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ARE SOUTHERN BAPTISTS IN TROUBLE?

Many say that Southern Baptists are now 
fighting a "holy war" and that the next 
Southern Baptist Convention to be held this 
coming June in Dallas, Texas will be the 
most explosive and most important meeting 
ever held by Southern Baptists. Thus far, 
the loudest voices to be heard in this so- 
called "holy war" are Dr. Roy L. Honeycutt, 
President of Southern Baptist Seminary and 
Dr. Russell H. Dilday, President of 
Southwestern Baptist Seminary. What is at 
the center of this roaring controversy and 
why is so much being said and written about 
it? In this message, I am attempting to 
interpret for our Immanuel people the real 
issues involved in this conflict.

1. SOUTHERN BAPTISTS ARE BIG
One of the problems stems from the fact 

that Southern Baptists are the largest free 
church group in the earth. We were once a 
Baptist convention confined to the southern 
part of the United States, but that day is 
over. We now have 35,531 churches with a 
total membership of 14,185,454. We have 
churches in every state in the union and 
are growing faster than any large denomina
tion in the earth. We are so big it is 
hard to communicate with each other and 
stay together.

2. SOUTHERN BAPTISTS INCLUDE THE EDUCATED 
AND THE UNEDUCATED
Inevitably there is always a conflict 

between the college and seminary trained 
preacher and the preacher who has had no 
formal training. This is ture of the lay 
person as well. In Arkansas, the univer
sity trained person often finds himself in 
conflict with the person who has had little 
exposure to secular training. However, 
this is not the main problem facing 
Southern Baptists.

3. SECULAR HUMANISM IS TAKING ITS TOLL 
ON SOUTHERN BAPTISTS
Even in our Baptist colleges, textooks 

are being used that advocate free sex, a 
repudiation of the divine institutions of 
marriage and the family and an acceptance 
of immorality being championed in the 
movies and television. In the seminaries, 
humanism has made an attack on the super
natural and the holy until the plain 
teaching of the Word of God is being 
questioned and in many areas repudiated.

4. DARWINIAN EVOLUTION IS BEING TAUGHT AS 
A FACT WHILE CREATIONISM IS BEING 
RELEGATED TO THE BACKWOODS AND TO THE 
CIRCLE OF THE UNINFORMED.
In many of our Baptist schools and 

seminaries, the Genesis record of creation 
is passe' and unacceptable. To many of
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these teachers, Genesis does not give a 
true story of actual history; there were no 
such people as Adam and Eve, Shem, and 
Noah; the children of Israel did not pass 
dry-shod through the Red Sea; and the 
children of Israel were not actually fed 
manna for forty years.

5. IS THIS A POLITICAL FIGHT?
Some have tried to say that the "holy 

war" going on in the Southern Baptist 
Convention is a political battle for power 
and nothing else. I would like to address 
that for a moment. I have been a close 
observer of our convention for almost a 
half century and have participated in the 
actual life of our convention for forty 
years. I recall in the nineteen thirties 
and nineteen forties when we went to the 
convention and elected presidents apart 
from any pre-convention political manu- 
vering. Then I recall when a small group 
of preachers banded together and they began 
to organize the convention and elect whom 
they chose. I could name these men and 
almost without fail "their" candidate was 
elected. Now that another group has come 
on the scene and in recent years some fun
damental preachers have been elected (those 
who believe in the inerrancy of the 
Scripture), many began to scream, "This is 
political!" BUT THE MAIN ISSUE IS THIS 
SO-CALLED "HOLY WAR" IS NOT POLITICAL. It 
rather is Biblical and centers around the 
issue concerning Holy Scripture. The heart 
of the "holy war" going on is this: Is the 
Bible the perfect, inerrant, infallible 
Word of God or not? Can we be honest and 
intelligent and still believe that this 
Bible we hold in our hands is God's perfect 
record? Is all Scripture God-breathed? Is 
the Bible free from any kind of error? I 
will attempt in this presentation to show 
how this has been the downfall of every 
great denomination and now stands at the 
door of Southern Baptists, attempting to 
drag us down with all the others.

6. HATING THOSE WITH WHOM WE DISAGREE
It is very easy to come to hate and 

disdain those with whom we disagree. Quite 
often, great spiritual battles are lost by 
those who allow animosity and bitterness 
and hatred to fill their minds. I urge all 
of you to make a strenuous effort to hold 
back bitterness and hatred toward those 
with whom you violently disagree. We may 
agree to differ, even on what we think are 
vital and cardinal issues, but we must 
never resort to hatred and aminosity.

7. WHAT REALLY HOLDS SOUTHERN BAPTISTS 
TOGETHER?
In recent months, I have heard many of 

our denominational leaders and many of our 
Baptist editors say that the things which 
hold Southern Baptists together are 
missions and evangelism. Let us look at 
that fallacy for a moment. What is it that 
really holds us together? The answer is 
not hard to discover. SALVATION BY GRACE 
THROUGH FAITH is the thing that holds us 
together. A REGENERATED CHURCH MEMBERSHIP 
is the thing which holds us together. 
BAPTISM OF BELIEVERS ONLY is the thing 
which holds us together. A BELIEF IN THE 
VIRGIN BIRTH OF CHIRST, and THE BELIEF IN 
THE GENESIS ACCOUNT OF CREATION, and THE 
FACT THAT THE BIBLE IS THE INFALLIBLE WORD 
OF GOD are the things that hold us 
together. BELIEF IN ETERNAL SECURITY, ONCE 
SAVED, ALWAYS SAVED, is what holds us 
together. These and many other great basic 
Biblical doctrines hold Southern Baptists 
together. Missions and evangelism are the 
results of a belief in these doctrines. If 
we let these doctrines slip away from us, 
soon the fruits of missions and evangelism 
will wither on the Southern Baptist vine. 
This is what this so-called "holy war" is 
all about.

8. SOME OPINIONS OF OTHER LEADERS
Listen to how Dr. Adrian Rogers, past 

President of the Southern Baptist 
Convention and Pastor of the Bellevue 
Baptist Church in Memphis, Tennessee defi
nes this struggle: "I believe that the 
struggle in the Southern Baptist Convention 
is over the inspiration of the Word of God. 
There are those teaching in our seminaries 
who do not believe what Baptists have 
believed historically about the Scriptures. 
They believe that the Scriptures contain 
error and they discount much of the miracu
lous in the Bible. I know this to be abso
lute fact. Anyone can read Dr. Roy 
Honeycutt's commentary on Exodus for a 
documentation of this statement. The 
inspiration of the Scripture is not an 
incidental matter. All we know about 
anything else roots back to what we know 
about the Scripture. The Southern Baptist 
Convention is in a crisis. Unless 
something can be done about the inroads of 
liberalism, the convention will not survive 
as it has historically been."

Listen to how James T. Draper, Jr., recent 
president of the Southern Baptist 
Convention and pastor of the First Baptist 
Church in Euless, Texas sees this conflict: 
"The Southern Baptist Convention is facing 
its most critical days ever. Unless there 
is a softening of the rhetoric and a more 
guarded response on the part of our 
leaders, we will face a very hostile

CONTINUED ON PAGE TWO



ARE SOUTHERN BAPTISTS IN TROUBLE? ....continued from page one

confrontation in Dallas this June. The 
controversy to me is very simple. The 
leadership within the convention has 
generally moved gradually to a more liberal 
theological position. When concerns about 
this drift are raised, those who raise 
them are accused of being radicals and 
independents. The response of our institu
tional and agency leaders has been generally 
defensive and hostile. Concerns are viewed 
as disloyalty, and the one raising them is 
seen as a troublemaker. The present cam
paign to oppose and discredit Charles 
Stanley is being waged by institutional 
leaders and will decimate the Southern 
Baptist Convention if continued. I told 
one such leader who is actively organizing 
people to come to Dallas to defeat Charles 
Stanley, 'If you win, you lose...we all 
lose.' His response was, 'I know it but I'm 
going to do it anyway.' We are on a course 
of self-destruction. The differences 
theologically are real and we must deal 
with them."

Dr. Ralph Smith, pastor of the great Hyde 
Park Baptist Church in Austin, Texas says 
this: "It appears to me that originally 
there was concern among some of our laymen 
and pastors that our convention was moving 
slowly away from our commitment to the 
Bible as the divine, inspired, unerring 
Word of God. At the same time, there was a 
feeling that the only way that the course 
of the convention could be moved back to 
where Southern Baptists have always been 
was by electing people to boards and com
missions that would advocate a stronger 
Biblical posture. Presently, I believe we 
are in a position of jeopardy because for 
the first time, denominational leaders have 
publically become involved in the politics 
of our convention. I believe this decision 
on their part is unwise."

Our own straight-thinking Charles Barfield 
of our Immanuel staff has given one of the 
clearest statements of all concerning this 
controversy. Charles Barfield says: "As I 
see the controversy presently raging in the 
convention, many extraneous issues have 
diverted attention from the main issue with 
which the controversy began. The basic 
issue was a deep concern for the steady 
drift into a liberal theological stance in 
the colleges and seminaries maintained by 
the Southern Baptist Convention. History 
has spoken loudly and clearly that liberal 
theology and denominational decline go hand 
in hand. Those who have a deep conviction 
that theological faculties should maintain 
a basic conservative position became 
frustrated that their voices were not being 
heard. Careful study revealed that the 
responsibility for the faculties fell ulti
mately on the trustees of the school. The 
power to control the type of people elected 
to these boards of trustees lies primarily 
with the president of the convention, thus 
the organized effort to elect men to this 
office who have strong fundamental convic
tions. Conservative and fundamental forces 
felt this to be a better strategy than the 
withholding of funds or withdrawing from 
the convention. Their success over the 
past few years has emboldened some who 
identify with other causes (such as Moral 
Majority, etc.) to attach themselves to the 
movement and thus divert attention from the 
main theological issue."

Dr. Thomas A. Hinson, successful pastor of 

the First Baptist Church, West Memphis, 
Arkansas, and at present a member of the 
convention's Executive committee, says: 
"Today, some pseudo-intellectuals peddling 
neo-orthodox theology insist on their 'li
berty' to broaden the theological peri
meter. One such theological leader calls 
conservative positions 'a creed'; and indi
cates it as a 'yoke of burden' for the 
freer thinking brethren. However, the same 
people who want to BROADEN the theological 
perimeter are very insistent that we main
tain the NARROW perimeter of methodology. 
This has brought a new day to Southern 
Baptist Convention life, in which the 
'test' of whether a person or church is 
truly Southern Baptist is not what one 
believes, but how much (what percentage) 
did they give through the Cooperative 
Program. It is impossible to change what a 
people support, without allowing them the 
right to change their methods of support. 
Denominational executives and administra
tors must hear and respect convention 
action. No one wants to 'bridle' our 
agency and institutional executives, so 
that they cannot speak or defend their 
positions. But just common sense tells us 
that when they openly attack the majority 
of the convention with unkind name-calling, 
such as 'Independent Fundamental Political 
Organization' they are hurting the 
Cooperative Program in the worst possible 
manner, in order for this great convention 
to be what it ought to be, we must have 
leaders, whether elected or employed, who 
believe the Bible to be 'truth without mix
ture of error!' Just read again very care
fully the Broadman Bible Commentary if you 
have doubts about teaching, writing, and 
publishing 'on the border line' in this 
matter."

I now quote a few lines from a very nice 
letter I recently received from Dr. 
Charles Stanley, the current President of 
the Southern Baptist Convention and the 
pastor of the First Baptist Church in 
Atlanta, Georgia. "I don't know when I 
have received a letter that encouraged me 
more than yours written November 20. Thank 
you for your advice in keeping a low pro
file and not responding to criticism. I am 
certain that you know sometimes this is 
difficult, but I am confident of the fact 
that God is still in control of our conven
tion and it is my prayer that He will give 
great guidance and wisdom to all of the 
messengers assembled in Dallas next June. 
I would certainly be grateful to you if you 
would ask God to speak to me personally 
about the matter of considering a second 
term as president. If I know my own heart, 
I want to do God's will in this matter and 
I need a word from Him. Thank you again 
for your encouragement and prayers. I 
would like, if you are ever in the Atlanta 
area or if I can get in the Little Rock 
area, for us to have some time together."

9. A QUICK LOOK AT HISTORY
The Canon of Scripture was completed 

about 95 A.D. when John wrote the last word 
of the Revelation. Since then and for 
about 1800 years, practically all the 
Christian world accepted the Bible as being 
the infallible word of God. Let us look at 
a few illustrations of this:

a. JOSEPHUS This greatest of all Jew
ish historians presented the Jews 
as believing in the inerrancy of 
Scripture.

b. CLEMENT "The Scriptures are the 
utterance of the Holy Spirit."

c. POLYCARP "Scripture, the perfect
oracles of the Lord."

d. IRENAEUS (Second Century) "The
Scripture is filled with perfect 
knowledge on every subject."

e. TERTULL IAN (Second and Third Cen
turies) "The very words and phra
ses are the very result of inspir
ation."

f. CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA "God in
spired it all."

g. JEROME (Who translated the Roman 
Catholic Bible, The Vulgate) "Holy 
Scripture, even the order of the 
words is perfect."

h. AUGUSTINE "The faith will totter 
if the authority of the Holy 
Scriptures loses its hold on men."

i. MARTIN LUTHER "Not one of the holy 
writers ever erred."

j. JOHN CALVIN "The Bible is infall
ible in all its parts." "The or
iginal text contains no flaws at
all." "The result - a series of
documents in errorless form."

k. THE WESTMINSTER CONFESSION OF 
FAITH "The only infallible rule 
of faith and practice."

1. IN 1925, SOUTHERN BAPTISTS SAID 
"The Holy Bible was written by 
men divinely inspired and is the 
record of God's revelation of Him
self to man. It is a perfect 
treasure of divine instruction. 
It has God as its author, salva
tion for its end, and truth with
out any mixture of error, for its 
matter. It reveals the principles 
by which God judges us; and there
fore, is and will remain to the 
end of the world, the true center 
of Christian union, and the su
preme standard by which all human 
conduct, creeds, and religious 
opinions should be tried. The 
criterion by which the Bible is to 
be interpreted is Jesus Christ." 

Southern Baptists reaffirmed this statement 
May 9, 1963 in Kansas City, Missouri.

Today, the great majority of our Southern 
Baptist preachers and lay people believe in 
the infallibility of the Bible. They 
believe that Genesis is a trustworthy, 
historical record, that Jesus was virgin 
born, and that the miracles recorded in 
Scripture are factually true. However, 
many Bible teachers in our Baptist colleges 
and seminaries do not believe or teach 
these things and that's where the battle is 
drawn.

10. WHAT CAN OUR IMMANUEL MEMBERS DO AND 
WHAT CAN SOUTHERN BAPTISTS DO NOW?

a. We must realize that a serious 
problem does exist. We cannot stick our 
heads in the sand and say "Everything is 
just fine, our leaders are all 
trustworthy," and that "The teaching in 
Baptist colleges and seminaries presents 
the Bible as being infallible."

b. We must strive to elect convention 
officers, both on the state and convention 
level, who are conservative in their 
theology and who believe in the infallibi
lity of the Word of God. Four conser
vative, Bible-believing, fundamental men 
have been elected president of the Southern 
Baptist Convention since 1979 and all of 
them have appointed conservative men and

CONTINUED ON PAGE THREE



IN TROUBLE?
CONTINUED FROM PAGE TWO

women on the committee on boards, and they ® 
in turn have appointed conservative people * 
to serve on our boards and commissions. If • 
this can continue for a few more years, the J 
whole direction of the Southern Baptist « 
Convention can be changed. DOCTRINE AND • 
THEOLOGY DOES COUNT AFTER ALL! S

c. We need to remember that all other • 
great denominations in America except * 
Southern Baptists have gone into decline • 
because of liberal theology. If we con- J 
tinue this liberal trend, can we expect • 
Southern Baptists to be the exception and • 
avoid the inner collapse that has come to • 
these other denominations?
"No." 
THE 
INERRANCY 
THEOLOGICAL 

d.

The answer is •
IMMANUEL, THE ISSUE IS THE BIBLE, • 

ISSUE IS THE INFALLIBILITY ANO • 
OF THE BIBLE. THE ISSUE IS 2 
AND DOCTRINAL. •

I believe the Southern Baptist £ 
Convention is worth fighting for. Let me •
urge every one of you to get all the facts J 
you can possibly get and make your decision • 
on the basis of these facts and not on the • 
basis of hearsay. Put the 
Convention in your daily 
God to give our people 
courage to fight through 
which seek to destroy us.
REVIVAL OF BIBLE DOCTRINE IN OUR TIME.

Southern Baptist • 
prayers and ask • 
the wisdom and • 
these problems •

PRAY FOR A 2

ORDAINING
ANIMALS

Well, it's finally happened. 
Kirby Hensley, the 

Life Church 
is ordaining

The Rev. 
of the 

Modesto, 
animals.

Hensley was originally from 
North Carolina before moving

Dr. 
Universal 
California 
course, 
Gap, 
Modesto.

Now you have heard everything. We only 
hope that some of our Seminaries don't read 
about it or we may see courses in "Canine 
Theology" in some 
Now that would be

Bishop 
in

°f • 
Low • 
to •

of our Seminary Catalogs, 
something to bark about.

HE CAN'T HAVE IT
The Apri1 10 issue of the Baptist 

Standard reports a meeting of Dr. Dilday, 
President of Southwestern Seminary, with 
"twenty-five to thirty Pastors and others 
from Tryon Evergreen 
Associations

and Un ion(Houston) 
Associations at First Church, Spring". 
During a question and answer period in that 
meeting, Dilday stated that "he believes the 
Bible in existence today is inerrant". Now 
isn't that strange? Dilday wrote a book 
called "The Doctrine of Biblical Authority" 
in which he spent a great deal of time 
disparaging the view of inerrancy. Now, 
all of a sudden, he decides that he is an 
inerranti st.

But that is not the end of the irony. 
In a meeting of students on his lawn Dilday 
stated that Dispensational Premillenialism 
was Biblical heresy. Now, he is stating 
that he regrets using the word, "heresy" 
but explained that "classical 
Dispensationalism" is in conflict with the 
Baptist Faith and’ Message Statement. He 
didn't explain what he means by "classical
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BOTH WAYS
BUT IT DOESN’T EXIST ?
It appeared in the April 16 issue of the 

Asheville Citizen Times.
is inDispensationalism" and in what way it 

conflict with the Baptist Faith and Message 
Statement. Now, all of a sudden he is 
declaring that he is a Premi 1lenial ist as 
are most of his Seminary Faculty. Of 
course, we were quite aware that a number 
of the Seminary Faculty Members at 
Southwestern were Premillenialists. That 
is the reason that they were so upset and 
distraught about Dilday's comment. Of 
course, he was trying to make 
Premillenialism the issue but the issue has 
always been what the Word of God is.

It seems that when Dr. Dilday learned 
that his pronouncements about the Bible and 
about Premillenialism were not "floating" 
in the Southern Baptist Convention he 
decided to change his position. Isn't it 
strange that this is the man who accused 

Farrar Patterson of his Faculty of 
truth". Southern 

Baptists have never taken kindly to chame
leons. Dr. Dilday needs to make it clear 
as to where he stands and then stand there.

Dr. 
"distortion of the

________  _______ _____ It is an 
Associated Press release which reported on 
the three day program called "Partnership 
In The Gospel: Convocation on Women" which 
took place on the Southeastern Seminary 
Campus. The Associated Press report stated 
that the program "was sponsored by the 
Seminary and the Women's Resource Center, 
an autonomous campus group". Now, isn't 
that strange? Dr. Lolley stood before the 
entire Southern Baptist Convention and said 
that there was no feminist group on the 
campus of Southeastern Seminary. Of 
course, we knew better all the time because 
the Women's Resource Center is housed in 
the Appleby Building and has been there for 
a long time. It is supposed to be an 
"autonomous" group but it does meet on the 
Seminary campus in Seminary facilities 
maintained by the Seminary.

The most alarming and shocking thing to 
Southern Baptists is that Dr. Lolley stood 
before the Convention and told the 
Convention that there was no such organiza
tion on campus when, in fact, there was.
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OBSESSION WITH PERCENTAGES
There is an obsession among the 

Bureaucrats in the Southern Baptist 
Convention with percentages given to the 
Cooperative Program. Of course, the 
liberals and the Bureaucrats carefully 
avoid mentioning any dollar values to be 
associated with those percentages. That is 
a definite scheme. Many of the very large 
churches in the Southern Baptist Convention 
are pastored by conservative, evangelistic 
pastors. Southern Baptists are turning to 
those men for leadership in this time when 
we are trying to win the Nation to Christ. 
The liberals and the bureaucrats are 
opposed to those men. They are men like 
Charles Stanley, Adrian Rogers, Bailey 
Smith, W.A. Criswell, Homer Lindsey Jr., 
Fred Wolfe, Ed Young, Stan Coffee and 
others. Their churches have grown very 
rapidly and they have been deeply engaged 
in Building Programs. The percentage of 
those large church budgets given to the 
Cooperative Program is too small for the 
Bureaucrats. The Bureaucrats are always 
money hungry. They want more money. They 
don't care whether or not you neglect your 
local church program nor whether you are 
building runs down and falls down about 
your ears as long as they get their money. 
They don't care how short your church is on 
staff or whether or not you have to relo
cate and build a completely new plant as 
long as they get their money. They are 
very short sighted.

REAL ISSUE

But if missions giving is the real 
issue, no one has ever explained why the 
liberals have never been disturbed about 
the poor giving record of Walnut Street 
church in Louisville where former conven
tion President Wayne Dehoney is pastor. 
Dehoney also served as Chairman of Trustees 
for Southern Seminary and a large bloc of 
southern Professors attend there. In fact, 
we have learned that Ken Chafin is a member 
there. The Church gives 3.3% to the 
Cooperative Program. Neither have the cri
tics of the conservative churches such as 
First, Dallas and First, Atlanta explained 
why such churches as First, San Antonio was 
so acceptable to them when its Pastor, 
Jimmy Allen, was elected President in 1977 
even though their percentage was also low 
and in spite of the fact that the church 
was considerably smaller than Stanley's or 
Criswell's church. Why have leaders of the 
so-called "moderate" faction escaped criti
cism such men as David Matthews of First, 
Greenville, S.C. (5.2%), Earl Davis of 
First, Memphis (6.3%) and First, Asheville 
where Cecil Sherman was pastor until the 
first of the year (5.9%). All three of 
these churches give well below the S.B.C. 
average to the Cooperative Program.

SMOKE SCREEN

It's difficult to escape the conclusion 
that mission support is not the real issue. 
It is only a smoke screen. It is a ploy - 
a diversion that furnishes the liberal cri
tics a "handle" with which to criticize 
Stanley, Criswell and others without 
revealing the real issue which is the con
servative theology of these men. Dr. 
Stanley is their point of attack at pre
sent. It's hard to criticize him as an 

ineffective pastor. One can't fault his 
baptismal record. The liberals are afraid 
to openly criticize his conservative 
theology because they know his theology is 
in perfect accord with that of the vast 
majority of Southern Baptists. So, they 
reach for a smoke screen. It's called 
"mission support".

The truth of the matter is that if those 
large churches who are being so roundly 
criticised for their small percentage of 
giving were to withhold their gifts from 
the Cooperative Program the Cooperative 
Program would suffer a loss of millions and 
millions of dollars. For instance the SBC 
Today published a paper previous to the 
Kansas City Convention in which many of the 
large churches were condemned for their low 
percentage of giving to the Cooperative 
Program. For instance, the liberals are 
fond of pointing out that the First Baptist 
Church of Dallas, Texas gives 1.93% to the 
Cooperative Program but they carefully 
guard and keep from their readers the 
amount of dollars that represents. The 
fact is, the First Baptist Church of Dallas 
had given as much as million dollars to the 
Cooperative Program in a single year, but 
the liberals don't want the people in the 
Southern Baptist Convention to know the 
dollar value of those percentages that they 
condemn. This year, Charles Stanley's 
Church will give a quarter of a million 
dollars to the Cooperative Program. His 
Church has grown rapidly. They baptise 
more people every year than many churches 
in this State have as members. They have 
spent tremendous amounts of money just 
purchasing property for parking lots and 
buildings. Yet, little "upstart" liberal 
preachers in North Carolina whose churches 
are dying and whose churches give a pit
tance to the Cooperative Program are con
demning Charles Stanley whose Church is 
giving a quarter of a million dollars to 
the Cooperative Program this year because 
their "percentage" is higher even though 
their percentage doesn't translate into 
many dollars.

A CASE IN POINT

This came home to us just a few years 
ago when the most important Committee in 
this State was Chaired by a liberal 
preacher whose Church gave only $2,400 to 
the Cooperative Program. He was serving a 
Church which had been a large and strong 
Church but under his ministry the Church 
continually declined until today that 
Church is barely existing even though it is 
located in one of the largest and most 
booming cities in this State. That has 
been the story. There has been an 
unhealthy attitude among Denominational 
Bureaucrats to criticise large churches and 
their pastors as "superchurches" and yet 
without the record of baptisms in those 
growing churches and without the financial 
support from those large churches, our 
Convention would be in a financial crisis 
instead of experiencing unprecedented 
growth in Cooperative Program gifts as we 
are now. It is time to get honest and tell 
the whole truth. A half truth is also a 
half lie and we have had too many half 
truthes. It should be a rule that when we 
publish a church's percentage of gifts we 
also publish the amount of dollars repre

sented by those percentages. We should 
also be careful to publish the total 
mission giving of any church to Southern 
Baptist causes and not Cooperative Program 
alone.

STANLEY AT
SOUTHEASTERN

Dr. Charles Stanley visited the 
Southeastern Seminary Campus on April 3. 
Reports coming to Baptist United News from 
a secular news writer stated that there 
were about 1,400 present for the Chapel 
Service and the Cafeteria was packed with 
students standing around the wall for the 
question and answer session. Dr. Stanley 
spoke in the Chapel Service on the will of 
God and his message was interrupted several 
times with applause.

According to one student it was pretty 
obvious in the Cafeteria question and 
answer period that most of the students 
were supportive of Dr. Stanley.

A few feminists attempted to embarrass 
Dr. Stanley with the issue of the ordina
tion of women but Dr. Stanley stated very 
clearly and kindly that he would never 
endorse the ordination of women. The femi
nists so belabored this point that they 
became obnoxious to other students and even 
an embarrassment to their liberal friends. 
Andy Orr stated to Dr. Stanley that he had 
come to Southeastern Seminary because he 
knew it was liberal and inquired of Dr. 
Stanley why he didn't just leave the 
Seminary alone and "let us be liberal". 
Orr is the Assistant Editor of The Inquiry 
which is the campus publication at 
Southeastern Seminary and the author of the 
derogatory article about Dr. Stanley which 
appeared on the front page of the March 28 
issue.

It is the opinion of students, pastors, 
and professional journalists which we have 
interviewed that Dr. Stanley's appearance 
on the Southeastern Campus with his great 
ability of communication, his sharpness of 
intellect and his humble spirit has scored 
a lot of points for the conservative cause 
in the Southern Baptist Convention and on 
the Southeastern Campus among the rank and 
file students. A chain of prayer had been 
set up across the State to pray for Dr. 
Stanley, especially during the question and 
answer period at 2:00 in the Seminary 
Cafeteria. It is apparent that the hand of 
God was upon him as usual.
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DILDAY LOSES BID TO FIRE PROFESSOR

For the first time since its founding 
in 1908, President Russell H. Dilday of 
Southwestern Seminary brought the motion to 
fire Professor Farrar Patterson from the 
Faculty of Southwestern Seminary but the 
recommendation failed to gain the two- 
thirds majority that is required by 
Seminary By-laws. Dilday leveled six 
charges against Dr. Patterson (no relation 
to Paige Patterson) who has been teaching 
on the faculty since 1969 and has tenure. 
Among the charges leveled by Dilday was 
that Patterson used profanity and vulgar 
language, engaged in critical and negative 
confrontations, set a poor example of 
churchmanship, did poor quality of work 
including poor student evaluations, insu
bordination including opposition to 
Dilday's accession to the Presidency and 
interference in the hiring of others in the 
Administration, which we have learned was a 
reference to the hiring of John Newport. 
Dr. Newport created a furor several years 
ago with his claim that man does not have a 
soul. Patterson was also charged with a 
distortion of truth which was largely a 
reference to a report that Patterson gave 
to Arkansas Pastor, W.O. Vaught stating 
that the Faculty was not unanimous in sup
port of Dilday's political activities in 
the Convention.

The truth is the Faculty was not unani
mous. Dilday's supporters claim that the 
only thing the Faculty disagreed on was on 
how to handle their Faculty Resolution sup
porting Dilday but sources from within the 
Faculty say that some wanted to use the 
term "unanimous" in regard to the 
Resolution and others objected because, in 
fact, the support of the Resolution was not 
unanimous. They changed the word 
"unanimous" to "overwhelming".

Dilday has admitted that the firing 
incident came in response to Patterson's 
Report to W.O. Vaught of Arkansas and 
Dilday described it as the "culminating" 
incident that brought the recommendation to 
fire Patterson. A number of Trustees saw 
it as a political firing.

IRONY
The irony of the matter is that Dilday 

and other SBC Seminary Presidents have 
accused the conservatives of wanting to 
fire Seminary Faculty members and yet it 
was the conservative men on the 
Southwestern Board who prevented the firing 
of Dr. Patterson. Men who blocked the 
firing procedure did so for a number of 
reasons.

First, Dr. Farrar Patterson denied the 
charges that were leveled against him. 
Many of the Trustees saw the charges as 
being purely political and they felt that 
Dilday was. attempting to fire Patterson 
because Patterson was not in support of 
Dilday's political activity.

Moreover, the conservative Trustees 
were disturbed about the lack of due pro
cess. Patterson was not allowed to come 
and speak on his own behalf in the plenary 
session of the Trustees when the motion was 
considered. Neither was he allowed to 
bring students or Dr. Cal Guy, a long time 
Professor of Missions at Southwestern 
Seminary who desired to speak in behalf of 
Dr. Patterson. There was no little concern 
over the "Kangaroo Court" atmosphere in 
which Patterson was charged.

Of course, the conservative Trustees 

are not in support of anyone using four 
letter words and, at least some suspect 
that there may have been rare occasions 
when Dr. Patterson has used four letter 
words even though Patterson stoutly denies 
it. But, one Seminary Faculty member said, 
"What are they going to do about the other 
third of the Faculty who also use four 
letter words?" In fact, Dr. Scott Tatum 
who now heads the Department of Preaching 
at Southwestern Seminary used a four letter 
word in the Convention Sermon of 1969 
before the entire Southern Baptist 
Convention. This writer wrote a letter to 
him at that time about his use of the four 
letter word and stated his belief that it 
was an inappropriate thing for him to do. 
At that time, we also received a very 
stinging letter from a Texas Pastor who 
defended Dr. Scott Tatum's right to use a 
four letter word in the Convention Sermon. 
Conservative Trustees also felt that there 
was an unforgiving spirit on the part of 
Dr. Dilday. For instance, other faculty 
members have gone through divorce pro
ceedings and they are still teaching. As 
far as churchmanship, we were a member of a 
Church where several Seminary Professors 
were also members but we seldom saw them in 
Church. They were not very regular in 
attendance because they were usually out 
speaking somewhere (at least we assumed as 
much). It cannot be said that very many of 
the Seminary Faculty members are good 
churchmen in the local church because they 
are away on speaking engagements so much. 
Many times they fill interim pastorates. 
The conservative men saw this as a phony 
charge.

STEWARDSHIP
Dr. Patterson was condemned for what 

was called "marginal stewardship". If he 
is to be so condemned what is going to be 
done to the memory of W.T. Connor who was 
openly opposed to tithing and opposed Dr. 
Lee Scarborough's reference to tithing as 
"God's Plan". This is pointed out in a 
book by Stuart Newman as he described the 
"Theologian of the Southwest".

Conservative Trustees also remember 
many of the blatant falsehoods that Dilday 
has told in regard to the situation in the 
Southern Baptist Convention and certain 
conservative men in the Convention. These 
falsehoods have been openly exposed on the 
pages of the Southern Baptist Advocate. 
Dilday also charged that Patterson had told 
him that he was going to "die" if he 
pursued the matter but Patterson's wife 
spoke from the Gallery denying that charge 
and stating that she overheard the 
telephone conversation in question.

A report has also come to us that 
Dilday had gone to Patterson's wife and 
sought to extract a statement from her that 
Patterson abused his family, a statement 
she flatly refused to give. Trustee Bill 
Grubbs was concerned over the lack of for
mal documentation of the charges. There 
were also a great many who were concerned 
about the legal ramifications of the action 
taken because of the lack of due process 
and the fact that Patterson was denied 
proper opportunity to defend himself 
against the charges made or to hear any 
defense by others. In fact, Trustee John 
McKay asked that the ballots on the matter 
be signed in case of legal action. At 

least some Trustees are looking at the 
entire Southern Baptist picture. It is 
difficult to justify firing one professor 
at Southwestern Seminary on what was deemed 
by many to be unfounded charges and without 
proper documentation with the knowledge 
that an officer of the ACLU has actually 
taught recently at another Seminary Campus 
and a Professor who taught heresy for many, 
many years was allowed to continue on in 
his teaching responsibilities even beyond 
retirement at another Seminary.

DENIAL
Dilday charged that the Trustees who 

opposed the firing were doing so for poli
tical reasons despite their denials of 
that. In this situation, Dilday is, in 
essence, calling those Trustees liars. 
When the Trustees had made it very clear 
that they were opposing the firing proce
dure simply because of the lack of documen
tation and the manner in which it was 
handled. Dilday's own admission was that 
Patterson's Report to W.O. Vaught was the 
incident that spurred the effort to fire.

The thing that Southern Baptists must 
not forget is that the man who was charging 
that the conservatives would attempt to 
fire many Southern Baptists Professors is 
the one who, himself, attempted to fire a 
professor on what many believe were trumped 
up charges and in a situation which was 
compared to the inquisition of Jesus by 
John McKay. It was the conservative men 
who actually stopped this untimely and ill 
conceived attempt to fire a Seminary 
Professor.

RESOLUTION
March 11, 1985

To Whom It May Concern:

Due to several well publicized 
attempts by certain elements within the 
Southern Baptist Convention to undermine 
the Presidency of Dr. Charles Stanley, the 
Minister's Conference of the South Fork 
Baptist Association has voted unanimously 
to go on record in support of Dr. Stanley 
and his leadership.

Dr. Charles Stanley is a man committed 
to the Word of God in his personal life as 
well as in his public ministry. He has 
exhibited excellent leadership ability in 
his service to the First Baptist Church of 
Atlanta, Georgia, and due to his public 
exposure in the media, he has had a signi
ficant impact on individuals all across 
this nation. It seems apparent to us that 
Dr. Stanley is a man whom God has brought 
"to the kingdom for such a time as this". 
His unique gifts and his strong convictions 
make him ideally suited for the office of 
President at this crucial time in Southern 
Baptist life.

May we support him with our prayers 
and Christian love in order to promote har
mony and healing in our beloved denomina
tion and to advance the Kingdom of our Lord 
throughout the world.

Sincerely,
Rev. Robert K. Wise (signed)

President, on behalf of the members of the 
South Fork Baptist Association Minister's 
Conference, Lincolnton, N.C. 28092
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EDITORIAL,...BY ROBERT M. TENERY

Many long time observers of Southern 
Baptist life view the Dallas Convention as 
the most critical Convention in Southern 
Baptist history. In 1979 a conservative 
trend started in the Southern Baptist 
Convention that parallelled the conser
vative trend in the Nation as a whole. 
Americans were growing weary of liberal 
Governmental programs that led nowhere and 
continued to drag the Nation down. At the 
same time, Southern Baptist people were 
growing weary of the liberal drift in our 
Convention. Young men coming out of the 
Seminaries had no stomach for evangelism. 
They knew little about how to grow a great 
Sunday School or to administer a church 
program in such a way as to bring strength 
and growth to the church. People in the 
pews were shocked at what the young 
preachers just fresh out of the seminary 
were saying. Older pastors were disillu
sioned when they sent their young, 
brilliant students to Baptist Colleges and 
Seminaries only to have them come out of 
those institutions cynical about the Gospel 
and with warped ideas concerning the Bible. 
We learned that local Baptist Churches were 
often the "whipping boy" on the Seminary 
Campus and in the Seminary Classroom. The 
faith of our young people was being gutted 
in Baptist institutions supported by 
Cooperative Program Dollars. Things began 
to appear in our Baptist literature that 
shocked our Sunday School Teachers and made 
them wonder where Southern Baptists were 
headed. Attempts were made to cram heresy 
down our throats in the name of 
"diversity". Southern Baptists were rudely 
awakened to the fact that liberals were in 
control of the Denomination and that they 
had little in common with grassroots 
Southern Baptists.

UNRESPONSIVE
Many of us began writing agency and 

institutional heads to express our con
cerns. As we would compare notes, the let
ters always said about the same thing. It 
was as though they were all written by the 
same person. Every situation that con
cerned us was always defended regardless of 
whether or not it was defensible. The gist 
of most of the letters was "We know what we 
are doing. You don't understand. We are 
telling you why we are doing it the way we 
are doing it and why we are going to con
tinue because we are right and your are 
wrong." If conservative men were recom
mended for faculty positions in the semi
naries they were never employed. If 
conservative men were suggested for 
employment in other agencies, they were 
always passed over. There was only token 
representation on faculties and among the 
agencies. The Bureaucracy felt rather 
smug. They thought they were invulnerable. 
No one could touch them. The Trustee 
system had broken down. Trustees had 
become simply rubber stamps. Most of the 
Trustees did not even know what was going 
on in the institutions and agencies that 
they served. Information was withheld from 
them. They simply met for dining and 
fellowship and listened to reports of wha
tever the administrators wanted to share 
with them. For the most part, the Trustees 
simply rubber stamped whatever the admi
nistrators wanted. Administrators were not 
being held accountable for their actions. 
Of course, that was the kind of situation 
that the bureaucrats wanted and the 

bureaucrats were assuring' Southern Baptist 
people that the Trustee system was 
"working" because it did work just exactly 
as the bureaucrats wanted it to work. 
Their moves were never questioned by the 
Trustees. When Trustees met, the 
bureaucrats were happy to answer 
"questions" but they weren't about to 
receive any suggestions from the Trustees 
and the Trustees seldom ever offered any. 
Most of the Trustee meetings Were gala 
affairs with expensive banquets and the 
handing out of awards and plaques. If a 
Trustee would sit in the meetings and keep 
quiet and rubber stamp everything that the 
administration asked for, he could go back 
to his people and be hailed as one who 
"served well".

BEGINNINGS

During the 70's, our work was 
stagnating. Baptismal records were piti
ful. Baptisms during the 60's and 70‘s had 
lagged behind what they were in the 50's. 
Baptismal ratios worsened. Sunday School 
attendance declined. Gifts to Convention 
causes did not keep pace with inflation. 
Conservative men saw what was happening. 
Here in North Carolina, we began to make 
some conservative efforts a way back in 
1968. In those early meetings there were 
such men as Dr. C.C. Warren, H.L. Ferguson, 
M.O. Owens and Dr. Julian Hopkins. Dr. 
Julian Hopkin, who headed the Department of 
Evangelism for the Baptist State Convention 
paid a terrible price for his iden
tification with conservative men. He was 
often insulted in the Baptist Building and 
his successor was appointed more than a 
year before his retirement. He put 
together some great Evangelism Programs for 
which he was openly derided and persecuted. 
We knew that it would be an uphill battle 
in North Carolina but we were determined 
that we would not give up. We have seen a 
lot of progress but there is a lot more to 
be done. It was Dr. Hopkins who first 
approached this writer and asked if I would 
be willing to publish a paper. I knew the 
question was coming and I had prayed about 
it. Knowing that with the first issue of 
the paper I would be "marked" forever I 
agreed because something had to be done. 
During the 70's, we were contacted by con
servative men from other states. They 
wanted to know what we were doing and how 
we were doing it. When we would go to 
meetings of the Southern Baptist 
Convention, a few conservative men would 
get together and talk informally. It was 
out of a meeting of such an ad hoc group in 
Denver that the Southern Bapti st Journal 
was born. In fact, this writer made the 
motion that named the Journal and employed 
the Editor. But, the Southern Baptist 
Journal did not turn out well and has 
become largely ineffective. It was too 
reckless in its approach and often "whipped 
dead horses". It was also during the middle 
70's we talked with some pastors of large 
churches across the Convention but they had 
not yet gotten very deeply involved.

PATTERSON-PRESSLER
8y 1979, Paige Patterson and Paul 

Pressler had convinced some pastors of the 
largest churches in the Convention and a 
lot of grass roots Baptists that 

something really could be done and such 
pastors as Adrian Rogers, Bailey Smith, 
Jimmy Draper, Jerry Vines and Homer Lindsey 
began to sit down and enter into the 
discussions. We began to exchange mailing 
lists and establish communications with one 
another across the Southern Baptist 
Convention. Another paper was founded 
called "The Southern Baptist Advocate" 
which has now become the most effective 
voice for conservatism in the Southern 
Baptist Convention. It was clear that the 
Denominational Press was under liberal 
control and would not be fair nor give us 
the time of day. The conservative view was 
never fairly represented and still is not. 
We knew that if the conservative side of 
every issue was to be presented then we 
must have our own paper that could not be 
controlled by the Denomination. That is 
the reason that the publication of the 
Southern Baptist Advocate was so critical. 
For awhile, the Advocate struggled but now 
it is on a sound footing. The response of 
lay people across the Convention to the 
support of the Advocate has been phenomenal 
and by the time the Convention meets in 
Dallas the Advocate will probably have a 
circulation of more than 100,000.

ROGERS' ELECTION
By now, Judge Pressler and Patterson 

had convinced conservative men all across 
the Convention that the impossible could be 
done and the circle was expanded. While no 
other major protestant denomination had 
ever turned away from liberalism, they con
vinced the conservative men that the struc
ture of the Southern Baptist Convention was 
such that this Convention could be turned 
back to its conservative roots. The name 
of Adrian Rogers was bandied about. He had 
been all across the Southern Baptist 
Convention speaking at Evangelism 
Conferences, Pastors Conferences and other 
meetings. It was obvious that he was a 
great thinker and communicator. Baptist 
people were responding to him. 
Conservative men began to toss his name 
about for the Presidency of the Southern 
Baptist Convention but it was not until the 
wee hours of the morning before the elec
tion of the President in Houston that 
Adrian Rogers and his wife, Joyce, received 
assurances from God that Adrian was to 
allow his name to be placed in nomination. 
He was elected and the turn began. The 
conservative mood of the Convention con
tinued. Radical Resolutions began to have 
more and more of a difficult time when they 
were brought before the Convention. The 
same was true here in North Carolina in 
regard to the State Convention. The con
servative trend was unmistakable.

BUREAUCRATIC REACTION
At first, Denominational agency heads 

and employees remained aloof. Conservative 
men were fully aware that most of them were 
in support of the liberal left but they did 
it in a quiet way. They expected every 
year that the 1iberal>organization known as 
the "Gatlinburg,. Gang'1' wou.Td?,turn things 
around. But, after .several failures the 
heads of some agencies jumped in. After 
the Kansas City Convention Roy Honeycutt 
declared a "Holy War". Russell Dilday of 
Southwestern Seminary held meetings with

CONTINUED ON PAGE SEVEN
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EDITORIAL.... CONTINUED FROM page six
students on his lawn and made numerous 
false and unfounded charges concerning con
servative men in the Convention. He, along 
with Roy Honeycutt and Randall Lolley began 
working feverishly across the Convention to 
stack the Convention in Dallas with liberal 
messengers and young, inexperienced and 
impressionable college and seminary stu
dents. The effort is centering at 
Southwestern Seminary in Ft. Worth and 
Baylor University in Waco, Texas. While 
proclaiming the need for an "open 
Convention" Dilday is seeking to stack the 
Convention with students and liberals of 
his persuasion.

TACTICS

The liberals have used every underhanded 
and dirty tactic imaginable. They have 
maligned conservative men. They have used 
derogatory terminology such as "independent 
fundamentalists", a term that has irritated 
conservative men all over the Convention. 
They talk constantly of what the so-called 
"independent fundamentalists" 
(conserva-tives) "want to do". This is 
assigning motives. It is judgmental and it 
is everything that is unchristlike. They 
have the spirit of Cain who slew Abel 
because his own works were evil (I John 3: 
12).

That is an apt description of the 
vicious attacks that have been leveled 
against Dr. Charles Stanley by the 
liberals. Dr. Stanley has been falsely 
accused, maligned and villified on the 
pages of Baptist state papers. Innuendo 
has been directed toward him through other 
Denominational publications. Although he 
once taught at a Baptist institution, 
served as Chairman of the Committee on 
Boards for the Southern Baptist Convention 
and President of the Southern Baptist 
Pastors Conference he has been accused of 
inactivity in Southern Baptist life. That 
really isn't the problem. The problem is 
his theology. He is a conservative, Bible 
believing pastor. God has blessed his 
ministry. At a time when liberals were 
making excuses for the stagnation and death 
of their downtown churches, Charles Stanley 
accepted the pastorate of an old, tradi
tional Baptist church in the heart of one 
of the Nation's largest cities and turned 
it around with the help of God. It is 
growing rapidly and is setting an example 
in outreach, soul winning and ministry.

DALLAS

In 1979 Southern Baptists began looking 
around and noting that some pastors were 
leading their churches in growth. They 
began to look for competent leadership to 
occupy the Presidency of the Southern 
Baptist Convention and they elected such 
men as Adrian Rogers, Bailey Smith, Jimmy 
Draper and Charles Stanley - four of the 
outstanding pastors of the Southern Baptist 
Convention, clearly because they understand 
that if missions is not winning people to 
Jesus Christ it is nothing. Now, there are 
those who want to reverse that conservative 
trend that began in 1979. They will stoop 
to any method and they are not below 
telling any kind of falsehood in order to 
unseat a God fearing, Bible believing, 
Gospel preaching man like Charles Stanley. 
If conservative men stay away from Dallas 
and let Dr. Stanley be assassinated there, 
then we deserve what we get. DEAR READER, 
IF YOU WANT THE CONSERVATIVE TREND TO 
CONTINUE THEN IT IS A MUST THAT YOU GET TO

DALLAS AND CARRY ALL YOUR MESSENGERS WITH 
YOU. IF YOUR CHURCH GIVES AS MUCH AS 
$2,250 TO ANY KIND OF SOUTHERN BAPTIST 
CAUSE THEN YOU ARE QUALIFIED TO CARRY TEN 
MESSENGERS. MAKE NO MISTAKE ABOUT IT, IT 
IS THE WILL AND WORK OF GOD THAT IS AT 
STAKE.

REGISTER 
ON MONDAY

Tim Hedquist, who is in charge of 
Convention arrangements, has predicted that 
there will be 30,000 Messengers at the 
Convention in Dallas. If this develops, it 
will be an all time high. As you are 
making your plans concerning the 
Convention, conservative men should defini
tely plan to register on Monday, June 10. 
You conservative men will remember that 
last year the first action came at the 
opening of the Convention on Tuesday 
Morning at the time the Program was to be 
adopted. The liberals made an attempt to 
move the Committee on Boards Report to a 
time later in the Convention when there 
would be fewer Messengers present. The 
liberals always have to count on winning at 
a time when there are very few Messengers 
in the Convention Hall. If the liberals 
try this tactic again, it will come at 9:15 
on Tuesday Morning. It would be a tragedy 
if the liberals try this tactic again this 
year and many of our conservative men were 
still out at the Registration Desk trying 
to get registered. You conservative men 
need to be registered and in the Convention 
Hall ready to vote before 9:15 A.M. We now 
have a good conservative Committee on Order 
of Business. They have placed the impor
tant business matters of the Convention on 
Tuesday. This is as it should be. For 
many, many years, the first day of the 
Convention has always been the best 
attended. There have always been more 
Messengers voting on the President than on 
any other item coming before the 
Convention. That has been true for many, 
many years. That is as it should be 
because the election of the President is 
the most important thing we will do. The 
election of the President will take place 
on Tuesday afternoon when a maximum number 
of Messengers will be present. Soon after, 
the Committee on Boards Report will be pre
sented. Conservative men should not stand 
for any change in the Committee on Boards 
Report. The Report will be released the 
latter part of April and it may not be 100% 
of what conservative men would want but the 
Committee on Boards is overwhelmingly con
servative and we can count on their Report 
being overwhelmingly conservative. We 
should adopt it without any changes and if 
the liberals make any effort to change it, 
their efforts should be defeated.

ALL CONTRIBUTIONS TO BAPTISTS UNITED

NEWS SHOULD BE SENT TO:

Rev. Steve Sells
2735 Freeman Mill Road
Greensboro, N.C. 27406

JOHN 
BISAGNO?

We are hearing persistent rumors that 
the liberals have approached John Bisagno 
and urged him to run against Charles 
Stanley for the Presidency of the Southern 
Baptist Convention in Dallas. Now, isn't 
that strange? The liberals have condemned 
Charles Stanley alleging that his church 
gave only 3.15% to the Cooperative Program. 
They also charged that Charles Stanley 
didn't go to many Associational meetings 
and other Baptist meetings. But here is 
the catch. John Bisagno is Pastor of the 
First Baptist Church of Houston, Texas and 
that same report carried by the "SBC Today" 
reported that the First Baptist Church of 
Houston, Texas gave only 3.34% to the 
Cooperative Program and the word we get is 
that John Bisagno doesn't go to 
Associational Meetings either. Of course, 
the First Baptist Church of Houston was 
being condemned at that point because Paul 
Press 1 er had been nominated for the 
Executive Committee and the liberals didn't 
want him on the Executive Committee. Now, 
they are courting the Pastor of that same 
Church to be "their candidate" to run 
against Charles Stanley. If a poor giving 
record to the Cooperative Program is to 
condemn one from serving in the Convention, 
why is it that the Radio Television 
Commission is pushing John Bisagno on the 
ACTS Network when his church has no better 
giving record than that of Charles Stanley? 
Another one being mentioned prominently to 
run against Stanley is Richard Jackson who 
is Pastor of the North Phoenix Baptist 
Church. That Church also came under fire 
because they give only 5.4% to the 
Cooperative Program

ISSUE

What does this demonstrate? It demonstra
tes that the issue is not mission support 
but it is theological. The liberals per
ceive Bisagno and Jackson as people they 
can handle. You see, the liberals don't 
care what you believe personally as long 
as you will fit into their plans and you 
will help them in accomplishing their pur
poses. They are perfectly willing for a 
conservative to be elected President of the 
Convention so long as that conservative 
will let the Denominational Bureaucrats 
dictate who is appointed to the committees 
of the Convention. That's the way it hap
pened for many years. For the past six 
years, we have had Presidents who had a 
mind of their own. They have accepted some 
recormnendations from the establishment but 
for the most part they went in search of 
conservative people to serve on the 
Committee On Committees. That's the rub. 
The liberals didn't like that.

It has been the consensus among conser
vatives in the Southern Baptist Convention 
that Winifred Moore would never be the real 
candidate - that he was only a stalking 
horse. Apparently, the liberals are now 
feeling that they must turn to a conser
vative whom they can handle if they have 
any chance of unseating Stanley. This 
makes it even more critical that Southern 
Baptist conservatives get to Dallas and 
vote. All that we have gained over the 
past six years could be lost if Stanley 
should be defeated. We just can't let that 
happen!
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THE RESIGNATION
OF A MISSIONARY

The resignation of Dr. Edward Taylor 
from the Foreign Mission Board (under 
pressure) has raised eyebrows across the 
Southern Baptist Convention. Our Foreign 
Missionaries have been considered among the 
sacrosanct. They have been the 
"untouchables" in Southern Baptist life. 
Anyone who dared to challenge what they did 
or even disagree with them was to be con
sidered anti-missionary and some kind of 
unGodly person. Even foreign missionaries 
themselves have warned us that all was not 
well among missionaries on the foreign 
field - men such as Worth Grant who served 
in Japan - but their voices were not 
heeded. Now, the matter has been brought 
into sharp focus by the address of Dr. 
Edward Taylor, a missionary to Brazil in a 
chapel address at Louisiana College. A 
student taped the address and the tape was 
later sent to the Foreign Mission Board. 
Several remarks in his address raised a lot 
of eyebrows in Southern Baptist life.

For instance, Dr. Taylor said, "What 
happens to our missions1 philosophy and our 
missions1 practice when we send more than 
300 missionaries to a developing country, 
which has at least as valid a claim to 
being Christian or being called Christian, 
as we often assert for the United States?" 
He raised questions about the missions1 
philosophy of the Foreign Mission Board in 
sending missionaries to a country like 
Brazil when 90% of that population is 
already a member of the Roman Catholic 
Church. He further questioned the activity 
of a missionary in Brazil employed by the 
Home Mission Board of the Brazillian 
Baptist Convention who passed out tracts 
during the visit of the Pope. Taylor said, 
"_I simply had never considered the Pope and 
his church as recipients of our mission 
enterprise." He decried the fact that many 
Brazillian Baptists believe that Roman 
Catholics are idolators. He stated that 
many Brazillian Baptists believe this 
because they were formerly Roman Catholics 
and they "tend to react".

MARYOLATRY
The clincher came when Taylor said "The 

adoration of Mary could indeed be an 
authentic avenue to the Father's grace; 
that He would most assuredly answer the 
prayers intoned to Mary and also to Him in 
her name as reaTily as He would what _I_ 
offer in the name of His Son." Taylor 
further said, '4 al so consider this adora
tion of Mary to be no more damaging to 
authentic faith than the adoration of the 
Bible that is so prevalent among Baptists 
of whom 2 am one."

But Dr. Taylor doesn't stop there. In 
addressing the matter of Brazillian 
Catholics' attraction to patron saints he 
said: "This practice seems to me that the 
Father"of grace and mercy is as apt to 
respond to His child in his or her time of 
need whether the pleading be done in the 
name of Jesus or Saint Francisco. This 
practice is proBabiy not anymore "damaging 
to authentic faith than it is our using of 
our religious practice as ai leverage on the 
grace of God." Dr. Taylor contends that 
"It is not in our own distinctiveness that 
we find our strength or virtue but it is in 
that whi ch i s common to a!1 of us."

Dr. Taylor contends-tF.it this' reflec
tion on grassroots Roman Catholic faith and 
practice "as it is percei'* .d by Brazillian

Baptists and Southern Baptist missionaries 
in Brazil, leaves us without a^ clear 
rationale for doing missions in Brazi1 and 
undercuts much of the Brazil 1ian Baptist 
riseondiedra" (whatever that means).

BILL O'BRIEN

Taylor, in fact, stated that "It leads 
me to agree with Bi 11 O'Brien, the 
Executi ve Vice-President of the Foreign 
Mission Board, that the hope for Brazil 
lies not with Baptists of any stripe, 
mere drop in the ecclesiastical bucket, but 
with the renewed, vital and, at points, 
reformed Roman Catholic Church." Taylor 
further stated that "This would lead one to 
think that should have joined the 
Priesthood to work within this sister com
munion of faith in Brazi1. 2 considered
this option, but having been married almost 
50 years, j[_ have come to enjoy the 
pleasures of sex too much to give it up 
even for so noble a^ cause." How can such a 
remark be justified before a college 
audience?

Baptist United News contacted Bill 
O'Brien and he stated that he does pray for 
revival among Catholics and all other 
faiths but he does recognize that there is 
only one way of salvation and that is by 
grace through faith. He also stated that 
the Foreign Mission Board has a system of 
review and re-evaluation which would have 
revealed Taylor's theological inconsisten
ces.

BOLD MISSIONS

In his concluding paragraph Dr. Taylor 
said, "In 1 ight of these comments, and as 
you consider missions as a^ possible voca
tion objective, do not think of it as going 
out to win the world. You can't do it. Do 
not think that you are going to go where 
the good news has not gone, for wherever 
you go God has journeyed before; and know 
that you wi11 find expressions of the faith 
that you have never witnessed."

This address cannot help but raise a 
number of questions. How many missionaries 
do we have on the field who share these 
views. To say that this is the only one is 
to mock the truth. Are we getting so 
caught up in ecumenicity that we cannot 
give a distinctive message anymore. When 
we send missionaries to the Foreign Field 
do the missionaries not see Baptists as 
having a vital message? If this view is 
held by a significant number of 
missionaries, how can Bold Mission Thrust 
even being meaningful. The view of Dr. 
Taylor cuts at the very foundations of Bold 
Mission Thrust.

HOME MISSION 
BOARD FIASCO

You have already read about it. For the 
first time in its history the Home Mission 
Board has extended Pastoral Aid to its 
first woman pastor who was closely asso
ciated with the ERA Movement here in North 
Carolina and who is now Pastor of the 
Broadneck Baptist Mission in Annapolis, 
Maryland. This is not carrying out any 
historical tradition in Southern Baptist 
life for this has never happened before. 
This matter has not been thrust upon us by 

conservatives but by liberals.
President Bill Tanner of the Home 

Mission Board was wrong in saying that the 
Board's Executive Committee did not violate 
its Guidelines in appointing Mrs. Deborah 
Griffis-Woodberry. We have a copy of the 
Guidelines of the Home Mission Board as 
regards Pastoral Aid and in reading the 
Guidelines we discovered the masculine per
sonal pronouns, he, his and him appeared 
repeatedly but not once did the feminine 
pronouns, she, hers, or her appear. The 
Executive Committee ignored the Guidelines 
and ignored the intent and spirit of the 
Guidelines. It was purely a liberal 
maneuver to cram the ordination of women 
down the throats of Southern Baptists and 
then ask us to take a Home Mission Offering 
to support that kind of work. The liberals 
knew that they had the votes on the Home 
Mission Board to do their will and the vote 
was 39 - 32. The fact that a great many 
people who are on the Board of Trustees for 
the Home Mission Board were opposed to the 
action made no difference to Dr. Tanner or 
to the Executive Committee. The fact that 
protests have been received from all over 
the Convention concerning this despicable 
action and this flagrant violation of 
Biblical teaching and of historic Baptist 
Doctrine made no difference to them. They 
had enough votes to work their will no 
matter what Southern Baptists think or feel 
about the matter. It is this kind of arro
gance that is bringing division in unprece
dented ways in the Southern Baptist 
Convention.

DRAPER'S 
WARNING

The liberals are sending up a hue and 
cry concerning Jimmy Draper’s warning in 
Virginia that many conservative churches 
may withhold and escrow their funds if 
Charles Stanley is defeated in Dallas. In 
the name of consistency we are wondering 
why we didn't hear the same kind of hue and 
cry when Cecil Sherman was quoted in the 
Richmond Times Dispatch on December 11, 
1982 as saying: "If the swell of support of 
the Moderates wains and the fundamentalists 
prevail in their announced intention to 
rule the Denomination, the Moderate 
Churches in North Carolina and Virginia 
will quietly step to the edge of the 
Denomination, divert their annual contribu
tions from Denominational Agencies to other 
Mission Programs and purchase Sunday School 
material from non-Southern Baptist Groups'.

Of course, Draper's statement was not 
nearly so radical as Sherman's. While 
Sherman stated that the "Moderate" Churches 
would divert their annual contributions 
from Denominational Agencies to other 
Mission Programs and purchase Sunday School 
material from non-Southern Baptist groups 
Draper only stated that conservative 
churches may escrow their funds which is a 
procedure of temporary withholding which 
would eventually release the funds to 
Denominational agencies when problems are 
resolved.

Consistency is a jewel but then con
sistency and fairness doesn't seem to be 
high on the agenda of the liberal press 
these days.
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