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The real issue that confronts Southern 
Baptists in this hour is not baptism, nor 
liberalism versus conservativism. It is 
not social action versus evangelism nor 
ecclesiastical hierarchy versus grass 
roots support. Neither is it a score of 
other surface issues. The real issue is 
the Bible. “But surely we all believe the 
Bible!" someone protests. And “Surely we 
all follow the same Christ!" rejoins a 
Baptist returning from a clandestine trip 
to the National Council of Churches. Do 
we?

The Bible of the liberal is emasculated 
to shreds by doubt, skepticism, and nega
tive criticism, while the Bible of the con
servative is largely unread and rarely de
fended with scholastic acumen.

The Christ of the liberal we do not re
cognize for He is not the Christ of the 
Scriptures; while the Christ of the conser
vative is often ignored in the interest of 
denominational“peace“.Al1 we know of Christ 
comes from the Bible except those subjec
tive experiences of fellowship with Him 
through the Holy Spirit. And those exper
iences must be informed and corrected by 
reliable Scriptures or they become mere ex
ercises in fancy.

Unless one’s doctrine of Biblical in
spiration is correct all other doctrines 
embraced are meaningless. One's view of 

By: M.O. Owens Jr.

the Holy Scriptures is the most important 
doctrine he will ever hold!

our battle cry is Biblical inerrancy! 
Make no mistake about it; we are in a 
fight, a v'~rfare in which the Scriptures 
are both our defense and offense: our de
fense as the Rock of all Ages and our of
fense as the flashing sword of God’s Spirit.

Suffer no illusions; this battle will 
rage until the Lord returns through the 
clouds to receive His remnant church.

Jesus believed in and taught the Scrip
tures to be infallible and inerrant. So 
did Paul. And through post apostolic days 
to the present; Augustine, Savanarola, Mar
tin Luther, John Calvin, Charles Spurgeon, 
and Billy Graham have all fought this 
noble battle. Today’s heretics stand on 
the shifting sands of Biblical “mistakes" 
and pretend that the doctrine of Biblical 
inerrancy is a recent phenomenon of certain 
fundamentalists. History is against them.

Francis Schaeffer says that the first 
eleven chapters of Genesis is where the 
battle must be fought first. Either they 
are historical time/space “brute" facts or 
are mythical and fanciful. If the former, 
we have a solid foundation for believing 
all the Bible subsequent to it; if the lat
ter, we have no need of a time/space histor
ical Savior since the fall of man is mythi
cal. Nothing could be more crucial than 

this and yet some “moderates” have con
ceded to the liberals that maybe Adam was 
just a myth and the first eleven chapters 
of Genesis a “once for all" fairy tale!

All the Bible is inspired of God accord
ing to II Timothy 3: )6. It is infallible, 
i.e. incapable of misleading anyone; and 
inerrant, i.e. incapable of being proven 
inaccurate about any subject, theological, 
scientific, or otherwise. This does not 
mean that there are no difficulties in the 
Scriptures; there are many. Rather we are 
saying that the Bible has never been proven 
erroneous. Besides, an unreliable Scrip
ture produces greater difficulties for all.

Let Southern Baptists come to grips with 
this. Let us rally around the verbally 
inspired, infallible Word of God or He 
will surely write “Ichabod" across the 
archway of Baptist Headquarters in Nash
ville. The “glory will have departed” 1 
If that happens the Southern Baptist Con
vention will be only a shell of its former 
greatness. Two things have made us 
great: our historic conviction of the 
complete reliability of the Scriptures, and 
our commitment to New Testament evangelism. 
We cannot have one wi thout the other. Coop
eration survives on a doctrinal base.

Ned L. Mathews, President
Baptists United for Spiritual Revival 

of North Carolina

If one listens to the current analyses of 
some would-be sages, he would quickly de
duce that the only essential qualification 
to be a loyal Southern Baptist is to be 
willing to give money to the formally adop
ted Southern Baptist causes. He would also 
surmise that any church which does not op
erate by this standard Southern Baptist 
formula is regarded as being something of a 
renegade.

Charles H. Ashcraft, executive-secretary 
of the Arkansas Baptist State Convention, 
lifts a red flag at what he deems to be 
very undesirable actions on the part of cer
tain Southern Baptist churches. He lists 
four "symptoms'1 of what he considers to be 
real heresy - too much "independence". 
Shades of our forefathers! He says these 
four symptoms are (1)introduction of "alien 
literature;" (2) "reduction or deletion of 
giving for state and national Southern Bap
tist Cooperative Programs;" (3) taking the 
state convention's newmagazine out of the 
congregation’s budget; and (4) the attitude 
of "I am the only true prophet on earth."

Dr. Ashcraft sounds as if he might like 
trying to be Southern Baptist pope for 
awhile. Since when does the Convention, or 
any official thereof, have the right to 
say that because a church uses literature

other than the "official" Sunday School tists, or even the Presbyterians, or some 
Board materials, it is too "independent"! liberally-oriented publishing house,and in
Southern Baptist churches existed a good cur no opprobrium. But let a church become 
while before the Sunday School Board came dissatisfiedwith Sunday School Board mater- 
into existence. One of the basic under- ials because of doctrinal or pedagogical re
standings agreed to when that organization asons, and buy from some doctrinally con- 
was established was that churches would servative or "independent" publisher, and 
obviously have the right to buy their liter- as soon as it is known, that church is 
ature anywhere they chose. branded as a maverick, and uncooperative;

It ought to be unnecessary to say that in fact, it may be (God forbid, they imply) 
the Sunday School Board exists for the a church with "independent" leanings, 
churches, not the churches for the Board. What seems to be ignored is the fact 
The task of the Board is to provide doctri- that any Baptist Church has the right to de- 
nally sound, Biblically oriented accep- ci de for itself whether any given material 
tably written material for us in teaching, is suitable to their doctrines and beliefs, 
training and developing people as devoted In fact, if the church is honest with it- 
Christians and loyal church members. It is self, it has the obligation to search for 
the responsibility and the privilege of materials that bolster and magnify its doc- 
the individual church to decide what liter- trinal position.
ature it wishes to use. To choose other The "autonomy" of a Baptist church sup-
than Sunday School Board materials does not posedly guarantees that no Association, or 
make a church any less Southern Baptist,nor Convention will attempt in any way to in- 
necessarily any less loyal to Jesus Christ, terfere with the internal affairs of that
or even to the denomination. chruch. In North Carolina, the State Con

vention very emphatically refused to take a
W|]Y? stand when churches cooperating with the

Convention decided to accept unbaptized 
It is a bit difficul t to understand why members(people who had only been sprinkled),

a church can decide to prepare its own li- The main <i^ument was that the Convention
terature, or buy it from the American Bap- (CopEinued on Page Two)



TOO INDEPENDENT-CONTINUED
has no right to tell a church what 1t can 
and can't do in its own affairs.

Yet, in subtle (and sometimes not so 
subtle) ways, some of our leaders seek to 
pressure churches into following the "es
tablishment" pattern. They brand as "inde
pendent" or "uncooperative" any church that 
does its own thing, and refuses to docilely 
follow the establishment's dictum. Churches 
of this type rarely, if ever,have represen
tation on Boards or Committees; their 
pastors and people are rarely selected as 
program personalities, in other ways also 
the Convention leadership seeks to make 
such churches know that they are out of 
favor, and are,in fact,second-class.

IRONY
Strangely and ironically, a church which 

has liberal leanings, and has a liberal 
pastor may do the very same things a con
servative church does, yet it is never os
tracized. The church may not use Southern 
Baptist literature; the pastor may openly 
declare that he does not believe the Bible 
to be inerrant; the church may give little 
through the Cooperative Program, and may 
support many non-Baptist causes; but none 
of these things ever causes Southern Bap
tist leadership to shun these churches and 
their pastors. On the contrary,the chances 
are that the pastors of such churches are 
name speakers on Southern Baptist programs. 
Such churches often furnish Trustees, Board 
members, and Committee members for the Con
ventions.

But let a church boldly declare its be
lief in the inerrancy of the Scriptures, 
and forthrightly implement that belief by 
seeking literature which is compatible, 
and begin to designate its monies to objects 
of its own choosing, and immediately it is 
suspect, and will be ostracized, if possi
ble.

SEMANTICS
Semantics is a.wonderful game. Conven

tion news media and Convention leadership go 
to great lengths to emphasize that every 
Baptist church is independent, and autono
mous. But let a church exercise its inde
pendence in ways that do not please, and 
immediately that church is branded "inde
pendent" , and those who use the term mean 
something quite different from their first 
use of the word.

Dr. Ashcraft also brands as "independent" 
in leanings, those churches that engage in 
a "reduction or deletion of giving for state 
and national Southern Baptist Cooperative 
Programs."

The Cooperative Program was and is a 
great idea and plan. But it is no sacred 
and holy thing. In fact, it may become the 
means of destroying what the churches real
ly want. It has become so monolithic that 
no change is feasible so far as the indi
vidual church is concerned. The only re
course a church has, in that case, is to 
channel its funds in a different manner. 
When it does, according to many in Conven
tion leadership, it has committed a cardi
nal sin.It has diverted funds that "belong" 
to the Convention!!! The tail wants to wag 
the dog!!

Apparently, it has been forgotten by 
some that the Cooperative Program was set 
up to be a tool for the churches, it is 
the churches which formed the Associations 
and the Conventions, not the reverse. But 
the Cooperative Program has become so large 
and formidable that those who administer it 
seemingly forget its derivative beginning. 
They seem to feel that the Cooperative Pro
gram is far more important than a church, 
therefore the C.P. should determine what 
the churches do, not vice versa. Such an 

attitude says that if a church does not 
support the C.P. with every dollar avail
able, then that church is sinning. This 
state of mind holds that the churches have 
only one reason for being - to support the 
Cooperative Program.

NO TEST OF LOYALTY
Let it be stated unequivocally that a 

Southern Baptist church can channel its 
monies any way it wants to and STILL BE SOU
THERN BAPTIST. The fact that it disagrees 
with official Convention decisions as to 
use of funds is no indication that it has 
ceased to be a loyal Southern Baptist church. 
Here again,if the church is sincere and fer
vent in its doctrinal beliefs, it is obli
gated morally to use its funds in the ways 
it believes will best promote, promulgate 
and defend those beliefs. If that church 
feels that a certain school or institution 
is no longer teaching the cardinal doctrines 
of the Bible, then the church should feel 
no obligation to support that school. Here- 
sey (what a bad word that has become Ode- 
serves no cooperation or support. The bur
den of proof lies on the school.

Most of the State Conventions, perhaps 
all of them, operate on a percentage bud
get. Thus a church can effectively channel 
its funds where it wants those funds to go. 
If a church does not want a certain school 
or institution to have its support, then by 
means of a "limited" or "directed" Cooper
ative Program plan, the Convention offices 
are instructed to withhold the percent of 
the church's gifts ordinarily assigned to 
that school or institution, and these 
gifts are reassigned wherever the church 
gives instructions for them to be given.

Such is not the case with the Southern 
Baptist Convention Budget. Here we operate 
on a dollar budget. Each Board, agency or 
institution is assigned a designated amount. 
If a church does not wish any of its funds 
to go to a given agency or institution, the 
only way it can prevent that from happening 
is to give nothing through the undesignated 
Cooperative Program. This means that funds 
for agencies or institutions the church 
wants to support must be designated. It is 
an awkward, unwieldy, and unfair arrange
ment.

REACTION TO CHANGE
If any effort is made to change the plan 

the heads of agencies and institutions will 
likely raise a pained cry, and accuse those 
making the effort of seeking to destroy the 
Program. But the truth is, any agency or 
institution which cannot prove to the chur
ches that full support is deserved, should 
not expect support. Ironically, in many 
cases, the leadership of agencies and insti
tutions is convinced that the churches really 
do not know what is best. Instead of being 
servants of the churches, they would TELL 
the churches what must be done, giving the 
churches no real choice. As it has worked 
out, in effect, the churches have become 
servants of the institutions and agencies, 
rather than the other way, as it ought to 
be. There seems to be a feeling among many 
of the leaders of our agencies and institu
tions that the churches exist to support 
them.

How independent should a Southern Bap
tist church be? Should it exist only to 
bow to the beck and call of its created 
agencies and institutions, or should it be 
independent enough to determine its own pa
ttern of support? The real question has 
become, How independent CAN a church be? 
According to some Southern Baptist leaders 
independent does not mean "independent". 
According to this thinking, a church is 
independent only when it doci lely fol lows the 
bidding of the Convention. It becomes 
"independent" and a maverick when it decides 

to differ.

Rev. M.O. Owens Jr., Pastor 
Parkwood Baptist Church 
Gastonia, N.C.

NOTE---------

Since I con the Editor-in-Chief of the 
new Baptist Literature Board materials ^pre
pared by BLB for Southern Baptist churches 
as an independent option* I know there will 
be those who gleefully and quickly point 
out that fact with the declaration* "You9 re 
a fine one to be writing about Southern 
Baptists and their literature;you are in the 
business of selling literature.

With candor I acknowledge that I am Edi
tor of these' new materials. I hasten to 
add that I have not received one cent for my 
work on this project. It is a non-profit 
undertaking. If there should be a profit at 
any time* the charter of the organization 
specifically states that the profit shall go 
to Southern Baptist missionary agencies and 
related activities. No person will stand to 
gain from the preparation* printing and sale 
of these materials.

The purpose of the Baptist Literature 
Board* made up of loyal Southern Baptists* 
is to provide an option for Southern Baptist 
Chruches. We fully expect that most of those 
who will buy this material are already using 
materials which are not Southern Baptist. 
Admittedly* we are neophytes in this field. 
But we hope as we gain experience that we 
can provide Sunday School* Vacation Bible 
School* and Church Training literature that 
is based on a belief in the verbal inspira
tion of the Scriptures* and in the inerrancy 
of the Bible.

We are not critical of the Sunday School 
Board materials. We simply feel that there 
is a need for an option which is Southern 
Baptist. Naw if that be treason* make the 
most of it.

M.O. Owens Jr.

CORRECTION
In an editorial note preceding Ruth Red

mon’s article on pornography which appeared 
in the last issue of Baptist United News, 
there was a typographical error that we 
want to correct. It read ’’The Christian 
Action League is not engaged in a program 
to raise $30,000 to battle this malicious 
evil”. The sentence should have read, “The 
Christian Action League is now engaged in a 
program to raise $30,000 to battle this 
malicious evil.” Christians across the 
state should become concerned about this 
evil. Contributions should be sent to the 
Christian Action League, P.O. Box 2126, 
Raleigh, N.C. 27602.

A Care Package



BAPTISTS AND THE CONFESSIONAL PRINCIPLE
BY DR. JAMES BULMAN

Baptists have differed over the place of 
statements of faith. (1) Some Baptists 
have objected to such statements. (2) More 
often their propriety is recognized, but 
there has been difference of opinion as to 
(a) what name to give these statements and 
(b) what authority they possess.

SOME SAY "NO CREED BUT THE BIBLE"
It is correct to say the Bible is our 

only creed if we mean it is our final au
thority for faith and practice. But the 
question arises: Just what does the Bible 
teach as to what we are to believe and how 
we are to live? Other denominations have 
also taken the Bible as final authority,but 
have differed with us on the meaning of 
certain of its teachings. To define our 
position in respect to these others who al
so believe the Bible, we must state what 
we understand the Bible to teach. And 
most Baptists have done so by making use of 
certain recognized written formulas.

However, in contrast to the position of 
Baptists "for the most part," as the his
torian, A.H. Newman said, "some" have "re
pudiated all extra-Scriptural definitions" 
(A History of the Baptist Churches in the 
United States, 1898, p. 5).

Indeed, the minutes of the first ses
sion of the Southern Baptist Convention, in 
1845, refer to "a Baptist aversion for all 
creeds but the Bible." But it would be 
wrong to take this as meaning that the 
Convention was projecting a mission pro
gram of an indeterminate sort, in which 
every wind of doctrinal divergence might 
blow freely. It was, in fact, made plain 
in this first session that the new Con
vention was to be committed to those basic 
principles with which Baptists were known to 
be identified. In particular, it was made 
plain that the new Convention was follow
ing the same doctrines of the "General Con
vention," from which Baptists of the South 
had withdrawn. If no written statement of 
doctrine was put forth,what the common doc
trine was could be assumed as quite well- 
known.

But at this first session a general 
statement of principles was presented by a 
committee appointed for this purpose. It 
is in this statement that we find those 
words about a Baptist aversion to creeds. 
Thus we must interpret those words within 
the context of the whole statement.

Having referred to the "painful divi
sion" that had taken place "in the mission
ary operations of the American Baptists", 
the statement goes on to say: "Let not the 
extent of this disunion be exaggerated. 
At the present time it involves only the 
Foreign and Domestic missions of the de
nomination" -- concerning missionary ap
pointments of those holding certain views 
on slavery. "Northern and Southern Bap
tists are still brethren. They differ in 
no article of faith. They are guided by 
the same principles of gospel order...............  
Our Christian fellowship is not,as we feel, 
a matter to be obtruded on any one. We 
abide by that of our God, his dear Son, 
and all his baptized followers." (And, cer
tainly, by baptism they did not mean simply 
any kind of application of water -- some
thing that it does mean as far as the pre
sent mission program of the N.C. Baptist 
State Convention is concerned!)

"We do not regard the rupture" between 
Northern and Southern Baptists, the state
ment goes on to say, "as extending to foun
dation principles, nor can we think that 
the great body of our Northern Brethren 
will so regard it."

And then the sentence containing those 

words about a creed: "We have constructed 
for our basis no new creed; acting in this 
matter upon a Baptist aversion for all 
creeds but the Bible. We use the very terms 
as we uphold the true spirit and great ob
ject of the late "General Convention of the 
Baptist Denomination of the United States".

No new creed"was now to be added - none 
additional to that to which Baptists had 
already become accustomed. They did not 
need to write another Philadelphia Confes
sion, nor another New Hampshire Declara
tion. But, while it is here recognized 
that Baptists have had their creeds, it is 
also recognized that among Baptists there 
have been those who have not: thus the 
reference to "a." Baptist aversion for all 
creeds but the Bible. The Convention fol
lows this latter course in so far as no 
new doctrinal formula is to be constructed. 
Still, the attachment of these Southern 
Baptists to the confessional principle is 
such that they can describe themselves as 
holding the same "article(s) of faith" as 
their Northern Brethren.

But if Southern Baptists felt no need for 
constructing a doctrinal statement then, 
at the beginning of their formal denomina
tional existence, they were to do so in 
due time. We must remember that many fea
tures of our organized work now regarded 
as so essentail were a long time in coming 
about. If there was no Baptist Faith and 
Message until 1925, neither was there a 
Cooperative Program until that date. But 
certain phases of our work did not have to 
wait nearly that long before adoption of 
a doctrinal statement. When the Southern 
Baptist Theological Seminary was established 
in 1858, there was written into its charter 
a statement of faith,"The abstract of prin
ciples," and this was an authoritative 
statement, subscription to which being re
quired of all teachers at that institution.

SOME SAY "CONFESSION"
BUT "NOT CREED"

Most Baptists, while recognizing the 
propriety of doctrinal statements, usually 
have not called them "creeds". Instead, 
the term "confession" has more often been 
used, along with "declaration" or "articles 
of faith". The "New Hampshire Confession" 
(as it came to be called),which was adopted 
with revision by the Southern Baptist Con
vention in 1925 and with further revision 
in 1963, is called in both of these revi
sions "The Baptist Faith and Message." 
This document, according to H.H. Hobbs, 
Chairman of the committee proposing it in 
the form adopted in 1963, is "not a creedal 
statement" (The Baptist Faith and Message, 
1971, pp. 13, 16). However, W. W. Barnes, 
who was the official historian of the Con
vention, had no hesitation to label the 
1925 statement "creedal" (The Southern 
Baptist Convention: A Studyin the Develop
ment of Ecclesiology, 1946, p. 8).

Also, E.Y. Mullins, chairman of the com
mittee proposing the 1925 document, favored 
the term "creed". Contrary to the popular 
notion that creeds stifle freedom, Mullins 
maintained that the principle of freedom 
results in creeds: "The formation and pro
mulgation of creeds are normal expressions 
of the religious rights of men. ... Creeds 
serve rather than hinder the development of 
personality. Any authority, therefore, 
which prohibits the formulation of creeds as 
man’s free expression and confession of 
religious belief is a tyranny to be resis
ted" (Freedom and Authority in Religion, 
1913, p. 301).

SOME SAY "NOT MANDATORY"
For a Baptist Group, a statement of 

faith has as much authority as the troup 
should choose to give it in respect to the 
area of activity of the group. The state
ment may be adopted simply as commended for 
consideration; or it could be made direc
tive for certain programs,or even requisite 
for belief or practice on the part of those 
who would be members of the group.

W. J. McGlothlin said that doctrinal 
statements "are, strictly speaking, state
ments of what a certain group of Baptists, 
large or small, did believe at a given time, 
rather than a creed which any Baptist must 
believe at all times in order to hold ec
clesiastical postion or be considered a 
Baptist" (Baptist Confessions of Faith, 
1911, p. xi; emphasis supplied). Yet, Mc
Glothlin himself would not have had his po
sition as Professor of Church History in 
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary unless 
he had signed the articles of that institu
tion; the charter requiring that each teach
er "must accept" and teach "in accordance 
with and not contrary to" these articles 
(excerpt from the Fundamental Laws of the 
Seminary written into its charter on April 
30, 1858). Is this contrary to the teach
er’s freedom? Not in the more basic sense: 
he did not have to become a teacher there. 
He freely chose to do so and freely accep
ted these limitations.

As acknowledged by the American Baptist 
historian Robert G. Torbet,doctrinal state
ments have been used "to discipline chur
ches and members," and churches have "with
drawn fellowship from those whose doctrine 
might prove harmful to the accepted teach
ing of the churches in the Baptist fellow
ship" (A History of the Baptists, 1950, p. 
75). Though he argues that Baptists "have 
refrained from using creedal statements to 
enforce doctrinal conform!ty"(Ibid., p. 24), 
it is difficult to see how this disciplining 
and withdrawing of fellowship would be any
thing else. In such cases, of course, 
there is no physical compulsion to accept 
certain tenets, in default of which there 
is "bodily punishment" or "material penalty 
by the civil government" (Ibid., p. 75); 
but conformity is required in order to main
tain standing within the group. Nor is this 
contrary to a church’s autonomy. The 
church has freely entered the relationship 
and is free to withdraw.

In his presidential address at the South
ern Baptist Convention in 1923, Mullins,re
ferring to the doctrine of creation, the au
thority of the Bible,and certain of the su
pernatural facts concerning Jesus Christ, 
prescribed this strong medicine: "We be
lieve that adherence to the above truths and 
facts is a necessary condition of service 
for teachers in our Baptist schools. ... we 
do insist upon a positive content of faith 
in accordance with the preceding statement 
as a qualification for acceptable service in 
Baptist schools. ...We stand unalterably for 
the supernatural in Christianity. Treachers 
in our schools should be careful to free 
themselves from any suspicion of disloyalty 
on this point.In the present period of agi
tation and unrest they are obligated to make 
their position clear. We pledge our support 
to all schools and teachers who are thus 
loyal to the facts of Christianity as reveal
ed in the Scriptures." But whereas Mullins 
would have us support those schools and 
teachers that are loyal to the Bible, today 
we are asked to support the school and 
teachers -- period! Whether they are loyal 
to the Bible or not!

(Continued on Page Four)



EDITORIALS . b y ROBERT At. TENERy

We are seeing frequent "news" reports and 
editorials appearing in Baptist magazines 
concerning the plight of the Lutheran Church 
Missouri Synod. For some strange reason 
these so-called "news” reports and editori
als always seem to place the white hats on 
the liberals and the black hats on the con
servatives in the Missouri Synod. There 
is the ever so subtle suggestion that 
this slfould be a lesson to Southern Baptists 
- that all the problems of the LCMS sprang 
from doctrinal concerns and that we Southern 
Baptists must avoid any doctrinal commit
ment at all costs. Now, it makes as much 
sense to say that you can have Christianity 
without docrine as it does to say that you 
can have order without law or power without 
fuel. Doctrine is an integral part of the 
Christian faith and the New Testament has a 
lot to say about it.

Be that as it may, what really happened 
in the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod? 
First, the delegates to the LCMS Convention 
elected J. A. 0. Preus, a conservative's 
President. This, of course, was unaccep
table to the liberal element in the denom
ination.

Secondly, John Tietjen, the liberal 
president of Concordia Seminary,was removed 
from office through due process. Tietjen, 
smarting from his removal from office, led 
a large group of students to form ’'Seminex’’ 
(Seminary in Exile). Last year, delegates 
to the church’s convention meeting in Ana
heim, California passed a resolution known 
as 5-02A which forbade the District Presi
dents to ordain or place ministerial candi
dates from Seminex since it was not an es
tablished or approved Seminary of the con
vention but rather a rebel group organized 
by dissidents who were following an ousted 
president even though he had been removed 
by due process.

ADAMANT
The District Presidents forthrightly 

refused to abide by the resolution passed 
by the Convention and, in fact,stated that 
they would not comply with the Anaheim reso
lution. In a conciliatory act, Preus of
fered a proposal to four of the District 
Presidents in which he stated that their 
offices would not be vacated if they would 
agree to a moratorium on further placement 
of Seminex graduates, until the next conven
tion of the LCMS. The offer was turned 
down. Consequently, Preus and the denomina
tion’s duly elected board of directors im
mediately dismissed four district Presi
dents. The District Presidents subsequent
ly refused to vacate their offices even 
though acting presidents have been named. 
Moreover, they are working diligently to 
effect a split in the denomination if they 
don’t have their way.

SUMMARY
So, what really happened was that the 

Lutheran Church Missouri Synod, by their 
own democratic process, elected a man who 
was not acceptable to the liberals. The 
delegates to the convention were not re
tarded. They were not ignorant. They re
presented the leadership of the Lutheran 
Church Missouri Synod. They were men who 
live where the “water hits the wheel*. They 
knew what was at stake and they knew exact
ly what they were doing when they elected 
President Preus. But,(as is often the case 
in Baptist circles) the liberal establish
ment obviously considered the Delegates 
too ignorant and incompetent to know what 
they were doing and they refused to abide 

by the decision that was arrived at through 
democratic process. This is only one other 
indication that liberals can be very sweet 
and saacharine, pat you on the back and 
give you the bum’s rush* as long as they 
are having their way but no action is too 
nasty or divisive for them if they don’t 
get their way. So, what has really happen
ed in the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod 
is that the liberal element of the Conven
tion is not willing to abide by the de
cisions of that body arrived at through 
the democratic process and according to 
the rules established by the denomination, 
because the democratic process and the 
constitution of the denomination did not 
serve their purposes in this instance. 
Therefore, they are willing to split and 
tear assunder the denomination because 
they didn’t have their way. If you would 
like an objective report on the matter you 
will find it in the April 23rd issue of 
Christianity Today on page 45. You will 
not find it in any Baptist publication we 
have read since Baptist editors have a 
penchant for slanting their reports so as 
to make the Lutheran Conservatives smell 
like onions and the liberals smell like 
roses. Of course, when conservatives in 
the Southern Baptist Convention get to
gether to form a new Seminary even though 
it is not in rebellion against anybody, 
the denominational establishment finds it 
to be a terrible thing and yet sympathy 
emanates from our denominational journa
lists for the rebellious seminary in the 
Lutheran Denomination. Consistency any
one?

CONFESSIONS
Elsewhere in this issue of Baptist 

United News, you will find a very scholar
ly article by James Bulman concerning the 
confessional principle among Baptists. 
There are those in denominational leader
ship who are endeavoring to persuade Bap
tist people that we have never been bound 
together by confessions and, any call for 
doctrinal integrity in the convention is 
called "creedalism". Those who do this, 
of course, throw intellectual honesty and 
objectivity to the wind because these do 
not serve their purposes at the present.

AUTONOMY
If the autonomy of the local church 

serves the purposes of the denominational 
establishment, they embrace it. But if 
it doesn’t serve their purposes they have 
no hesitation in interfering with the au
tonomy of the local church and we can 
prove this if anyone wants to challenge 
it. We are prepared to name more than 
one instance in which denominational of
ficials have interfered with the affairs 
of local, autonomous churches even though 
they had no official invitation from the 
church to do so.

Dr. Bulman’s article is an eye opener 
for anyone who wants to give it an honest 
and objective reading. Yes, we have dis
agreed with Dr. Bulman on some things. 
Everyone knows this but we are in agree
ment on a host of things. Because we have 
disagreed doesn’t mean that we have become 
’’enemies” or hostile to one another. The 
one thing that we must learn to do in 
Baptist life is to disagree without being 
disagreeable, contend without being con
tentious, or becoming enemies. Only in 
this way can we have free and open discus
sions about the real issues that confront 
our denomination so that we might make 

intelligent decisions as a group.
Dr. Bulman’s well researched article 

literally explodes the idea that Baptists 
have never been bound together by doctrines 
and beliefs held in common. He quotes the 
most reliable and authoritative Southern 
Baptist sources that are available whose 
competence in their field is indisputable. 
The article makes good reading for the 
serious student of this subjectjprepared 
by one whose scholarship is respected 
even by his bitterest enemies.

ATHEISM
At last Madelyn Murray O’Hair has given 

it up. She is no longer the leader of 
American atheists. Her kingdom of athe
ism has collapsed around her. Her own son 
became a Christian while doing "research" 
for her on a special project. His re
search brought him into contact with Cam
pus Crusade, an evangelistic organization 
operative on many American campuses. Her 
own husband is attending church. She has 
protested that even her family doesn’t 
support her in her atheism.
Her resignation came when the Society 

of Separtists, meeting in Dallas, Texas, 
became involved in a squabble over whether 
or not the Unitarians were qualified to 
remain as members of that organization 
which is composed of atheists. It seems 
that the atheists in the group were pro
testing that Unitarians were not qualified 
for membership in the group and the Uni
tarians were protesting that they were so 
qualified for membership. Apparently they 
consider themselves as good an atheist as 
the next one. We rejoice that Madelyn 
Murray 0’Hair has given up her ambitions 
for a power of atheism and we can pray that 
she will find Jesus Christ as her personal 
Savior and Lord. That would surely be a 
time of rejoicing all across America.

RMT

CONFESSIONAL PRINCIPLE CONTINUED
Mullins statement here, the "statement 

on science and religion" it was called, was 
recommended two years later by the Committee 
on Baptist Faith and Message for inclusion 
in the Convention's minutes. So it was 
printed in the Annual immediately following 
the articles of faith adopted in 1925. Is 
there any significance in the fact that when, 
in 1963, these articles of faith were revi
sed, Mullins' "statement on science and re
ligion" was not reprinted?

James M. Bullman, Pastor 
Oakridge Baptist Church 
Oakridge, N.C.
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