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INTRODUCTION

How do the churches of the National Association of Congregational Christian churches
understand themselves? In many ways they are typical of other mainline Protestant churches. A
person comfortable with the worship at a Presbyterian, Methodist, Christian or United church
would most likely be comfortable worshiping with Congregationalists. Congregational clergy
receive their training in seminaries sponsored by many denominations. When, however, it comes
to polity, church organization at the national as well as local level, Congregationalists have
distinctive ideas.

It began with English observers of the Protestant Reformation, such as Robert Browne
and Henry Barrows, who believed there was another step to be taken. This was a return to the
type of organization envisioned by Jesus Christ and reflected in the earliest New Testament
writings, especially the book of Acts and Paul’s letters. These early churches were diverse,
autonomous, lacking central authority, and required a high degree of commitment. To these
English Reformers the shape taken by the Roman Catholic Church was more that of Caesar’s
empire than of Christ’s kingdom. The newly formed Church of England, while independent of
Rome, seemed compromised by its retention of a similar structure.

At great risk to position, property, and life, the English reformers set about to “purify” the
Church of England. The more radical reformers formed unauthorized “Independent” or
“Separatist” congregations. Many fled first to Holland and then to the British colonies in North
America. As founders of a new society in America the Pilgrims and Puritans entered a new phase
with the authority of government behind rather than against them. This new position as the
established church of the New England colonies posed new challenges regarding questions of
church membership, tolerance of religious diversity, and the relationship between religious and
civil authority.

With the passage of an American Constitution embodying a “separation of church and
state,” the expansion of the frontier, and the waning of evangelical fervor, Congregationalists
gradually lost the dominance they enjoyed in colonial New England. Losses were exacerbated
when one wing, the Unitarians, split off to form their own denomination. Questions of
denominational identity and cooperation across regions came to the fore. By the end of the
nineteenth century Congregational churches had moved away from Calvinism, embraced modern
ideas about science, and, while local autonomy was still affirmed, put a national structure into
place.

The founders of the National Association of Congregational Christian Churches (1955)
reacted against what they perceived as an un-Congregational centralizing trend which would
deny basic Congregational convictions about the church. A proposed merger of the General
Council of Congregational Christian Churches and the Evangelical and Reformed Church into a
“United Church of Christ” would result in a more centralized “presbyterian” system. Proponents
saw it simply as a more efficient form of organization which would retain essential principles.



When the great majority went with the new United Church, the “Continuing
Congregationalists” were left with redefining themselves and Congregationalism (a name which
the majority, tellingly, did not retain). Many of their reflections on Congregationalism in the
twentieth century are recorded in the NACCC’s Congregationalist magazine. This book contains
a selection of those writings. They are arranged by topic, and within topics chronologically.
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Congregational Catholicity and Ecumenical Exclusiveness

Rev. Henry David Gray, Hartford, Connecticut

Those gathered at the International Congregational
Council meeting in Hartford in July, 1958, found them-
selves presented with an apparent dilemma, a choice
between non-catholic Congregationalism and non-Con-
gregational ecumenicity. Congregational leaders from
outside the USA seemed to find the juxtaposition of
these two views puzzling. And not a few of those from
within the United States (even though all persons asso-
ciated with our National Association seem to have
somehow been overlooked!) found themselves puzzled
by “the Hartford dilemma.”

Their puzzlement was natural, for the dilemma is
the figment of the minds of those who created it. One
speaker presented a caricature of the local Church and
then roundly declared that his self-created caricature
was powerless to act in many areas of present-day life,
that it did not rightly represent “the great church,”
and that voluntary action cannot be depended upon to
meet the needs of explosive problems such as popula-
tion expansion, ministry to students, and mass com-
munication, because the local Church is “too parochial”
and because these needs “have no local character”!

Congregationalism Pilloried

The speaker then called upon Congregationalists to
fulfill their mission in the world by carrying into ecu-
menical unity “whatever we have that is valuable.”
Denominations, said he, have a “specious plausibility’;
but actually “protestantism is . . . one of the chief
divisive forces in the United States today.” Congrega-
tional polity was declared obsolete and those defending
it today were distortedly presented as a few misguided
persons who are “neo-fundamentalist in polity,” stand-
ing on “radical anti-Congregational grounds.” We were
told that “the great church” must be free from all
traditional barriers so that it can “establish the char-
acter of the church . . . forsaking denominations if
necessary.” “The great church” was presented as the
answer to “the needs of today's world.”

Rarely has the truly catholic, inclusive, open-armed,
universal Christian character of the Congregational
Way been pilloried with greater effectiveness. Rarely
has the hard, Machiavellian exclusiveness of the so-
called “great church” been more eloquently espoused.

An Artificial Dilemma

The difficulty is that the Hartford dilemma is the
creation of a type of ecumenically-oriented mentality
which chooses to ignore the catholicity of the Congrega-
tional Way and finds it convenient to ignore the ex-
clusiveness of the kind of ecumenicity dominant in our
day.

Those who “came out,” who separated themselves
from the Church of England in the sixteenth century
did so not to found a sect, but to complete the Reforma-
tion by applying to polity the sound principles of the
New Testament. Goodwin, Nye, Owen, and Robinson,
to name but a few leaders, were concerned very deeply
with a truly catholic Church, in which no creeds, cere-
monies, costumes, or clericalism should be permitted
to exclude men from fellowship with Christ and with
each other. It was precisely their belief in the catholic-
ity of New Testament Christianity which led them to
put aside anything and everything which made the
Church narrower than the gospel. No more inclusive
polity has yet been devised than that which we ecall
“Congregational.” It is at once the maost spiritual,
creative, free, and responsible type of polity, because

it trusts in God fully and purposes to walk in His
ways sincerely on the basis of conviction.

Ecumenical Exclusiveness

There is a chasmal contrast between the free, open,
voluntary responsibility of Congregational catholicity
and that type of ecumenicity which belies its name by
its exclusiveness. This ecumenical exclusiveness shuts
the door in the face of those who, like the Society of
Friends, cannot accept the doctrinal standard of the
World Council today. To judge by two speakers at the
International Council, we must expect even more pre-
cise doctrinal formulae in the future; hence, we must
also expect increasing ecumenical exclusiveness. The
pinch of ecumenical exclusiveness has long been felt
in the organizational sphere. Now, even the National
Council of Churches is agsailed as an evidence of our
so-called “sin” in not all belonging to one vast mono-
lithic church. It would appear to be true that we are
headed for an increasing exclusiveness in organized
ecumenicity. Then, there is the harsh exclusiveness in
fellowship which has become so noticeable that even
the exchange of well-tempered and sensible letters be-
tween fellow Christians has become a one-sided affair —
the Congregationalist writes but the ecumenist does not
answer. And it is quite impossible to persuade ecumen-
ists to so much as discuss ecumenical or Congregational
matters.

Ecumenical exclusiveness has resulted in a boycott
of truth in a throttling of discussion, and in the preven-
tion of free exchange of convictions. This is true on all
levels, from the prohibition of anything unfavourable
to the ecumenist in the now merged ADVANCE, the
unwillingness of national or conference officials to ap-
pear on the same platform with leaders of the National
Association, on down to the pressure placed on local
pastors not to permit meetings to be held at which the
Congregational position is upheld. Most significent of
all, perhaps, was the stress at Hartford upon an ad-
ditional category of ecumenical exclusiveness. It was
broadly claimed that the Word we preach is “The Word
of the Church,” to which men must ‘“‘re-submit” them-
selves. And it was strongly inferred that the valid in-
terpretation of the Bible is the province of the great
church. Here is one of the ancient and long-since re-
pudiated heresies of the centuries, the claim to exclusive
interpretation of the “Word.”

Deformation or Reformation?

There was a time in western history when the “ecu-
menical exclusiveness” of the Latin Church was well
nigh complete. It was not a time of great faith and re-
newal; it was a time of great indifference and corruption.
What is being called for today is a new deformation of
the Church, comparable to the deformation which took
place in the thousand years prior to the Reformation.
What the Church needs is not deformation but dedica-
tion, not exclusiveness but inclusiveness, not closed
doors but open minds, not bigger organizations but a
better spirit, not centralization in New York but con-
secration in each Christian, not trust in the power of the
few who believe themselves called to tell us what we
ought to be and do, but confidence in the power of
God’s Spirit to show us the ways in which we ought
to serve, and to enable us to walk in those ways.

The Churches can best serve the purposes of God In
Christ, not by the way of ecumenical exclusiveness, but
by the way of Congregational Catholicity.



THE WORLD-WIDE CAMPAIGN AGAINST
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

Harold C. Bailey, Hartford, Connecticut

Only a few Congregational specialists seem aware
that over the past third of a century Congregationalism
is gradually being extinguished. First the Congrega-
tional Churches of Canada were absorbed into the
United Church of Canada in 1925. Then in succession
Congregational bodies were wiped out in China (1927),
in Japan (1941) and in South India (1947) by similar
mergers. In 1959 a like project is going on in Australia.

So far the proposal in Britain to have the Presby-
terian Church take over the Congregational Churches
there has not succeeded but the effort will doubtless be
continued with, or without, the cooperation of Congre-
gational leadership. Thus the current American effort
to eliminate the distinctive Congregational witness
is neither novel nor unique but part of a world-wide
pattern. .

‘Values Emphasized By the Free Churches

There are some 25,000,000 Christians (1,400,000 of
them “Congregationalists”) in the U.S.A. who follow
the distinctive principle of Congregationalism, namely
the independence and completeness of the local Church
as a gathered group of believers under the direct head-
ship of Christ and immediately open to the influence
of the Holy Spirit.

They also believe in the importance of the individual
Chnstla.n, his right of private Judgment his freedom
to act in accordance with conscience.

These believers revolted in England, even before
America’s first beginnings, from the central control of
hierarchies and synods out of resentment against ex-
ternal earthly domination. At the cost of privation,
exile, even of life itself, they finally succeeded in escap-
ing ecclesiastical tyranny and founding here a number
of free Churches beholden only to God Himself,

Congregationalism As An Example

The Pilgrims and Puritans gave America its distine-
tive character. Men free of overhead religious control
insisted on the same freedom in their political affairs
and established in 1648 under Thomas Hooker’s Funda-
mental Orders the first true democracy in the world
since the days of ancient Greece. They gave Europe
and South America an example of a free self-governing
society that was contagious. For 300 years the Ameri-
can experiment in freedom — religious and political —
began to transform the world itself.

Now the Free World Is Shrinking

In the past quarter-century a reverse trend has made
rapid progress. Large segments of the globe have sunk
back into a new type of slavery, different from that
from which they had partially extricated themselves.
More peoples are sinking yearly.

In each case political leaders have betrayed by false
representations the popular aspirations toward a yet
fuller life. The Churches, too, are being used to effect
the betrayal.

The Russian Orthodox Church has been captured by
the state, its true bishops and priests murdered or
exiled and their places filled with agents of the state’s
secret police given enough seminary training to pass
themselves off as legitimate clergy. (a) Thus the grip
upon the citizens has been strengthened by improper
use of the confessional and in other ways.

In 1952 the Chinese Communists established at
Nanking the Ginling Union Seminary for training
secret service agents to operate against the Christians,
One group infiltrates churches and acts as preachers,
another works in the guise of missionaries and a third
trains workers to brainwash Christians in the slave
labor camps.

The Free World Undermined

A Soviet attempt to control Russian Orthodox
Churches in America has been fought in American
courts over two decades. There was also in 1953 tes-
timony before a committee of Congress that American
Communists had effected a penetration of certain theo-
logical seminaries to influence the thinking of American
Protestant clergymen along lines favorable to that con-
spiracy. (b)

Two witnesses testified that they had known a pro-
fessor of Christian Ethics in a leading seminary as a
fellow-member of the Communist party. Repeated po-
litical recommendations of central bodies of several Pro-
testant denominations since have done nothing to dispel
suspicions that infiltration still exists.

World Council Intervenes

The principles of Congregationalism are naturally
repugnant to everyone (for whatever reason) intent
upon forging a single great Protestant Church or other-
wise inclined toward the building up of a central au-
thority over church members. Congregationalists find
themselves now engaged in a vast power struggle into
which even that august body, the World Council of
Churches, has been moved to intervene. (c)

There is ample evidence that the new denomination
(United Church of Christ) has large ambitions for the
future. The next step under consideration is to ex-
tinguish the Disciples of Christ (another congrega-
tionally organized fellowship) probably with the
acquiescence, if not the active collaboration, of the
Disciples’ top officials. This step only awaits the com-
pletion (or failure) of the present attempt to capture
the Congregational Churches. Where the United
Church of Christ will turn next in the huge organiza-
tion buildup remains undisclosed but it would be im-
prudent to underestimate the aspirations of any ecu-
menical leader.

No less a figure than Dr. McGiffert (then President,
Chicago Theological Seminary) noted in 1947, “Many
ecumenically-minded leaders . . . throw themselves
with magnificent but misguided earnestness and enthu-
siasm into projects for the organic union of Protestant
denominations. But suppose they succeeded in effect-
ing the legal union of American Protestantism, what
kind of spiritual and institutional monster will they
have foisted upon us?” (d)

Dr. McGiffert’s query needs an answer — a forth-
right and adequate answer from every serious Congre-
gationalist.

Such is the ultimate scale of this first modest Ameri-
can attempt at Church organic union across denomi-
national lines as viewed by our ecumenists and others.
(e) Congregationalists are fortunately still free to re-
fuse to have anything whatever to do with gargantuan

continued on page 9, col. 1



continued from page 8, column 2
combinations, to choose new leaders dedicated to Con-
gregational values and to move forward as free
Churches in their present fellowship.

FOOTNOTES

(a) May 1, 1959, testimony of Petr Deriabin before Senate
Judiciary Committee.

(b) Copy of testimony available from the author, see also
Collectivism in the Churches, pp. 126-130.

(¢) The WCC “played a tremendous part in the consum-
mation of the union of the C.C. Churches with the E. & R.
Church” Dr. Douglas Horton is reported to have said
(Christian Century August 14, 1957.) The C.C. Churches
are NOT yet in the union despite this assertion.

(d) The Congregational magazine Advance, refused to
print a condensation of the McGiffert article in May, 1947,
It has been similarly reluctant to print any articles in sup-
port of Congregationalism — a strange attitude for a paper
supported by Congregational funds to assume!

(e) See Knox The Early Church and the Coming Great
Church.



WHITHER THE ECUMENICAL MOVEMENT?

Rev. Horace L. Bachelder, Oregon City, Oregon

During the earlier period of controversy over the
merger with the E. and R. Church the suggestion
was made by many opponents that if those pushing
the merger really were as ecumenically minded as they
said they were they logically should press for reunion
with the Roman Catholic Church. Our Congregational
ecumenists retorted that this was just a silly idea and
they insisted that there would be no chance of going
back to Rome. While they stressed Jesus’ statement
“that all may be one” as the scriptural basis for the
m;arger they insisted that this unity they sought had
a limit.

But has it a limit? This spring the famed Taylor
lectures at Yale University Divinity School are to be
given by none other than a Jesuit priest. His subject
is contemporary Christian theology. Apparently those
in charge feel that the next crop of ministers for the
ecumenical churches, especially the United Church of
Christ which has captured Yale from the Congrega-
tionalists, needs to be indoctrinated in true Christian
theology by one who knows of what he speaks, since he
will be representing the “true” faith and the ultimate
goal in the ecumenical movement. Surely the Yale
faculty knows that this Jesuit has been sworn to an
oath to do all in his power to destroy Protestantism.
But having achieved partial ecumenicity they now are
admitting their true goal.

How Rome Views Mergers

It is quite revealing to read in the Catholic press
how the Roman Church views the United Church of
Christ and other Protestant mergers. Priests are in-
structing their lay people to do all within their power
to win over to the “true” faith these Protestants who
are ecumenically minded. Ecumenicity to the Catholic
means real ecumenicity, without the barrier of “this far
and not a step farther” which some Protestant leaders
claim they have erected. Small groups of Catholic
laymen and priests are meeting in cities all over
America with groups of Protestant ministers and lay-
men and the groundwork is being laid for breaking
down the illogical barrier set up by Protestant ecu-
menists. At these meetings to discuss “mutual prob-
lems” the Protestants are treated with exceptional
finesse and it is easy to ascertain that the Catholic
priests and laymen who are in attendance have been
especially picked both for their ardor and their amiabil-
ity. Protestants attending are impressed first of all with
the sincerity of the Catholics and secondly with their
apparent willingness to compromise differences.

Another means of breaking down this ecumenical
barrier is the sending of Catholic newspapers and mag-
azines to Protestants — both laymen and ministers.
Practically every issue of these publications has articles
stressing means of cooperation between Catholies and
Protestants and numerous letters to the editor from
Protestant ministers are reprinted, some showing dis-
agreement but most of them complimenting the editor
on the fine articles on Christian unity and the like.
THE LONE STAR CATHOLIC recently added 12,000
Protestant ministers to its free subscription list and
its editor, Dale Francis, who is one of Rome's best
modern apologists, is doing a magnificent job of soften-
ing up his Protestant readers.

“Desire for Reunion” (?)

On the front page of the January 31st issue of this

official publication of the Diocese of Austin, Texas, is

an article headlined ‘“Non-Catholic Desire for Reunion
Noted.” It states that “today’s non-Catholics have an
intense desire to bridge the spiritual gap between them-
selves and Rome.” For this reason nine days of prayer
for Christian reunion have started in the ‘“nation’s
Marian shrine” in the newly dedicated National Ca-
thedral in Washington, D. C. Archbishop Patrick
O’Boyle of Washington is quoted as saying in his
address at the beginning of this nine days of prayer,
that “a startling and relatively sudden change has taken
place in non-Catholic circles both here and in
Europe. There has emerged an intense and genuine
desire for healing the breach between themselves and
Rome.”

“From this desire,” continued the archbishop, “has
grown the so-called ecumenical movement.”” This he
calls “a world ferment to bring about the healing of
the divisions among Christians through prayer, study
and work.” He urges that an honest effort be made “to
give the fullest value possible to every element of
truth already possessed by our separated brethren. In
so doing we shall gradually bring them to a realization
that the truth which they now possess is only frag-
mentary and that its fullness is to be found in that
Church from which their forefathers cut themselves
off.”

The archbishop’s admonition, “We must be patient
in listening to them . . . and show a profound respect
for the consciences of those who disagree with us” is
certainly apparent in those Catholics who are chosen
for group sessions with Protestants. Especially vulner-
able to this new approach by the Church of Rome are
those Protestants who have been active in recent church
mergers. This time, however, the leadership is reversed
for the laymen are leading the ministers. The dominant
question among those who have worked for the United
Church of Christ or the United Presbyterian Church,
when they meet in a friendly little group is “Why do we
stop here if REAL church unity is possible?” Certainly
there is every indication that concessions will be made
to mend the torn garment of Christ “that all may be
one.”

The “Grass Roots” Slogan

This appears to be a “grass roots” movement, too.
And it will be claimed to be such, just like the one
originating in the minds of a few ardent ecumenists
which has resulted in the United Church of Christ. We
heard much about “grass roots” in the decade of the
forties when this merger was being ardently promoted.
The Catholic press is now talking about “grass roots”
in this new campaign in which a surprising number of
Protestant churchmen are joining.

Several years ago one of Simeon Stylites’ columns in
THE CHRISTIAN CENTURY was titled “Grass
Roots.” Simeon wrote: “This phrase is supposed to be
a clincher to any argument, no matter how silly . . .
Worse still this pontifical deliverance on grass fre-
quently comes from men who have seen no grass in
ten years outside of Central Park, New York, or a few
blades on the Quter Drive, Chicago.” He goes on fo
say, “There may be a popular prejudice to the effect
that two and two make four. But if a person can dash
in with a hot tip that ‘at the grass roots level' it is
overwhelmingly felt that two and two make five, that
ends the matter.”

Continued on page 9, Column 1



( Continued from page 8)

In this great age of ecumenicity some of us may live
to see the “‘grass roots’” campaign that emanated from
287 Fourth Avenue swallowed by the “grass roots” cam-
paign emanating from Cardinal Spellman’s office. And
is not the Cardinal high enough up in the Empire State
Building that he can actually see Central Park? Mean-
while those who have adhered to the faith of their
freedom-seeking forefathers and who are aware of the
dangers of any hierarchy—Protestant or Catholic—will
carry on. Perhaps there will be enough dissenters so
that our republic will still stand. And of course there
is always the hope that some of those who have been
duped into participation in the ecumenical movement
may decide themselves to see how grass really grows
and secede again like the Pilgrim Fathers of old. But
what a price to pay for this modern-day revelation!



“ESSENTIALLY CONGREGATIONALIST”

Professor Marion J. Bradshaw, Ph.D.,
Bangor, Maine

In his debate at the Maywood meeting of the Na-
tional Association of Congregational Christian
Churches, President Howard Schomer said, “The
Constitution of the World Council of Churches itself
is essentially Congregationalist, in its unlimited re-
spect for the autonomy of the member churches.” He
might profitably have supported his bare assertion by
quotations from that Constitution and from the accom-
panying Rules.

The very opening sentence of the Council Consti-
tution states that the World Council of Churches is a
fellowship of churches. It flatly declares that ‘“The
World Council shall not legislate for the churches.”
To be eligible for Council membership, “A Church
which is to be admitted must give evidence of autono-
my.” Another Rule provides that “A Church which
desires to resign its membership in the Council can
do so at any time.” There can be no question but that
the World Council of Churches believes firmly in
autonomy.

Out of his long service as a secretary of the World
Council, Dr. Schomer not only declares that the Coun-
cil’s Constitution is “essentially Congregationalist, in
its unlimited respect for the autonomy of the member
churches,” but he adds that it is “likewise close to our
Congregational position in its vision of Christ's whole
people, freely united, committed to voluntary and
costly service all over the world.” Given this insight
into the “essentially Congregationalist” nature of the
World Council Constitution, can not all of us go along
with this distinguished Congregationalist in his ardent
advocacy of the ecumenical cause?

What Kind of Autonomy?

The answer to this urgent question lies in the fact
that some of Dr, Schomer’s language really amounted,
under the circumstances of his address, to misleading
double-talk, In the ten-volume dietionary from which
he gave his definition of “unit,” Congregationalism is
defined as “A system of ecclesiastical polity which
regards all legislative, disciplinary and judicial func-
tions as vested in the individual church or local con-
gregation of believers.” This is the autonomy which
is “essentially Congregationalist.” But this is not at
all the autonomy for which the World Council Con-
stitution has “unlimited respect.”” The fact is that
Congregations, or local churches, are not members of
the World Council. Its membership is reserved for
general or national churches, or for whole denomina-
tions. As their Rules directly state, “Under the word
churches are included such denominations as are
composed of local autonomous churches.” The Con-
stitution contains not one word favoring the ecclesi-
astical polity which is based on the autonomy of local
churches. Without this it is quite misleading to talk
about the Constitution as being “essentially Congre-
gationalist.”

Dr. Schomer quoted a definition of “unit” from a
10-volume work which he called “The Dictionary of

Historic Usage.” (The last word may be uses instead
of usage, — the tape is not clear on that word.) Not
finding such a dictionary in the University of Maine
Library, or in our Seminary, or in the great Bangor
Public Library, I thought it likely that the speaker
merely meant to describe the work, not to give its title.
This idea was confirmed when I found that Winchell’s
Guide to Reference Books lists no such title. I there-
fore turned with some confidence to the “Oxford Dic-
tionary,” titled, “A New English Dictionary on His-
torical Principles,” where under “unit” I found the
definition President Schomer had given us. I also
found material which made me wish that he had
quoted a bit more from his 10-volume dictionary.

Congregational or Preshyterian?

Dr. Schomer assured us that the framers of the
United Church of Christ Constitution used the word
“unit” in its only proper sense. He was somewhat em-
phatic in asserting that paragraph 7 of the Constitu-
tion is rightly and soundly Congregationalist in stat-
ing, “The basic unit of the life and organization of
the United Church of Christ is the local church.” The
fact is that this sentence, slightly altered in being
taken over from the Basis of Union, is substantially
identical with what Dr. Schomer’s big dictionary tells
us about the Presbyterian system.

Among the many historical uses or definitions of the
word Congregational, is this: “Congregational, of or
belonging to the congregation as the lowest organized
unit in the Presbyterian system.”

The local church is the basic unit of organization
in the United Church of Christ. It is the lowest organ-
ized unit in the Presbyterian system. That “basic unit
of organization” and “lowest organized unit” are
synonymous phrases hardly needs assertion. But it
does need to be asserted that neither phrase is either
accurate or helpful in describing what is “essentially
Congregationalist.”



By Rev. Harry R. Butman, D.D.

This discourse was conceived and brood-
ed on in journeyings, waitings, and walks
in four foreign lands. Its opening para-
graphs were penned on wave-smitten and
wind-swept Shetland, an isle of midnight
light. An address thus gestated ought to
have spaciousness of sea and air about it,
and a freedom from shadows. Yet, I
hope, it will not lack roots in good earth;

Brave
Music

for in these peregrinations my heart and
mind have been much with the Church of

f the Messiah (for the local gathered
O Church is the first concern and care of a
Congregational pastor), as [ have pon-
dered long on the tangled problem of the
relationship of the National Association
to wider Christian bodies, and also on the
shape of things to come as a free fellow-
ship faces the flooding tide of the ecu-
menical movement.

The

Mission

There is a story behind the theme of the ninth An-
nual Meeting, “Great Expectations.” [t is a dramatic
and significant story.

On May 31, 1792, in Nottingham, England, a man
was preaching; his text was the powerful word of Isaiah:
“Lengthen thy cords, and strengthen thy stakes . . . for
thou shalt break forth on the right hand and on the left.”
(Isaiah 54:2,3). His theme was stated in balanced
staccato accents of faith, “Attempt great things for God:
expect great things of God.” But, as usually happens,
the preacher’s flame and passion were quietly absorbed
by the blandly passive congregation, and, the service
over, the people began to file out. But this prophet’s
passion was a fire in his bones and he could not forebear.
Leaping up on a front pew, he cried to a friend, “Call
them back. We dare not let them go without doing some-
thing.” The preacher was William Carey, and his cry
of anguish was the birth cry of the London Missionary
Society, the first great modern missionary push of Prot-
estantism, a thrust that within a generation sent Ado-
niram Judson to Burma and Congregational mission-
aries to Hawaii and to the South Seas. You may guess
my surprise and delight, when on my last visit to
Westminster Abbey, at the high altar, where the estab-
lished church has for centuries crowned kings and
queens, I saw on the lectern, gift of the Baptist Mission-
ary Society, the words “Attempt great things for God.”
These words are the theme of our ninth Annual Meeting.

|
A Matter of Mood

My interpretation of our theme does not lend itself
to explicit formulation: it is too big and too intricate.
It is rather a matter of mood, but the mood is clear
enough. The hour has come for the National Association,
as the custodian of the Pilgrim heritage, to take the
spiritual offensive. The days of ideclogical retreat are
over: the stance of defense is no longer adequate, it is
time to set the trumpet to the mouth and blow the
charge. No more for us the silver sadness of taps for a
lost cause, or the falling cadences of retreat. From this
day forth let ours be the brave music of mission.
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Dr. Butman

You might well consider these words a set of ringing
rhetorical platitudes, proper in the mouth of a Modera-
tor, but [ think I shall redeem my flourishes from the
taunt of truism by saying that by these military meta-
phors [ intend to convey my conviction that the National
Association should find a place and bear a witness in the
ecumenical movement.

The organized ecumenical movement, with its adora-
tion of the one-great-church, and its unadmitted l[ust
for power, needs to be reminded of the significance and
scriptural authority of the Congregational idea — the
unfettered operation of the Spirit in the gathered local
Church, under the sole headship of Christ, bound to
other Churches in a free relation of affection. I am
persuaded that it is not enough for the National Associ-
ation to be a voice crying in the wilderness. We must go
boldly into the market places and parliaments of eccle-
siastical commerce and declare in the hearing of the
Lord’s brethren that the word they speak to the world
is incomplete unless it includes the Congregational idea.
And we must go forth inspired by the same blend of
attempt and expectancy that moved William Carey. We
must have a sense of mission. Our sense of mission must
be both a general advance and also, a particular charge.
Qur general sense of mission must be like Carey's, a
preaching of the gospel to those in need, such as, work
already well begun by the Congregational Missionary
Society, and magnificently carried on by our Churches,
for example, Boston's Park Street Church.

II
A Mission to the Ecumenical

My next proposition is that the National Association
has a particular mission to the ecumenical movement.
This is a controversial matter. To begin with, let me
flatly say that [ propose no modification or diminution
of our basic principles, nor do [ believe that for us to
leave the quiet pool of our isolation is an admission of
weakness: the game fish swims upstream. We must
recognize the ecumenical movement as an ecclesiastical
fact of life: if we shut our eyes, it will not go away.
Further, there are reasonable men of good spirit involved
in that movement. We must not let our long harsh ex-
perience embitter and blind us. We can join with men
of goodwill in fellowship though we cannot accept their
concept of Congregational polity.



I
The International Congregational Council

One reason for my Moderator’s trip abroad was to
see if the cords of International Congregational fellow-
ship, severely slashed by the Rotterdam incident, could
be kept from complete severance. The second purpose
was to seek out men whose views were like our own,
that we might join hands for strength. '

Pursuant to the first point, I met with L.C.C. leaders,
the Rev. Dr. Norman Goodall, the Rev. Ralph F. G.
Calder and the Rev. Glynmor John in London on May
16. These men extended me much courtesy, presented
me to the assembly of the Congregational Union of Eng-
land und Wales, and arranged my preaching schedule.

The London meeting lasted more than three hours. [
stated the classical Congregational position of the Na-
tional Association, and our determination to maintain
it. 1 gave statistics about us which were, [ think, a
cause of surprise to them, since their sources of infor-
mation had (just possibly) been tinged with a smidgin
of prejudice. | proposed a simple four-word framework
for our conversation: “Keep the door open.” Once
closed it would never be knocked on again. I faithfully
presented the resentment of our party at the 1962
Rotterdam rejection of our application for membership.
I said that the majority of the World Christian Relations
Committee was indifferent, if not opposed, to my visit
with [nternational Congregational Council officials. I
was so blunt as to say that the feeling of our Rotterdam
representatives could be put in a figure: the United
Church of Christ had blackballed the National Associa-
tion from membership in the International Congrega-
tional Council before the United Church of Christ itself
was a member of the club.

The 1.C.C. lcaders asked a number of questions and
made some comments. Was the National Association a
legal entity? Would the National Association engage in
litigation? It was their fceling that our 1960 Cheyenne
resolution, wherein we claimed to be the official suc-
cessor to the General Council, virtually excommunicated
all other American Congregationalists. They insisted
that those who went into the United Church of Christ
did so with conscientious conviction regarding their
understanding of Congregationalism.

| stated that the National Association would never
reapply for membership in the International Congre-
gational Council, but | could say (and, in the absence of
any contrary action by an Annual Meeting of the Na-
tional Association 1 could say accurately) that the first
application was not withdrawn. They considered this
to be of importance. | believe (and other persons con-
firm my belief) that the executive committee of the
International Congregational Council is truly troubled
about the Rotterdam rejection of the National Associa-
tion. | would hope that this breach can be mended. But
perhaps [ should make myself crystal clear at this point,
| think that we should enter the International Congre-
gational Council, and in that forum press for our brand
of Congregationalism — the 99 & 44/100% pure classi-
cal sort. And while | would go to London, 1 would not
journey on to Geneva. [ do not advocate, either now or

in the forseeable future, any attempt to enter the World
Counrcil of Churches. In the highly improbable event of
our admission (for the World Council of Churches is
no longer predominantly Protestant, but Orthodox,
and the Congregational idea would be both heresy and
anarchy to them), that ponderous ecclesiastical machine
would crush us as a steam roller crunches an apple.

v
Congregationalism Militant

So much for the irenic aspect of our Congregational
mission: the second is more militant. In years past, the
defense of the Congregational Way has been made in sad
necessity, in hazard and at cost. In the days to come,
the propagation and extension of that Way will be no
less fraught with toil, trouble and risk. We must fight
this just and mournful war, but we must fight it, as
Augustine advises, in the spirit of the Sermon on the
Mount, with the enemy’s welfare in mind. Despite the
pull of peace, the quiet desire to tend to our knitting and
let the rest of the world go by, it is our mission to strike
our standard into the very earth of the enemy's camp.
It is written in Psalms to the shame of Ephraim, “The
children of Ephraim, being armed, and carrying bows,
turned back in the day of battle.” May it not be said of
us who are hardened in conflict, with quivers of sharp
arrows of truth, that we were craven when the trumpet
sounded., We are the first successful rebels in the cause
of modern ecclesiastical liberty! It is our spiritual duty
to ruise a stundard about which other men in other lands
may rally.

Vv
Of Foes Without

Qur ideological foes are strong and disciplined. [ sat
in something like silent horror in the annual assembly
of the Congregational Union of England and Wales last
May while Dr. John Marsh, the new chairman, delivered
a brilliantly-phrased address in which bishops were
nakedly advocated for English Congregationalists. He
said, “l hold it as a true Congregational concern in the
twentieth century that any new United Church of what-
ever elements it be composed, should be given an Episco-
pate in the richest and fullest form available.” Principal
Marsh is saying now precisely what Dr. Truman Doug-
lass said over fifteen years ago. At the May meeting the
reasonable and eloquent proposals of those who ob-
jected to centralization were defeated by a parliamentary
barrage from officials who dominated the platform and
so had instant access to the microphone. Our English
brethren are going to learn, as we have bitterly learned
over the years, that they will not be heard for the cog-
ency of their arguments, nor will they prevail by reason
of the purity of their Congregationalism. The periodi-
cals of British Congregationalism have abounded in
articles favoring organizational ecumenicity; not a line
is now alloted to lovers and defenders of the gathered
local Church. There are no denominational funds avail-
able to print and distribute views that vary from the
official position. Qur embattled English brethren (and
there are among them kmees which have not bowed to
Baal, and mouths which have not kissed him) are
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standing in the need of prayer and in need of a helping
hand, for they face foes of conviction and of strength.
We must pass on to our friends our hard-learned lesson:
in union there is strength. We must make available to
them (if they ask for it) the wisdom and skills we have
acquired in twenty years of warfare, for they are con-
fronted by no mean antagonists.

VI
An Inner Enemy

So much for the foes without, but I dread an inner
enemy more. I fear lest we become smugly satisfied in
our isolation — modern Pharisees who scorn lesser
faiths. This is said of us already. It is not now true.
Oliver Wendell Holmes once wrote that a man must
take part in the events of his time on peril of finding
at life’s end that he had not lived! It is both foolish and
wicked to be utterly self-absorbed. The Greek word for
a private citizen is idiotes; if privacy is carried too far
it becomes idiotic. Unless we go forth among men with
a sense of particular mission, a deservedly ill fate will
befall us. There is a peril faced by any group, small for
the sake of conscience, that the sweet wine of their first
faith will age into the vinegar of self-righteousness. Of
this inner danger we must unceasingly beware.

Vil
Friends

We will not be dismayed by our foes if we consider
the force of our friends: for we have friends and they
are stout of heart. I have heard our cause eloquently
pleaded in a crowded Meeting House in London; talked
of on the green lanes and grimy station platforms of the
English midlands, and in the red-leathered sedateness of
a London club. As I sat talking on a moor in Scotland
overlooking a sun-silvered loch, while the cloud shadows
raced over the bare brown hills, my heart was lifted up
by an unexpected accession to our fellowship of mind.
In South India, in Hawaii, in Formosa, in Western
Samoa and in all parts of the world, there are loyal men
and women who desire to link hands with us in our
excellent cause. I count it a thing of meaning that we
three who went abroad for you this year, have, without
taking counsel together, come to a sudden and powerful
conviction that the day of march has come, that the
winds of God are blowing. For ears that will listen,
there is the sound of a going in the tops of the mulberry
trees. (2 Samuel 5:24).

VIII
The Spiritual Offensive

I have read that in each medieval castle wnere was a
donjon-keep. This was not a prison, but a castle within
a castle, the final fortress if the enemy should scale the
outer wall. And it is said that a donjon-keep was never
taken except when the will of the defenders failed. So
long as the will to resist was unbroken, the keep, the
inner fortress, was impregnable. In the National Asso-
ciation the Congregational idea has such a strong tower.
But battles are won not by defense alone, however per-
fect. Only as the people of the castle went out through
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the sally-port to the attack could they be victorious and
hold their land in peace. The hour has come for us to
take spiritual offensive. The day of stubborn resistance
in a keep is done. Our friends are true-hearted and
tested. We are now strong enough to go forth and win.

IX
Put on the Whole Armor of God

Our weapons are many. Take inventory of our
armory, the weapons with which we may fight. Let us
raise the Committee on World Christian Relations to
full commission status, or ask the committee to make
sharp definition of its plan of advance, provide it with
budgetary support, and charge it with the task of plant-
ing our banner in all parts of the worid.

Let us use to the fullest our greatest weapon, our most
potent tool of attack, which is the Congregational idea
itself, the bold and invigorating doctrine of the gathered
Church, captained by Christ, complete under God,
linked in love to like Churches, and in charity with all
men of good will. Fourteen years ago, when we organ-
ized the Massachusetts Fellowship, I said that we were
people of an idea, and that aithough numbers and wealth
and strong men were arrayed against us, we would live
by the power of that idea. I have no reason to alter my
conviction.

There are additional weapons. We must fight with
intelligence: for a good cause is badly served by fools.
We must have persistence; for the battle is not for a day,
nor for those soon faint. Courage must be ours, in the
bright noon of success and in the dark moment of tem-
porary defeat. Our sinews must be nerved by faith, the
assurance that though both the odds against us and the
battle be long, ultimately we will win under the favor of
God. And in our sternest striving we must have the love
of the brethren deep in our hearts. We must have a lack
of malice and a sense of fellowship with all Christians
so that even the fiercest fighting cannot turn into bitter-
ness or hatred.

X
A Personal Witness

Let me now bear personal witness. I feel well used by
life (and I am sure I do not stand alone in this) because
I found in manhood a great cause in the struggle for
spiritual liberty, a cause big enough to absorb my best
thoughts and energies, and one worth sacrifice. That
cause has not become brassy or tarnished with the
passing of the years; it carries me, rather than 1it. The
happy warrior is a man so blessed. And my prayer for
the National Association is that “We few, we happy
few, we band of brothers” — as a departed saint of our
fellowship was wont to call the beleagured brethren of
the Congregational Way — might become, by the good
pleasure of God and by the leading of His Spirit, a great
company with garrisons over all the globe, marching to
the music of mission under freedom’s flag, dedicated to
the unwearied proclamation of the “liberty wherewith
Christ hath set us free,” toiling in honesty of mind and
with warmth of heart, to the glory of God and to the
comfort and joy of men. Amen.



