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Strange Issue
NOTE: Reprinted by permission 
from an Editorial by Editor Joe 
T. Odle in the Baptist Record^ 
official journal of the Mississi
ppi Baptist Convention*

Questions
Does a Baptist church have such 

autonomy that it can change its doc- 
trnal position concerning baptism, and 
begin to accept sprinkling as baptism? 
If it does adopt such a practice, must 
conventions and associations keep 
hands off, and continue to receive the 
messengers in full fellowship? Is such 
action of no concern to other churches?

These are not questions of simple an
swer, but to say that the church is au
tonomous and the convention or associ
ation cannot set creedal requirements 
concerning them is only half-truth. 
They are true, in that each church most 
certainly is autonomous and it alone 
can determine its own affairs. No Bap
tist will disagree with this. However, at 
the same time, associations and 
conventions also are autonomous, and 
they have a right to determine what 
their fellowship or membership will be. 
As to the last question, while each 
church is free, and autonomous, it does 
have a relationship with other churches 
through the exchange of membership 
letters, and therefore does have a re
sponsibility for how its actions effect 
other churches.

Dilemma
To see how the association or con

vention is involved let us consider the 
dilemma that is presented by this 
autonomy issue. EITHER THE CON
VENTION OR ASSOCIATION DOES 
HAVE THE RIGHT TO DETERM
INE ITS OWN MEMBERSHIP, OR IT 
DOES NOT. If it does not, then any 
church, espousing any doctrinal posi
tion, can decide that it wishes to coop
erate with the organization, and 
its messengers must be seated. This 
opens the door for Roman Catholics, 
Mormons, Presbyterians, Methodists or 
any other group calling itself a church, 
to send messengers to be seated in the 
Baptist meeting. If it be argued that 
this is an absurdity, and such messen
gers would not be seated since they are 
not Baptists, then it must be conceded 
that the Baptist organization DOES 
have the autonomy of determining its 
own membership. If it does, then it has 
the right to say whether it will 
seat messengers from churches which 
it feels have departed from the Baptist 
position on baptism.

THE REAL QUESTION
BY: M. 0. Owens Jr.

Will the N. C. Baptist State 
< Convention take a stand for the 

Scriptural teaching on Baptism 
W — or will we try to evade the real

.ytjy- issue? That is what the Conven-
ti011 itself must decide when it 

HHif flH meets in Winston-Salem.
Two constitutional amendments are proposed. 

Both deal, in a sense, with the same problem. 
According to Roberts' Rules of Order, when two 
motions or amendments dealing with the same 
matter are presented, the Convention itself is 
required to decide first which of the two the 
group will consider. This means that with the 
Allred amendment and the Owens amendment both 
being presented, the Convention's first action 
in handling them is to decide which of the two 
is preferred. This decision will be made by a 
simple majority vote. If the majority of votes 
are for the Allred amendment,then the Owens a- 
mendment is finished; or if the majority are 
for the Owens amendment,then the Allred amend
ment is out.

The Allred amendment says simply that non
immersed church members cannot be sent as mes
sengers to the Baptist State Convention. Noth
ing is said or done about the churches accept
ing non-Baptists without immersing them. Thus 
the real issue is not faced. By telling the 
churches who can or cannot be messengers, the 
Convention is violating church autonomy. Also, 
this continues to permit non-Baptists to be 
Trustees of our Baptist.institutions.

The Owens amendment says that only churches 
which are made up of professing immersed be
lievers may affiliate with the Baptist State 
Convention. In effect, it says to the churches 
that they must continue to be Baptists or they 
cannot be a part of the Convention. This main
tains our Scriptural and time-honored Baptist 
position on Baptism by immersion. It does not 
evade the issue.

The real question which faces us is simply: 
Will we as Baptists stand up for the plain un
equivocal defense and practice of the teaching 
of the Bible as God's holy, revealed and in
fallible Word? To try to argue that this makes 
us creedal is to avoid the issue. To argue 
that this is divisive may be correct. For Je
sus said, "I came not to bring peace but a 
sword."

Somewhere, sometime, Baptists must take a 
stand for the Word of God or else go the way 
of apostasy as have all the older denomina
tions. It is still true that we cannot "serve 

_ ,,God and mammon." DARGA; -
S. B. C.

NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE



FACTS N.C. BAPTH
BY JULIAN HOPKINS

FACT NO. Ill 
CONVENTION OFFICES AND 

UNTRUTHES AGAINST AMENDMENT 
This third fact requires me

to name persons and cite instances to show 
how things happened and who was and is respon
sible. I regret that the bias of some of the 
top leaders in the Convention must be chal
lengedinorder that Baptists across the state 
may know the whole truth. I believe the facts 
reveal that these leaders acted most unfairly 
and used unchristian methods in their all-out 
effort to kill the baptism amendment and to 
allow the corrupting influence of those who 
are rejecting New Testament authority for 
baptism to continue in our Convention.

In the remainder of this review I will 
offer evidence in support of the position I 
am now taking. I leave it up to the Baptist 
people over the state to decide whether or 
not these things are true, and whether or not 
our leaders behaved like men of God or like 
men trying to get votes at any cost.

CONVENTION OFFICERS
1. It is a well known fact that General 

Secretary-Treasurer, W. Perry Crouch, Bibli
cal Recorder Editor, Marse Grant, Convention 
President, John Lawrence and others in the 
Convention leadership threw the full weight 
of the official positions they had been en
trusted with against the baptism amendment. 
Positions they had been entrusted to use for 
the propagation of the Gospel of Jesus Christ 
they used to defend those who are denying a 
part of the Gospel by rejecting Jesus' com
mand to teach all disciples to follow Him in 
immersion. Even so they received only 46 
percent of the vote with 54 percent voting 
against them and for the amendment. Had these 
officials kept the power and influence of 
their offices out of the matter so far as 
trying to influence the vote, and had shown 
both sides of the issue in a fair, truthful 
and unprejudiced way, it is quite certain the 
amendment would have received the necessary 
two-thirds majority. It did in two of the 
largest associations in the state (Mecklen
burg and Piedmont). But these leaders knew 
this and they left no stone unturned in their 
efforts to kill it.

VIRGINIA BAPTISTS
Virginia Baptists adopted an amendment to 

their constitution a few years ago which is 
in essence, exactly the same as the one of
fered in our Convention in Charlotte. There, 
the General Secretary and his associates in 
the Convention stayed completely out of the 
controversy. They did not allow the power 
and influence of their offices to be used in 
any way to influence the messengers to vote 
for or against the baptism amendment. They 

left the unofficial messengers free, without 
official pressure, to decide the question on 
its merits as they believed this would be 
pleasing to God.

Here in North Carolina messengers were 
subjected to all the pressure our leaders 
could mount. They even stooped to use un- 
truthes in their efforts to kill the amen- 
ment and keep the Convention open for more 
and more deviation from the Gospel of Jesus 
Christ. The poison that is flowing into the 
policy-making power of the Convention at an 
increasing rate they ignored, and even denied 
it existed. They acted like unscrupulous city 
officials who ignore the seepage of poison in
to the reservoir from which the people drink 
because facing up to the issue and stopping 
its flow would cut off a few sources of reve
nue.

In thier attitude and action these leaders 
have identified themselves as being in doc
trinal accord with the deviating chruches 
regarless of the loudness with which they 
disclaim this identification. The deviating 
churches have rejected the authority of the 
Scriptures and the command of Christ in re
gard to baptism and Convention leaders have 
defended them in it. That puts them, doctrin
ally, in the same boat.

1946 AMENDMENT
2. In 1946 the Constitution of the Con

vention was revised. The revision added a 
monetary requirement for participation in 
its affairs, namely, the church must be one 
"that supports any object of the Convention". 
(Up to that time it had a doctrinal rather 
than a monetary requirement which I will dis
cuss later.) This change in the Constitution 
dropped 135 churches from participation in 
the Convention. Why did not Secretary Crouch 
defend these churches? The Convention met 
that year in his church in Asheville. But 
Secretary Crouch did not do one thing to de
fend them; neither did Guy Cain who spoke up 
for the deviators saying, "Please be fair to 
ALL my friends"(Biblical Recorder, 11-13-71 , 
p. 17); neither did Editor Grant who used 
column after column in the Recorder trying to 
justify the deviators' participation in the 
Convention.

WHY THE SILENCE?
Why all this silence in 1946 when 135 

churches were denied participation in the 
Convention? Most of these were small, strug
gling churches with preaching on one Sunday 
a month, some less, and they had not sent any 
money to Raleigh during the year. So these 
defenders of the big, affluent churches that 
are rejecting Jesus' command let the little 
ones (which had rejected no command of Jesus 
Christ) drop without a word in their behalf. 
Guy Cain made no plea for them. 
Is it that he claims only the pastors of the 
big affluent churches as his friends?



TS SHOULD KNOW
- PART II

These same leaders, in defending the big, 
affluent churches said, as Cain expressed it 
for them,"This(baptism) is a church decision." 
For the small, struggling churches it was not 
"a church decision" as to whether or not they 
could or would send money to the Convention 
each year. The Convention said by Constitu
tional Amendment, "You must send money if you 
participate." When this was done, no one 
cried, "violation of church autonomy" or "the 
Convention is imposing its will upon the 
churches". Why did not someone say that in 
defense of the small churches? BECAUSE EVERY
BODY KNEW IT WAS NOT SO.

FREE
The small churches were free to accept 

or reject the Convention's terms. That is 
no violation of church autonomy and everybody 
was honest and fair in making no pretense in 
1946 that it did. The baptism amendment pre
sented in Charlotte also established Conven
tion terms to be met by all churches(not just 
the deviating churches) that wished to par
ticipate in the Convention's affairs. The 
same identical principles that has operated 
since 1946 with regard to participation in Con
vention affairs sould have continued to op
erate in determining the churches that were 
eligible to send messengers to the Convention 
had the baptism amendment been adopted. All 
churches still would have been free to accept 
or reject the Convention's terms for partici
pation in its own affairs. That in no way 
violates the principle of church autonomy.

But Secretary Crouch, Editor Grant and 
other Convention leaders did not take the 
"honest and fair" course in 1971. They knew 
that course would not get the votes they 
needed to kill the amendment and keep in the 
Convention the big, affluent rejectors of 
Christ's Command; so they yelled and yelled 
"violation of church autonomy" as they used 
their steamroller tactics to bulldoze the 
messengers into voting down the baptism 
amendment and thus opening wide the door for 
all who desire to join the deviators to do 
so and multiply the spread of false doc
trine in the Convention.

This Convention leaders did, basing their 
argument against the baptism amendment on the 
charge that it violated church autonomy which 
was and is completely untrue. It is crystal 
clear that it was untrue in 1971 also. Yet 
Secretary Crouch, Editor Grant and their 
friends used it again and again in their cam
paign to mislead the people so they would 
vote against the amendment and thereby keep 
those whom Convention officials call "my 
friends" in the Convention in spite of the 
fact that their "friends" are corrupting the 
Convention by rejecting a command of Jesus 
Christ.

PAST LEADERS

amendment Secretary Crouch said, "Some of the 
most conservative leaders of the past have 
vigorously opposed putting doctrine or creed 
in the constitution" (Biblical Recorder, 
11-20-71, p. 11). He offers nothing to sup
port his claim. When and where in the past 
did conservative leaders "vigorously oppose" 
limiting the policy-making power of the Con
vention to Baptist churches that obey and do 
not reject the command of Jesus to immerse 
all disciples (Mt. 28: 18-20). That has never 
happened in our Convention. The problem of 
deviation on baptism never arose in our Con
vention until after World War II and did not 
spread over the state until the last few years.

However, its spread is much in evidence 
now. One church with over 1,000 members an
nounced its deviation this year. Another 
church with over 1,100 members recently split 
with the group going out to form a new church 
voting to receive members from other denomi
nations on sprinkling and not to require im
mersion of them.The pastor of another church 
with 1,300 members has asked his deacons to 
recommend to his church that it adopt the 
policy of receiving members from other denomi
nations on sprinkling without requiring immer
sion. His request has been denied up to this 
time, but if the Convention does not change 
its present stand on baptism which was forced 
by the 46 percent minority, this pastor and 
others like him will lead more and more 
churches to reject Jesus Christ's command to 
immerse all disciples.

CORRUPTING INFLUENCE
This corrupting influence is something new 

in our Convention; something no conservative 
leader has ever "upheld". If Secretary 
Crouch knows of a single instance where that 
has happened, why did he not name it? One 
example is worth more than volumns of words 
without facts to back them up.

Furthermore, up until 1946 there was a re
quirement made of churches that desired to 
participate in Convention affairs that was 
doctrinal in essence. It stated, "No one 
shall be a member of the Convention who is 
not a member in good standing of a Missionary 
Baptist Church". That put doctrinal require
ments on churches. Not just any church; not 
just any Baptist Church; only Missionary Bap
tist Churches were allowed to send messengers 
to the Convention. That set doctrinal limi
tations and boundaries in which a church must 
operate to be entitled to participate in the 
policy-making power of the Convention. All 
members of Missionary Baptist churches were 
received on immersion only. Sprinkling was 
not recognized as baptism in a Missionary 
Baptist Church. So, "The most conservative 
leaders of the past"did nofvigorously oppose" 
doctrinal requirements in the constitution - 
THEY PUT THEM IN IT!

3. As he led the campaign against the (Continued on Page Four)
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"the spectre"

In an editorial appearing 
in the September 16 issue of 
the Biblical Recorder the 
writer allowed that if his 
church were ever faced with a 
vote on the baptismal issue 
it should be able to face the 
issue without the "spectre" 
of being disenfranchised by 
the Convention. The editori
al was obviously written in 
opposition to the proposed 
amendment to the Constitution 
by M. 0. Owens of Gastonia 
which would limit participa
tion in our Convention to 
those churches composed of 
immersed believers.

The truth of the matter is 
that every time the annual 
budget committee meets in any 
church cooperating with the 
North Carolina Convention, 
it meets under the "spectre" 
of being "disenfranchised" if 
provision is not made to some
how support some program of 
the Convention through finan
cial contribution. We wonder 
what kind of reasoning could 
possibly prompt the writer to 
believe that disenfranchise
ment for lack of adhering to 
the New Testament teachings 
on baptism is worse than dis
enfranchisement for the lack 
of financial contribution. Of 
course, consistency is of no 
consequence to men who are so 
dedicated to the enhancement 
of the liberal cause.

To be sure, there should 
be a requirement that church
es participating in our Con
vention life should support 
at least some of the programs. 
If not, that church should 
not expect to have a voice 
but it is just as valid to 
require that participating 
churches be Baptist churches 
who adhere to the New Testa
ment teachings on baptism 
which is the reason that we 
are called Baptists. In fact, 
it should be of greater im
portance that a church be o

bedient to the command of 
Christ at this point than the 
giving of financial support 
to Convention programs.

TEST OF FELLOWSHIP
Should any religious ques

tion ever become a test of 
fellowship among Southern 
Baptists? There are many li
berals among us who would say 
"No". To be sure, the mi 1- 
lenial question should never 
be a test of fellowship. In
terpretation of certain pro
phecies should never be a 
test of fellowship as long 
as we recognize that they are 
prophecies of God. The kind 
of music that we sing should 
never be a test of fellow
ship. Attitudes toward cer
tain programs in the conven
tion should never be a test 
of fellowship but there are 
some things that should be a 
test of fellowship. The Bible 
says: "Can two walk together 
except they be agreed?" (Amos 
3:3) The Apostle Paul said, 
"If any man preach any other 
Gospel unto you than that ye 
have received, let him be 
accursed. For do I now per
suade men, or God? Or do I 
seek to please men? For if I 
yet pleased men, I should not 
be the servant of Christ." 
(Galatians 1: 9 - 10). Paul 
preached a pure Gospel that 
was "not after man". He also 
preached a complete Gospel. 
In Romans 6 he even gave very 
complete instructions as to 
the meaning of baptism.

John said, "If there come 
any unto you and bring not 
this doctrine, receive him 
not into your house, neither 
bid him Godspeed: for he that 
biddeth him Godspeed is par
taker of his evil deeds." 
(II John 10:11) There were 
false prophets and false pro
fessors of the faith in the 
New Testament just as there 
are today. Their desire was 
to di lute,pervert and corrupt 

the Gospel. The New Testament 
is replete with admonitions 
that Christians disassociate 
from such false teachers and 
preachers. The Lord repri
manded the church in Pergamos 
even though they had not de
nied the faith but they tol
erated those in their fellow
ship who held to the doctrine 
of Baalim and others who held 
to the doctrine of the Nicola- 
itanes.

If there is any great Bap
tist distinctive that North 
Carolina Baptists should take 
a stand on it is Baptism. It 
is the believers outward testi
mony of the salvation experi
ence within. It is an outward 
commitment to "walk in newness 
of life".It is the New Testa
ment symbol of the most basic 
things that any Christian be
lieves. If North Carolina Bap
tists will not stand on the 
matter of Baptism then we have 
little reason to believe that 
this Convention will ever really 
take a stand on anything rela
ted to Gospel truth. If there 
was ever a time for this Con
vention to stand it is now 
when liberals are making an 
all out effort to lead our 
Convention down the path of 
apostasy. If there is ever a 
place for us to stand it is 
in Winston-Salem at our Con
vention because "the night is 
far spent,the day is at hand".

(CONTINUED FROM- PAGE 3)
DOCTRINAL REQUIREMENT

This doctrinal requirement 
was deleted from the constitu
tion when confidence in the 
Bible as, "truth, without any 
mixture of error" had already 
begun to deteriorate in some 
Baptist circles. I doubt that 
one percent of those voting 
in 1946 had any inkling of 
what was at stake.lt is clear 
that the dropping of the doc
trinal requirement was, un
doubtedly, one of the biggest 
mistakes our Convention has 
ever made.
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