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90—/ ioutheastezlﬂn Seminary is pleased to share the 1980-81 Carver-Barne
ectures with you. They were delivered on our campus by Dean Walts
Shurden, Southern Baptist Theological Seminary. S5

Dr. W. W. Barnes and Dr. W 0. Carver were tw
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LECTURE I
“The Southern Baptist Synthesis: Is It Cracking?”

erét‘:-ai not a Baptist but a Roman Catholic who recen_tly
Unrece There is no hope for the future if the”past remains
only Oelved and U‘nconfessed and unforgiven.” | u_;ould add
femaj HEMOrd. _ “There is no hope for the future if the past
un non S Unreceived and unconfessed and unforngen—_—ar}d
istoﬁw?' .I am not plugging my disciphqe nor engaging in
tion OfCa histrionics when I say to you with all tbe convic-
rema; my soul: “No hope... for the future... if the past
Ins unknOWn'n
for tv?,ve be?“ amember of a Southern Baptist church now
my caﬁnfty-fwe years—all of my adult life. And because of
Commjt rom God to minister, because of my professional
Unapoi ment as a Baptist historian, becausg [ am an
attem (t)getlc lover of things Southern Baptist—I have
aptisli l('ed to be more than a casual observer of Southern
SO dee llfe' And never in the last twenty-fxye years havel fe]_t
Nation p}% the urgency of history for the life of our denomi-
as be Nowing our heritage is no longer a plaything: it
loose €Come an imperative thing. Forces and fa_ctors are
QWare N our denomination and our society which make
blunt] Ness of heritage a necessity, not a luxury. To put ltl
eritay’ We are facing the erosion of a rich depomlpatlona
eritage which cannot be preserved by ignoring oué
Orgivge' We must receive it all. We must confess an
g much of it. But, above all, we must know it.
Crackigogf,c is “The Southern Baptist Synth_ess: fIshIt
Iotest 87" One of the common interpretations O fthe
e ieva[m Reformation has to dowith the d!SSO]Uthl:] o) the
Peripq a Synthesis. It goes roughly like this: Durm% the
evelq Om Charlemagne to the Renaissance th ere
Wag Coped a synthesis in Western Europe. That synt emsf
hume..tructed around the Roman Catholic Church. r::}lccs)
edycar. e and experience—music, art, econo 4
realﬁ;tlon, politics, gnd philosophical perceptxgnsd gf
the —allof those were brought together, synthesize t,)}n
unit, O}Tar? Catholic Church. Life was a neat and stabile
in is enin the fourteenth century cracks began to appeapx;
tising - nthesis. The cracking came from many sources.

National; iti ity. Then there
W alism olitical unity 2 7
as 2 cracked the p lism. And finally “a

- Mystic; 3 ;
Wilqifseca s, humanism, and nomin r
oA o) king and
Ui entered f the Lord, wrec
Uining T the vineyard o O et allvAT d

then he medieval Humpty-Dumpty
Temajn; e Enlightenment stamped irreverently (_;n ﬂ';z
Nevey tng Pleces. The synthesis was shattered. Life w

Y nc? be the same again in the west. e
analog Stretch of the imagination do I want to pres ;
fo Sug Y- 1 simply want to use the metaphor. What I dc;] wa:
N the g?st is that a Southern Baptist synthesis was S ?:_Peth
Centyy; 'Shteenth, nineteenth, and first half of the twen't !
blace ©s. I then want to point to some signiﬁqant stresset
10 mage 1 that synthesis since World War IL Finally, I wagr
Stregg 2 €losing observation on livingin a synthesis un

s Shape

say that the
ists of their

Lo
I he Southern Baptist Synthesis: It

am be;
Extent (b)femg only three-fourths facetious when I
the knowledge of some Southern Bapt

denominational heritage reaches all the way back to the last
meeting of the Southern Baptist Convention which they
attended! These are the rootless among us. On the other
hand, some others think we emerged from the waters of
Jordan with a full blown denominational structure. Baptist
principles are certainly rooted in biblical convictions, but
the shape of the denominational synthesis emerged in a
later period. Let me now try to identify some of the com-
ponents of that synthesis.

The Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries. During
the 18th and 19th centuries at least four distinct traditions
among Baptists of the South helped shape the Southern
Baptist synthesis.

The Charleston Tradition. The first of these is the
Baptist tradition which emerged out of Charleston, South
Carolina. In the 18th century Charleston was to the Baptists
of the Southern colonies what Philadelphia was to Baptists
of the Middle Colonies—the hub of Baptist activity.
Organized in the late 17th century, the First Baptist Church
of Charleston was not only the first church in the South, it
was for a number of years the most influential church. From
its influence in 1751 came the Charleston Association—the
first Baptist association of the South. William Screven
(D. 1714) planted the Charleston Tradition; Oliver Hart
(1723-1795), a later pastor of First Church, spread the
tradition when he founded the association; but the revered
Richard Furman (1755-1825), pastor at Charleston for
thirty-eight years, perfected the tradition.

The tradition had roots. It was rooted in the Particular
Baptists of England, who in turn were rooted in English
Calvinistic Puritanism. The Charleston Tradition is one of
the major reasons why E. Brooks Holifield of Emory could
say, “The Southern Baptist Convention is one of the last
great repositories of the Puritan Tradition in America.”
Puritanism is still difficult for scholars to define. But at the
heart of it were two central affirmations which were
bequeathed to Charleston. One was the centrality of
religious experience; the second was the sole authority of
Holy Scripture.

The Charleston Tradition, personified in Richard
Furman, may be summarized in one word, and that word is
ORDER. Charleston provided theological order. In 1767
the Charleston Association adapted and adopted the
Philadelphia Confession of Faith. Naturally, it became
known as the Charleston Confession. Calvinistic in
character, that confession became a consensus of Baptist
thelology in the South. While it was a confession which
expressed a Baptist consensus, it was never intended as a
creed to bind a Baptist conscience. That part of our
heritage, it appears, will have to be relearned.

Charleston alone provided ecclesiological order. “A
Summary of Church Discipline” was adopted by the
Charleston Association. This early church manual insisted
upon the independence of the local churches. But it avoided
“lone rangerism” in church life by balancing the demand for
local church independency with a call for cooperation in
associational life. Southern Baptist connectionalism in
denominational polity comes from Furman through W.B.

Johnson. Cooperation was a key.



And then there was liturgical order. It represented a style
in public worship that was ordered and stately, though
pulsating with evangelical warmth. The ordinances were
more important to these 18th century Baptists than to many
of their successors. Worship appeared to be neither spon-
taneously charismatic nor primarily revivalistic. It was
directed toward heaven, not earth. The object was to praise
God, not entertain people.

Finally, the Charleston Tradition emphasized ministerial
order. The very first educational fund promoted and
supported by agroup of Baptists in America was initiated by
the Charleston Association in 1755. Charleston never
demanded education as a prerequisite to ministry, but
neither did they demean it. Neither did they make the
mistake of later generations by equating education with
graduation. Richard Furman never graduated, but he was
thoroughly educated. And he insisted that a preacher’s
sermon should, as he put it, “smell of the lamp.”

From this pro-educational, non-anti-intellectual

nary are clearly traced to the Charleston Tradition. James
P. Boyce, an aristocratic and educated South Carolinian,
founded Southern Seminary in 1859 in Greenville, South
Carolina. In 1877 the seminary moved to Louisville,

Kentucky, so it could survive in the penniless days of the
Post-Civil War.

In brief, the Charleston
Puritanism, Calvinistic ¢
tionalism, churchly liturgi
educated ministry. Permit
dub these folk “semi.
Charleston is ORDER.

Tradition consisted of pietistic
onfessionalism, quasi-connec-
cs, and a commitment to an
me a generalization and [ would
presbyterians.” The word for

The Sandy Creek Tradition, The second word in the
Southern Baptist synthesis is ARDOR. And that word came
out of the Sandy Creek Tradition. These were the Separate
Baptists. Much that is distinctive in Southern Baptist life

e fiery frontier folk migrated to the
South and settled in Sandy Creek, North Carolina, in 1755,

They were a people possessed by ardor. And that ardor
expres;sed itself in individualism, congregationalism,
biblicism, and egalitarianism, They released a devotion to
freedom which is without paralle] in Baptist history.
Because they wanted religious freedom to evangelize
every soul who crossed their path, they rejected any
infringement from the state in matters of faith, The result?
The walls of the Southern establishment in matters of
church-state came tumbling down. Because they wanted
ecclesiastical freedom for the local church, they tended to
be suspicious of associational authority. Because they
wanted theological freedom for the individual conscience,
they were reluctant to pledge themselves to confessions of
faith.
3 And their leaders? Shubal Stearnes was their patriarch
and pastor at Sandy Creek. Daniel Marshall, his brother-in.
law, began a Baptist church wherever he could gain two
converts, a motion and a second to the motion. And he did
that in North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia and
Georgia. Samuel Harris was a sheriff turned evangelist who
outran the Church Growth movement by 200 years. And
Elder John Leland, a Baptist freedom lover if ever there
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was one, is probably groaning in his grave over the tlghte;
ing vise of creedalism in Southern Baptist life. He Wasll d
turned off by Baptist confessions of faith that he Catee
them “a Virgin Mary between the souls of men and E
scriptures.” Confessions of faith, he said, “often check aar
further pursuit after truth, confine the mindinto a part"’CXn
way of reasoning and give rise to frequent separation. i
finally he spoke to the subject by saying, “It is somet',n;]
said that heretics are always averse to confessions of fait i
wish I could say as much of tyrants.” He wrote, as James ”
Sullivan would say, with carbolic acid on asbestos P_apeo'
Quickly, now, let me identify four characteri'stnc'stia
Separate Baptist ardor. First, their worship was revivalis :
Stearnes and Company were a highly emotional, dee%g
pietistic kind of people. They had one value: W‘.“,mb]e
people to Jesus Christ and to an emotionally ident'ﬁamp
experience. Faith was feelingand every Sunday was a @ o
meeting. Their praise of God was not vertical but l,";n»,
zontal. Unlike the city-slickers at Charleston, they di 2
praise God by praising God; they praised God by r eachley
women and men. They had a mourner’s bench and t e
expected public groaning, not polite amens. They We
ardent revivalists od
Second, their ministry was charismatic. The call ,Of G a
to preach, like the conversion which preceded it, %e-
internal and experiential, never a professional Chole |
Ministerial education was not encouraged but discoura$
Their preachers Wwere not out to educate but to alarm- 0
their preaching was marked by “a holy whine.” P{O‘:lan:,
tion was immersed in tearful pathos and with a smg-Son
pattern to it that many Southern Baptists since have foues
effective for discovering the holy in life. Of Shubal Stea!"

. . - he
it was said: “His Voice was musical and strong, whic

managed in such a manner, as one while to make f?:
impressions on the heart, and fetch tears from the eyesdl to
mechanical Way; and anon to shake the nerves, an o
throw the animal system into tumults and pertubatio™
hey were ardent preachers!
Third, theijr ecclesiol
formed assq

1758.. But unlike th

Their worsh
charismatic; th
their theologic
literalistic app
nine Christia

5
Ip was revivalistic; their ministry ‘:ﬁb
eir ecclesiology was independent. Fou hly
al approach was biblicistic. With a i3 ut
roach to scripture, they found not W
N rites in the Bible, Their biblicism is wit :
ently opposed to confessions 'Of fa

where non binding confessions had evolved into bind
Creeds. And they had watched the creeds become U
tutes for the

¢
authority of the Wordof God. They would ha‘:d
none of .that. For years, therefore, different postures towady
confessiong| statements kept the Charleston and S2"
Creek Traditiong from merging.

Then what about theijr theology? Were they Calvinists Zt
Moderate Calvinists o just outright Arminians? You
wers from different Baptist historians. qn.
obably to be trysteq as a guide at this p°'

[




L:iaggesald, “It is a matter of fact that the preaching that
is the g N'most blessed of God, and most profitable to men,
Mixed u?_i}t]rm? of Sovereign grace in the salvatl’(’)n of souls,
s 1 Ba ht.tle of what is called Arminianism. .In fact, the
Were h: ]aptlSts were not systematic theologians. They
directed ralds of the sovereign grace of God and they
N brj 1ft to the free wills of all who would lend an ear.
Valistic ; th.e S_an_dy Creek Tradition consisted of revi-
ocalismexfpe“en?lahsm, anti-confessionalism, exaggerated
Song] ey, lerce libertarianism, and a commitment to per:
evangelism. Permit me another generalization, and |
SUQSestigb. th."'se people “semi-pentecostals.” Apd now a
arlest ity Ou marry a semi-presbyterian from
Will get a°nhto a semi-pentecostal from Sandy Creek, you
he SOut}\:]l ole host of Southern Baptists spree_adlr)g allover
NOrth G aqd. That’s what happened. Beginning in 1777 in
harleg ar(?hna and continuing until 1801 in Kentucky, t'he
tOgetherofr"a“s and the Sandy Creekers began coming
Ventiop, z;ndogether they formed the Southen Baptist Co'ni
Snthegjg. the blending helped shape the Southern Baptis
buti’l:g toG °orgia Tradition. The third tradition contri-
€orgja Tthe ‘S‘OUthem Baptist synthesis may be callgd 'the
o two fadition, This tradition is understood by pointing
Anq OCales, not ope. The two are Augusta and Atlantg.
traditior? e are two Baptist leaders who personify this
Southerg~ ey are W.B. Johnson, first president of the
Ofthe HQ aptist Convention, and I.T. Tichenor, the leader
gaptist Cr:e iIssion Board who helped to forge aSoutherr}
s of ¢ NSCiousness in the despairing denominationa
-,e Post Civil War. And the “words” to describe this

}‘rLagition' he word f ia Tradition are
CAL cor R?’r s for the Georgia

Arriyip i :
hi Docllr:g In Augusta on May 8, 1845, W.B. Johnson hadin
formed # a proposed constitution for the about-tO-.be'
tcon‘/enec? Uth«ern Baptist Convention. After the ConV_entlon
Jhe South 2 "Public Address” was drafted to explain why
Ohnsg, <M Baptist Convention was being organized:
o g CuWrote the address. Two ideas dominated those
Sectionali ents. The ideas were denominationalism an
ese ideas have provided for Southern

t S : ;
he Conv ugh of their local color throughout the history of

Fil‘s €ntion,
falways’ssgctlonalism, We Southern Baptists hz?ve not
“Meq “0<eN With candor on why the Convention was
a:maSe. T have‘ often smoke-screened this part of OltJ}Z
di\,q outh §°'091cal differences between Baptists Nor

Sion, o 124 nothing to do with the denomination

aptists at Augusta clearly said s0: Let n.gt

diff(;rt}_]ern this disunion be exaggerated. - - they ’Is'liles;
rhis¥ in ny - SOuthern Baptists are still brethren. %
SOy rticle of the faith ” Nor did ecclesiology
Slllficantlyneg]eCt of the South by the North contribute

INS ;
g.roulj'iwas Slavery which was a part of the larger issue
tion ofghsecﬁonalism in the country. Following 2
for s By ¢ Cotton gin, Baptists of the South becamd
bes]nd the ptlStS’ < Deople who for years to come WOUId
Hhig Fackin hern way of ife. But, that defense WoL 7

Sla\,we m N the 1950’s. Here is a part of our he

ust rece; ie

WiV ga €lve and confess and forgive- .
Qo ISts 3 3AVe oy century Souther
nomin st o Pt color to 19th Southern

Majn  Natio did to every other major 1. Butmy

Alion R:
Poing h BISO"V Was not a Baptist monopo e
S that the slavery issue fueled the

tionalisrrz, of Baptists in the South. No pun intended, it
“colored” the Southern Baptist Convention, It colored it
not only in terms of race, but more generally in terms of
region. Again, Baptists in the South became Southern
Baptists, a regional people. But that would begin crackingin
the 1940’s.

The organization of the Southern Baptist Convention
was also colored by cooperative denominationalism. As
often pointed out by historians, Southern Baptists formed
in 1845 a new kind of denominational structure, one that
was more connectional, more centralized and more co-
operative than any heretofore known among Baptists. They
forsook the decentralized, societal approach of the North
and formed one convention with two Boards, Home and
Foreign, which were accountable to the one Convention.

What would cement this new denominationalism? What
would hold it together? Would it be theological and creedal?
And the answer was given: “We have constructed for our
basis no new creed; acting in this manner upon a Baptist
aversion for all creeds but the Bible.” Southern Baptists
waited eighty years to adopt their first confession, and then
only reluctantly and under pressure. When they adopted
the confession of 1925, however, a crack appeared in the
anti-confessional posture of the SBC.

If the new denomination was not to be united by theo-
logical uniformity, then by what? Article two of the
Constitution answered forthrightly: - “It shall be the design
of this Convention to promote Foreign and Domestic
Missions, and other important objects connected with the
Redeemer’s kingodm. . .” They were organizing a plan, as
the Preamble to the Constitution states, “. . for eliciting,
combining and directing the energies of the whole denomi-
nation in one sacred effort, for the propagation of the
Qoé%e(l;r_)eration was the method. Missions “and other
important objects connected with the Redeemer’s king-
dom” was the motive. Thgt was what happengd at Augusta.

The ideas of sectionahsm and denominationalism were
intensified by LT. Tichenor in 1882. In that year he became
the Executive-Secretary of a crippled Home Mission Bqard,
and moved it from Marion, Alabama, to Atlanta, Gegrgxa. In
order to save the Board from an imminent death, Tichenor
had to do two things. He had to guarantee Sputherp
Baptists’ allegiance to the SouthernBoard by b_reakmg tl:lelr

ort for the Northern Board Home Mnssxon§ Society
SUF')ph was more influential and affluent. He did so by
whic ling to Southerners’ sectionalism. Also, he had to
appea '33 Southern Baptists to work through a central
persuainational mission board rather than through the
fienom,n ly powerful state convention boards. He did so by
maresst tgo the value of a cooperative denominationalism.
pointing ccessful in both cases.
He washsu Georgia Tradition colored the SBC with an
: ST, eectionalism and a devout cooperative denomina-
intense For years the sectionalism restricted us in both
tionalism. Oh'y with Blacks and our outreach beyond the
our relations (l)pur denominationalism, however, provided a
confederacy between churches and the Convention which
cgo&zﬁg’(g?ain part of the genius of the SBC.
sho

dition. The fourth tradition that

The Tenl}l]t'*fsSs‘;]eagnr;l of the synthesis came out of
went into f”‘; Graves is the central figure. Landmarkism
Tennessee. Jement. And Nashville and Memphis, the
“éas; etc}:;i/e”}li%‘:“es of Graves, were the places. To describe
r
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this tradition, so powerful in its impact on the synthesis, let’s
use the words “QUESTIONABLE HONOR.”

[ will forego an enumeration of the Landmark distinctives,
knowing that you are aware of them. But let me make the
crucial point. Landmarkism, with its emphasis on local
church successionism and the exclusive validity of Baptist
churches, Baptist ministers, and Baptist ordinances, gave
to Southern Baptists a claim to fame as being the only ones
God had. Over against the restorationism of the Camp-
bellites and the pedobaptism of the Methodists and
Presbyterians, Landmarkism gave to Southern Baptists a
“trail of blood” which said the oldest is the best. The
assumption was that longevity validates truth. Many
Southern Baptists, however, believed the non-historical
assumption and felt much better about who they were.
Much of our anti-ecumenism and almost all of our sectarian-
ism may be traced to the Tennessee Tradition. In other
words, Landmarkism gave us an identity based on a
fallacious history. By the turn of the 20th century, Southern
Baptists were being told it was not so. Cracks in the Land-
mark structure continued in the 20th century and even to
this day create something of an identity crisis for some
Southern Baptists.

Now, a word of summary concerning these four tradi-
tions. By 1900 this Southern Baptist goulash had been
mixed and stirred and looked something like this.

The Charleston Tradition had poured into the bowl
order, which provided denominational connectionalism, a
theological consensus, and, while never neglecting evan-
gelism, facilitated ministerial education as an important
object of the Redeemer’s kingdom. Charleston provided
leadership and stability for an emerging denomination. it
gave us a churchly identity.

The Sandy Creek Tradition contributed arbor, which
provided revivalistic momentum, an adventuresome spirit
and a love for liberty. It gave us an evangelistic identity.

The “Southernness” of the Georgia Tradition gave us a
cultural identity. Just as important, however, it intensified
the denominational identity of a close-knit organizational
connectionalism which was present at Charleston. It gave
us a method and a motive for cooperation.

The Tennessee Tradition yielded an ecclesiological
identity resulting in a narrow sectarianism. In doing so,
however, it overlooked the older and continuing Charleston
ecclesiology, which affirmed the universal church. How-

ever, the Tennessee tradition gave a sense of pride to 19th
century Southern Baptists.

The First Half of The Twentieth Century. A process
of denominationalizing had begun among Southern
Baptists before the dawn of the 20th century. A “Southern
Baptist spirit” was developing around distinctly Southern
Baptist institutions. The synthesis solidified around
several institutions and movements in the 20th century.

Institutions and the Denominationalizing Process.
First, the nature and organizational plan of the 1845 SBC, as
I have mentioned before, strengthened the synthesis. A
comprehensive denominational structure, based on co-
operation, encouraged devotion to and financial responsi-
bility for diverse types of Christian ministry. The syntehsis
of the convention was missionary, not doctrinal, in nature,

Second, the Foreign and Home Mission Boards sym-
bolized the synthesis. Both were begun in 1845. Both
elicited support from Baptists all over the South and South-
west. Both became a bond of denominational loyalty.

8
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Third, Baptist colleges, though formed under state
conventions, rather than the Southern Baptist Convention:
nevertheless helped to create a Southern Baptist con
sciousness.

Fourth, The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary;
while organized outside the Southern Baptist Convention,
was widely and correctly perceived as a Southern Baptist
institution. It, and the five other Southern Baptist semt
naries which followed in the 20th century, afforde
Southern Baptists a theological educational enterprisé
which has to make Furman and Boyce and Carroll and
Dement and Stealey grin all over heaven. Rooted in the
Word of God and made possible by Southern Baptist €O
operation, these six schools, which contain 20% O_f al
theological students in the U.S. and Canada, have provide
Southern Baptists with justifiable denominational pride.

Fifth, the Woman’s Missionary Union, organized in 188%
underscored missions as the one sacred effort of t.he
Convention. Women became denominationalists by S‘V,mg
their money, encouraging the local churches to give theirs
and by educating the children, young people, and the me"
in missionary education. :

Sixth, by 1891 the Southern Baptist Convention had itS
own Sunday School Board. No institution has done more
denominationalize and synthesize Southern Baptists- t
lassoed every interdenominational movement that camé
down the churchly pike in the latter 19th and early zot‘h
centuries and promptly “Southern Baptistized” it. This
was true of the interdenominational B.Y.P.U., the inte"
denominational Baraca Sunday Schools, and the intef;
denominational student movement. The SSB has prOV‘de
a common literature, challenged our educational progra™®
to set common standards of excellence, stressed the co™
mon task of evangelism, and produced and published I
1940 the first “Southern Baptist Book of Commo"
Prayer”—the Broadman, and later, Baptist hymnal. It has
united us with everything from Vacation Bible School to th®
January Bible Study, common Christian stock in mo®
Southern Baptist churches, Whilo unifying us, it has M0
uniformed us; no organization can or should do that. Th®
denominational unity created by the Board has not O
respected Southern Baptist diversity; it has, when
under critics’ attacks, encouraged it,

Other Develop
commissions of the
the Southern Bapt
mention, | would,

ments. All of the other agencies ang
SBC have made signal contributions !
ist synthesis. But time precludes t ele
however, call your attention to thr®
other developments in the 20th century which must not bg
overlooked. They are the Executive Committee, the 1 2

Confession_ of Faith, and the 1925 Cooperative Progra™

Formgd_ in 1917, the Executive Committee has becoﬁé
the administrative and organizational linchpin of the SB:
It has been of en

. . . h‘
_ enormous value in coordinating a mu3
rooming denomination,

“The Baptist Faith A d of
Southern B 1th and Message of 1925” was a kind

15
rogram became the financial synth®
of : . B ¢ n

Southern Baptists, Tt 1s the life-line of the Sout ert

Baptist way for doing the gospel. Without its developm®




in 1925, th

> the § :

g‘fferent peol;)]gt};fem Baptist Convention would today bea

‘i‘DDOrt for the CSOUther_n Baptists fail to increase their
erent in the futu(;‘;peratlve Program, the SBC will be

H. Th
eS
Outhern Baptist Synthesis: Its Stresses

SinCe W
ccades, D?]ngowar I, and particularly in the last two
stOUthem Bapti menal stress has been placed on the
reis Points, st synthesis. Let me identify some of the
ere hag
g]ue-to e g:c?en a cultural stress. This has been partially
mll.WOY]d ng'aph1Ca1 expansion of Southern Baptists.
anrgalned fairly caor I, the geographical base of the SBC
State . LLNWest Btham’ centered in the Southeast, South,
i ereadded to the wrioma o 1942 only six additional
and edwith the SBC e original fourteen state conventions
Tus Nave chy - Today we have 34 state conventions
WO forces r_CheS‘m all fifty states of the Republic.
Buc:ntgel"sm a{,ené'gra“o” and a continuing emphasis on
Negg” € exXpans;i Onrehated this new geographical distribution.
ineyir.r SOUthern B as placed pressure on the “Southern-
Con]tably Produ daphSt life. Geographical expansion has
midc;; Ntion, Wh(':le a growing cultural pluralism in the
cha) e-class der, e still a predominantly regional, white,
F €Nged |, omination, the synthesis is beginning t0 be
So pae amgl cultural diversity.
Drelgher.n Bapet’is?pprOXimately 30% of the churches in the
Sout?, Inant]y ethqeneyal Convention of California aré
member aptist nic minority. And an estimated 90% Qf
that €rships, A ghurChGS in California have multiethnic
e‘lermore etnni nd the trend, for which we thank God, is
Cosm, €ar, hilc minorities are coming into our churches
Selisropolitanisme thanksgiving is in order for the increasing
Peg S Succeg of Southern Baptist life and our evarn
Ple toade Ses, we must face the need to orient new
Som knoy, : oénmahonal heritage they have inherited but
ha‘lee Bo]dGoi: many do not understand. In addition to
{0gey *ome 8015 » Bold Growing, and Bold Giving, we myst
i“fit)che~r‘ nd Knowing of what holds this Convention
Cu]trlnaﬁon O\fNe can do this without resorting to an
a"Othtural dive our past regionalism and Lankmarklsm.
fooy S direct; rsity has come at Southern Bapfists from
Withs on Blackgn' The Civil Rights struggle of the 60’s witha
thesia focyg 0 and the Human Rights struggles of the 70's
o OUS' ] Untr'll women have both also stressed the sy
ge”ui; eritage1 we update our Baptist freedom, SO central
Cony; 2 Open and make our Convention and churches
e, to all Southern Baptists, the strés® wil

Stress point is denominational loyalty-
way from the

Org A1 anti
n?:'Z"- ecEt;}Sts stayed a country mile 2 .
Rop, V. A enical movement of the early part of this
lighy the shary et some Southern Baptists who would have
Enco N the m'F:jeSt critics of that kind of ecumenism aré
stiTnulllrag»ed bl dle of a new fundamentalist ecumenism:
Dralated by t% the boom of the electronic church, an
Unbey Majoriy,, &, 2ctivity of para-church groups suchas the
Mopy Svable Y, this new non-denominationalism has made
PI‘ hS bac lnroads into Southern Baptlst life. Seve{a
r. Bill Pinson had alittle article in the Baptist
the Evan-

Sefio Ntit] )
j a] th ed) x - s
g}abtisi?l-f i Can Southern Baptists Survl];/et oo thern
e lie that 90

Ne C
g fung ve presence ©
Uthery, ,-nemcalthreat
oes not comeé

S Point was, and it is a good 0né;
amenliel-er‘)ded by the pervasi
= alist ecumenism. The ect
Ptist denominational lovalty d

from the left; it comes from the ri

Baptists have more loyalty to non-Sgﬁ}t]lgérioge t,SOUthern
naries, non-Southern Baptist agencies, and no,': ‘Ssts semi-
Baptist movements, than they do to the de h '0ut.hem
enterprise. nominational

And this allegiance manifests anoth :

that is financial. Statistics on the Coedpsetrrstsijepgm’ ang
have continued to look good. What these statisticsrggram
demonstrate, however, is how much Southern BO ?,Ot
money is being siphoned off from the Cooperative Proap 2
and channelled to non-denominational causes Sa.dgram
associate of the PTL ministries: “We don’t keeb stz;t' ct).ne
on denominational preferences because that goes a l; =
what Jim [Bakker] meant for us to be—-interdenosr;n!nSt
tional. But a good per cent of our supporters are Ba tis;nai
expect.” And Pat Robertson’s  Christian Brol?adcs’t
Network indicates that Baptists, the Network’s lar ast
denominational contributor, give about 30% of what fun%e?

i It would be interesting and disconcerting to compare tis
total receipts of the SBC’s Radio and Television Come
mission to the total amount given by Southern Baptists t -
the non-denominational electronic church. And do 00
imagine that the Christian Life Commission will get as mﬁcﬁ
Southern Baptist money this year as Jerry Falwell’s Moral

Majority? 9
A leading critic of the Southern Baptist agencies is
ly to have told some churches in Virginia to

reported recent
“give at least enough” to the Cooperative Program “to have
the maximum number of messengers” at the Southern

Baptist Convention so as to control the Convention. No
wonder that some among us would resist a revision of the
SBC Constitution which would call for a more liberal
financial contribution in order to participate in the denomi-
national process. Such a revision would impact churches on
either end of the theological spectrum.

There are at least two other stress points which are
integrally related. And they are creedal and theological in
nature. But they shall be discussed in the next lecture.

1. The Southern Baptist Synthesis: Its Future

Well, is the synthesis breaking up? No, not breaking up;
cracking, yes But maybe better, it is reshaping. Some o;‘
the elements in the synthesis needed to be cracked. Our
regionalism and our racism had to go if Southern Baptists
were to be true to the gospel they proclaimed. And our
Landmarkism simply could not withstand our devotion to
the study of scripture or our heritage which came from
Charleston, or our presence in a new world. We had
another ecclesiology, both biblical and historical, which
had to emerge-

Martin Marty recently referred to the Southern Baptist
Convention s the Catholic Church of the South. He

big and powerful and semi-

meant, [ guess, that we are
established. He knows us vy‘ell enough, however, to have
meant that there is a kind of protestant catholicity” among

Southern Baptists. We have always been a diverse people
The statement is not made simply as a plea for tolerance,
though that in itself would justify it. It is made as a historical

fact.
We came from

from rustic Cross
educated and uneducated.
we came with educatlonal.n
Jocal church and the univers

sophisticated cities like Charleston and
roads like Sandy Creek. We came
ted. We came with evangelism and
nstitutions. We came with the
al church. We came with

9



Calvinistic theology, Arminian theology and with no
theology. We came applauding confessional statements
and we came deploring confessional statements. We came
affirming culture and rebuking culture. But mostly, |
think, we just came together. That togetherness is a mar\’ze]
to those of us on the inside and a mystery to those on the
outside. And it is the togetherness, the diversity, the
synthesis, which we must receive and confess and for’give
Above all, we must know it. Or there will be no hope for the
denomination’s future.

10




2 ILECTURE ||

AC : e Inerrancy Debate:

omparative Study of Southern Baptist Controversies”
s

South

d .ern Ba .

agbgte In the 20?}2%5 are presently in their fourth major

The 'S generally kno“e,ntury. The first came in the mid-1920s

Elli()tsecond came i n as the Fundamentalist Controversy.

thro t Controyers in the early 1960’s and is known as the

C ltlgh the early 5{9 Tf’le third began in 1969 and lasted

bega Toversy. And 70’s and is known as the Broadman
Nin the ate 19”0\3‘/ the fourth, the Inerrancy Debate,

the tS}’\ PUrposeis tOC70 s and the end is not in sight.

the, lree which pre Ompare the contemporary conflict with

the Cevant pieces Cfeded it. I will try to provide as much of

lmit Ontrasts ang of each story so that you can see clearly
ationg i, nd similarities, though there are obvious

an address of this length.

LT
S Theyie. .
Istorical Contexts of the Debates

deb be ShOUId . !

tio”g}es_ e C?)i?en with the historical contexts of the

debat. he Spirit of t})m(ts'are bqth national and denomina-

Conty Within Chy; e times will not necessarily determine

i Ibute, hey istian denominations, but they certainly

focyy can projon can fuel the fire or they can dampen it.
S it Or they o it or they can abbreviate it. They can

Verg, Ut qu€5;t§33n distract it.

Sou&l More in‘gn, the social matrix of the

is 5 t.ern Baptist immatory than any of t
! Plists have known. Politically an

current contro-
he other three
d religiously, it

WMpeay . Of “hit lists.”

right_?v ea palrstts' The Southern Baptist inerrantists

AWay f]nQ. B Thoes ]Of both the new religious and political
rld is not moving toward toleration but

Woy, om jt » o .
lg’.“dge thaia;\? Martin E. Marty. And most, I think,
the 13'”9; away fy, arty is correct in his observation.

Outh 20s ang t(})]m toleration—that was partially true of
Becauer“ Baptist Ce fll’st' fundamentalist attack on the
Use c: € While the ngwentlon_ Only partially true, however:

s were characterized by an impulse to

agqy €rcion
esg; to
legislasﬁ“'eness, oflt)}zeser"e the past, as expressed in the
: e Ku Klux Klan and the introduction of
n in public

Scho On tq
0
E)Se of] » they il,rz:’em the teaching of evolutio
Ua] , PPers anii also “the roaring twenties.” It was
}?ave b°°ds existed speakeasies, of frolicking and gaiety-
limg, C99un as a then and now, but it seems t atthe80’s
If . Othing ; more serious and far more conse
0 _he natioi IS now dark gray!
Ralr;}it Was notatl turn to the righ.t was par
ot 1, Elliot a rue at all of the early 60's
g U0V bynd his book, The Neeto)
g iy O Omir?;‘tlture, For the 60’s (not even
he Broness and ]'egi by repression but by an
e O‘nteratlon. Nor was it true O
v Thg than the 66§Versy in the early 70’s, thou
€ rj o34 y
4 Very Strog: t-wing movement in the denomination
&)“me (ff"ts amOngeé ally in the culture than have previous
oot Ving me Southern Baptists. This decade may be
en’s souls, but it may also become atime

Co
Wae “ercj
%3 NS Men's s
ouls. The Norrisite attack on the
bout five years:

Ths 4prg
Elliott Contro-

rvative

tially true of the
The criticism O
of Genesis, Wa3
the early 60’s)
emerging per
f the days of
gh slightly

e re lem o bl
A heat leth,n the Convention for 2
as between 1921-1926. The

versy lasted almost thre
Broadman debate (1969-1;7:23})?&‘\55(a (1_11961'63)» as did the
gears of the present con e el a(;/g already had two
Patterson plan, it will last as lon goraingiojthezesslet;
of the SBC agencies. They have gna: it takes to gain control
and there is no good reason not to bz;;:ced aten-year plan,
promised persistenc.e‘ Again, the genera\ﬁea ttriem' g‘hey have
agle3 n;ay }l;le:p sl;lstam the movement osphere of the
ut what about the de d
cpntroversies? In the 1920’s rt1]'(1)em S":)ittlgre]:;: g:ntt.ext of the
tion was not as \_/uln.erable to critics as it is tod p lifx Conven:-
sense of denommatnonal loyalty existed. Lea daey. stronger
Convention knew each other better. In additiros within the
half of the decade (1919-1924) Southern B rt].’ the first
engaged in their first massive financial cam a.ap ists were
to raise seventy-f}ve million dollars. That cgnignz an effort
1nc1deptal]y. It raised only fifty-nine million apdalgn fajied,
agencies were left with heavy debts. Part of thg thelsbd
that fz;nlurg was the Fundamentalist und repsomigy
denominational allegiance. ercutting  of
So dollars dominated the 20’ :
These dollars were in the form o? trf;r5§8:rt1}:e_? Bap?'s.ts'
Campaign and the national depression. Sjirvilvv'e Million
mination was more important to most S"(‘)it ﬁs a
n hearing what Frank Norris and C.P. St e]m
ne other thing should be noted In th lga ey
S.outhern Baptists had not experienced ans'; se Aefiiele
vious denominational squabbles. Residuals or;mfjs A
tensions were not as present then as today. e
In the Elliott Controversy, Southern Baptists had j
emerged from the secure cocoon of “the religious ?f i
The Convention was expanding in every way. A 1 thes_
denominational consciousness had gotten stron : ang
the Elliott Controversy was thirty-five years remo?/eg f %
the fundamentalist fire of the 1920’s. There et L
smoldering ashes to fan into a blaze. : LR,
From the Elliott Controversy of the early 1960’s t
present debate, however, there were ashes. And thfe %the
d again. The sense of victory in the resrinoavvael

flared again an
his teaching post at Midwestern fueled

of Ralph Elliott from
a militancy which became more and more assertive

By the time of the Broadman Controv e
1969, religious America had gone thro:g:;y@?]i?nsmgg o
Ahlstrom called “the tumultuous 60’s.” Southern Bay tpe%;
were acquainted with the phrase. In addition to the Ep"'-Sttst
Controversy at Midwestern, New Orleans Coie S
Southeastern Seminary had theological rumblings asy aﬂ
as did Southern Seminary. Also, throughout the ey av:fje
the prophetic posture of the Christian Life Commission !
the issue of Civil Rights caused consternation. Not on‘Z"
put three times motions were presented on the floor of th:
Convention to abolish the Commission. Walker Knight
editor of Home Missions magazine, was also in the fra ¥ A
minor theological fuss developed in 1969 when Broad#{
Press published SBC president W.A. Criswell’s bogﬂ
entitled h the Bible Is Literally Ture. And fo
months b lease of Volume I of The Broa dm:,:

strong deno
Baptists tha
had to say. O

Why I Preac
ofore the re
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i entary, a motion was presented at the New
ggfario&nr:ventirgn “that the Convention urge the Sunday
School Board to have all writers to sign a statement with
each manuscript of belief in the infallibility of the entire
Bible, and that the seminaries secure irom professors a like
statement annually.” The motion failed, but served as a
prelude to the Broadman Controvery.

From 1969 to 1973 every one of the tyvelye volumes of the
Broadman Bible Commentary was criticized. By Conven-
tion action, Volume I had to be wnthdrawn and rewritten,
Following the Broadman conflict, the issues in it and the
Elliott controversy were kept alive by three institutions,
none of which are Southern Baptist related agencies. One is
the Mid-America Baptist Theological Seminary, located in
Memphis, Tennessee. Advertsmg that all professors
subscribe to the plenary verbal mspiration'of scripture, the
school receives much—maybe most—of its funding from
Southern Baptist churches which apparently prefer to
support it on an independent basis than to support t'he six
Southern Baptist Seminaries. '_ftie school has maintained g
low profile in Convention politics. The mere presence of

the school, however, has nurtured controversy in Southern
Baptist circles.

A second organization has
March, 1973, at the First B
Georgia, the Baptist Faith a
agitated for a strict adherence

adopted in 1963 during the Elliott Controversy. The Fellow-
ship has consistently attacked what it perceives as doctrina]

impurity among Southern Baptists through its newspaper,
The Southern Baptist Journal.

Finally, but most significantly,
interdenominational journal edite
became a major tool for “channeling all theological issyes
into the inerrancy debate.” (Henry, The Christian Century,
Nov. 5, 1980, p. 1061) Lindsell, a Southern Baptist church
member whose ministry has been interdenominational in
context, also wrote two books, The Battle For The Bible
(1976) and The Bible In The Bglance (1979), which were
very critical of Southern Bapnsta. In 1978 Lindsell was
elected president of the Baptist Faith and Message Fellow-
hip.
; Lg:y the spring of 1979, whe

Pressler announced plans to elect an SBC President com.
mitted to inerrancy and to end an alleged dirift towarq
“liberalism” in the Convention, the fires had been stoked,
They were stoked by twenty years of denominational
tension. Patterson himself said that the present move wag
brought on “as much as anything else by the unwillingnesg
of certain groups to really deal with the roadman Com,.
mentary issue.” The fires were stoked also by the erosion
of denominational loyalty as represented in the Baptist
Faith and Message Fellowship, by Mid-America Seminary,
and by the Criswell Bible Institute Where Pattersop, IS presi-
dent. And the fires were stoked, thirdly, by Harold Lindsels
writings.

The cumulative effect of all these movements, plyg the
cultural matrix, freight the denomin_ation with aweight jt has
not had to bear in past controversies. It makes the Present
conflict, therefore, far more serioys.

One other factor, often overlooked, is t
Baptists have been in a “generationa] Creas
five to seven years. We haye had a changing
almost every agency and Institution as wel|
the larger pulpits in Southern Baptist life, D

not been quiet. Begun in
aptist Church of Atlanta,
nd Message Fellowship has
to the confessional statement

Christianity Today, an
d by Harold Lindsell,

n Paige Patterson and Pay|

hat Southern
e” for the last
of the guard i
as in some of
€nominationg|
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EY.
P an
leadership has not been able to solidify arolinkdnow each
Mullins or a Herschel H. Hobbs. People do nol vel in the
other well. The result is a very low trust eit has ever
denomination. Polarization is more acute th?nthe context
been in our denomination’s history. And that is inationall
of the inerrancy debate, nationally and denom

Il. The Issues of The Debates ¢

on:
Now, let’s turn to a second area of Com?:sn}iave d
issues of the debates. All four of the cont}’OVersz)un ing
the Bible as a focal point of the rhetoric sur%e limited
controversies. The issues, however, cannot to the point®
“the Battle for the Bibje.” That s to generalize e problem
distortion. Southern Baptists have never hi?t is that very
with the sole authority of scripture. In fact,t'to 1
Baptist Principle which has made us reluctan

: : ny cre
any human words, any confession of faith, or any
the Bible,

Our souls
Word

170
Olutll
5 ot

. 1othe
tive t0
» like Luther’s, have always been cap hat th¢

. that

of God. Southern Baptists have affirmaeddition, 1!
ible, not natural revelation, not churchly tlrdocuments;
is Oops—Baptist or otherwise—, not Creedsa to keeP thf
is our only authority for belief and behavior. ?ive natu .on
record clear, the question is not the authorita terpre atior‘
scripture. But the question has been one of in sity of tie
and approach to our common authority. Dlvefjenial of ! of
Pretation about the Bible is not the same ashad as on
Bible. And that is exactly why Baptists have ul freedorr;
their basic convictions the concept of sofore, art

unning through all four of the debateS{ the_re the Ofd 0
themes: (1) the affirmation that the Bible is s of oP‘m%f
God, (2) the fact that Baptists have diffe,rencereta i
among  themselyes concerning the interp
SCripture,

>
ist MO
here was a specific issue in the Fundamle?it:rll- 1933
ment of the 1920’s. I was the issue of evo uvou i ,?at i5
Frank Norris said, “ intend to start a fight on e it Untlh]itv
on the enomination and [ never expect to s-toptior‘ 173 50
extracted, root and branch, and if the dengm;]naoﬂe P rit’he
it will split over the question of evolution. I u etic e3 o~f n
which C p. tealey, a Norris ally, wanted in AT Evowtloﬁi@
1925 Confession was the phrase “And Not Béo used ing
ny interpretation of the Bible which said that den?!
evolutionary

s
; 7 ed a
! Process in creation was portray

the Bible.

Another isgye in the 1920’s was Frank N%rtlis‘,)ns' Lir[fg
attacks op denominationa] leaders and inst! inar’ d}lfm.”
Scarborough, president of Southwester n SerrLNOr iSlsi\iCh

€ controversy, wrote a little tract entitled am ”w'of‘s
He calleq Norrisism “an old cult under a ne‘l)t:onme 2 lnirl
“.. . gives nothing to associational, state or esentd 'logto
and only €nough to foreign missions to geljIent s utend!” o
the Convention Norris’ hobby, it was said, Wg the issuei@5'

€ Convention ” He and C P. Stealey focuse se in2”llria’ﬂ
Professors in Southern Baptist colleges an 3 Wi
rofessors Ha]] and Dow of Baylor, stater:j Sampecyy'
t of Wake Forest University a?a gun o
Southern Seminary all came under the editor {he
Stealey.

o
versi®> i
In both the Elliott ang Broadman contro®”, gpe

- Nibility: 2F geh
central word was ot “evolution” but “infallibility; 5gne
cally, diver e

itriol

o) ot
: gent interpretations of the booll:i En@515
Constituted  the center of the Conﬂlcl['s.htyOn o
he spotlight shone most brig

ontroversy t




L1,
these ?P?ap C;nent§ of Elliott claimed that to refuse to take
claimeq tﬁ;{rs literally is to deny the Bible. His supporters
Message not Fthe important thing about the Bible is its
Pose Sa:Crificl s literary nature. Genesis 22 anfi the pro-
Certainly ot ethOf Isaac by Abraham was the p}vota], but
€0ate in the B e only, passage of interpretation under
Spirit ofe roadman Controversy.
Orris, dig nant“dQHQminationalism, so prevalent in Frank
Yas undoy Ok ,d,omméte these two controversies. What
Outherp, Criticism in the Elliott Controversy was a
faught in, ¢ aptist seminary professor, the institution he
PUblishe 5 e book he wrote, and Broadman Press which
€esjg C(])' BecaUSe'Henton Davies, the writer of the
o aSouth mmenta_ry in the Broadman Commentary, was
2t the 00 ern Baptist professor, the criticism was directed
leb]ishing it itself and primarily at Broadman Press for

rom ¢ 3
-preSQm ceVOIunOn” to “infallibility,” the code word of the
mdiCation ?ntrQVerSy is “inerrancy.” While there is no
far re atit will remain so, the inerrancy advocates are
controverg-e neral in their accusations than critics in past
Sery iny reles. Baylor University has undergone some
Nameg 0 cently but with no major consequence. And the
Porthg OSIX Or seven seminary professors were listed as
g) MY kn X last spring by Paige Patterson, but no charges,

Oards OWledge, have been filed with their respective
is Tustees,
ﬁr‘marily tStage of the debate the issue does not appear
R~ and 1 be biblical or theological. The issue appears to
~ction of thas- een for two years—political. The very first
Olrgamz ioe INerrancy advocates was to construct political
Stecte at Sls to see that an “inerrancy” president was
fles o 1 SBC. After organizing meetings in several
;nq he way SUpported Adrian Rogers in 1979 for president,
seohticizi gs ele.Cted on the first ballot. Following that the
h Tond termas intensified. When Rogers declinedto serve &
ale Ped elecy 1 this group threw their support behind and
1ost ¢ 0 ailey Smith. The political issue was clarifie
thag e S‘Ioirryn onths ago when Paul Pressler announcec:
inat‘ hi Politi g for the jugular.” He exegeted that to mean
o o S '€l caucus was out to control Southern Ba[?’tlst
forese instit;,t- nd Pressler is aware that “the jugular ©
try haVing nlOns are the trustees. He said, “We are going
'ikes;‘ées of 3 %\t’lledgeéble, Bible-centered, Cbrxst-hq?;)hr;rrlg
Dresebunch of dl;’ lnst_ltutlons’ who are not gomgt}?Sl T
Pofted t, Mmies and rubber stamp everytning ties.
lt(l)cal- them.” So the primary issue at present 1
in 41, Sing] :
athls t geeirr:erson or institution or book is the object: Aijd
% the pnortancy controversy differs from the Broad:

e, the Fp)
deer:ranc E”lott, and, to some degree’ the 20,5' deba;le-
thquinatio VOcates think the problem is systemic to the
stt’;ley regaof}ot isolated to specific cases. The r'esutlito’r‘o;
3 Ing aft : denomind
Qs ¢ fter the machinery of the e s

thi 5 the mj ,
hirg ar "Minds of Southern Baptists. Bu T

C eq 3 :
ONtrey, 9f comparison and that is me
ersles

]

. b
i Whe ®thods of The Debates

N SN Noy.:
espti‘l”()’srrtl}su and Stealey went after the issu
by h 1ally N’Or @ attack was four-fold. First, th
r reiichns’ was charismatic. Norris
5 and er by anybody’s standards. His

“TUsading, intimidating an

¢ of evolution
¢ leadership;
was a Spe’”
language Was
d unambiguous:

once described the mayor of Ft. Worth and his associates
as a “two by four, simian-headed, sawdust-brained, bunch
of grafters.” He accused them of “tampering with thé wires”
of his radio station and declared that “some of you low down
devils that monkey around this property, arrange for your
undertaker before you come around here.” The audience
cheered. Norris was more like Urban II at Claremont
whipping up the troops for a crusade, than he S
Eisenhower, staying in the general’s quarters and mapping
out strategy. Norris had no plan; he had a pulpit!

Second, the approach was journalistic. Norris had “The
Searchlight” and Stealey had The Messenger, the
Oklahoma state paper. Third, Stealey led the fight for a
creedal statement. He was on the committee, chaired by
E.Y. Mullins, to draw up Southern Baptists’ first confes-
sional statement. But in the end, it was not binding enough
for Stealey. That was 1925. One year later the Convention
adopted the McDaniel Statement, a strong anti-evolution
statement that satisfied Stealey. But he and his associates
were not through. Three days after the McDaniel State-
ment was adopted, a resolution was presented, saying,
“that this convention request all its institutions and Boards
and their missionary representatives™ to sign the McDaniel
Statement. Stealey then engineered his home state
convention to withhold undesignated funds of the Coopera-
tive Program from Southern Baptist seminaries whose
faculties refused to sign the statement. The funds were
released in two years even though two of the three faculties
did not sign the statement.

In the Elliott controversies there was no charismatic-led
attack such as that of Norris. K. Owen White, pastor of
First Church, Houston, Texas, and president of the
Convention in 1963, was one of ?he biggest pastoral names.
Nor were there private papers myolved_. The state Baptist
papers, however, were more w1dgly dlvxded than in the
Norris controversy. Also, some critics of Elliott arranged
pre-convention planning cpnferences, put these were
primarily designed to strategize for resolutlons_and motions
on the floor of the Convention. No systematic effort was
made to control the election of trustees for all SB_C
agencies, though there was some effort—and success—in
determining the Midwestern Board. And interestingly
enough, the Confessional statement which came at this
time was not the work of those opposed to.Elhott but of the
established leadership of the Cpnventlon. It was an
establishment effort at peace-keeping. o aid

i e O e

ntary was - -
Broadman GOl Baptist Press (with more

? : debated in the
ship, widely de than they had Elliott), and

: orting Broadman i
sgct)?;issl;r;?red on the floor of the Convention. There were

. ers, no on-going political organization
= mf(‘j ep: ?)?igzsa?gtion to control the agencies. The effort
orre l'neular in purpose—to get the Sunday School Board
was S ntion action to withdraw Volume [ of the commen:-
4 CO?vewas withdrawn and rewritten and while the
tary. It nal Statement of 1963 was used, unsuccessfully,
Colr;f7825 ?:try and ban all twelve volumes, the statement did
in :

role in the strategy of the Broadman critics.
not play a majot dvocates of today? First, they

e inerrancy a ;
What about th up of editors of state Baptist

ainst a gro s :
have run up as Il editorialized against

[ think, almost a
p}fp:;;;’,f’n‘;n*laﬁat . the 1020’s, 1960's, or 1970's have the
the 5

: been so solid in this opposition. !n. fgct, in
iaptlithgfpf}:fee controversies there was a division of
the O
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editorial opinion. This does not appear to be the case today.
However, two independent papers, “The Southern Baptist
Journal” and “The Southern Baptist Advocate” serve as
the media for inerrancy.

The Baptist Faith and Message of 1963 is being used in
the current debate very much like the 1925 Confession was
used by Stealey, but more intensely. In fact, an obvious
effort is being made to redefine the Confession, particularly
the article on Holy Scripture, into stricter words and amore
restricted interpretation. Resolution 16 on Doctrinal Inte-
grity is the most recent attempt at revising the Confession
and transforming it into a creed. A “liberal,” in the minds of
the inerrancy advocates, is now one who believes in the
Baptist Faith and Message as adopted by the Southern
Baptist Convention in 1963.

Notice what has happened to Southern Baptists and
creedalism. In 1845, the SBC said it had no creed but the
Bible. In 1925, it adopted its first confession. W.W. Barnes,
professor of Church History at Southwestern Seminary
and one for whom this lecture series is named, said joyfully
in 1934 that the Confession was received by Southern
Baptist churches generally with “a tremendous outburst of
silence.” Barnes went on, however, to make some ominous
remarks about the Convention adopting doctrinal state-
ments. Said Barnes:

The reception that that creed has received, or
perhaps one should say, has not received, seems to
suggest that Southern Baptists are not vet ready
for doctrinal centralization, but the first step has
been taken. It may be another century, but if and
when the doctrinal question again arises, suc-
ceding generations can point to 1925 and say that
the Southern Baptist Convention, having once
adopted a creed, can do so again, Perhaps by that
time other centralizing forces will have developed
and the convention may have the means and the
method of compelling congregations to take notice
of the creed adopted.

Barnes’ gloomy forecast was wrong on two counts. It did
not take a century, it took only thirty-eight years. And to
this point no effort has been made to force congregations to
adopt it. But, Barnes saw the creedal trend clearly. First,
there is a call for inerrancy. Second, the confessional
statement is interpreted to guard inerrancy. Third, there
are suggestions to revise the Confession to guarantee
inerrancy. Fourth, there is a call for the imposition of the
revised Confession to make binding the inerrancy,
Creedalism is not creeping among us; it is galloping!

The unique thing about the inerrancy debate, however, is
not creedalism. Nor is it the most dangerous thing. The
unique thing and the most dangerous thing is that we now
have for the first time in the Southern Baptist Convention
a highly-organized, apparently well-funded, partisan
political party which is going not only for the minds of the
Southern Baptist people but for the machinery of the
Southern Baptist Convention,

Their method is clear. First, they turn out the votes at the
annual meeting of the SBC even if they must bus people in.
Second, they seek to elect an SBC president who they
believe is committed to their goals. Third, their president
appoints a Committee on Committees sensitive to their
goals. Fourth, the Committee on Committees names a
Committee on Boards sensitive to their goals, Fifth, the
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Committee on Boards nominates to the SBC trustees who
are sensitive to their goals, Sixth, you get the votes back ou{
to the Convention to make sure the Committee on Boards
report is accepted. In no controversy in the history of the
Southern Baptist Convention has the system been misusé

this way. Those who say that “this is just the same old thing
are unaware of our heritage.

IV. The Consequences of the Controversies

Well, what have been the consequences of the four
controversies? [ have intimated at this throughout the
lecture. But let me summarize, 2

The consequences of the Norris-Stealey movement?
(1) A confession of faith was adopted which was satisfactory
to neither side but generally accepted by all. (2) Southern
Baptists were unsuccessful in their $75 million campaign:
(3) A specific anti-evolution statement was adopted_an
attempts made to impose it. (4) Norris was discredlted’
forced from the Convention and was successful in alienat
ing a few ministers and churches from the Convention:
(5) Stealey was eventually dismissed from his editOYSh!p't

The consequences of the Elliott Controversy: (1) Elliot
was dismissed, not for heresy, but for insubordination. F€
was fired because he would not promise that he wouk
voluntarily refrain from re-publishing his book. (2) The bo@
was not banned by Convention action but it was N0
republished by administrative decision of the Sunday
School Board. (3) A young seminary was severly cripple:
(4) A second Southern Baptist Confession was adoptec:
(5) The trustees of Midwestern Seminary appro"ed.the
historical method, but not necessarily the interpretation
of The Message of Genesis. (6) Seminary professors a"
the Sgnday School Board were placed under a cloud ©
suspicion,

Consequences of the Broadman Controversy: (1) 2
book was withdrawn by Convention action. (2) The 1% t

onfession became increasingly more visible in the Baptis
Faith and Message Fellowship. (3) The suspicion ©
denommational agencies intensified.

And what shall be the consequences of the inerranc’
debate? One, of course, cannot be sure, but some thmg:
are clear: (1) Polarization is occurring and there appe2"
to be no arbitrator, no E.Y. Mullins or Herschel Hobbs "
the scene. (2) The religion department of one college @
the names of seminary professors have been accuse Oe
heterodoxy, There will, doubtless, be others. (3)
debate wi| continue and doubtless intensify. The inerranc
advocates are persistent. They have not been slowed doW
by all the state editors, nor by a Convention resolutio”
rebuking their activities in 1979, nor by a mild rebuke bVOEe
of the Most influentially Conservative voices in the S.B %

-A. Criswell, nor by defeat at several state cOnvennoné

Ome h?Ve begun to see the gravity of the problem and a:e
countering with quasi-political movements. (4) The debahe
could jeopardize Bold Missions in the same way that t75

lgn_damentalis.t Debate of the 1920’s helped wreck the $

illion Campalgn. he
Someone asked a French priest what he did duringdtlet
He answered, “I survived.” Let us hope an

revolution. :

hin

US pray that the Southern Baptist synthesis, so ”CE t;y
e likes of us sinners, so use

» S0 flawed by th
God despite the flaws — Jot s pray that the synthesis S"?

€ Sustained.
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