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Thtologltal Oirtttlons
and Conftitts

WHATEVER BECAME OF SIN? was the title of a new book by psychiatrist Karl Menninger appearing in 1973. The book focused attention on
the loss in recent years of the sense of wrongdoing, of disobedience
toward God, of moral failure. Dr. Menninger declared:
Sin traditionally implies guilt, answerability, and ... responsibility. For many
it implies confession, attrition, reparation, repentance, forgiveness, atonement.'

But today, he declares, the word sin is rarely if ever heard. Hating
one's brother, dishonoring one's parents, envying one's neighbor are
now explained away by psychological theories.
But it was not always so. When William Stevenson was preaching
in Missouri and northeast Arkansas, he said that the work of the Lord
involved:
a spiritual change, wrought upon the hearts and souls of the people; so that
they obtained the witness of sins forgiven through faith in our Lord Jesus
Christ and the love of God shed abroad in their hearts by the Holy Spirit sent
down from heaven. This witness was generally preceded by a deep conviction of
sin and a cry for mercy to Him who was able to save. And frequently many
would crowd to the altar, where prayer was made for them, and they would
arise filled with love, joy and peace giving glory to God for his mercy to them. 2

These contrasting attitudes toward sin remind us vividly of the
changes in doctrinal viewpoints across the years among Arkansas Methodists. Several major theological issues have emerged in Arkansas Methodist history.
Differences With Other Denominations

One of the early issues that persisted for many years concerned the
doctrine of the church and its practices. Critics of The Methodist Church
charged that it was undemocratic because of the power of bishops and
presiding elders. For example, a Methodist church could not select its
own preacher as could a Baptist or Christian (often called Campbellite)
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church. Denominations engaged in frequent verbal exchanges concerning infant baptism; baptism by immersion, or sprinkling; open or closed
communion; and so forth.
Before the Civil War preachers of various faiths participated in occasional debates, but following it we find many such encounters occurring. On occasion, Methodists preached doctrines considered unMethodistic. For example, in 1884 the Rev. J. Bidsley, pastor at Mountain View, left the ministry of the Methodist Episcopal Church, South,
because of a controversy over water baptism. 3
And in 1885 a local preacher named Lively near Mt. Vernon in
White County was expelled from the Southern Methodist Church under
charges of heresy, to which he pleaded guilty. 4
The editors of the Arkansas M ethodist reported on an incident during
a Methodist meeting at Pump Springs Camp Ground in July, 1885 :

Dr. John H. Riggin (left) was a debater on theological issues in the late Nineteenth Century. Dr.
Augustus R. Winfield made the pages of the Arkansas Methodist a lively forum while he was editor.

The Elders of the Christian (i.e. Campbellite) Church of Corinth, sent over
a written challenge . . . to come over and debate with them on theological
differences. It was one of the coolest pieces of church impudence we ever heard
of. Quit your camp meeting and have a water scuffle with us [they were saying].
We only replied that we were too busy saving souls.'
·

However, a formal debate apparently was held a bit later, for C. W.
Baldridge of Nashville, Arkansas, reported in the Arkansas Methodist
for November 7, 1885 on a four-day "discussion" held at Pump Springs
Camp Ground (near Nashville, Arkansas) between Methodist E. N .
Watson and "Campbellite" T. R. Burnett of Bonham, Texas. "I am
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happy to state," Mr. Baldridge wrote, "that the doctrines we hold sacred
as Methodists were ably defended and fully sustained by Bro. Watson."
Another typical debate was held at Fine Spring, Crawford County,
starting September 12, 1889. The Rev. John M. Clayton, Methodist pastor of Dyer Circuit reported in the Arkansas Methodist for August 14
that Methodists would be represented by the Rev. J. H. Riggin; Baptists by Elder J. N. Hall, former editor of the Arkansas Baptist. Issues
to be debated were ( 1 ) Is immersion the only biblical mode of baptism? ( 2) Is infant baptism biblically approved? ( 3) Can a person,
once saved, fall from grace and be finally lost? ( 4) Do Baptist churches
go back historically to the Fourteenth Century? ( 5 ) Is the Methodist
invitation to the Lord's Supper (to all seeking a new life in God) in
agreement with the Bible?
Mr. Clayton reported that originally the Methodists were reluctant
to enter the debate:
Only one spoke against it altogether. He said: "It will do no good, you may
maul a post-oak stump till it is in splinters and they will be post-oak splinters;
so you may maul a Baptist with Methodist doctrine till doomsday, and he'll be
a Baptist still." At this juncture, Rev. A. H. Lark (one of our noble and true
local preachers, who had once been a Baptist), arose and said, "I deny it,"
whereupon the company became convulsed with uncontrollable laughter, and the
spokesman knew that his shot had failed. When a standing vote was taken ...
the Church . . . accepted the challenge and debated.

Methodist Writings on Doctrine

Several Arkansas preachers wrote books or booklets on these doctrinal issues. The Rev. C. H. Gregory of the White River Conference
wrote in 1888 a sixty-two page treatment called The Church, a CommonSense View. A Logical Dissecting of False Theories. The Foundation
Stone of Prelatical, Hierarchical and Baptistical Succession Demolished
With the Gospel Scalpel Most Logically Applied.
The Rev. J. H. Riggin, a prominent and beloved minister, wrote
a treatise in 1890 called Origin of Infant Baptism. He used quotations
from ancient Christian writers such as Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian, and Augustine. He concluded that infant baptism was generally practiced in the Christian Church, that it has been
continuously practiced across the centuries, that it is apostolic, and that
it is scriptural. Riggin also wrote a booklet called Origin and History
of Methodism and What Methodism Stands For, printed around 1900.
Riggin's descendants are still active in Arkansas Methodism. A great
nephew Robert L. Riggin is a member of the Little Rock Conference.
A son of Robert L-Oon- was a lay delegate to the 1975 annual conference where he was elected a delegate to the 1976 General Conference. A daughter of Robert L.-Mrs. Ann Ashcraft-is president of
the Monticello District United Methodist Women. Mrs. Ashcraft's
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daughter, Leah Ann, was a youth delegate to the 1975 annual conference.
The Apostolic Church, Its Doctrines and Customs was the title of
another booklet issued about the same time, written by the Rev. S. M.
Godbey of Missouri and printed in Little Rock by J. E. Godbey and
George Thornburgh. George Thornburgh was one of the great laymen
of Arkansas Methodism and at the time publisher of the Arkansas
Methodist,- and Dr. J. E. Godbey was a brother of the author and editor
of the paper. Godbey also quoted from early Christian writers mentioned
in Riggin's booklet, plus others such as Hermas, Barnabas, St. Gregory
Nazianzen, Ignatius, Clement, and Polycarp.
A three hundred page book Behold the Lamb of God was printed for
the Rev. H. R. Withers by the Publishing House in Nashville in 1889.
Part of its content dealt with infant baptism and "Campbellism." He
also pointed out that in the early church, infants and children were
considered to be among the members of the church.
Withers served as a chaplain in the Civil War and lost much of his
hearing from a cannon blast. A daughter of Withers married the Rev.
Russell R. Moore, who served as a minister for forty years, including
three terms as presiding elder. A son of the Moores is the Rev. Dr.
Robert B. Moore, who has given a lifetime to the ministry, serving on
two districts. He was Little Rock Conference secretary for eight years.
His son R. B., Jr. began his ministry in Arkansas and then transferred
to the Texas Conference; another son Admiral Withers M. has spent
most of his ministry in the Navy chaplaincy and is the author of several
books related to his ministry.
Differences Between Methodists Over Holiness

Perhaps the most widespread division among Arkansas Methodists
over doctrine came late in the Nineteenth Century over holiness, or
sanctification, or the "second blessing." The issue was practically churchwide and nationwide, involving members in the Methodist Episcopal
Church as well as in the Southern branch. Those holding this doctrine
usually identified it with John Wesley's teachings on Christian perfection. Wesley taught that:
By justification we are saved from the guilt of sin, and restored to the favour
of God; by sanctification we are saved from the power and root of sin, and
restored to the image of God. All experience as well as Scripture show this
salvation to be both instantaneous and gradual."

After the Civil War period, the emphasis in America was almost
exclusively on Christian perfection as an instantaneous experience rather
than a gradual one. The movement developed and insisted on a strict and
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rigid methodology. Any who questioned the methods were considered
opponents of the doctrine. 7
Dr. James W . Workman in a thesis at Yale Divinity School in 1923
pointed out that Christian perfection works just as love works in one's
heart. Wesley's test for sanctification, he said, was by the scripturally
defined "fruits of the spirit," that is, love, joy, peace, long suffering,
meekness, and temperance. 8
The crux of the problem seemed to be that many claimed sanctification or perfect love who did not exhibit the fruits of the spirit, especially
meekness, peace, and long suffering. Dr. James A. Anderson, a trusted
Arkansas leader for many years, tried to point out to his fellow Arkansas
Methodists the real values in the doctrine. He wrote that a Christian does
not immediately die to sin, but must constantly resist the temptation to
wrongdoing. "The Christian's breaking with sin is undoubtedly gradual,"
he pointed out, perhaps thinking of Paul's statement that "the good that
I would I do not; but the evil which I would not, that I do" (Romans
7: 19). He insisted that for some persons freedom from the power of
sin comes instantly, but for others it comes gradually. 9
Division and Dissension Spread

But in spite of Dr. Anderson's effort to help persons take a middle
ground on holiness, division and dissension spread. The record in Arkansas was similar to that in many other states, as several reports from the
Arkansas Methodist reveal. Alex Sayler wrote:
Two years ago when "the holiness" schism crept into our church here (evidently at Harrison} and rent it in twain, he [the Rev. S. F. Dykes} fought it.
The seceders went off a mile, built a house, and set up a side show. For awhile
their preacher drew good crowds, but finally they seceded from themselves, and
now it is dead.'"

This experience at Harrison was typical of what happened in other
parts of the state-and of the nation. In many cases, the holiness services (sometimes at camp meetings) were promoted and carried on by
professionals, who went from place to place preaching and speaking.
Frequently the local churches were the object of severe criticism for
not responding more readily and more generally to accepting and espousing the holiness cause.
Devotees of the holiness cause often returned to their local churches
to insist that others must have the same experiences they had. Those
who did not follow their example were often considered to lack the
proper Christian experience. Ministers who failed to promote the
holiness cause were sometimes severely criticized. Churches became split
over such tactics and members who had long been friends became
enemiesP
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Dr. James A. Anderson continued to try to stem the tide of the holiness movement, which he charged led to fanaticism, especially among
persons who were unfamiliar with the history of the church or with the
history of theology in the Christian church:
When [a person) . . . Jacks . . . previous background and cra1mng, he is
likely to become a fanatic. And when any theory needs to be specially guarded
in this way, there is certainly something wrong with it. The true gospel . . .
can withstand question. Fanaticism does not admit of question .
All through a great part of Missouri and Arkansas fanaticism has run riot.
But I believe the present movement has well nigh spent its force, and I thank
God for this. May the God who really sanctifies, deliver us from ever seeing
another in the church."

Much of the strife arose from the desire of evangelists to hold holiness
meetings in towns without consulting the local pastor. This led the
General Conference in the Southern Church in 1894 to adopt a regulation that no Southern Methodist minister could hold services in any
Methodist charge without the consent of the pastor there. "Has a secondblessing evangelist more rights in a church than a pastor has 1 ... Am I
not capable of selecting my own help should I need_it? " asked the Rev.
]. H. Nichols in the Arkansas Methodist. 13
Eventually the holiness movement led many followers to the speaking
in tongues and healing services. In 1900 the Rev. E. N. Pitts, pastor
at Stony Point Circuit, Searcy District, was charged at the annual conference session with disseminating a doctrine of divine healing contrary to the Articles of Religion. He was tried 'by a committee, provided counsel as is required in the Discipline, found guilty, and suspended from the ministry for six months. A year later it was reported
that he had left the Methodist ministry and joined another denomination.14
Dr. Philip Cone Fletcher described his encounter with the holiness
movement when he served Siloam Springs in 1894-95:
... I inherited a "holiness row," which is the worst kind of row on earth,
because there are so many unholy things about such a contention.
Rev. George S. Yarborough, my predecessor, was a "second blessing" fanatic,
and had sought to "un-kingdom" all who disagreed with him as to the "theory"
of sanctification. I was expected to speedily "declare" myself. . . . Whichever
way I went I would incur the displeasure of the other side . . . I . . . told
the "trouble-makers" that I believed with all my heart in holiness, but that I
regarded it as something to be lived rather than wrangled over. I decided that
I would ignore the silly controversy and preach a simple gospel of faith, love,
integrity, sobriety, and service. I did not allow myself to as much as use in my
pulpit the words "holiness," "perfect love," "sanctification," or "second blessing."
The cranks soon left me . ... Religious meanness is the worst sort on earth ....
Harmony finally prevailed. As the "holiness folk" disappeared "discord" also
vanished.'"
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Gradually the tension eased. Many Methodist lay persons went to
other churches. A few Methodist preachers left the denomination. The
losses were not severe as to numbers, although any schism is always
regrettable and leaves wounds and scars.
A Summing Up

A kind of summing up was made by the editors of the Arkansas
Methodist early in the Twentieth Century. Dr. James A. Anderson and
Dr. A. C. Millar were serving jointly as editors and publishers. They
admonished Methodists in Arkansas to avoid the fanaticism of many
followers of the holiness movement. This fanaticism, they wrote, had
discredited the valid aspects of holiness of life. They mentioned that
some persons had gone beyond the "second" blessing to what was called
a third blessing which they called "fire-baptism." They concluded by
saying:
Now it is the duty of the church to be patient and to deal kindly with the
people thus misguided. What they need to know is that the churches teach
holiness and that only those who practice holiness are acceptable as church
members. . . . Show them a generous and brotherly sympathy, and many of ·
them can be won to useful lives.16

Fundamentalism and Modernism in Arkansas

The period of 1918 to 1928 brought considerable agitation in American Christianity over what was called modernism or liberalism in
theology. The Modernists or Liberals felt the Bible should be interpreted
in the light of reverent scholarship, questioning the belief that every
word was infallibly dictated by God; they emphasized the ethical demands of the biblical message along with its personal religious demands;
they accepted many findings of modern science regarding the age of
the earth and the physical origin of mankind.
The Fundamentalists were generally concerned with the preservation
of what they considered to be the basic beliefs of Christianity. They
believed that every word in the Bible was dictated by God and thus
infallible; that belief in the Virgin Birth of Jesus is essential to salvation; that the earth will soon come to an end, followed (or preceded) by the literal return of Christ; that many religious leaders are
untrue to the faith; and that denominations are not the true church of
Christ. What is generally conceived to be fundamentalism, says scholar
Ernest R. Sandeen, cannot be uncritically accepted as the historic faith
of the Christian Church; it has been "marked by doctrinal innovations
and emphases which must not be confused with apostolic belief, Reformation theology, or nineteenth-century evangelism." 17
In the main, Arkansas Methodists were not seriously disturbed over
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these theological issues. Most of the lay persons accepted the traditional
doctrines they learned as children and youth. Preachers were just beginning to secure theological training-and they were usually slow to
expose their church members to some of the findings of theological
scholarship.
But there were two examples of Arkansas ministers who were caught
in the crossfire of charges of unsound doctrine. They were Mims Thornburgh Workman and Walter A. Hearn. Both came from well-established
and respected Arkansas Methodist families, but the challenges to their
orthodoxy occurred outside Arkansas.
Workman Dismissed from S.M.U.

Workman was the son of Dr. and Mrs. James Mims Workman. His
father entered the Little Rock Conference in 1897 and served such
churches as Hunter Memorial, Benton, Crossett, Malvern, Winfield and
Conway, plus the Pine Bluff District. He also served as president of
Henderson-Brown College at Arkadelphia from 1915 to 1926. Mrs.
James M. Workman was the daughter of Mr. and Mrs. George Thornburgh. The several children of Dr. and Mrs. James M. Workman have
all been conspicuously useful in the work of the church, chiefly in Arkansas. In addition to Mims Thornburgh, James W. has been a pastor
in the state, a chaplain, and a general board staff member; George has
served effectively in China for many years; and three sisters, Elizabeth,
Mary, and Lucibelle have devoted their talents to educational, religious,
and social service-type activities.
Mims Thornburgh was a graduate of Henderson-Brown College,
Hendrix College (B.A.), and Emory University (M.A.). In 1920 he
went to Dallas where he was enrolled in the School of Theology at
Southern Methodist University, Dallas, and at the same time was teaching courses in Bible in the undergraduate college of the University. One
of his professors, Dr. John A. Rice, impressed him very favorably :
"Those of us who are Dr. Rice's students [in Old Testament} feel it
a great privilege to be in his class ... He brings a positive message of
the reality of the spiritual, a message centered in God and the person
of Jesus Christ.... " 18 Workman also commented that Dr. Rice's new
book, The Old Testament in the Life of Today, was receiving high praise
in reviews.
But soon critics in the local churches began to object to Dr. Rice's
positions in his book. By fall the attacks on Rice were so severe that
President H. A. Boaz (later the bishop serving Arkansas) accepted Dr.
Rice's resignation. But the pressures continued, and by 1922 Workman
was criticized for unorthodox teaching. In 1923 he was attacked by the
Rev. Frank Norris, a fundamentalist Baptist preacher in Fort Worth ,
who secured wide publicity for his sensational charges.

Biblical Interpretation and Current Issues - III

The Charismatic Movement
by Dr. James T. Clemons

Professor of New Testament, Wesley Theological
Semt'nary, Washington, D. C.
A recent advertisement for an oeean front housing

development was headed, "The Condominium with
Charisma." With that
it would seem
that
·mpact on big

philosophers - have affirmed that the changes of this
century are greater in most fields than those which
have occurred since the appearance of man. It is all too
easy, and an ever-present temptation, for the church to

dwell in the illusion that what the world thinks and does
descrip-

charisof the

is of no importance to it.

T.he church has also •h&Aged. .but un.like the world,
tlwrehas bl!en.great reluct.a.nce ev.e n..torecogni.ze those

Dr. James T. Clemons (left) professor of New Testament at Wesley
Seminary, outlined the New Testament teaching on the "gifts" of the
Spirit in the Arkansas Methodist.

Workman was teaching the comqwnly accepted findings of biblical
scholars of that day; and he had not raised such controversial questions
then being discussed as the Virgin Birth, the physical Resurrection of
Jesus, and Second Coming. "I never did deny that these [accounts about
Jesus' birth a1'ld Resurrection} were facts." 19 "To me Christ is eternal,
was living ere he came to us, and has been living and redeeming ever
since, and may be known in our own experience to be so doing now." 20
Nevertheless, objections mounted, and eventually resulted in public
criticism of Workman by Dr. Charles C. Selecman, president of the
university, at a Methodist meeting soon after. Dr. Selecman reported that
Workman had been accused of denying the divinity of Christ. The issue
became a public one, with charges and countercharges.
Students in Workman's classes undertook his defense, and this was
used by the trustees as the reason for his dismissal on June 2, 1925 :
"It is reprehensible on the part of any teacher to speak to classes of
students in criticism of the administration of the University as it concerns his relation to the University .... His own friends have followed a
course in his defense which closes the door of usefulness to him in this
institution." 21
Nevertheless, Workman's leaving was primarily because of the attack
against him stirred up among Methodists over the charges of heretical
teachings. Some estimate of Workman's influence on students is found
in the fact that the senior class of 1925 chose him as their class professor.
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Mims Thornburgh Workman had a brilliant mind, was warmhearted,
and genuinely loved people. His dismissal from Southern Methodist
University was a traumatic experience for him. It affected him deeply
and colored the remainder of his life. From time to time his emotional
stresses became too great for him to handle. He served numerous
churches in Arkansas and Missouri, including Pulaski Heights in Little
Rock. He died in 1973.
Hearn Refused Admission to China Conference

The fundamentalist-modernist controversy spread as far as the overseas mission work. Walter A. Hearn was born in 1895 in Soochow,
China, the son of the Rev. and Mrs. Thomas A. Hearn. The father
spent thirty-two years as a missionary in China. The Hearn family had
moved to Arkadelphia from Tennessee in 1854 and were staunch Methodists across the years. Walter's early education was in China; he later
attended Hendrix College and Union Seminary, New York. He was
admitted on trial by the China Annual Conference in 1924, and was
scheduled to be admitted into full connection in the China Conference
in the fall of 1926.
William Ainsworth was the presiding bishop that year and he began to
receive the class into full connection by asking the questions of them specified
by the Discipline. The first was, "Have you faith in Christ? " Had the bishop
stopped with that, no question would have arisen, at least at that time. But
Ainsworth, as was his custom, went on to explain what he understood the
phrase to mean, and included in his interpretation an emphatic stress on the
bodily and physical resurrection of Jesus. The class answered by nodding their
heads, but Hearn shook his without Ainsworth's noticing it. Hearn was disturbed by the bishop's interpretation, for though he had come prepared to
answer the question affirmatively, he found he disagreed with Ainsworth's exposition of the question. The class answered the other questions and was
received into full connection by vote of the Conference. At midpoint of the
voting, Hearn got the bishop's attention and pointed out he had not answered
the first question affirmatively. Ainsworth, taken aback, resubmitted the whole
question and the other seven were quickly voted in again. Then Hearn explained
his view, namely that he believed in a living Christ in his life and in the lives
of the disciples, but did not. believe in the bodily resurrection of Jesus. The
Conference debated the issue for two hours in both English and Chinese, and
then voted 59 to 35 not to admit Hearn.22

The issue came before the church's Board of Missions in May, 1927.
At the meeting Bishop Ainsworth took the position that Hearn was
not acceptable as a missionary in China and could not be continued there.
The board referred the issue to a special committee with power to act.
The committee voted four to three to recall him from China. There
were twelve membe.rs on the committee but only nine were present.
Thus the four voting to recall were neither a majority of the whole committee or of the nine present. 23

THEOLOGICAL DIRECTIONS AND CONFLICTS

287

In November, 1927, when the Little Rock Conference met Bishop
Boaz accepted Hearn by transfer from the China Conference and appointed him as junior preacher at the Methodist church in Arkadelphia.
However, he did not serve there but spent most of the year in Scarritt
College, Nashville. On May 9 that year his case was reviewed by the
Board of Missions. Much sentiment was shown in his favor but no change
made in the decision. Dr. Stonewall Anderson, then secretary of the
church's Board of Education, housed in Nashville, and formerly president of Hendrix College, arranged for Hearn to fill a vacancy in the
Missouri Bible College, Columbia, that served students in the University
of Missouri. It was later called the Missouri School of Religion, and
Hearn served there for thirty-seven years. Retiring in 1965, he was given
the title of Professor Emeritus and then taught for two years back in his
home state, at Philander Smith College.24 He died in 1974.
Arkansas was evidently not too greatly upset over the fundamentalists
attacks on liberal-minded persons. One reason was the kind of steady,
middle-of-the-road positions taken by such leaders as Bishop Edwin D.
Mouzon, who had supervised the Arkansas conferences from 1916 to
1921. Mouzon vigorously opposed the Fundamentalists and set forth
his position in a small book called The Fundamentals of Methodism. Dr.
Robert W. Sledge, professor at McMurry College, Abilene, Texas, makes
the point that:
all these "modernists" were really not very extreme. Mouzon never veered farther
left than the middle of the road. A major reason why Southern Methodists
never experienced the general bitterness that affiicted some denominations lay
in the fact that her liberals were really moderates, and that they tended to work
quietly, so that the onus of stirring up controversy lay upon the conservatives.••

Dr. A. C. Millar, writing in the Arkansas Methodist about this time,
called for the tolerant spirit and for dealing gently with those who held
different views. "A man is a Christian according to his relation to Jesus
Christ, and we accept him as a Christian and a brother although we may
differ radically on many points of theology." 26
Dealing With the Theology-and Politics--of Evolution

Arkansas Methodists were involved to some extent in the anti-evolution controversy of the 1920s but not as bitterly as some other groups,
such as the Baptists. The Arkansas Methodist of February 3, 1927, said
the subject was not an issue in the Methodist Episcopal Church, South,
for
There is nothing in our "Discipline" . . . that forbids or requires belief in
"Evolution." We have good men who believe in the doctrine of "Theistic
Evolution" !'S God's process and equally good men · who refuse to accept it, and
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neither can under any law of our church "turn the others out" .... Discussion
of the subject convinces nobody and usually generates more heat than light. . ..

Even earlier, a professor at Hendrix College, Erwin L. Shaver (a
Congregational-Christian church minister), had created some stir in
Arkansas as the result of a speech he made in Chicago about William
Jennings Bryan. Shaver said that "the Darwinian theory seems to have
made a monkey out of him ... I believe I am in accord with the most
progressive religious leaders today when I refuse to take an old-fashioned
literal interpretation of many things in [the Bible]." The Arkansas
Gazette carried a headline on this story that read, "Bryan Is Made a
Monkey Says Hendrix Professor." 27
This statement evidently did make the anti-evolution law an issue
for many Methodists, for the objections to Shaver's statement were
such that Shaver soon resigned. President John H. Reynolds reported
that the resignation was voluntary and was submitted rather than let the
college suffer because of what had been said. Baptist leaders claimed
that Shaver had been fired; but Virginia Sue Gray insists that a study
of the minutes of the Hendrix faculty and Board of Trustees, plus letters from Dr. Shaver do not indicate that such was the case.
The Arkansas Methodist continued to point out that John Wesley
"did not ask men whether they believed in Evolution, and the Churches
that have developed out of his teaching have never tried to tell their
members how they must think on science and art and politics." 28 The
same issue of the paper, however, voiced a fear that may have been
shared by many others, in a letter by T. P. Clark of Hamburg. He wrote
that studying Darwinism need not bring harm to a mature person, but
that to teach Darwinism as a science, is to teach falsely, and falsehood
always hurts.
The effort to adopt a state anti-evolution bill did not succeed at first,
but the issue continued to emerge. In 1927 a Methodist member of the
Arkansas House of Representatives (and a graduate of Hendrix) introduced a bill providing
That it shall be unlawful for any teacher in any of the universities, normals,
and all other public schools of the state of Arkansas, which are supported . . .
by . . . taxes . . . to teach any theory that denies the story of the divine
creation of man as taught in the Bible, and to teach instead that man descended
from a lower order of animals, or any other source other than divine creation!"

The 1927 proposal did not pass, but it was renewed in 1928. At that
time several prominent Methodists opposed the bill, including Dr. Francis A. Buddin, Dr. James A. Anderson, Dr. John H . Reynolds and Dr.
A. C. Millar. Dr. Millar reiterated the position he took in 1922, quoted
above.' B. H . Greathouse, formerly a member of the North Arkansas
Conference who later turned to politics, filed petitions signed by 500
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citizens urging passage of the bill. Methodist Bishop Warren A. Candler
of Atlanta wrote an article for the Arkansas Methodirt opposing the
teaching of evolution. Then Dr. Millar changed his position, saying
that adoption of the bill would free teachers of deciding on their own
whether to teach evolution and that since the state supported the schools,
it could decide what they should teach. 30
But again the legislature failed to pass the bill, and proponents took
the matter to the people in a statewide election where it passed in 1928
by a good majority. One factor that clouded the issue was the activity
of Charles Smith, president of the American Association for the Advancement of Atheism, who entered a public debate with a Little Rock
Baptist preacher; and the issue seemed to many a clear choice between
good and evil. Observers have commented that the Arkansas prohibition
law was not actively enforced. 31
Some Other Emphases

Dr. Gaston Foote, who came from Texas to Winfield Church in
1936 when Marshall T. Steel went to Highland Park Church, Dallas,
made a strong plea for relating theology to life. In his Pastor's Message
in the Arkansas Methodist foe December 24, 1936, he wrote :
That the Church ought to emphasize the great fundamental doctrines of the
Christian faith there can be no doubt. But to make paramount in our emphasis
certain systems of belief that separate us is to be guilty of the sin of petty piety.
These are days when the Church is on trial. Society is looking for a way out
of the dilemma in which she finds herself . . . The world is suffocating from
hatred, strangling from greed, burning from passions, and rotting from sin.
The Church is the one force that would substitute love for hate, unselfishness
for greed, self-mastery for unbridled passions, and Godliness for sin. And for
the church to spend its time and energy disputing concerning forms of baptism,
theories of the atonement, the second coming of Christ, or the revelation of
the prophecies of the Old Testament when the world is on fire because of hate
and greed and lust is to miss the great purpose of Christ.

In 1942 "end of the world prophecies" made their recurring appearance. The Arkansas Methodist reported on October 22 the death of
Wilbur Glenn Voliva, a self-styled prophet who "again and again set
the date for the end of the world .... He lived long enough to see all of
these prophecies proven false except the last which set 1943 as his last
guess as to the time the world would come to an end."
Three weeks later the Rev. J.D. Montgomery of Rison had an article
in the same issue of the paper entitled "Some Glaring Errors of Adventism." He asked, "Why should we remain silent while (Adventism's]
advocates work havoc among a large number of people, some of whom
are members of our own churches?" Then he wrote:
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Adventism ... is the doctrine that the second coming of Christ is near; that
Jesus is coming to occupy the throne of David and rule for a thousand years,
imprison Satan and, with physical force and carnal weapons, put down all
opposition and create His Kingdom... .
Jesus was never interested in a material Kingdom as taught by the Adventists.
He never gave such a kingdom his endorsement .. . He chose the spirirual idea
of a Kingdom . . .. He made it clear that His Kingdom was not only spiritual
but both present and future. The Adventists claim it is solely in the future . ...
It is a growing, expanding Kingdom.. . . coming through the ministry of good
people and by the spirirual transformation of individual life and human society.

In Recent Years

Arkansas Methodists in our time have not been greatly upset by some
aspects of what Dr. Albert C. Outler calls "Pop Theology"-the "Death
of God," "Secular City," and other passing emphases. One reason they
have not been disturbed is likely due to the understanding they gained
about the biblical faith from the series of Bible conferences, leadership
schools, and pastors' schools held across the state under the leadership of
Ira A. Brumley, Clem Baker, Roy Fawcett, Neill Hart, and many others
during the last few decades. These were led by outstanding persons,
many from Perkins School of Theology and some from St. Paul School
of Theology.
Nor has the influence of Black Theology been strongly felt, partly
because Black Methodism is, unfortunately, relatively weak in Arkansas;
and black and white Methodists have been together in annual conferences only since 1972. Nor has Black Theology, at least as defined
by Methodist James Cone of New York, been accepted by all Arkansas
Blacks. Cone taught at Philander Smith College in 1965-67 before
he had developed his concepts called Black Theology. An incisive critique of Black Theology has been made by Julius B. Lester, brilliant and
highly literate son of Dr. and Mrs. W . D. Lester, who was reared in
Arkansas. Disclaiming that he is a theologian, he nevertheless expresses
basic theological views:
Black theology represents an attempt to reconcile the politics of race and
religion, to replace the crown of thorns with a black beret, and have Jesus carry
a rifle instead of the Cross. . . .
Black theology . . . is a dangerous attitude because it assumes that the fact
of one's socio-economic condition gives him the right to do anything to relieve
his condition. As such it is .. . a cry of frustration and despair . . . [Black
theology] attempts to [raise people to the level of God] when it asserts that
"God is Black" ( Cone) , or that God is a "white racist" (William R. Jones ) ....
We are not God, and how that knowledge has chafed at the soul of W estern
man since Constantine. Not only are we not God, we cannot understand Him ,
or even perceive His will clearly, and we hate that! Thus, from the earliest
days of the Holy Roman Empire to contemporary black theology, religious
leaders have assured us that God is on our side, i.e., part of the solution, which
only we have. ( "Praise the Lord and pass the ammunition," I sang around the
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house during World War II, until my father made me know, in forceful terms,
that one could not do both.) .... Whenever we become absolutists about God
and the way He moves in history, we perpetrate violence.
Black Theology attempts to speak to the condition of oppression, but it cannot do this if it defines blacks as oppressed and whites as oppressors....
Black theology is shameful because its spokesmen want us to believe that
blacks are without sin ... to become part of God's order ... is to accept pain,
suffering, struggle.... It is to live in complete and total dependence on God.
It is to live by faith. ••

Perhaps it does not need saying that most of this judgment applies
to those who are white as well as to those who are black.
Seeking the Gifts of the Spirit in Our Day

In the 1970s there has been in Arkansas-and elsewhere-an upsurge of concern that religion be more vital, more reassuring, more comforting. For some this has taken the form of seeking to feel clearly the
Holy Spirit's presence or baptism or gifts. In some cases this experience
has been an ecstatic one and results in speaking in tongues. In others
it may be related to healing experiences, usually attributed to the direct
intervention of God in a physical way.
In July, 1974, a Baptism of the Spirit Conference was held at First
Methodist Church in Jonesboro, with 1,500 persons present from
nineteen states. Among those present and speaking were several who
affirmed the values in the new emphasis on the Holy Spirit but also

Numerous letters came from readers of the Arkansas Methodist
about the "Holy Spirit Movement," in 1974-75.

[

From Our Readers
More on the 'Holy Spirit movement'

"EACH HAS HIS OWN
SPECIAL GIFI'"
To the Editor:
Your editorial on "Charismatics,
Tongues-speaking and Arkansas Methodists" and the - readers response
prompt me to put in my "two-centll
worth." I believe that in order to talk

from God. The first is that it enables
a man to affirm that Jesus is Lord (I
Cor. 12:2t). No man can affirm Jesus
as Lord without the Holy Spirit. The
:second is the element of service. llll:...
true charism is not simply a miraCle;
:it IS ~ometbimr jp service of the com~ "T~ach is g1ven the mamfestation of the S~mt for the common
gQod11 (I Cor. 1 : 7). several such gifts a
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cautioned against the dangers in it and the excesses that frequently
appear. The Rev. Worth M. Gibson, host pastor, declared :
The major mistake the charismatics make is the attitude, "If you have not
had this experience or had it like I have, you are a second class citizen, and
I'm going to do everything in my power to bring you into it whether you want
it or not." We have been saved from this kind of arrogance [in our church]
but a number of churches haven't. 33

This attitude described by Gibson as being arrogant is a misunderstanding of New Testament teaching, declared an article in the Arkansas
Methodist written by Dr. James T. Clemons, member of the North
Arkansas Conference and professor of New Testament at Wesley Theological Seminary in Washington, D.C. Dr. Clemons wrote that God
gave his "gift of the spirit" in order to achieve some specific purpose in
a specific situation by a specific person. Once that purpose was accomplished, the person returned to his former status. However, he said, in
too many cases today persons consider that ecstasy and unusual experiences are the normal and permanent way of life for all Christians. As
a result, they expect to be always "on the mountain top," and have
little patience with the necessary routine, sometimes dreary tasks the
church must carry on.
Warnings of Theological Pitfalls

Other warnings were issued at the Jonesboro meeting and in letters
and articles in the Arkansas Methodist of dangers in the current emphasis
on the Holy Spirit. One danger pointed out was the likelihood that
persons will seek the startling, extraordinary gifts (healing, tongues)
rather than gifts of patience, meekness, love, and humiliry. Another
danger mentioned was the tendency of many charismatics to declare
that "God told me to do this or that" when in fact the message attributed
to God may not have come from him at all. Speaking in tongues, it was
suggested, was unimportant (in fact, it was detrimental) unless there
was adequate interpretation of the speaking. This gift, it was also
pointed out, was in last place in the New Testament list of gifts.
A serious danger that was stressed among Arkansas Methodists was
the tendency on the part of some charismatics to feel-and say-that they
had experienced the Holy Spirit in a way that most Christians had not.
In some cases this revealed a feeling of spiritual aristocracy. Dr. Lindsey
P. Pherigo of St. Paul School of Theology told John S. Workman in
an interview in Little Rock in April, 1975, that "there are no Christians that do not have the Holy Spirit!" He stressed that among New
Testament Christians the possession of the Spirit was the common distinguishing characteristic. If one was a Christian, he was filled with the
Spirit; "all who are led by the Spirit of God are the sons of God"
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(Romans 8: 14). Dr. Pherigo concluded his interview by making a
prediction:
I think the present charismatic movement will pass. It always has. It sometimes lasts for two or three generations. We've had it now for about a generation.... Over and over again when somebody reads Romans and Galatians a
new spirituality comes forth. Not the kind of spirituality promoted in the
Luke-Acts Pentecostal--charismatic movement. But another kind of spirituality
that lies behind the Reformation [and} the Wesleyan revival. ... "'

Bishop Eugene M. Frank struck an encouraging note when he said in
an interview by John S. Workman in January, 1975 :
The Holy Spirit Movement in Arkansas will have a very positive effect. We are
determined to put around the enthusiasm that is generated by an experience
and vision of Christ the boundaries of the disciplines of the holy life and the
servanthood of that life in society."

Partly in response to the confusion seen in many persons in Arkansas
- and elsewhere-on these issues, the Rev. Merle Allison Johnson,
North Arkansas Conference, recently wrote a small volume, Religious
Roulette and Other Dangerous Games Christians Play. It probes the
basic questions about prayer, healing, tongues, God's grace, and how
God deals with us. It is simple, direct, profound. It will disturb some
Methodists-and anger some but save many who heed its message from
pre-Christian understandings that continue to cripple too many persons.
In the main, we have seen that Methodists in Arkansas have held to
the central affirmations of the Christian faith, as taught by the church
across the centuries. They have, of course, been exposed to the same
influences that have touched other Americans; and some have at times
become confused with new doctrines. The influence of professors at
Hendrix, Galloway, and Henderson-Brown Colleges and at Perkins
School of Theology has helped produce laymen and ministers for Arkansas who have been sane, balanced, warm-hearted, and dear-headed
in their theological understandings.

Walter A. Hearn was recalled as a
missionary from China in the 1920s
because of his theological beliefs.

