
Chapter XXIII

Collision, with the Mississippi Baptist State Convention.

1860

Resolutions of the Baptist State Convention of Mississippi; 

correspondence of its committee with the church; conditions upon 

which the church accepted its visit; committee appointed by 

the church; negotiations of the committees; answer of the church; 

final correspondence.

Having now cleared the wrecks of the General Association of 

Tennessee, the Concord Association and various other bodies that 

had come in collision with it in quick succession, the church 

supposed itself free from all further impediments of this char

acter. Heartily was it tired of hostilities of all kinds. But 

peace and tranquility were not yet attained. Most unexpectedly 

the following letter was received by the pastor:

Columbus, Miss., July 2, 1860

To the First Baptist Church of Nashville, with its Pastor and (Letter of 
(Dr. Teas- 

Deacons, Greeting! (dale.

Dear Brethren: Accompanying please find a copy of resolution 

passed at the recent meeting of the Mississippi Baptist State 

Convention. These resolutions originated in a fervent desire on 

the part of our brethren generally, to effect if possible, as 

reconciliation between the parties in controversy in our de

nomination in Nashville. Without assuming any ecclestiastical 

authority in the premises, or presuming to claim any superiority 



whatever to their brethren in Nashville, or even to 

express an opinion as to the true church status of 

the parties in controversy, the Baptists of Mississippi 

desire as the friends of their brethren in Nashville 

and lovers of the peace, harmony, and prosperity of 

our common Zion, to interpose thfeir kindly offices 

to bring about a better state of feeling between the 

parties estranged in our sister state. They have there

fore appointed a committee of thirteen of their brethren, 

whose age, experience, prudence, piety, and impartiality, 

it was thought would entitle them to the respect and 

confidence of their brethren in Nashville and of the de

nomination at large, to solicit an interview with the 

parties at variance, with a view to mediate between them 

and assist them if possible, in a satisfactory adjustment 

of their serious difficulties. The brethren of the com

mittee have devolved upon me the duty of corresponding 

with the parties in controversy, and ascertaining from them 

whether a visit for the friendly purpose indicated will be 

acceptable to the brethren of Nashville, and if so, at 

what time about the first of August proximo, it would suit 

their convenience to receive the committee.

In conclusion, dear brethren, allow me to repeat that 

this movement did not originate from party feeling, but 

alone from a sincere desire to restore and promote peace in 

our troubled Zion. Please to return me an early answer, 

and you will greatly oblige

Yours fraternally,

T. C. Teasdale.



Hie series of resolutions adopted by that Convention, 

and a copy of which was transmitted with this letter, was 

as follows:

Resolved, by the Mississippi Baptist State Convention:

1, That a church according to the New Testament is a 

congregation of immersed believers, who covenant together 

to keep house for God, the New Testament being their con

stitution and only rule of faith and practice. Such a church 

so constituted is an independent executive body, the only 

ecclestiastical authority known to the word of God, and must
(Mississipp 

of right construe the constitution, and laws for itself. (Baptist
(State Con- 

Nevertheless any act of such church (done either by a ma- (ventioiK_ 

jority or unanimously) in violation of the word of God, is 

null and void.

2. That the issue presented, and known as "An Old Landmark 

Reset," is not a just or sufficient cause of denominational 

or person 411 feeling, much less a true test of church fellow

ship. But is one of those questions about which differences 

of opinion and practice ought to have the broadest tolerance.

3. That the Baptist denomination of this state are em

phatically a missionary people, and whilst we regard with 

feelings of deepest concern, every scriptural effort to 

carry out with fidelity and promptness, ’The Great Commission,* 

we are not prepared to abandon those organizations which the 

wisdom and experience of the denomination have adopted for 

that purpose, but will as heretofore heartily cooperate with 

them in the discharge of this high Christian obligation, trusting 



nevertheless that those organizations will not be 

made the means of assailing any minister, or church in 

the denomination, or of estraning the denomination 

from one another.

4. That one of the great and fundamental necessities 

of the Baptist denomination of the present age is a 

sound Baptist Sabbath School literature. We therefore 

hail with the highest gratification any and all laudable 

efforts to furnish such literature, and most earnestly 

recommend such efforts to the encouragement and support 

of all Baptist churches and Sabbath schools.

5. That we have witnessed with deep mortification and 

regret the very unhappy controversies, bitter strife, and 

personal and recriminations, which have un

fortunately existed in the denomination for some time past, 

and it is our candid and honest judgment that they have 

done the cause of Christ an incalculable amount of injury. 

We therefore most affectionately entreat our brethren every

where to ground the arms of this most unchristian warfare, and 

instead 60 men, to follow Christ.

6. That after the most thorough investigation we have 

been able to give the whole subject, we fear that these 

controversies, if they have not already, will as to the 

creators of them, degenerate unto a mere personal character 

mainly. We therefore cannot sanction the involvement of the 

denomination in any such controversy, but most solemnly 

and earnestly protest against it in the name of our common 

Master,
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7. That the President of this Convention appoint a com

mittee of ten, with instructions to offer their mediation in the 

premise, and to use all proper efforts to reconcile the parties, and 

to remove these difficulties out of the way of the denomination; 

and should their mediation be accepted, and the ofject of their 

appointment be accomplished to publish the same in the Miss

issippi Baptist; and if not that they report their action in 

this behalf, to the next meeting of this Convention,”

At a subsequent stage of its proceeding three other reso

lutions were added to this series and adopted by the Convention. 

These were also, with the others transmitted to the church. 

They were as follows:

1. Resolved, That the messengers and delegates from this 

Convention be instructed to bear with them, and lay before the 

various bodies with whom we correspond the mediation resolutions 

adopted at this session, and earnestly request such bodies to 

sympathize with the spirit and cooperate in the design of said 

resolutions.

2. Resolved, That we regard a united, powerful, honest effort 

upon the part of Baptists everywhere in the South, under the 

divine blessing, to restore harmony, and peace, in our troubled 

Zion, as a matter of paramount importance and an imperious 

necessity of the homes.

3. Resolved, That we respectfully request all our editors 

to cooperate with us in the spirit, and aim of said resolutions 

and that the above resolutions be published in the Mississippi 

Baptis^K
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The committee provided for in the seventh resolution 

was duly appointed by the President. They were ”G. H. 

Martin, Dr. E. Denpree, M. Granberry. Jas. H. Lowe, D. G. 

Brown, L. M. Milliken, J. T. freeman, D. E. Burns, Isham 

Harrison, Jr., T. G. Blewett, Dr. Richard Harrison, Dr. T. C. 

Teasdale, and C. S, McLoud.”

These resolutions it will be observed, are all of a general 

character and refer apparently to no one individual church 

more than another in Mississippi, or elsewhere. To an out

side’ observer it would not have occurred that they pointed 

especially to the First Baptist Church in Nashville. The 

contrary indeed, would have been the impression, since 

Nashville is beyond the limits of that state and also since 

this church feeling itself entirely competent to manage 

its own affairs, had never solicited aid from abroad, and 

especially if it had been consulted would it have deprecated 

interferences of this kind from mere missionary societies such 

as the Baptist State Convention of Mississippi. The church had 

seen enough of such movements in the proceedings of the 

General Association of Tennessee, and this of precisely the 

same character. But the indefiniteness of these proceedings 
to 

as they appeared to the public eye, seems not have prevailed in 

the private understanding of those by whom they were originated 

and adopted. The letter of Dr. Teasdale explained fully the 

purposes of the Convention. The church hesitated as to 

what in these exigencies was best to be done. If this measure

was wholly discountenanced and rebuked as unscriptural, and

a violation by that Convention of its own constitution, which 



was indeed the true and proper course, it would seem thus 

to confine the truth of the charges which had been 6© 

often made that it was proud, stubborn, and imperious. A middle 

course was adopted. It was decided to receive the committee 

as individual brethren, and not in any official character
(Answer 

whatever. The church responded therefore in the following (of the
(church, 

communication:

Nashville, July 17, 1860.

To G. H. Martin, E. Denpree, M. Cranberry, Jas. H. Lowe, 

D. G. Brown, L. H. Millikin, J. T. freeman, D. E. Burns, Isham 

Harrison, Jr., T. G. Blewett, Richard Harrison, T. 0. Teasdale, 

and 0. P. McCloud, committee of the Baptist State Convention of 

Mississippi, "^he First Baptist Church in Nashville, with the 

Pastor and Deacons,” returns Christian salutations:

Dear Brethren: Your communication of the 2nd instant, with the 

accompanying "copy of resolutions passed at the recent meeting 

of the Mississippi Baptist State Convention" (at Natchez, in 

May) has been received, and we have given it a careful, mature, and 

prayerful consideration.” "These resolutions," you apprise us, 

originated in a fervent desire on the part of our brethren 

generally to effect if possible a reconciliation of the 

parties in controversy in Nashville;" and from the seventh 

resolution of the series before us, we learn that as a Com

mittee, you are "instructed to offer your mediation in the 

premises; and to use all proper efforts to reconcile the 

parties, and remove these difficulties out of the way of

our denomination." (In youfcommission however, we are glad 



to see that your Convention was not entirely forgetful 

of the independence and sovereignty of Baptist churches). 

In the first resolution the Convention defines the character 

and powers of a Baptist church, as follows:

"Resolved, That a church according to the New Testament 

is a congregation of immersed believers, who covenant to

gether to keep house for God, the New Testament being their 

constitution, and only rule of faith and practice. Such 

church, as constituted, is an independent, executive body; the 

only acclesiastical authority known to the inspired word of 

God; and must of right construe the constitution and laws 

for itself. Nevertheless any act of such church (done either 

by a majority, or unanimously) in violation of the word of 

God, is null and void.”

This resolution defines of course the limits of your 

mediation. You yourselves so assure us whexe you say 

that "Without assuming any ecclestiastical authority in the 

premises, ar presuming to claim any superiority whatever to 

their brethren in Nashville, or even to express an opinion 

as to the true church status of the parties in controversy 

the Baptists of Mississippi desire, as the friends of their 

brethren in Nashville, and lovers of the peace, harmony, and 

prosperity of our common Zion, to interpose their kindly of

fices to bring about'a better state of feeling between the 

parties estranged in our sister state." You do not therefore 

propose to come claiming to $8 invested with any ecclesiastical 

authority, or power to arrange, and settle difficulties, or to 
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announce any authoritative decisions which shall be 

binding upon the church, or any other parties, or which 

shall be regarded in any way as a precedent to the de

nomination, under any similar circumstances. We therefore 

look upon your coming to Nashville as a mission not to 

disturb the disciplines of this church in any case, not to 

pronounce who is right, or who is wrong, but we regard you 

in the lifeht in which you represent yourselves of peach 

makers, selected by the Mississippi Baptist State Convention, ”on 

account of your age, experience, prudence, piety, and im

partiality,” to interpose your kind mediation with a view to 

the restoration of certain parties who have been excluded, 

to the fellowship of the church, and thus to heal the dis

sensions which from that source have sprung up in our be

loved Zion.”

Coming with these views and purposes, and acting upon 

the principles announced by your Convention in its first 

resolution, we welcome you to our city at any time that suits 

your convenience, and assure you that we shall do all in our 

power, consistently with the word of God, to facilitate the 

object you have in view.

This church thanks you brethren for the kind terms of 

your communication, and asking to be informed of the day 

of your meeting in this city, earnestly solicits on its 

behalf a continuance of your sympathy and prayers.

Signed by order, and in behalf of the church.

A. Larcombe, Clerk protem.



To meet and confer with the brethren from Mississippi

the following members were appointed a committee, L. B.

Woolfolk, I. 0. Winston, W. F. Bang, 0, A. Fuller, A. C.

Buch, 0. K. Winston, A. Nelson, and S. M. Scott

The powers of the committee were specifically fixed 

by instructions from the church. It was required to hold 

all its official intercourse in writing; it was authorized 

to decide of itselt nothing; it was enjoined simply to as

certain the views of the Mississippi Committee, and report to 

the church for its action on the subject.

At the regular meeting of the church. August 7, the 

following communication was received and read:

Columbus, Miss., July 25, 1860.

Aug’t. Larcome, Esqr.

My dear brother: (Corres-
(pondence

Please notify the First Baptist Church in your city, that (of the 
(Committee.

their letter of acceptance of the Mediating Committee is at

hand. The Committee will meet in Nashville, on the 15th of 

August next, and will notify the Committee of the Church, 

of the place agreed upon for the meetings, and the time when 

an interview with said Committee will be desirable, as soon 

as practicable after their organization.

Yours very fraternally,
Thos. C. Teasdale, 
Cor. Sec. of Mediating Committee.

At the time designated in the letter of Dr, Teasdale, 

five members only of the thirteen appointed by the Convention, 



appeared in -the city; they solicited to be accepted 

as the Convention’s Committee; the church’s committee 

consented; the meetings were held at the City Hotel; 

and the negotiations proceeded, commencing August 17, 1860. 

Why only five members of that Committee were present during 

the meeting is a question which need not now be considered. 

It is however well known that some of them did not approve 

the action and purposes of the Convention, and did not there

fore choose to take part in the deliberations of the com

mittee. About thirty communications passed between this 

committee and the committee of the church. All these need not 

here be noticed, since only a few of them are important to 

our present discussion. They are all however recorded in the 

books of the church for future reference. We will state 

briefly the several issues presented and discussed in the 

negotiations, the results which were reached, and the con

siderations by which the church was guided in its decisions.

The first movement of the committee after its organization, 

had reference to Dr. Howell personally! At this he was 

profoundly surprised. He had not mingled at all, except as 

a member of the church, and in common with the mass of its 

other members in this conflict with Mr. Graves and his party. 

He was one of those assailed, abused, falsified, and libelled 

by Mr. Graves, Mr. Dayton, and the rest, but he was not one 

of his prosecutors before the church. He declined to preside 

in the trial because Mr, Graves offences against him con

stituted several counts in the charge. He had also abstained 

from publishing anything in regard to them. All these facts had,



before the meeting here of the committee, been often

stated to them, and it was supposed that they understood

and believed them. It seems however that we were entirely 

mistaken, and that they came to Nashville under the im

pression that the difficulty was mainly a broil between 

Dr. Howell and Mr. Graves. So he and his partisans 

had constantly represented in their voluminous newspaper 

articles, and the committee believed them, and discredited 

the church! The committee addressed thus the church’s com

mittee on the day of their organizations:

The Mediating Committee instruct me, (Rev. Dr. Teasdale, 

its Corresponding Secretary), to request you to forward the en

closed cojtaunication to Elder Howell, and teturn to us an 

answer as soon as practicable."

The communication enclosed, and which the pastor afterwards 

received through another channel was as follows:

The Mediating Committee instruct me (Dr. Tdasdale), to re

quest you to state as briefly as possible in waiting the sub

stance of your complaints against Elder J. R. Graves, prior? 

to the commencement of the church trial, which resulted in 

the separation of Elder Graves and others, from the Hirst 

Baptist Church in this city."

The church committee in its answer "declined to be the 

medium through which the communication might be addressed to 

the pastor, and gave as its reasons, the fact that the issue 

upon which Mr. Graves was expelled from the church was not, as 

the committee seemed to suppose, a private, personal difficulty 



with Dr. Howell, or with any other member, but it was 

a series of flagrant sins against the church itself, 

including all its members, and which it desired should
(Proceedings 

not be misunderstood. It also stated that the fact that (of the two 
(committees 

any reconciliation with Mr. Graves which the church would

accept would be satisfactory to all the individual members.

The committee was not satisfied, and on the 18th again ad

dressed the church committee on the subject! They said:

"We are ih receipt of a communication of Elder T. R. Graves," 

in which he "furnishes us a list of personal grievances with 

Dr. Howell,” and they again intimate their desire to prosecute 

this line of negotiation. And the church committee again de

clined to express an opinion on the subject, or to have any agency 

in the matter. The Committee said to them:

"We were appointed to confer with you in yonr efforts to medi

ate between Mr. Graves and the church of which we appear as 

the representatives. We are still ready and willing to receive 

any proposition having this end in view you may deem proper to 

make. "The committee of course can make no objection to your 

having any direct communication with Dr. Howell, you may deem 

desirable."

Two of the Mediating Committe then wait^ed upon Dr. Howell 

in his study, (he attended personally not one of their meetings) 

and handed him the note in question. At first Ihe declined 

any response, for reasons which will presently be explained. 

At the earnest persuasion of the committee that since Mr. 

Graves had answered, presenting a "long list of charges"

against Dr, Howell, before them, that he too should respond 



in some form, and expressly since if he did not that he 

would seem to be wanting in respect to the committee. 

He then placed in their hands the following:

Dear brethren:

The substance of my complaints against Mr. Graves,” 

prior to the eommuncement of the church trial," was in

cluded in the charge preferred against him before the 

church, a copy of which I send you. Since the church 

has taken cognizance of his conduct, and it has been set 

forth in its proceedings, any adjustment he may make with 

the church will be satisfactory to me personally.

Yours truly, etc.
R. B. C. Howell.

This note closed, so far as is known, the movements of 

the committee, as to Dr. Howell individually. And we will now 

state the reason why he declined a response to their note, 

and why, when he answered, his reply assumed that particular 

form.

Mr. Graves had from the first, in his paper, and everywhere 

else, represented Dr. Howell as being his enemy, his pursuer, 

his persecutor, and that the contest was almost exclusively 

with him and with the church only as he ruled and impelled it.

This was wholjy false, and used by him for effect against 

Dr. Howell. It was seen that the Mediating Committee fully 

credited his representations, and Dr. Howell was willing that 

their error should be corrected by the church committee, as 

he presumed it would be in a few days. The First Baptist 

Church knows its responsibilities, its duties, and its rights, 



never
as well as its pastor does, and hwk can be led by any 

one to aot otherwise than as it thinks scriptural and right. 

It surrenders its judgment to no one, not even its pastor. 

The Mediating Committee probably found the brethren who met 

them in committee, laymen as they are, in every sense, at 

least their equals. The truth is, the pastor was in no way 

more prominent in the trial of Mr. Graves than many other 

brethren, members of the church. The combat was between Mr. 

Graves1 and'‘ths church, and not at all between Mr. Graves and 

Dr. Howell. The same results would probably have followed 

Mr. Graves’ conduct, had Dr. Howell been a thousand miles from 

Nashville.

2. Dr. Howell hesitated in regard to the note of the 

Mediating Committee because it intimated that they wished 

to take up Mr. Graves’ case, and themselves try it over again. 

This was an assumption that he felt sure the church would 

never permit. And more than this, their plan looked (perhaps 

through the mistake just noticed^ to his involvement personally 

in this trial. If these were not their views, why did they 

solicit and receive from Mr. Graves charges against Dr. Howell, 

and seek to obtain from Dr. Howell similar charges against 

Mr. Graves. The church had already adjudicated and decided 

all those they asked of Dr. Howell, and could never consent to 

refer them to any other tribunal whatever. He felt very un

willing to involve himself into any controversy with the 

Mediating Committee. He wished therefore not to answer this

note.



3. Dr. Howell was previously apprized by what he had seen 

in the newspapers in Mr. Graves* interest, that the Mediating 

Committee would probably seek to gian their purpose by ob

taining individual, personal reeoniliation, and thus ignore the 

action of the church. Their own State paper, the Mississippi 

Baptist, Mr. Bucks correspondent and others, told them plainly, 

as they very well remember that they must not ngeuire 

these expelled members to retrace their steps. With associa- 

tional, and council, and conventional and church proceedings 

they must not ’’meddle.” Personal and individual reconciliations 

of ’’the parties in controversy" were about all that was needed. 

Their note intimated that they had adopted this advice, and were 

essaying to follow it. It is conceded that personal and in

dividual reconciliations are indeed necessary, and must be 

had to restore harmony here and elsewhere. But until Mr. 

Graves and his party have reconciled themselves to the church 

as a church all such personal and individual reconciliations 

are impossible. Then they will be practicable. Until then 

they cannot take place, they ought not to take place. Two 

contending armies are for example in battle array. A friendly 
bringing 

commission visits them with a vie«[ of kinging about a peace. 

This commission seeks to gain its end, not by securing the 

proper action on the part of the army itself - a treaty based 

upon principle - but by inducing each soldier to make his in

dividual peace with the enemy. Such conduct on the part of 

soldiers would be the rankest treason to their county. On our 

part it would be treasons to the cause of Christ. Is is sur

prising that the Mediating Committee or any one else should have 



thought such a measure-likely to succeed, with the pastor 

or with any other member of this church.

4. Dr. Howell saw at once by the note of the committee 

that they were about to depart wholly from the condition upon 

which their "mediation" was offered and accepted by this church. 

"Its limits were distinctly defined," before they came to this 

city. They were defined by the first resolution in the 

series, adopted by the convention that appointed the committee; 

they were defined in the letter of the committee to the church; 

they were defined in the answer of the church, accepting the 

proposed services; they were limited exclusively to proper 

efforts for "the restoration of certain parties who have been 

excluded, to the fellowship of the church." These conditions 

the committee accepted and were professedly acting upon them. 

In admitting these conditions beforehand as the limits of their 

mediation, they distinctly recognized several facts.s They ad

mitted the jurisdiction of this church, in the cases of these 

belligerent persons. They admitted that the proceedings in their 

expulsion were legal, regular and valid, else why did they 

propose to restore them." They admitted that these men were, 

and are really expelled from the church, else it is again 

asked why did they propose to effect their restoration? 

They admitted that their "mediation" was to be strictly con

fined to scriptural and appropriate efforts to secure their 

restoration to the fellowship of the church. These unquestionably 

were the conditions under which they had pledged themselves 

to act. Beyond these limits they were not at liberty to go. 

The pastor saw that they intended not to be governed by them.



He was not willing that in doing so they should have even 

his implied consent.

These were some of Dr. Howell’s reasons for declining 

to respond to the note of the Mediating Committee; and for 

giving when he Hid respond such a reply as that which he 

placed in their hands.

The remainder of their proceedings will be fully explained 

by the answer of the church to the Mississippi Committee.

After long and anxious negociations the Mississippi Com

mittee adjourned rather suddenly, and left the city. The re
consisted

port to the church of its committee ®xns±dssi simply of the 

correspondence, verified copies of which are placed on records. 

It made no comments except wuch as were necessary to the under

standing of their correspondence. It offered no recommendations 

whatever. Of the intercourse of the Mediating Committee with 

the Spring Street faction nothing was then known by the church 

committee, except what came to its knowledge, incidentally.

It was hoped that they would have published a full account 

of all their proceedings as a committee. They have not done so. * 
Wether they intend to do so at any future time is hot known.

The church after receiving the report and disbanding the Com

mittee, appointed another committee of five, none of whom 

were members of the former, to prepare and submit an answer 

of the church to the several propositions of the Mediating 

Committee. That Committee were M. B. Pilcher, W. B. Winston, 

T. W. Haley, I. R. Briggs, and R. L. Brightwell. In due time 

they prepesed a. response, which after mature and prayerful 

consideration, was unanimously adopted, and ordered to be



transmitted to the Mediating Committee. It was as 

follows:

Dear Brethren:

The negotiations conducted at your instance, with 

certain persons in this city, by a Committee of this church 

through you, have been laid before our body for its definitive 

action. The propositions submitted by you in their behalf 

have been carefully considered.

*The Mississippi Convention as its next session declined to 

hear any report, and then the matter still rests, and the 

church answers as follows:

The character of the propositions submitted, as seen in 

your correspondence with our committee will be better under

stood from a brief statement of the facts out of which grew the 

present condition of things.

Some two years ago a charge against J. R. Graves of ’’Grossly 

immoral and unchristian conduct;’’ was pneferred in this church, 

by two brethren, who were afterwards joined by two other 

brethren in another count. The First Specification of that 

charge alleges slander and abuse of the pastor, and efforts 

to put him and another minister of the church into collision 

by numerous inflammatory articles published in his newspaper. 

The Second Specification charges attempts to produce a schism 

in the church by the publication of various unfounded repre

sentations tending to that end; the Third Specification charges 

sundry libels published in his paper against his pastor; the 

Fourth arraigns the general licentiousness of his paper, refer



ring in proof to his numerous attacks upon ministers, 

and other brethren of high character throughout the 

country, and his slander and abuse of them at various 

times in his said paper, specified instances of known 

and deliberate falsehoods. My. Graves was arraigned 

before the church upon this charge, and summoned to answer. 

He appeared on the 12th of October 1858, when, refusing to respond, 

he presented a paper protesting against his trial on the plea 

that even if guilty as charge, the offences alleged against 

him were merely of a private personal character, which the 

church had no right to take cognizance of until the steps re

quired for the adjustment of cases of such personal offences 

had been taken - that consequently his arraignment was ir

regular, and the case must be dismissed. But the church after 

full argument, decided that the offences charged against him - 

falsehood, reviling, libel, fomenting schism, and sowing discord - 

as public sins, denounced as such in the word of God, and that 

in such cases the church had no discretion, but is bound to 

entertain them when brought before it, and impartially to 

investigate them; that consequently the arraignment of Mr. 

Graves was regular, and that it had no choice, but must in 

accordance with the fifth chapter of 1st Corinthians proceed 
/ 

with the trial, Failing to induce the dismissal of the case, 

a few members, after the adjournment of the church meeting, 

remained in the house, organized another meeting, about mid

night, and adopted "A Declaration" in which they denounced the 

church as having, by its decision not to dismiss the case, 

but to proceed with the trial, forfeited its existence, and as 

being no longer a church, and they declared themselves the church.
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In that paper they say, We (twenty three persons who 

signed the paper of a membership of about five hundred)

declare ourselves the regular and scriptural church of 

our Lord Jesus Christ, worshipping in this place, and in 

his name claim for ourselves as his true and proper church, 

all the rights, privileges, and authority which are by 

the word of God confeered upon his church.” The church pro

ceeded of course with the trial of Mr. Graves; he was found 

guilty beyond a doubt, and by a formal vote, he was 

regularly and legally excluded from its fellowship. Pro

ceedings in regard to the other recusant members were in

stituted on the 13th of October, the next day after their 

"Declaration;” they were duly summoned to appear and answer 

to a charge of schism; of a disorderly banding of themselves 

together against the church; of denouncing and defaming the 

church; of attempting to break down and destroy the dis

cipline of the church and of setting up themselves as the 

church; and they too refusing to acknowledge the jurisdiction 

of the church; after a careful and impartial trial, having 

been found guilty, were also, all and each, excluded from its 

fellowship. This is a simple and brief statement of the 

facts in the case.

To bring about an adjustment if possible, you, as a Com

mittee appointed by the Baptist State Convention of Mississippi, 

offered your mediation. It was accepted by this church with 

the expressed Qnderstanding that your labors should be directed 

to effect the reconciliation of these parties to the church, 

and their restoration to its fellowship. You visited our city, 



commenced your labors, and after some preliminary efforts 

in another direction, which need not here be further referred to, 

you, the "Mediating Committee" transmitted to the committee 

of this church, two documents, one from Mr. Graves, the other 

from the excluded members associated with him. These papers 

were offered by the parties respectively through you, as 

a basis of the proposed adjustment. To obtain a just idea 

of them, it is necessary to subject these documents to a 

careful analysis. And we proceed to remind you that a basis 

of adjustment embraced necessarily the preliminaries to ad

justment, and the mode of adjustment. We consider them sepa

rately.

1. What was proposed in these documents as preliminaries 

to adjustment?

It is evident that the preliminaries to an adjustment 

on the part of Mr. Graves, were materially different from those 

necessary on the part of his associates, he having occupied 

before the church a position very different from theirs. The 

offence which caused their exclusion was the schism they had 

consummated, with the faults attendant on the act; aside from 

his participation and leadership in this, Mr. Graves was ex

cluded for the immorality of his course as editor, already 

mentioned. It was necessary therefore that the preliminaries 

on his part should meet these prior offences, as well as his 

defiance of the authority of the church, and his participation 

with them in their denunciatory "Declaration" .and schism.
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We inquire then, in the first place, what preliminaries 

Mr. Graves offered. Did he indeed in either of the regards 

in which he had sinned so grievously offer any concessions 

preliminary to the proposed action of the church? After a 

careful examination of the document submitted bp him through 
we

you,/are obliged to say, he did not. (1) As regards the of

fences for which he was arraigned and excluded, he says, in 

substance that it is not improbable that he may inadvertently 

have given some occasion of grief to a portion of his 

brethren - that he may have erred as to some of his supposed 

facts, possibly may have stated others too strongly, and without 

sufficient care as to the effect they might produce on the 

feelings of his brethren, and if in any of these regards he had 

given just grounds of offence to the pastor of the church, or to 

any one else, he expresses his regret, and a willingness to 

withdraw anything and everything that may justly be construed into an 

intended insult or injury to any of the parties concerned.

(2 ) Ige offers to withdraw his protest, but makes it contingent 

upon our acceptance by this church of the basis proposed by 

his friends. This, as we find by reference, to their document, 

makes the withdrawal of his protest conditional upon, and sub

sequent to a proposed action of the church, rescinding its 

acts of arraingment and exclusion of Mr. Graves and his grlends 

and recognizing their organization as a church. It is thus 

evident that Mr. Graves in his proposition offered no con

cessions whatever preliminary to the proposed action of the 

church. All he says in reference to the offences for which 

he was arraigned and excluded is hypotehtical. He acknowledges 



no fault; confesses no wrong; withdraws no assault or 

imputation. Nor does he offer any concession as regards 

his course; in the matter of his protest, and the schism 

of which he was the prime leader, for the withdrawal of his 

protest, by the provision affixed to it, is made subsequent 

to the required action of this church.

And now secondly what preliminaries to an adjustment of 

their difficulties with this church, did his friends, Mr. Dayton, 

and his associates propose? They make no concessions whatever 

that this church is able to perceive. They offer to withdraw 

their ’’Declaration” indeed, and to unite in their withdrawal of 

the protest, but this is made conditional upon a previous 

rescinding by this church of all its proceedings against them. 

The conditions upon which an act is performed must of course 

be complied with before the performance of the act can be 

demanded; they therefore pledged themselves to nothing until 

we had complied with all their requirements. This church 

is called upon throughout to make the initial act. Moreover, 

the proposed conditional withdrawal of their "Declaration,” 

is further coupled with such concomitants as to deprive it 

of all meaning. The reaffirm their belief of the correctness 

of the course they had pursued, and reiterate the positions 

it assumed. With such concomitants its withdrawal even if it 

had been made in absolute form would have been an ummeaning 

act, implying no concession. What is it then, coupled ad

ditionally with the stipulation that the church should re

scind its proceedings against them, and made dependent upon
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and subsequent to the performance of this condition!

Our committee very naturally and properly regarded these 

propositions as altogether insufficient in respect to pre

liminaries, and so stated in their reply to you as we see 

in the correspondence. But at the same time, reluctant to 

abandon without further effort all hope of adjustment, they 

ventured to submit through you, to the parties, certain modi

fications of their offers, comparative slightness of these 

modifications, this church feels that its committee went to 

the extreme of concession. Waiving the hypothetical character 

of the offers made by Mr, Graves as preliminaries to adjustment 

on his part, of his difficulties with the church, our committee 

required only; first, that he should actually withdraw whatever was 

insulting and injurious in his publications; and secondly, that 

he should unconditionally withdraw his Protest. These uhder the 

circumstances, certainly were exceedingly slight demands. His 

hypothetical admissions that he may possibly have inadvertently 

said some things offensive to some persons, and such like state

ments, afforded meagre reparation for the multiplied defamations, 

imputations, and libellous utterances made in his paper against 

the pastor, and other members of this church, and brethren 

throughout the country for years past. The committee might 

justly have demanded explicit acknowledgements of them all. But 

in a spirit of magnaminous conciliation they offered to waive 

all such demands. Tfcey proposed to dispense with his specific 

disavowal of offences against members of the church; they offered 

to overlook his unfounded and most injurious dalumny against the



church, of a conspiracy to expel him at all hazards; they 

consented to waive all this, and more; and only required 

that he should make an actual withdrawal of injurious pub

lications against those whom he had assailed; and that by 

withdrawing his protest he should acknowledge the jurisdiction 

of the church.

The only demand made of the other recusants as a preliminary 

to adjustment, in the modifications proposed by our committee 

was, that by an absolute withdrawal of their "Declaration,” 

and the Protest, they should acknowledge the jurisdiction of 

the church, and recognize the principles of church government 

they had violated in their procedure. In the same spirit of con

ciliation which marked the propositions of the committee, offered 

to My, Graves, it was how willing to accept this act as satis

factory on the part of his friends without any specific humiliating 

acknowledgments. Such other changes only were suggested in their 

letter as that its tenor would not contradict the withdrawal 

and render it an unmeaning mockery. Less than this absolute 

withdrawal of their Protest and Declaration could not, in our 

opinion, have been accepted, without a betrayal of vital prin

ciples; in Church Government, and a weak connivance at their 

repudiation.

We now consider, What was proposed in these documents as the 

mode of adjustment?

We find from the correspondence that the mode of adjustment 

proposed by both parties of the insurgents was identical, viz; 

That this church should rescind its acts of arraignment and ex 



elusion of Mr. Graves and of his associates; recognize 

their organization as a church; and accept from them in 

iseturn a reciprocal recognition of its ecclestiastical 

status.

We ask you, dear "brethren of the "Mediating Committee,” 

whether you ever seriously thought that the church could pos

sibly accept such a mode of adjustment as this? Should we do 

so, it would amount to admissions and concessions which sincerely 

and truly we cannot make. We are fully confidant that our pro

ceedings in relation to them all were scriptural and just. 

But this by such acceptance we should plainly contradict and deny. 

By rescinding its acts of arraignment of Mr. Graves, the church 

would confess that the offences charged against him were ex

clusively of a private personal character, as he claimed, and 

not in themselves, as we maintain, public sins against God, 

and thus it would repudiate the principles of morality revealed 

and enforced in the word of God. By rescinding the act of ex

clusion of Mr. Graves, it would make the same admission, with 

a further endorsement of his doctrine of the right of an ar

raigned member to stop at will the proceedings in his case. 

By rescinding the arraignment and exclusion of Mr. Dayton and 

the other recusant friends of Mr. Graves and without any pre

liminary concessions and actions on their part (and they, as 

has been seen, propose none) it would admit that their exclusion 

was wrong and consequently that persons guilty of schism, 

of defaming the church, of banding themselves against the church, 

of attempting to break down and destroy the discipline of the 



church, of setting up to be themselves the church, do not thereby 

hb±X commit sins for which they ought to be excluded. Besides 

this, the two acts demanded are inconsistent. Should we 

rescind the acts of exclusion, that decision would place them 
where

in the church precisely whan they were before they were ex

cluded. How absurd then it would be at the same time that we do 

all this, and make them a part of the church, to recognize them 

as another distinct and separate church! On the other hand, 

should this church accept a recognition from them that it 
all

is a church, it would admit by that act/they have claimed.

It would thereby virtually confess that it did forfeit its 

existence in deciding to proceed with the trial of Mr. Graves. 

In every point of view, the mode of adjustment proposed by them 

is inadmissible. It is unscriptural, incongruous, in violation 

of vital principles of scriptural church government, and utterly 

subversive of gospel order. This church can never accept it.

The committee of this church objected, as they should have 

done to this proposed mode firmly and decidedly. They them

selves, as we perceive, proposed another, and the only one that 

can be justified by the word of God; that the parties should ask 

a restoration to the fellowship of the church, and to receive 

letters of dismission.

At this point the entire basis, including preliminaries and 

mode of adjustment proposed by Mr. Graves, Mr. Dayton, and their 

party becomes apparent. It offers no concessions preliminary to 

an adjustment. Indeed we are sorry to perceive that it is the 

same substantially which during the last two years, Mr. Graves 

has himself repeatedly and tauntingly offered. How often has he 



said in his paper that if "the Howell Society" would rescind 

its unscriptural proceedings, then his party would withdraw 

their action and recognize it as a church’. This same 

proposition is now again put forth through you, though in 

more respectful language. We find it in substance to be 

this: The church rescind its acts; Mr. Graves and his 

friends withdraw the Ceclaration and the Protest; then a 

mutual recognition immediately, ensue. With this, contrast 

the basis proposed to be substituted for it by the Committee 

of this church: - Mr. Graves withdraw actually, in general 

terms, all his offensive and injurious publications; ha and his 

friends withdraw unconditionally their Protest and Declaration; 

then ask to be restored to the fellowship of the church, and to 

receive from it letters of dismission.

They were, as you know, assured through you that if they 

accepted this proposed basis of our committee, resolutions,' 

(the forms of which was submitted to them) should be offered in 

the church, granting their request. The Committee could not, 

we think, consistently with principle and honor, have asked 

less, or conceded more. Set the parties adhered to their 

own original basis, and rejected that of your committee!

From Mr. Graves no answer was received. Mr, Dayton and his 

associates responded declining to make any modifications whatever 

in their propositions.

Here the labors of the church committee closed, and you, 

brethren, left the city for your homes in Mississippi.

Recently, however, the chairman of the church committee re



ceived from your Corresponding Secretary another communi

cation, dated at Columbus, Mississippi, after your return 

home, submitting several proposed changes in the propositions 

of Mr. Graves, Dayton, and their party, as formerly presented. 

This new paper, since it was received before our committee 

made their final report, was submitted to us with the other 

correspondence, and shall have a mature and candid reply. 

We subject it to the same form of analysis with the other 

propositions.

1. As. to the preliminaries to adjustment. In our respect 

this is an improvement upon their former papers, but upon the 

whole it makes the case worse than it was before. The improve

ment consists in the withdrawal actually by Mr. Graves of pub

lications that may justly be construed into intended insult 

or injury. But in this also the concession still lies on the 

part of the church whose committee in a spirit of conciliation 

went to the verge of right in offering to accept of hypothetical 

acknowledgments, and a withdrawal modified by clauses limiting 

its application, suggesting excuses, and denying any intentional 

insult or injury. Blather than this limited concession. Mr. Graves 

still yields nothing. All else, as regards preliminaries remains 

as it was. The withdrawal of his protest he continues to make 

contingent upon one acceptance of the basis of his friends, which, 

as we have seen, would divest his act in that behalf of all sig

nificance.

No modification of the slightest moment in respect to the 



preliminaries to adjustment is offered by the other re

cusants, in this new paper. They indeed consent to with

draw their Declaration; but this is again coupled with such 

averments contradictory of the act on their part, and such 

conspiratory demands of the church as again to deprive that 

act of the slighteset significance, if accepted. They still 
propriety 

continue to assert the ynrwpwrty of their course; they still 

denounce the course of the church; they still reiterate their 

claims under the Declaration they propose to withdraw’ 

They go yet further, and now demand that the church shall waive 

its convictions of the correctness of its action, and as before 

give to them, and receive from them a reciprocal recognition of 

church status* Thus they still claim as in their Declaration 

to have arrested the discipline of the church, and nullified its 

decisions; they persist throughout, in another foimi, in putting 

forward the same claims, and they style the member excluded by 

this church a minister notwithstanding his expulsion, thus de

claring its acts of discipline with out authority in effect! 

Their claims to the church organization set up in the Declaration 

is still maintained, and they demand of us its recognition. 

Their assumption that the church had forfeited its existence is 

not yielded; they insist that this church shall aceept from them 

a recognition that it is a church! All this they claim, and 

Mr. Graves claims, and insists that we shall formally recognize 

and acknowledge as true by our proceedings! What then does a 

withdrawal of their Declaration amount to, when, in the same 

paper, they reavow all that that paper claims, and demand from 



us an endorsement of its pretensions to the fullest extent* 

Such a withdrawal is an unmanning act. It retracts nothing, con

cedes nothing, disavows nothing, and recognizes none of the 

established principles of scriptural church government violated 

in offering it. We can only regard it as a mockery of con

cession. A proposition which yieldsnothing but in show, and 

demands of us in fact, a sacrifice of every principle, cannot 

be regarded as presenting any adequate preliminary to a 

scriptural and honorable adjustment. The mode of adjustment 

proposed in his new paper, both by Mr. Graves and by Mr. 

Dayton, and his recusant friends, renders the whole still 

more objectionable than before. It demands that the church 

shall "waive its convictions of the correctness of the arraign

ment and trial of Elder J. R. Graves, and his exclusion, and 

all others connected with him, and that a mutual recognition 

of our respective organizations immediately ensue."

Let us analyze anew both branches of this proposition.

Can this church waive its convictions of the correctness of 

the arraignment and trial of these members whose offences 

have been so flagrant and long continued? To do so in these 

cases, would be to waive the maintenance of all the principles 

involved in them, and thus compromise and surrender them. And 

what principles are we here called on thus to surrender? They 

are these: "That, Offences denounced in the word of God, and 

classed with public sins, are to be recognized and treated by the 

church as public sins, and not as private offences, that, It is 

the duty of a church when a member is charged before it with



such sins to investigate the charge, summoning the ac

cused to attend and answer for himself; that, A member so 

arraigned has no right to withstand the action of the church, 

and refuse to be tried by it; that, No attempt on the part of the 

accused members by protest, withdrawal, or the declaration 

of non-fellowship, or any similar process, can stop the proceed

ings of his church, and arrest his case, from its jurisdiction, 

that, A sentence of exclusion against an insurgent member who 

refuses to appear, and is found guilty by default is valid and 

effective; that, A minority dissenting from a judicial decision 

of the church in a case of discipline, have no right to denounce 

the church, and proclaim themselves the church, that, The 

breaking off in disorder from the church of a company of its 

members forming themselves into a band against the church is 

schism, and constitutes just cause for the exclusion of such 

members; these and such like truths lying at the very foundation 

of Scriptural Church Polity, are the principles involved in 

these cases. They are vital to the very existence of order 

and discipline. It is the duty of every church to uphold and 

maintain them. Yet in this proposition we are called upon 

to waive their maintenance, and, in these cases, at least 

to compromise and surrender them. We cannot accept a proposition 

which requires in terms an avowed compromise of principles, 

without a forfeiture of Duty to our Lord Jesus Christ.

2. But this acquirement becomes yet more objectionable when 

Viewed in its connection with the second oranch of the propo



sition. This demands, as before, that, waiving the main

tenance of these principles, this church immediately 

recognize their organization and accept of a recognition from 

them. This recognition is required without any previous 

action of the church, looking either to their restoration or 

to a cancelling of its proceedings. It demands that the 

church should proceed as if its action were a nullity; - admit 

by recognizing them they had never been excluded, and by re

ceiving a recognition from them confess that they were correct 

in declaring its existence destroyed. This is requiring not 

merely the sacrifice of its own dignity, but the surrender and 

abandonment of every principle of church government involved 

in its procedure. The church cannot thus recognize the or

ganization of these parties because they are excluded members 

of a Baptist Church, and the right of such to constitute them

selves a Baptist Church has never been recognized in our de

nomination; because acting under the false assumption of 

their Declaration, they proclaimed themselves the First Baptist 

Church of Nashville, and have never since been organized as 

a different body, because they are now either the First Baptist 

church, or they are no church whatever; because the principles 

under which they set up their claims are destructive of all 

discipline, and subversive of scriptural church government.

This newly proposed basis of adjustment is therefore al

together as inadmissible as the former; both as regards the 

preliminaries, and the mode proposed. The preliminaries exist 

only in seeming; the mode of adjustment requires that the
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church shall formally waive its convictions of the correct

ness of its action, and consequently the maintenance of the 

principles of the divine word involved, and thus formally 

by its proceedings announce them.

That in this basis they concede nothing, and did not mean 

to concede anything is evident from a publication made by 

Mr. Graves in his paper of September 1, 1860. He says "the 

basis (proposed by himself and his friends) is consistent with 

the advice of Associations (Concord and General) and Councils.” 

He thus avows that it that basis he made no concessions, but de

manded as those bodies did an absolute retraction by the church 

of all its proceedings. That in the withdrawal of the Protest 

and Declaration, neither he nor his friends intended to make 

any concessions, is further manifest from the following editorial 

in the same paper (Sept. 1st) in which the assumption of the 

Protest and Declaration are reaffirmed; this church again de

nounced as a disorderly body destitute of church authority, and 

the unscriptural acts of the Association declaring the church to 

have forfeited its existence is reendorsed. It is as follows:

Was the minority or any member of it ever excluded from the 

First Baptist Church: Ans. Wo. A division of the church upon 

a constitutional question, took place on the 12th of October. 

The minority was duly constituted and organized as the con

stitutional church. The General Association had recognized it as 

such, and disfellowshipped the dominant‘majority, as disorderly, 

sometime before it is ©laimed. that any one of the minority was 

excluded. Had the exclusion taken place before the division, 



the claims would have been reasonable; not* it is false 

and absurd.” Both these publications have been put forth 

since the Mediating Committee closed its labors. They 

make it evident that these parties neither made nor offered 

to make, nor intended to make any concessions, but on the 

contrary required of this church an unqualified recognition 

of all they ever claimed. This church, ardently as its 

members desire the peace of the denomination, and ready as 

they all are for that end to submit to any reasonable sac

rifice, cannot purchase it at that price. It has never 

looked to any other basis of adjustment than one which rec

ognizes the Scriptural Polity of the denomination, and is 

consistent with its own honor. These expelled members should 

obtain a restoration to the fellowship of the church. This is 

demanded by the word of God; and by the universal practice of 

our churches. This church, as will be seen from the corres

pondence, accepted your friendly offices, only on the distinct 

understanding that you should direct your efforts to the restora

tion of these excluded parties to the fellowship of the church. 

A basis of adjustment was submitted to them, through you, offer

ing to restore them, and thus heal the breach. This proposed 

basis, with, as has been seen, unparalled conciliation, waived 

almost everything pertaining to the personal aspects of the 

case, and only required that the insurgent parties should with

draw their paper thrust forward in violation of all scriptural 

principles of Church Government. Our committee thus merely asked 



them to assume position by which a scriptural and con

sistent adjustment could be effected. But you brethren 

from Mississippi declined as you know to entertain your

selves, or even to transmit to them these propositions. 

You doubtless knew these parties would not in any act 

recognize the jurisdiction of the church, nor consent 

to be restored to its fellowship. In this position you 

must have intended to sustain them. We so conclude from the 

fact that you said to our Committee - **If you (they) adhere 

to such a basis we (the Mississippi committee) are fully con

vinced that no adjustment can be effected.**

And when these propositions were afterwards transmitted, 

their rejection by these parties, and the tenor of those sub

sequently proposed by them, prove that they will accept of 

no adjustment unless an act of this church first take place, 

surrendering every principle it has maintained by a recog

nition of their present organization, and acknowledging all 

this assumptions, by accepting a recognition in turn from them.

This church feels itself, obliged to adhere to the basis 

of adjustment suggested in its letter accepting your mediation, 

and which was firmly maintained by its committee. It can offer 

no more. It can accept no less.

In conclusion, die decide unanimously, as follows:

1. This church heartily approves and fully endorses the 

basis of adjustment submitted to the recusant members by its 

committee, inasmuch as that basis requires a distinct recog

nition of Gospel principles, while it demands no humiliating 



concessions of any one, and is in all respects consistent 

with truth and the honor of both parties.

2. This church does not regard the propositions made by

J. R. Graves, nor those made by A. C. Dayton, and his associates 

through you, the Mediating Committee of the Mississippi Baptist 

State Convention, as of such a character that it can accept 

them as a basis of adjustment, without a sacrifice, both of 

scriptural principles, and of its own honor.

3. The scriptural principles which are involved in these 

cases and which the church is called upon either to sacrifice, or 

to reject the propositions of these parties, are as follows:

(a) Each church is sovereign under Christ over its own 

membership, for the exercise and enforcement of scriptural 

discipline.

(b) Each church in the exercise of the judicial and executive 

power with which it is clothed by our Lord Jesus Christ ”is the 

only ecclesiastical authority known to the inspired word of 

God, and must of right construe the constitution and laws for 

itself.

(c) A judicial decision rendered in a case of discipline by 

a church in the exercise of power divinely conferred never can 

in any manner destroy the existence of the church.

(d) A judicial decision rendered by a church in the exercise 

of divinely conferred power, in every case within its jurisdiction, 

binds all the members of the church, the arraigned, the minority 

and the majority alike.

(e) An arraigned member cannot by protest, withdrawal, decla



ration of nonfellowship, or any other like measure, 

arrest the proceedings of the church, nor place himself 

beyond its jurisdiction.

(f) A minority of the members of a church dissenting from 

any of its judicial decisions have no right on that account 

to proclaim themselves the church, and denounce that body as 

no longer a church.

(g) When a minority becomes factious; separates itself, and 

bands together against the church, it becomes a schism, and 

when members so conduct themselves, and cannot by reasonable 

efforts be reclaimed, it is the duty of the church to exclude 

them as schismatics.

(h) Each church in the exercise and enforcement of scriptural 

discipline is independent of all Conventions, Associations, and 

Councils, and no act of such bodies can arrest or invalidate 

the decision of a church in a case of discipline.

(1) These principles, this church cannot abandon. They must 

be abandoned to accept of the terms of adjustment offered by 

Mr. Graves, and by Mr. Dayton, and his associates. Therefore we 

cannot accept the terms of adjustment offered by these parties.

4. This church will faithfully adhere to the known and re

ceived principles of the word of God at whatever hazard and will 

never surrender them in any- case to follow expedients, however 

desirable the object may for the time being appear.

5. This church is in no sense reprehensible for the strifes, 

agitations, and tumults which have filled the country with 

reference to these excluded members, since they have been origi

nated, and kept up not by the church, but by appeals of the 



recusants themselves through the public press, and by the 

unauthorized action and inflammatory publications of
(Another 

churches, associations, and ex parte councils." (letter from
(the Mississ-

When the church transmitted to the Mediating Committee (ippi Committe 

its final response, it was supposed that their mediation 

was ended, and that the matter would remain as they left it, 

unless the insurgent parties should themselves come to a 

better mind and retrace their steps, which, as has been before 

stated, they can do at any time, since the doors of the church 

are always open, and any expelled member can, when he chooses, 

make application for restoration to its fellowship. A communi

cation, however, from the Corresponding Secretary of the Mediating 

Committee, dated at Columbus, Mississippi, the 12th of September, 

was received by our brother who had acted as the chairman of the 

committee of the church, and by him laid before one body, of 

which the following is the substance:

"About the last of November our committee will spend a day 

or two in Nashville, and with a larger number of our committee 

present, we hope to consummate the work so well commenced;" "say 

the 30th of November at 7 o’clock P. M."

After all that had occurred, and especially what had been 

published in the Tennessee Baptist, which, if not true, the 

Mediating Committee had not contradicted, the church could not 

help feeling some surprise at the reception of this note. The 

proposition was however entertained, and a committee of their 

brethren - R. C. Keeble, L. T. Hardy, and F. I. Hicks, - to 

report an answer. On the 26th day of September, the following



was presented, considered, unanimously adopted, and ordered 

to be transmitted to the Mediating Committee:

Rev. T. C. Teasdale, D.D.

Dear Brethren:

Your letter of the 12th instant, addressed to L. B. 

Woolfolk, Chairman of the committee of this church, was this 

night laid before the church for its action, that committee 

having made its final report, and been discharged. In reply 

the church feels compelled from a sense of duty, both to 

itself and to the Committee of the Baptist State Convention of 

Mississippi, to say in all candor, and Christian kindness, that 

it cannot regard your committee at present, in the same light 

as when its offered mediation was first accepted by us.

1. It has been announced by Mr. Grayss through his paper, 

in substance, that he and his party gave themselves up into 

your hands, and that you drew up, and that they adopted the 

propositions submitted by you to the committee of this church. 

If this statement be true, you could only act as their com

mittee, or agents, to negotiate with the church. Beihg com

mitted in advance to their proposed basis of adjustment you were 

not in a position to listen to the demands of the church, or to 

recommend, after hearing its views, anything differenct from 

your own propositions. Those who commit themselves to a propo

sition must in consistency abide by it. Occupying as you do this 

ground, your future action cannot be materially different from 

the past.

2. Mr. Graves has further declared that he, and his party, 

agreed to do all, that you could ask them to do; and that what
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you did ask was entirely consistent with the action of 

their Councils, and of the General and Concord Association.

The action of these bodies was an attempt by an nn- 

warrantable interference with a case of discipline, to degrade 

the church, charging that it was guilty of a base conspiracy, 

to ruin one of its members, and that by an alleged departure 

from the laws of Christ, it was not only in disorder, and 

unworthy of confidence, but had actually destroyed its very (Final 
(Corres- 

existence as a church of Christ. Mr. Graves instructed you (pondence 

through his paper, before your came to Nashville, that you 

must in what you proposed to do, leave the action of his 

party in this respect, unimparied; the organ of the Convention 

which appointed you, followed you to this city, with precisely 

the same instructions; and you did not ask, as Mr. Graves says, 

anything inconsistent with this degradation of the church. If 

this be so, in asking this church to accept the propositions 

you made, you simply asked it for the sake of peace with Mr.

Graves, to acquiesce in the unjust and unauthorized condemhation 

he had pronounced upon it and to submit silently to its own 

disgrace.

3. Mr. Graves by ^his publications has placed you betwenn 

him and his party, and the church. By announcing that they had 

agreed to do all you could ask, in connection with your announce

ment that yoQ had failed to adjust a settlement, he not only 

commits you to his views and policy, but under the weight of your 

names, has no doubt, created a false public opinion, unfavorable

to the church. Meanwhile the church has felt itself in honor, 



bound to make no publication on the subject. And it may be 

added that it was understood by our committee that Mr. Graves 

was similarly bound to say nothing regarding it.

With these facts before the church, you cannot be surprized 

that it could not, should you return to Nashville, regard the 

Mississippi Committee as occupying the same position as a 

"Mediating Committee," as it did upon its first visit.

It will be perceived, brethren, that the foregoing statements 

are hypothetical. They are made upon the supposition that 

Mr. Graves was warranted from the facts in the case, to make 

these announcements, and to commit you as he has done. If however, 

he was mistaken, in the facts, it is due to all parties that the 

proper correction should be made, and that the deductions 

necessarily drawn from them, should be disclaimed that the 

church may be relieved from the false public opinion that has 

been created.

In conclusion, it may be well, brethren to remind you of 

three things:

1. That so far as has been made to appear, there is no desire 

felt by Mr. Graves and his party, to be restored to the fellow

ship of the church. The very efforts made by you, were used 

through public newspapers, before the church had acted upon 

your propositions, or you had any means of determining the 

final result of your labors, for party advantage, and the in

jury of the church.

2. It is in the nature of things impossible to effect an 

adjustment of a question like this, if the principles and 

actions of the parties in the past, are to be left inviolate.



The waiving of a principle, or a course of conduct, while 

it is not an abandonment of it permanently by the individual, 

is the withdrawal of it from the particular case in which 

it is waived, with all the effect of a total abandonment. If 

it is to be reaasumed after adjustment, and be in full force 

against the party injured by it, such an adjustment would be 

merely the play of children, or the schisms of tacticians 

in diplomacy.
attempts

3. If any future at settlement are made, the ut

most plainness of speech must be used. The church cannot 

be beguiled by any covering up of principles under specious 

terms; nor does it desire to gain any advantage over any 

one; it will pursue a course of the utmost candor, and we 

trust the most enlarged spirit of Christian kindness and for

bearance.**

This final answer of the church expressed, so far as is known, 

the sentiments of every member. It must be remembered however, 

that both this, and the former communications of the church, 

had reference not to the Mediating Committee as a whole 

but only to those members of it who were present during its 

sitting in this city. Whether the result would have beets 

different, had all the committee been in attendance, is, of 

course, not for any one to say. We will not, however, im

plicate the absent. Probably those who were present, cuikld 

they have commenced their labors anew, would have seen the 

propriety of pursuing a course different from that which 

they adopted in these negotiations.



The Committee acted here not as "individual peace

makers" according to their promise, but in their capacity 

as a committee; they did not conduct their "mediation" 

according to the conditions prescribed; when these very 

conditions, in opposition to the basis of adjustment offered 

by them, were urged by brethren in the committee of the church 

they rejected and repudiated them; and they insisted upon 

the adoption of a basis which, while it departed wholly from 

the original conditions accepted by them, embraced all the 

unscriptural assumptions of the General Association, the Con

cord Association, and the Graves ex parte Council; a basis 

which while it degraded and dishonored the church, would 

have violated all the great principles of gospel church govern

ment* It is surprising that under such circumstances, the Com

mittee could have expected their mission to be successful. 

There and in this manner termihated the collision of the First 

Baptist Church in Nashville, with the Mississippi Baptist State 

Convention.


