed in consummating, will as certainly destroy the present union of
Southern Baptists in Foreign Missions as the Convention meets in May next.
And there is a determination on the part of some, moved more by partizan



than missionary zeal, to make the next Biennial Convention an ecclesiastical
Court and to force its decision into antagonism with Churches and
Associations. %

The Landmark objections to the Convention centered specifically around the
Foreign Mission Board. They were summarized in President Crawford’s letter
on “Methods in Missions” and re-viewed by the Christian Index, March 16,
1859. The present method, he insisted, was unscriptural, unnecessary,
ineffectual. In the sessions of the Convention at Richmond, the issues were
fully debated.

Such was the anxiety of the Convention that all should be satisfied, and that
every objection should be heard and considered fully and fairly, that by
special order every restraint was taken off, and the closest scrutiny invited.
That the opportunity was well employed, no one present can deny. The
Foreign Board submitted to the minutest catechism, and opened its records
without reserve to every member of the Convention. Mr. Graves, on the other
hand, in a long speech which seemed to have been well considered, presented
the popular objections to the system until in his own language he tabled the
last objection — was understood to acknowledge himself fully satisfied, and
pledge himself to a hearty cooperation, at least for the next two years. %

But, apparently, he was not fully satisfied, his public statement
notwithstanding. After the full day of debate, Dr. Graves and the two
secretaries of the Foreign Mission Board, Dr. J.B. Taylor and Dr. A.M.
Poindexter, retired to the Foreign Mission rooms in the First Baptist Church
building and continued the debate far into the next morning. Dr. Taylor’s
youngest son had gone to the mission rooms to wait for his father. He fell
asleep.

Opening my eyes, | discovered Elders Graves and Poindexter and my father
seated near the desk of the latter. ... | am persuaded that, had a stenographer
been present and taken down the conversation, or rather debate, between two
skilled debaters (Graves and Poindexter) ... the world would have learned of,
perhaps, the most remarkable private discussion in our Southern Baptist
history. For many months Graves had been vigorously attacking the policy of
the Foreign Board through his widely-circulated paper; and now he was face
to face with the two secretaries. There was plain talking, but many a time
since | have thought of that occasion as proving that Christian men can differ
widely, express themselves freely, and even charge each other with having
said and done wrong things, and yet not lose their tempers.

The east was glowing and the roosters crowing when, at last, the brethren
shook hands and parted. ...

There is no doubt of Dr. Poindexter’s ability as a speaker and a debater. When
the announcement was made in the Raleigh Convention, May, 1872, of his



death, Dr. Richard Fuller paid an unforgettable tribute to the departed
missionary leader. According to Dr. John A. Broadus, Dr. Fuller spoke
somewhat as follows:

I almost think sometimes that | would not exchange places with an angel in
heaven; if | did, it would not be with Gabriel, but rather with that angel whom
John saw flying in the midst of heaven, carrying the everlasting gospel to
every nation and kindred and tongue and people, saying with a loud voice,
“Fear God, and give glory to him.” Fly faster, O angel on thy mission; sweet
angel, fly faster; and if thou canst not quicken thy flight, go turn over thy
commission to Poindexter’s spirit, and he shall bear the message with more
rapid wing and more glowing love than thou canst, O angel. He knows a love
thou canst never know; he is now singing a song thou canst never learn — the
song of a re-deemed soul bought by the precious blood of Christ. 2%

As a result of the free and full debate on the general plan of organization and
the method of conducting mission work, the Convention instructed the Foreign
Board to act as agent for those churches and associations that desired to work
on the Landmark plan. Such churches and associations would appoint their
missionaries and send their funds through the facilities of the Board.

There is no reason why our denomination may not co-operate harmoniously
in missionary matters. All those who prefer that the Board at Richmond shall
have the appointing power and be held responsible for its exercise, can throw
their funds unconditionally into its treasury. Those Associations and Churches
that prefer appointing their own missionaries can do so, and the Board will
transmit their funds, while the missionaries will be amenable to the
Associations and Churches sending them forth. Here are two plans of
operation submitted to the brethren. Let them make their election. Let them
remember that they have no good excuse for doing nothing. The missionary
spirit enters essentially into a Church organized according to the gospel. %

But apparently the unanimity was on the surface only. The op-position
continued along the same lines and with as much of the personal element as
before the session of the Convention. An editorial summary found three well-
defined groups in the opposition:

(1) those who were against the Convention on principle;

(2) those who were friends of the Convention, but by affiliation and in
conversation gave aid to the enemies;

(3) those who objected to specific acts of the Convention in Richmond: re-
election of Dr. Howell, making the Bible Board at Nashville to be composed
of members of the First church, and certain practical workings of the Foreign
and Domestic Mission Boards. '

There was another objective of Landmarkers. After 1859, there was no effort
on their part to abolish the Convention, but they were persistent in the efforts



to change its character. The Convention, although originally constituted to do
any sort of denominational work, confined itself at first to the work of missions
only. Under the influence of the former basis of co-operative work — the
voluntary basis expressing itself in distinct societies (to which Northern
Baptists re-committed themselves after 1845) — the Convention was not a true
ecclesiastical body, composed of churches but of individuals sent by churches
and other contributors to the mission work of the Convention. The effort of
Landmarkism, after 1859, was to eliminate the financial basis of co-operative
work and change the Convention into an ecclesiastical body composed of
churches. In 1869, Dr. Graves proposed such an amendment to the
constitution. Again, in 1874 and in 1891, similar proposals were made. The
agitation of the question continued through the meeting of 1895. Within the
Convention, the question was quiescent until 1902, but agitation was continued
within the state bodies.

GOSPEL MISSIONISM

A movement arose in the 1880’s that threatened the very existence of the
Convention itself. It was known as “Gospel Missionism,” from the contention
of its advocates that the methods which they proposed to be followed on the
home and foreign mission fields were in accordance with the principles and
practices of New Testament missions. The movement had two distinct phases:
one in the homeland and one on the foreign field. The Gospel Missioners
proposed that the foreign missionaries live as the natives in the matter of
housing, dress, and food.

At the 1888 Convention in Richmond, Brethren Crawford, Joyner, and other
leaders of the movement insisted that American missionaries to China could
reach the people only by dressing and eating like the Chinese and adopting
their social customs. But Dr. R.H. Graves testified: “I have never worn
Chinese clothes, because when | went to China they suspected | was a spy; so |
boldly wore my American clothing, and told them | came not as a spy in
Chinese clothing, but as an American missionary, who came to bring them the
gospel. It is character and not clothes that tells on the Chinese. | have been
working thirty-two years as missionary in China, and our work there is not a
failure.” ™

The leaders also insisted that the native Christianity be self-controlling and
self-supporting from the beginning. They opposed definite salaries and all debt
for the support of missionaries. They proposed, also, fundamental changes in
administration on the mission field. The leader in this movement was Dr. T.P.
Crawford of China, missionary of the Foreign Board of the Convention since
1852. When Dr. Crawford was appointed to China in 1852, his support was



promised by the Big Hatchie Association, the original Landmark Association.
He had made investments during the war that, by 1880, were assuring him a
comfortable living apart from any support from the Board. 2 After him, the
movement was called Crawfordism. %=

In the homeland, the Gospel Mission emphasis upon the local church found a
response in those who were under the influence of Landmarkism. The two
movements — Landmarkism in America and Gospel Missionism in China —
were agreed in opposition to Boards and in making the local church the agency
through which and by which kingdom work was to be done. After thirty years
in China, Dr. Crawford’s Landmark ideas began to come to the surface. The
Landmark element in the Mississippi Valley, especially in Arkansas and
Texas, rallied in theory to the Gospel Mission movement. Even some of the
Primitive Baptists were momentarily aroused. The Rev. Ben M. Bogard wrote
some articles in their paper, The Regular Baptist, as a result of which he and
the Rev. G.P. Bostick met the Primitives from Tennessee, Kansas, and
Missouri. “As a result a vote was taken endorsing Gospel Missions, and by
which they agreed to promote mission work among the heathen to the extent of
their ability. ... They had simply op-posed the Board system of mission work.
When Gospel Mission was presented to them they readily fell into line.” ?*

The Gospel Missioners made the same attack on the Convention and its boards
that the antimissionaries and J.R. Graves, as well as Alexander Campbell, had
previously made; they proposed the same methods in the homeland and on the
foreign field. Mr. Bostick, associated with Dr. Crawford in China, resigned
from the Board’s service and appealed to his home association, the King’s
Mountain Association, North Carolina, and to the churches “to cease co-
operating with the Board and to contribute directly to his support as an
independent missionary in North China.” ** Rev. D.W. Herring, also of China,
resigned because the Foreign Board would not adopt the plan proposed,
namely:

... that these missionaries were to be directly supported by the individual
churches or groups of churches entirely independent of the Board, which
should have nothing to do with the money — unless to forward it to the
missionary “without cost” — and have no control over or direction of the
missionaries. In short, the Board was to endorse and assist him in special
work, which should be entirely independent of itself, either as to support or
direction. It must assist him in the inauguration of a work, which in its
ultimate results would be to disintegrate the work of the Southern Baptist
Convention, ¢

As in the case of Dr. Graves and his Landmarkism in the 1850’s, so in the
Gospel Mission movement in the 1880°s and 1890’s, a terrific onslaught was
made on the Convention and its organized work. But opposition was strong:



We are not always satisfied that the so-called Gospel Mission brethren are
dealing frankly and openly. For example, they claim that they are able to
conduct their work without a secretary, and yet they have arranged to keep in
this country nearly all the time one of their number, who is to present the
claims of their work before the churches and associations, wherever that can
be done. ... These brethren will not be found going among the churches that
have never been brought into sympathy with our general work. There are
hundreds and thousands of such churches in the South. Let these brethren go
among these churches, if they wish to do a work of real value. But their policy
is not to create and develop interests where none now exists, but, by ex-citing
distrust of present methods, to divert from the Foreign Board the interest
which, under God, has already been created and applied.

... No worse fate could befall the common work of Southern Baptists than
for it to come under the blighting influence of extreme Landmarkism. ... It
can be successfully shown that the territory within which that anomalous
hybrid, Baptist high-churchism, prevails is precisely the territory in which
scarcely anything is done for the salvation of the perishing nations. From this
extreme Landmarkism to anti-missionism is only a logical step. The spirit of
the extreme Landmarkers is opposed to co-operation. "/

By the turn of the century, Gospel Missionism was weakening in its efforts and
its attacks on the Convention. Some of the missionaries who had left the
Board’s service died and others began to return to the Board forces.
Occasionally, a Landmark association sent a messenger to the Convention. The
discussions arising out of the contest clarified the thinking of many Southern
Baptists and left the Convention more unified in its life and work.

The fundamental difference in ecclesiology that had been in evidence for half a
century came to a head in 1905. Dr. Graves had been dead thirteen years, but a
group of his followers carried out the logic of his teachings and presented an
ultimatum to the Convention. This ultimatum had been prepared and adopted
by a conference of the representatives of fifty-two churches convened in
Texarkana, Arkansas, March 2, 1905. It was submitted to the Southern
Convention the following May:

First, we want the money and the associational basis of representation
eliminated from the Constitution and a purely church basis substituted instead.
We believe in the churches to whom the Lord gave the commission, and that a
church which is willing to co-operate should be entitled to a seat in this
Convention by messenger. ... The numerical basis is objectionable because
such a basis carries with it the idea that the commission was given to the
individual as such and not to the churches as such. Nothing short of exclusive
church representation will satisfy us.

The Convention, in the answer to the ultimatum, said in part:



These petitions call for action so entirely out of harmony with the principles
of our organization, and the methods upon which our work is conducted, that
we feel constrained to (deny them). We feel the strongest assurance that the
principles upon which the work of our Convention is organized and
conducted are in accord with the teachings of God’s word, and in harmony
with Baptist history, Baptist usage, and Baptist doctrine. %*°

Many Landmarkers, in the main in Arkansas and Texas, withdrew from even a
nominal affiliation and organized another body.

In the seaboard states where the Landmark agitation expressed itself in
methods of mission work only, there was no formal separation. When the first
aggressive leadership of Gospel Missionism passed away and some of the
missionaries returned to work under the Board, a quieter leadership came to
the fore. The severe at-tacks on the Board and its work ceased; Gospel
Missionism carried on quietly. But west of the Mississippi River, the
differences in fundamental principles and methods were expressed in the
clashes between leading personalities. Hence, the agitation was prolonged to
the point of separation.

With the collapse of Gospel Missionism and the end of the Whitsitt
controversy, ?® the Landmark agitation of half a century came to an end. The
more aggressive and vocal Landmarkers withdrew from the Convention, but
the agitation left a deposit in the thinking and organization of Southern
Baptists. The fight of Dr. Graves and his followers, first on the existence of the
Convention and then on its character, developed a sense of unity and corporate
consciousness. This development and the exodus of the extreme Landmark
element made possible the great advance in the second half-century of the
Convention’s history.

THE CONVENTION AND STATEMENTS OF FAITH

In the first few decades of the development of the Southern Baptist Convention
there were controversies, as we have already seen: Landmarkism, suggestions
of reunion with Northern Baptists, establishment of a Southern Baptist Sunday
school and publication board, Gospel Missions, proposed consolidation of
mission boards, discussions concerning Baptist succession, revision of the
constitution of the Convention, etc. But for many years the Convention did not
adopt a statement of faith.

One of the earliest confessions of faith adopted by English Baptists was the
London Confession, the first moderately Calvinistic type in 1644. Later, in
1677, came the adaptation of the Westminster (Presbyterian) Confession,
altered to conform to Baptist views of the church and the ordinances. This
Confession was approved by the General Assembly of Calvinistic Baptists in



1689 and was the basis of the confession of faith which was regarded by the
Philadelphia Association as the standard of beliefs. However, it is not known
that it was ever adopted by the Association in any formal way. The
Philadelphia Confession of Faith came to be adopted by many churches and
associations.

The New Hampshire Confession, much briefer and less Calvinistic than the
Philadelphia Confession, was published in 1833 by the authority of the Board
of the Baptist State Convention of New Hampshire (not by the Convention
itself). This is probably the most widely used and the most influential of any
statement of doctrine among American Baptists. ??* The circulation of this
statement of faith was due largely to the fact that Dr. J. Newton Brown, who
had a large part in formulating the New Hampshire Confession, was an editor
of the American Baptist Publication Society for a number of years and,
through the facilities of that organization, distributed the New Hampshire
Confession in every part of the country served by the Publication Society.
Moreover, it was the basis of Pendleton’s Church Manual. %

According to Dr. McGlothlin, “The larger Baptist bodies in America have as a
rule abstained from making doctrinal statements or formally adopting existing
confessions. Indeed, the Southern Baptist Convention at its organization in
1845 says, “‘We have constructed for our basis no new creed, acting in this
matter upon a Baptist aversion for all creeds except the Bible.””

The most complete statement of faith ever considered by the Southern Baptist
Convention was affirmed by the Convention in 1925, although there were
briefer statements in 1914, 1919, and later in 1938 and 1940, in connection
with, in order: a proposal for Christian union; the reply to the proposal of the
interchurch world movement; a report on proposed interdenominational
relations; and in reply to an invitation to join the World Council of Churches.
The 1925 statement was based on the entire revised New Hampshire
Confession, with several additional articles. In the preface, the occasion for
such a reaffirmation of Christian fundamentals was explained: “The prevalence
of naturalism in the modern teaching and preaching of religion.” 2 The action
of the Convention, of course, did not have any binding effect on any
individual, church, or other organization.

Probably the nearest that the Convention has ever come to interference with
the cherished independence of churches was at the Oklahoma City Convention
in 1949 when an amendment was proposed to the constitution: “No one who
belongs to or is affiliated with any state or local council of churches which is
connected with or sponsored by the Inter-council Field Department of the
Federal Council or any one or more of its six affiliated councils shall be
eligible to serve on any board, agency, or institution of this Convention —



either as an official, employee, or board member.” %* The practical effect of
such amendment if adopted would have been to penalize any co-operating
church by restricting for that church the privilege of full representation and
opportunity for service by any or all of the messengers it might send to the
convention. The proposed amendment was defeated largely by the influence of
President R.G. Lee, who, with other leaders, opposed its adoption.

In 1950, at Chicago, the Convention voted as follows: “We hereby reaffirm our
conviction that Southern Baptists cannot en-ter into organic connection with
the Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America or any other
organizations which would compromise Baptist principles and truths revealed
in the inspired Word of God.” #*



9. — THEOLOGICAL TRAINING IN THE LIFE OF
THE CONVENTION

During the generation immediately preceding the formation of the Southern
Baptist Convention, many colleges arose out of the inspiration and needs of the
mission movement that swept through American Baptist ranks. In at least ten
Southern states there are Baptist colleges, founded in that period for the
specific purpose of training ministers. The training was both literary and
theological.

FIRST THEOLOGICAL SCHOOLS AND AGITATION FOR
CONVENTION-WIDE SEMINARY

About the time of the formation of the Convention, theological schools began
to gain in popularity. They first appeared in the 1820’s and 1830’s but were
not at first generally accepted. President Robert Ryland of Richmond College
was opposed to theological seminaries. ** As late as 1857, President Francis
Wayland, of Brown University, wrote to Professor J.P. Boyce, of Furman
University: “Whether seminaries and theological schools are the proper places
to educate the ministry, I know not. It is a matter of experiment in our day, and
time alone can decide it.”

The first known suggestion of a Southwide theological school came from Dr.
Basil Manly, pastor of the First Baptist Church of Charleston, South Carolina.
He reviewed what was being done in Georgia and the Carolinas, but showed
why such state efforts could not meet the need. “I would respectfully propose,”
he wrote, “that measures be taken to have a convention of the friends of this
cause from the Carolinas and Georgia, and such other of the Southern and
Western States as may be disposed to unite with them, to assemble at some
central point to deliberate and form some united plan for the accomplishment
of this great object.” ?® The suggestion was received with favor in South
Carolina but not in other states.

It is now obvious from the manner in which the proposition for united efforts
among several States has been received, that no such efforts may be expected
soon, and that no union will be formed. ... The friends of union in South
Carolina have at least the satisfaction to know that the most liberal advances
have been made by them, and if the object is lost they are not to blame. ...

... It remains for the South Carolina Baptists to manage their own Institution
in their own way. ... If we but carry forward our Institution, at any convenient
site, with the energy and enlightened policy which the cause demands, we
need not despair of union yet. The truth is, if we make but a good Institution,



and hold out the substantial advantages which an intelligent student has a
right to expect in an institution of this kind, students will flock in from all
quarters, either with or without the formality of union among the States. %

The effort had been made to have one institution for South Carolina and
Georgia, but the plans failed. *° It was proposed that North and South Carolina
co-ordinate their schools:

President Wait, of Wake Forest College, made an interesting communication
respecting the efforts of our brethren in North Carolina, in promoting of the
cause of education, and on the desirableness of such union between the
members of the denomination in the two States, as that our sons, in pursuing a
collegiate education, should be sent to the Wake Forest College, and that on
their part their young men, pursuing theological studies, should repair to the
Furman Institution. !

The interest in Virginia seemed to lag. The Rev. James B. Taylor wrote in his
diary, June 9, 1845:

“The cause of ministerial education needs resuscitation in Virginia. There is
certainly less interest in its promotion than formerly. It becomes important to
make more vigorous efforts in behalf of this object.”

President J.L. Dagg, of Mercer Institute, wrote to Dr. Ryland, proposing that
Virginia unite with the other states in establishing a common theological
institution. The Virginia Baptist Education Society appointed a committee, in
1844, of which Dr. Ryland was chairman, to consider the question. The next
year the committee reported, in part, as follows:

The Committee soon became convinced, that for the present, nothing could be
done to accomplish the object. Your Board is deeply impressed with the
importance of this enterprise. ... The difficulty lies in selecting a site for such
a School. Our Brethren, in South Carolina, Georgia, and Alabama, have, in
each of those States, an Institution, partly endowed, which they would gladly
have adopted as the common Theological School of the Southern and South-
western Baptists. It might be well for the Society to propose some equitable
manner of selecting a suitable location for the contemplated Institution; and
we have little doubt, but that our Brethren in all the States, interested in the
enter-prise, would cheerfully acquiesce in the arrangements.

The next year the board of the Education Society reported: ?** “We are fully
persuaded of the importance of having one, and but one, Theological
Institution for the Baptists of the South. ... But the denomination of the
different States, in which Theological Seminaries have been founded, cleave to
them with an interest and tenacity which forbid the hope that they can be
brought to concentrate their patronage on a single Institution.”



Just previous to the call for the famous meeting in Augusta, the Christian
Index advocated such a theological institution. The question was not raised in
the Convention, however, but was discussed in private conference.

At Augusta, in 1845, the necessity and possibility of such an Institution were
quietly and informally canvassed by such brethren as J.B. Jeter, R. Fuller,
William B. Johnson, J.L. Reynolds, and others, but of course, no plan was
formulated and no action taken. ... A wide-spreading and formidable
opposition held practical movements in restraint. Most of the Baptist colleges

in the South had Theological Departments, and, did not, as they thought, need
it. 235

In the following July, the Mississippi Convention recommended that the newly
formed Southern Baptist Convention adopt one or more seminaries. During the
decade following 1847 there were specially called educational conventions to
consider the question of theological education, but the Southern Baptist
Convention did not, as such, assume the responsibility of that phase of work.

At the annual meeting of the Education Society of Virginia in 1846, a
delegation from the board of trustees of Furman Theo-logical Institution,
headed by the Rev. W.B. Johnson, D.D., appeared as corresponding
messengers. Dr. Johnson “submitted a statement of the condition and prospects
of that Institution, and invited the cooperation of the Society in the cause of
Theological Education.” A committee of seven was named to confer with the
South Carolinians, but nothing seems to have resulted from the conference.

In Tennessee a slightly different plan was in the making.

Our brethren in Tennessee seem to be advancing rapidly in their labors of
love. We are pleased to find that they are about taking measures to establish a
Theological School at Nashville, to be connected in some way with the
College located in that city. ... Literary studies ... are to be prosecuted in the
college, but the Theological studies in a department gotten up by the Baptists
specially for that object.

The hand of Dr. Howell is evident here.

WESTERN THEOLOGICAL SCHOOL

It was in the West that the plan of a theological school that transcended state
lines first gained momentum and established such a school. The Baptist leaders
saw the need and were not hindered by local pride and state patriotism. A call
was made for “a General Meeting for the promotion of the cause of Christ, as
connected with the interests of the Baptist Denomination in the Western States,
to be held in Cincinnati, commencing November 6, 1833.” The Convention
resolved “that the present circumstances and wants of the denomination in the



West call loudly and imperiously for a Western Baptist institution for the
education of the gospel ministry and that a Western Baptist Education Society
ought to be organized for the same purpose.” The Society was formed, and the
Western Baptist Theological Institute opened in Covington, Kentucky, in
1845. 7 But the Institute opened on evil times. An able faculty was selected
— R.E. Pattison, E.G. Robin-son, Asa Drury, and Ebenezer Dodge — but they
were all Northern men of antislavery sentiments, teaching in a school located
in a slave state. The Institute “appealed to Southern Baptists for funds, and
considerable subscriptions were made in Mississippi and Alabama; but owing
to the feverish state of the Southern mind at that time about the causes which
brought the Southern Baptist Convention into existence, J.L. Waller, R.B. C.

Howell, and others of us in the Southwest, refused to support that institution.”
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The friction over the abolition issue grew in intensity until the Board of
Trustees finally closed the Institute, ** sold the property in Covington, and
divided the proceeds between the trustees from Kentucky and those from Ohio.
While the friction progressed, President R.E. Pattison declared himself
antislavery. Editor R.B. C. Howell wrote:

We presume they all (Faculty) concur with him. ... This, with the South West,
is an insuperable objection. ... It is a remarkable fact that every regular
Theological School, capable of giving to its pupils a thorough education,
belonging to the denomination, in the whole country, is now in the hands of
anti-slavery men. ... What, then, are we to do? ... The South West must have
its own Theological School. But are we able to originate and sustain an
institution of this kind? We certainly are fully able, if Kentucky goes with us.
... If she is really anti-slavery, she will prove it by adhering to that Seminary.
Then Tennessee, Mississippi, and the other South Western States must take
care of themselves. We have left the alternative, as Georgetown is not
Theological, either to originate and endow a Seminary of our own in some
central position, to do which our present ability is very questionable, or to
cross the mountains and attach ourselves to Mercer University, in Georgia, or
to the Howard College, in Alabama, neither of which is, we suspect, at
present, prepared to give anything like a regular course of instruction in
Divinity. 7

Kentucky did join with Tennessee in reacting against the anti-slavery position
of the Theological Institute at Covington. The Long Run Association resolved:
“This Association deems it (Covington) an unsafe place to educate the rising
ministry of the South West.” Editor Howell comments: “Shall not Mississippi,
Kentucky, and Tennessee unite and create, in a suitable central position, such a
Theological School as we need? Arkansas and Missouri will doubtless join
us.” 2 Editor J.L. Waller insisted that the Southwest must have a Theological
School and named George-town as the place. ?** Dr. Howell promised support



if Georgetown were selected; he argued that Tennessee, Mississippi,
Louisiana, Texas, Arkansas, and Missouri were interested and ought to be
consulted. He proposed Nashville as more central. *** Again he wrote:

Covington, we must repeat, is not a safe place to educate our young men; the
South will, while it remains as it is, never patronize it; that it is well endowed
does not alter the case at all; and we must, therefore, have a Seminary of our
own, cost what it will, in the principles of which we can rely, and where the
young ministers of the South West can receive sufficient and suitable
instruction. 4

PLANS FOR A CENTRALLY-LOCATED THEOLOGICAL
SCHOOL

The American Baptist Indian Mission Association held its annual meeting in
Nashville, October 28, 1847, and Dr. Howell called a meeting of those in
attendance who were interested in a theological school. About one hundred
and fifty from eight states and two Indian nations were present. The Rev. J.M.
Pendleton of Kentucky presided. A committee — R.B. C. Howell, chairman,
P.S. Gayle and J.R. Graves of Tennessee, Adiel Sherwood of Illinois, J.B.
Taylor of Virginia, R. Holman of Alabama, T.W. Haynes of South Carolina,
R.W. Elledge, of Mississippi, J.L. Waller, S. Baker and A.D. Sears of
Kentucky — was appointed to consider the subject and report thereon. The
following was presented, Saturday afternoon, October 30, and adopted:

“Resolved, That to meet the wants of the South, a Theo-logical School located
in a central position, and in every respect thoroughly prepared to impart to its
pupils a full and perfect knowledge of the word of God, and of all the
branches of learning necessary to its correct exposition and to the effectual
discharge of the pastoral office, is absolutely necessary.

“Resolved, That the Churches in the whole South require at present but one
such Seminary, and to secure it, it is necessary that we direct, in this behalf,
all our energies to one point.

“Resolved, That this subject be fully laid before our churches and brethren
throughout the whole South, in such a manner as, if practicable, to unite them
all in the good work, and to elicit their opinion and action in the premises.

“Resolved, That to the brethren from all parts of the South, when assembled in
Triennial Convention, at Nashville, in May, 1849, we submit the executive of
this great work, and the gquestion of the locality of the proposed Seminary.

R. B.C. HOWELL, CHAIRMAN”

The Southern supporters, many of whom were not slaveowners, decided that
they were left only one choice — to form a Southern institution. To bring into



the movement the Baptists of all the Southern states was at once the desire and
the problem of those who took the lead in the conference at Nashville. Hence,
the conference referred the question to the Southern Baptist Convention in its
second regular triennial session in Nashville in May, 1849. The Convention
was the only body of Baptists that was representative of the Baptists of all the
Southern states. In the mean-time, the subject occupied the attention of Baptist
leaders of the South.

Those who favored a Southwide seminary disagreed among themselves as to
the relation of the Southern Baptist Convention to the project. It will be
remembered that when the Virginia Baptist Foreign Mission Society issued the
call for Southern Baptists to meet in Augusta to consider forming a Southern
missionary organization, it was suggested that subjects other than foreign
missions would come before the Convention. Theological education was
specifically mentioned. Some of the leaders at Augusta desired to form a
society for foreign missions only. Others, such as Dr. W.B. Johnson, president
of the South Carolina Convention, favored a denominational convention,
authorized to conduct every sort of work. ¢ Such a convention was formed,
but opinion continued to be divided over the question of how far afield it
should go in prosecuting desirable aims.

It is proposed in some quarters to bring the Southern Baptist Convention into
the relation of paternity to this school; and it is thought that the matter will be
submitted to that body, at its approaching meeting. We hope not. The
Convention is charged with a specific business — the management of our
missions, foreign and domestic — and we see no good that is to be gained by
encumbering it with other matters. ... The experience of the old Triennial
Convention in reference to Columbian College, which hung like a mill stone

around its neck for some years, makes us rather chary of all similar schemes.
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Mississippi Baptists had already expressed themselves. “The Committee on
Education ... recommended that the ‘Southern Convention’ should adopt a
Theological Seminary or Seminaries, for Southern and South Western
patronage.” 4

As the time drew near for the meeting of the 1849 Southern Convention, to
which the question of a Southwide seminary was referred by the education
conference in Nashville in October, 1847, the question was being widely
discussed.

We are gratified to perceive that our contemporaries in the Atlantic States are
noticing the proposition originated here more than a year ago to create and
endow a Theological School of high grade for the South. ... The Board of the
Alabama Convention has had a meeting on the subject. They find two
difficulties in the way — the Howard College at Marion, which may perhaps



teach Theology at some future time, and a supposition that such a school ... is
impracticable. ... The President of the State Convention of South Carolina,
has called together that body to deliberate on the subject. ... The editor of the
Southern Baptist is not informed correctly. He imagines the project was
originated by brethren at the last Triennial Convention [of Southern Baptist
Convention] and was referred to the approaching meeting at Nashville to be
decided. * But the Religious Herald labors under mistakes more glaring than
any other paper we have seen. ... The Herald ... supposes that we desire the
Triennial Convention to originate and take charge of the proposed school. ...
Our brethren of Georgia understand the matter in hand. ... We trust that the
brethren who may be here at the Convention will be prepared to give an
opinion upon the subject.

The Southern Convention as such did not consider the question. The
Convention, appointed to meet in Nashville in May, 1849, was called to meet
in Charleston by President W.B. Johnson be-cause of the report of cholera in
Nashville. The Western messengers, not learning in time of the change of time
and place, met in Nashville, presided over by Vice-President R.B. C. Howell.
This group adjourned to meet in Charleston on the date set by President
Johnson. In the afternoon of May 26, after the adjournment of the Convention
for the day, “a conference then took place on the subject of establishing at the
South a Central Baptist Theological Institute of a high order.” This session was
presided over by H.D. Duncan of South Carolina. *" A resolution was
introduced by Dr. A.M. Poindexter of Virginia to consider the establishment of
a theological institute by Southern Baptists. Virginia’s Rev. I.S. Tinsley
favored the question. Dr. J.B. Jeter, also of Virginia did not consider the
subject feasible because of local state interests. Dr. Basil Manly, Jr., favored
the project on the score of economy, efficiency, and practicability. The
conference adjourned to meet May 28. At that session, the resolution was
approved and a committee of twenty, with Dr. Poindexter as chairman, was
appointed to place the subject before Southern Baptists.

From this time onward, the leadership in favor of a general theological
seminary passed into the hands of the seaboard states. In 1850, Dr. Howell,
who had led in the movement for the pre-ceding five years, moved from
Nashville to Richmond, leaving no one in the West to take his leadership in
this field.

There was no conference on the subject of a general seminary at the meetings
of the Southern Convention in Nashville, 1851, and in Baltimore, 1853. In
June, 1854, at the meeting of the Virginia Baptist anniversaries, the Baptist
Education Society, under the presidency of Dr. Howell, concluded its report as
follows:



Your Board would suggest the propriety of inquiring whether anything, and if
S0, what can be done to promote theological education among our young
ministers. As we have not, and do not propose to have a theological institute
of our own, it may be wise for us to select among the different schools open to
our choice, one on which we will, so far as our influence may, concentrate the
patronage of the denomination in this State.

The board of the Virginia Baptist Education Society sent a memorial to the
meeting of the Convention at Montgomery in 1855. An education conference
(not the Southern Baptist Convention) considered the question of a Southwide
seminary and called an education convention to meet in Augusta, Georgia, in
April, 1856.

Dr. Howell’s leadership in the effort to establish a central semi-nary for the
South, a leadership begun while he was a pastor in Nashville and continued
during his pastorate in Richmond, culminated in the meeting in Augusta.
Henceforth, the leadership passed into other and younger hands. To the
Augusta meeting, April, 1856, the Education Conference invited the colleges,
education societies, state conventions, and general associations throughout the
South tend representatives.

About the time Dr. Howell had become settled in Richmond and Landmarkism
was dividing the Baptists in the West, James P. Boyce was leaving Princeton
Seminary and moving toward a pastorate in Columbia, South Carolina. It is he
who will ever re-main in Baptist history as the founder of the Southern Baptist
Theological Seminary. Others prepared the way, and great men labored with
him, but his was the leadership that called the institution into being and gave it
permanence. Under a sense of divine call, he held on through war,
reconstruction, indifference, and even opposition from the brethren. When he
was ordained, a member of the presbytery asked him if he proposed to give his
life to preaching. He replied: “Yes, provided | do not become a professor of
theology.” That sense of vocation continued to abide with him to the end,
culminating in victory.

EDUCATION CONFERENCE IN 1856

The education convention met in Augusta, April 30, 1856. There were sixty-
eight delegates from Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, Tennessee, and
Louisiana. Forty-eight of these were from South Carolina and Georgia. A
committee was appointed to present business for the convention. The
committee reported that the project of a Southwide theological school faced
many difficulties and recommended that another conference be called, to
convene during the two days preceding the meeting of the Southern Baptist



Convention in Louisville, May, 1857. The committee further recommended
that a special committee, of Dr. B. Manly, Sr., Dr. Poindexter and Dr. Jeter, be
appointed to make a study during the year and report at Louisville on the
following:

What funds exist subject to the control of Baptists for theological instruction
in each of the institutions at the South and South-West;

Whether the trustees or other parties, holding legal control over these funds,
can and will contribute them in any form, and if any, what, to the uses of a
common theological institution to be located at any other point within or
without the limits of their own States severally — should aforesaid
Convention, to assemble at Louisville, in 1857, adjudge such different
location best for the common good;

Whether these funds, in case they are limited to a spot, can and will be placed
within the control of such a board of trustees as may be appointed by
competent authority agreed upon for a common theological institution,
located at a point now occupied; also, if any restrictions are to be imposed on
the use of such funds, when placed under new authority — what restrictions.

That the same committee be authorized and requested to use adequate means
for ascertaining what efforts will be made in favor of any location already
occupied or not by the inhabitants and friends thereof, and what pecuniary
subscriptions or pledges will be given as a nucleus, in case such location
should be selected for the common institution; the object of all these inquiries
being to ascertain, in the fullest measure possible, whether such a demand is
felt for a common institution of this kind as may be a basis and
encouragement for future united action. >

Rev. James P. Boyce was a member of the committee, and his hand is seen in
its writing. * In July, following the Augusta convention, the State Convention
of South Carolina made an offer, having reference to the third paragraph of the
resolutions of the Augusta education convention, just quoted. Dr. Boyce was a
leader in each convention. He apparently had his plan for consummating the
long cherished central theological school, as follows: The education
convention in Augusta would appoint a committee to inquire into the resources
and possibilities, to report a year hence; in the interim, the South Carolina
Convention would make a definite offer on the basis of the committee’s
instructions; the committee would make its investigations and report the
responses from different states, and lay the whole matter before the education
convention in Louisville, including the concrete offer from South Carolina.
The terms proposed were: That the theological funds of Furman University
would be turned over to the trustees of the general theological school, that
South Carolina would increase these funds to $100,000.00, on condition that



the pro-posed seminary be located in Greenville and that the other states raise
an equal amount. *

The education convention met in Louisville, May 7, 1857. There were eighty-
eight delegates from Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, Arkansas,
Tennessee, and Kentucky. There was much earnest discussion and some
serious difference of opinion on the merits of the South Carolina offer, but the
final vote on acceptance was unanimous. The advocates of other locations
presented the claims of their respective colleges, e.g., Georgetown and Union
University. There was at times sharp disagreement.

Dr. Manly, Sr., president of the education convention, wrote to his wife:

Sabbath afternoon. | redeem a moment to say that yesterday after-noon the
matter of the Theological Seminary was decided in favor of Greenville — no
one voting, No.

It is perfectly wonderful — the effect of prayer and love. God’s hand is in it.
G — (of Tennessee) made every effort in private and some loud and noisy
efforts in public, to prevent action, to distract counsels; but at last he was
powerless, as limber as a rag, overborne and conquered. When it was done, |
said a few words and we all knelt and bowed down and worshipped. | prayed,
and all wept, and what was my surprise before | could stand erect, to find G
— grasping my hand and saying that he wanted to take it once, at least, before
we unite in heaven. The hand of God has been signally manifest. What so
many have longed for and sought, but never found, God has now enabled us
to see practicable. The Lord hasten it in his time! 7>

DECISION AND LOCATION

The education convention adjourned to meet in Greenville, South Carolina,
May 1, 1858, to organize the new institution. It was hoped to begin work in the
fall of that year, but all arrangements could not be perfected by that time, the
decisive consideration being the failure to complete the faculty. Dr. Broadus
and Dr. Winkler declined, but Dr. Broadus reconsidered and finally accepted.
The convention occupied five days in full and free discussion. The two great
questions were the course of study and the fundamental doctrinal principles. In
order to meet the needs of the Southern Baptist ministry, a curriculum was not
set forth, but a number of separate “schools” were set up. A ministerial student
could, on the basis of his previous preparation, carry the work of as many of
the schools as he desired.

The question of the doctrinal position of the new seminary was of tremendous
importance. If the new school was to be a Southern seminary, it must be
Southwide in its reach and sympathies.



While, however, it was deemed essential to avow distinctly and unreservedly
the sentiments universally prevalent among us, both as to doctrine and
practice, it was equally important that upon those questions upon which there
was still a difference of opinion among Southern Baptists, the Seminary
articles should not bind the institution. ... The members present were mostly
from the East. In the West chiefly there had lately arisen peculiar views
known as Landmarkism. *® Had those present chosen, they might have
inserted an article which would forever have prevented any one holding such
views from even being a professor in the Seminary. The whole influence of
the institution would thus perpetually have been cast against those views.
Would that have been just? So also as to any other question upon which there
was division of opinion. ...

It will be seen, therefore, that the wise course of the Convention was to
[refrain] from binding the Seminary upon any point upon which the
denomination is not agreed.” '

An abstract of principles was prepared, mainly the work of Dr. Basil Manly,
Jr., and adopted by the education convention in Greenville. They set forth the
great fundamental teachings that have been held by Southern Baptists, without
aligning the Seminary with any group emphasis or local practices. Every
professor has subscribed to these principles to this day.

OPENING OF SOUTHERN SEMINARY

The Seminary opened its doors in Greenville in the fall of 1859. The first
faculty — James P. Boyce, chairman, John A. Broadus, Basil Manly, Jr., and
William Williams — has never been surpassed, and perhaps not equalled, by
the first faculty in any seminary in America. They had received the highest
intellectual training that America offered — the University of Virginia, Brown,
Harvard, Princeton Seminary, Newton Theological Institution. They set a
standard of high scholarship united with a deep, genuine piety, a standard
carried on by their successors.

In the beginning no money was invested in buildings, the idea being that
provision should first be made for the support of the teachers. The discarded
house of worship of the First Baptist Church, first rented, then bought, was
divided by inexpensive partitions into two lecture rooms and a library. % The
first volumes in the library were the theological portion of the Furman
University library.

There were twenty-six students the first session, representing Virginia, South
Carolina, North Carolina, Alabama, Florida, and Missouri. Among them were
J. William Jones, chaplain of Lee’s army during the war; and C.H. Toy, who

planned to be a missionary to japan and later became a member of the



Seminary faculty. The second session the enrolment was increased by ten, with
several other states represented.

SEMINARY SUSPENDED BY WAR

At the close of the third session, June 1862, it was thought best to suspend the
work of the Seminary because of the war. Dr. Boyce, chairman of the faculty,
requested the professors to retain their connection with the institution, with the
understanding that they engage in other pursuits to provide a living until the
reopening of the Seminary seemed practicable. For a season, both Dr. Boyce
and Dr. Broadus served as Confederate chaplains. During the war, Dr. Broadus
began his Commentary on Matthew. ** He was also a contributor to Kind
Words in its first years.

Early in the summer of 1865, Dr. Boyce called the faculty together to consider
the possibility of resuming work in October. The outlook was discouraging.
The institution had practically no financial resources, although, fortunately,
there was no debt. When the four professors came together, after praying much
over the question, Dr. Broadus said, “Suppose we quietly agree that the
Seminary may die, but we’ll die first.” They held together. When the Seminary
did reopen November 1, only seven students were enrolled. In the homiletics
class, Dr. Broadus had only one student, and he was blind. He gave that one
student the best he had. Those lectures were the basis of the textbook
Preparation and Delivery of Sermons, now used in seminaries around the
world.

REOPENING AFTER THE WAR

The Seminary remained in Greenville until 1877, but it was increasingly
apparent that South Carolina, prostrate from the war, could not provide
adequate support for it. Early in the 1870’s, definite steps were taken to secure
a more favored location and to provide endowment. The Southern Baptist
Convention, meeting in Mobile in 1873, gave its hearty approval to the plea by
Dr. Boyce that the Seminary be removed. A financial crisis which swept over
the country that summer delayed removal, and 1877 came before the Seminary
could be located in its new quarters in Louisville, Kentucky. Greathearted
friends in Kentucky and other states in the territory of the Southern Baptist
Convention had brought cash and pledges to the point where the trustees, the
faculty, and many friends believed the movement to finance the seminary in its
new home would succeed. Still, as the months passed, urgent need for large
gifts became apparent. Dr. Boyce and his colleagues prayed that God would
lead someone to give $50,000.00 to endow a chair in the institution.



The answer to their petitions came. One day, early in 1880, Dr. Boyce came
into a colleague’s study, holding out an open letter, and saying, “Here is the
answer to our prayer.” The letter was from former Governor Joseph H. Brown
of Georgia, inviting Dr. Boyce to visit him and explain the financial situation
and prospects for the Seminary. When Dr. Boyce returned from that trip, he
had with him $50,000.00 in cash and first-class securities.

After the charter of the Seminary had been amended, requiring that the
principal of all contributions for endowment made since February 1, 1880, be
held forever sacred and inviolate, only the income to be expended, the Nortons
of Louisville gave a very generous sum. Then came encouraging responses
from New York.

RELATION TO THE CONVENTION

The life of the Seminary was intimately related to the life of the Convention,
not only in providing trained leaders, but in the significant reinforcement given
to the Convention by Boyce, Broadus, and other members of the faculty in
some of the most critical periods in the history of the Southern Baptist
Convention. Dr. Boyce presided at nine sessions of the Convention (1872-
1879, 1888). He was president of the Convention in 1879 when Southern
Baptists decided definitely to continue as a distinct organization rather than
renew intimate relati