
. 
THE GROWTHRE,CORD

REVISITED

Part One: Correcting the Record

Part Two: Ilnderstanding the History

by

Ftavil R" YeaH*Y, Jr'o Ph"D.

Harding Center far Church Growth Studies

Sepfembnr 1998



THE GROWTH RECORD REVISITED

Part One: Correcting the Record

Throughout this academic year, Harding University is celebrating 75 yewsof service tothe church. There are many ways in which Harding and oiher Christian school, huo" contributed
to the growth of the church. There are some interesting parallels befween the growth ofHarding
and the growth of the church. In the second part of this study, we will considir how the historiof this growth should be understood. Before we do that, however, we first need to correct therecord concerning the growth of the church.

There are some significant dates and events in the history of how Harding University hasdeveloped over the years' It is helpful to note conditions in the church at each of these points inhistory' In Part Two, we will see how the church spread throughout the nation while gurOing
grew' But first, we will focus on the uumerical growth u*ong-Churches of Christ at key poiit, inthe historical record and note what was going on with the Harding story at each of these times.

1890 2:0a0 congregations; 100,a00 members; I:6s0 member-to-papulation ratio
(See Table I)

1891 David Lipscomb and James A. Harding established the Nashviile Bible School with
Harding as the first president.

1901 Jarnes A. Harding moved from Nashville to Bowling Green, Kentucky, as the first
president of Potter Bible College. Harding" son-i*la*, J. N. Armstiong, was one
of the Bible teachers at potter.

1905 J. N' Armstrong and several other teachers Ieft Potter, with Harding's blessings, to
establish a Christian school west of the Mississippi: Western Bibleind Literary-
College in Odessa, Missouri.

1906 2,649 congregatians; rsg,6sg members; I:47T member-to-population ratia
(See Table 2)

1908 J. N' Armstrong and several other teachers moved from Odessa, Missouri, to
Cordell Christian College in oHahom4 where Armstrong served as president
until that school closed in I919.

IgI6 5:570 congregations; 3]7,937 members; I:2g0 member-to-population ratio(See Table 3)



1919 J. N' Armstrong became president ofHarper Bible College in Kansas, and served
there from 1919 until1924.

1924 Harper College merged with Arkansas Christian College in Morrilton. The school
was then named in honor of James A. Harding.

1926 6,226 congregations; 433,714 rnembers; I:244 member-to*population ratio
(See Table 4)

1934 Harding College moved from Morrilton to Searcy. In 1936, George S. Benson became
president of Harding College.

1936 6,700 congregations; s00,000 mernbers; I:246 member-to-population ratio
(See Table 5)

1965 Dr. Clifton L. Ganus, Jr. became the third president ofHarding and served until 19g7. In
197 9, Har dtng College became Harding University.

I9B0 12,719 eongregatiorcs; 1,239,612 members; I:102 member-to-populationratio
(See Table 6)

1987 Dr. David B. Burks became Harding's fourth president.

1997 I3,080 congregations; I,2SS,B34 members; I: I I9 member-to-papulation ratio
(See Table 7)

These tables show a remarkable period of growth among Churches of Christ that parallels
the growth ofllarding University. There are, however, some serious problems with the data
reported in some almanacs and yearbooks. News reports based on these sources have presented avery distorted picture. A syndicated news article on this subject recently appeared in ,e*rpupe*
throughout the nation. Churches of Christ in the United States, according io this story, have
declined from three million members in 1980 to less than halfthat numbeitoday, only i,ZfO,Sf S.
Church members who have accepted this report as being true have become discouraged. It is
important to note, however, th*t this report is not accurate. Churches of Christ in the
United States have more members now than in 1980. The (decline', is simply the results of
corrections and changes in the way the statistics are reported.

The 1990 figure of 1,280,838 members was accurate as a report of how many people are
actually identified and are on the membership lists ofthe 13,097 congregations. The t"eSO ngure
of 3,000,000 members was an estimate that included the people whJtai been baptized, at oie
time were members of a congregation, and would still lisi "Churches of Christ', ai their religious
preference, but who do not attend church anywhere and whose names are not on anv
congregation's membership list.



Comparing these two statistics is like cowparing apples ond oranges' Theyiust are not

comparable. tr'nrrh*r*ore, the estimated number of rnembers was too high because it was based

on an estimated number of congregations that was far too high'

In order to understand what has happened, one needs to know where these figures came

from and why they were reported as they **re. The united states census Bureau used to publish

Rettgious Bidies, a two-volume repoft prepared in $e liddle of each decade.r When the

governmenr stopped publishing that report, the National Council of Churches filled the void by

Jponsoring theyiariook of American and Canadian Churches.2 The Association of Statisticians

of American Religious goiies (generatly known simply as ASARB) has prepared reports for

1g5i.,t 1971,419[0,5 1990,6 uttJi* now preparing for a study in 2000. It is important to note that

Religious Bodies, the yearbook, and Church Membership (the ASARB report) all simply

pubished the figures provided by various religious bodies. Most of these reporfs came from the

official denominational statisti cian atthe headluarters of each denomination. In some cases ,

however, a gfoup or category of independent congregations has no central denominational

organization or headquarters.

There are several church group$ listed in the 1990 edition of Chureh Membership that are made

up ofindependent congregations that are not affiliated with any denominational organization:

i Black buptirtr a,{ss,1zl mernbers and8,737,66? adherents in independent congregations

that are not affiliated with any of the 36 Baptist denominations;
t IndependentNon-Charismatic: 1,363 congregations \lrrth1,207,173 adherents

+ krdependent Charismatic: 829 congregations with 794,254 adherents;

t Congregational Christian Churches'. 29,390 members and36,679 adherents \n239

,onfirgutioos that did not affiliate when other Congregational Christian Churches established

a central denominational organization;
t Christian Churches and Churohes of Ckist: 966,976 members and 1"273,788 adherents in

5,23g congregations that remained independent when other Christian Churches organized the

Christian Church (Disciples of Christ); and,
I Churches of Christ: l,2g0,B3B members and 1,681,013 adherents in 13,097 congregations that

have no central denominational organization.

That is a total of 13,669,97? people who, in 1990, attended an independent congregation

that was not affiliated with any denomination. There were20,766 such congregations not

counting the Black Baptist and there were probably around 70,000 congregations in that group'

Reports-concerning these groups did not come from the official denominational statistician at

denominational headquartJrs. They came from some'ocontact person." 
'When 

the Census Bureau

was publishi ng Religious Bodies, it had a list of such people. The editor of the Yearbook used

that sanle list. ASARB is still using it.

That is how the figures were reported for Churches of Christ and the Christian Churches.

Both groups havs historicat roots in the Restoration Movement led by such people as Barton

Stone, Thomas Campbell, and Alexander Campbell. In the nineteenth cenfury, all of the heirs of

this movement were reported together. Shortly after the Civil War, these two groups divided



over Bible interpretation, instrumental music.il worship assembries, and the missionary society.In 1896' however, the census Bureau-was still listing tiese two groups as a single religious bodv.Then the editor of the christian e""9!,"nom.iuffiresenting the christian church, and ttreeditor ofthe Gospel advocate, unofficially repres-rtii.* ti- churcf,es of Christ, asked the censusBureau to list these two fellowships as separate religious bodies. These *olro* provided theestimates of congregations and members that the cJnsus Bureau reported. The editors ofthesetwo papers are still listed as the "contact persons" for these two groups. The 1906 edition ofReligious Bodie's tr/as the first to give separate reports on the chiistian crru.rr, and the churchesof Christ.

There is no reason to doubt the accuracy ofthe reports for the 1906, lgi6 , and 1926editions of Religioas Bodies- The editors."f ;h; cttp"i idrr; ;h";;ded rhese figuresappear to have been making a careful and honest .ro.t to count arlof {re congregations amongthe Restoration Movement heirs that did not u* inrt**entat music (the most obvious distinctionbetween the christian church and the churches oicl-,,i*tj Around two-thirds of thesecongregations that did not use instrumental music *r* ui*il", enough to one another that nosignificant barriers to fellowship existed 
1m*l irr* ffiro*i*ately one-third of thecongregations' however, had some doctrine oipractice iilut ,*t them apart and limited theirfellowship with other churches of christ. These limitedfeilowship groups would have includedone cup, Non-class, and Fremillenniaj congregationr, utong withthe tvtutuat Edification groupthat opposed Chrisrian colleges and,,IacateJpieacters,i(rr,Jeroupi;fiil;el 

Sommer).

while the 1906-1926 figrnes appear to be accuratq.the_1936 figures reported inReligiousBodies seem to be far too low. Thr p.r*on;;;;;illJilr" figures ri, rgt6 **yhave countedottly the mainline congregations and perhaps onty ttrose that agreed with him on all issues that heregarded as important' The historical records ttrat r have been able to find indicate that the 1906-1926 growth curve:9itTy-*d through 1936. If ir aio, ttre tq:6 reporr ,rrouiJr,uue lisred 6,70acongregations with 500,000 members' Inslea!, the report listed 3;g15 *nsr;urions with only309,551 members. This error started a period of reporls that were far too row.

It is important to note that the editors of Religious Bodies, the yearbook, and churchMembership published the figures that were given toihem. If a denominational statistician or a"contaot person" in.a fetlowship of indepeno*t congregations did not send in a report, the usualpractice of these editors has been to report the mostleJent figure, uuuiiut*. iiupp**, that theYearboolc editor did not t*t-*1"t- any reports on churches of christ prior to 195r. The yearboolcfigures from 1939 through 1950 were simpty trt" ou*urm oport*o earlier by the census Bureau.churches of christ generally had arathernegative attitude toward the National council ofchurches' Requests for indormation coming-fro* trt"t 
"rs*i"ation 

mayhave been ignored. whatthe Yearbook reportedfrom 1939 through i950 *au not i"*. It was jusf the 1936 or 1926 dataftomReligious Bodies repeated ou., *d over. This made it appeaf, that churches of christ hadexactly the same number of congregations and members in l9i0 asin lg26*ith no growth at all.The historical records and the m-enities of those ofus who lived through all or part ofthis periodindicate that churches of christ grew sieadily up tr'ougrr trre end of wlrld warll and then grewrapidly.



The editor of the yeorbook still uses the editor of the Gospel Advocste as the "contact

person, for Churches of Christ, just as the Census Bureau did beginning in 1906. There is some

indication, however, that the editor of the Yearbook made some atternpts to obtain dataftom

other sources. W-hen Reuel Lemmons was editor of the Firm Foundation,he had some contact

with the editor of the yearbook, Some Christian college presidents were also contacted by the

Yearbookeditor. We cannot be sure, therefore, who sent the reports tathe,Yearboak edhor

befween 1g51 and 1gg0. what we can know is that someone sent the Yearbook editor some

reports that listed far too flIa"ny congregations and members'

Those who provided the reports to the Yearbook editor seem to have had a rather good

idea about the number of members in the average congregation and they also seem to have had a

list of the churches. Unfortunately most lists of churches at that time had a lot of duplications.

The yearboofr reports from 1g51 ihrough 1980 listed far too many congregations. I think that I

can understand why. Some of the congregations that I preached for back during that period had

used several different congregational names and different mailing addresses over the years. These

congregations generally received two or more copies of most mailings addressed to churches'

Such inflated mailing lists may have contributed to exaggerated estimates of membership' After

that exaggeration stirted in t-gSt, it kept on growing as the estimates got larger and larger.

The number of congregations reported in the Yearbook in 1951 was 14,500. By 1959,

that number was up to 16,i00. Just ont y*ut later, the number had grown to 17,500. In 1962 rt

reached a high point with'a report of 18,680 congregations. After that, the reports began to

moderate. In 1980, however, the Yearbookwas still reporting 17,000 congregations. churches

of Christ have never had that flumy congregations in the United States'

The number of members reported in the Yearboah, howeveq was far too exaggerated to

have been explained entirely by inflated mailing lists. What appears to lrave happened is that the

mernbership i*port, for lgit ihrough 1980 involved a different kind of statistic. Instead of

reporting tire ,r-.umber of people who were acfuaily members of the local congregations, there

seems to have been an efforlto estimate the totat number of people in the nation who would list
.,Church of Christ" as their religious preference if,anyone ever asked them'

Those who provicled the Yearbook data from 1951 through 1980 may have been

concerned about anunfavorable comparison with the denominations that include a large number

of non-resident, non-attending memblrs in their reports. Churches of Christ also have non-

resident, non-attending "mefifuers," but they had not been included in the reports from 1906

through- i950. Churches of Christ conducted or participated in a lot of religious census studies in

the period between 1945 and 1965. These studies usually found a large number of people who

had been baptized and atone time were mernbers of a congregation of the Churches of Christ, but

at that time they were not members of any local congregation. In fact, these census studies often

found that there were more of these non-attenders than there were mernbers in all the local

congregations. Those who provided the reports to the Yearbaok may have felt justified in

,.po'rti"g membership estimates twice as large as the number actually claimed as members by all

the congregations initre nation. If a person starts with an accurate estimate about the number of



members in the avera€e congregatioa tlen multiplies that by an inflated estimate about thenumber of congregatiot t, *d thetp double- th"t fsi;" iJ ul"o,rn, for all the non-auenders, thatwould explain the exaggerated reports about the tital n r*t*, of members.

There is a better way to co[rect for non-attenders. There should be no exaggeration in thereport ofmembership. There sho{ld, however, be a report of attendanrr. rt"lo"r*g,attendance in churches of ctrist i{ very close io tt" toiJnumber of members. That does notmean that all ofthe members attens every service. However, the number of members who areabsent is usually equal to the numtler oichildren and visitors who are present. In manydenominations' average attendanc{ is less than half th. ournl*, reported as members. comparing
iltffff?:-i%-j 

is a better wav {rgivins an accurare picrure. s*ss*idmembership figures

Exaggerated reports made 1lt upp** that in just one year, between 1950 and 1951,churches of christ more than doub[ed ihe number irmembers, from 433"714to 1,000,000.
fl ffi:,il';H *?: ?Ji: ;'ffi***qf^-f:"ry1 i;?i9, 90j Je,,75 0, 000 one year,ater,in 1e60, the figure *:::pjo 3,-bgolooo 

- 
rn{wazr.fon ,"i:*,",r:l_* 

uJirl,#Tffru:.i
had grown to 2,250,,a0a.- By r'957,fthe rgnort wu, upio zlsa,aaa. ilrru"nJ 2,400,000 in197A;2,500,000 in 1979; andt,00fl,000 in 1980.

The problern with these
Christ believed them. In saying thi
reports myself until I learned better.
3,000,000 members in 17"000
set these members up for a reallv e
membership figure is less than hali
number ofmembers in all the
membership in differenr ways.

gerated figures was that many members of the churches of
I am ryr being critical ofthese people. I believed rhoseIn 1980, many members believed that there really weregations of tjre churches of christ in the united states. Thatshock and disappointment when they learned that th" ,-uilarge, It would have leen better ro l. po* the actualions and simply exprain that many oerirninations count

There is no need for this confirsion' The 1906-1926 figures in Reltgious Bodiesappear tobe accurate reports ggncerning the numberof congreg";i; and members. we now haveaccurate data from 1979 tltrough lggl on the nurrr'u*iorcongregations and members.Furthermore' I have zurvey oai from 1965 through 1gg0 on the shape and direction of thegrowth curve' we can use these data ta provide i *or. rearistic ,rti*"t" ra,. iior" years r,vhenReligious Bodies and fhe Yearbookwererepofiing figures that were a. r"ri# (1936-1950) andfor the years when the 
leTrbaok "porr*o 

ngur.rTir;i*.r" r* too high (195r-r980). Fourgraphs that do this are included ut ttt* end oithis *ut**ul.-rigure I ,1o*, rrre reported numberof members and Figure 2 gtrvesa more realistic estimate of membership. Figwe 3 shows the
l:T*:t#:ffi;;||,ffif-ations and Figure 4 gives u"*oi. rearistic lrti,,-it. concerning the

since 1965' I-have been doing su1el rgsgarch studying patterns of church growth anddecline among churches of christ i"irtt united states. those surveys could not determine thenumber of members, just the shape and direction oitrrr;;*h curve. In lgr3, I started writins
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Congregations 121762
Members l'2401820
Adherents 1'60L'66L

articles warning church leaders that the rate of growth was declining and that if that trend

continued, growth would stop in 1980. Afte' tf,ut, if the trend continued" membership would

begin to decline. What urt rily happared was that the first of those predictions came true' The

rate of growth continued to decline until it reached the zero lever in 1980. The second prediction,

however, has not come true--at least not yet. The growtlr curve has not declined significant$

since 19g0, but it has remained flat. There has been no significant growth or decline in total

men'rbershiP since 1 980.

Mac Lynn has made what is, by far, the most important contribution to serious studies in

this area. He has been gathering data on the location, cfiaracter, and size of,Churches of Christ

since 1973. 1,i* *o*iras puf,lished in a series Mission Builetins,T three editions of where the

saints Meet,s andseveral editions af churches o! christ in the {Jnited states'e Dennis c' Kelly"

working indepenOenity, ,u*" up with figures that are almost identical to those reported by Mac

iy*.tt"1't. agreement ofthese two sources indicates the validity of both'

Dr. Lynn has reported the following figures for the number of congregations' members'

and adherent* (***U"* plus children) in four different years'tt

lg7s 1990 1994 1997

13,114 13,013 1'3,080

1,284,056 1,2601838 1,255,834

1,684,872 1,5511103 1,647,078

The 1997 membership total is about two peroent loyer than the 1990 total'

But the 1990 figures included a group now known as the "International church of christ" and

former$ known as the "Boston/crossroads Discipling Movement'' They wanted to be included

in the 1990 directorv. nv 1ggl,they had decided thal they no longer want to.be identified with

other churches of ihrist If their to-tals a.re removed from the 1990 flgures, the decline from 1990

to 1997 is less tfr* ont percent. The trend for the past two decades has been essentially flat with

no significant growth or decline'

The most recent figures, 1994 and 1997, may indicate that a sliglrt decline has begun' But

that decline is only o.+ p#*r over the three-year period. The best word to describe this growth

curve is..plateaued." ihurches of Christ have not growl significantly in the past two decades'

but they have not declined significantly either. population in the united states is now three times

as large as it was d1t; U*e#"ing of{ns century and four times as large as it was in 1890' But

membership axnong Churcf,es of Christ in the United States is now seven times as large as it was

when membership was reported in that 1906 Census Bureau study and more than 12 times as

large as it was in 1890. An of these figures, however, deal with totals for the entire nation'

These national totals do not reflect what is going on in all parts ofthe country. Churches of

Christ in the ,.Bibre Belt, states, from west ilirginia to Texas, are either plateaued or declining,

but congregutions in the {J.5. missionfield states are growing Nation*wide totals for churches

of Christ in the United States have not increased significantly since 1980, but the dramatic

ilecline that tnany peaple have reported is * nrytk





Fart Two: Understanding the Higtory

According to an old African saylng: "A pigmy can $ee farther than a giant if the pigmy

stands on the shourders of the gtmt.- wJrtu"o today on the shoulders of the grants of yesterday.

We owe a great *r|1 of gfutitu?e to those who have gone before us' But if we are true to them'

to ourselves, and to our God, we must always try to improve' One way for us to improve is to

understand our own h*"tlr History is important becausethe way we understand our past

influences our perception of who weafe tobuy and that self-image influences what we will

become in the future.

Harding University and other Christian schoots have made important contributions to the

growth ofthe church. Wirite we cannot prove a direct cause-effect relationship between the

!ro*rr, of christian schools and the growth of the church, we can demonstrate a strong positive

correlation. what seems most likely is that the growth of cbristian schools has resulted in more

"rr*rt 
growth arra *t" go*ttt of the church has contributed to the growth of christian schools'

The Harding story has roots that go backmore try 75 yeals' Two hundred years ago

many visionary leaiers believed that there was a great need for a spiritual revival' a new

reformation, a restoration ofNew Testament christianity. Barton stone, Thomas campbell, and

Alexander Campbell were the three most influential leaders of this effort' Some historians'

therefore, have called this the ..stone4ampbell Restoration Movernent'" Three religious groups

that are heirs ofthis movement are listed nChurches and ChurchMembership in tke United

Stotes 1990.

Heirs of the Restoration Movement

Churches of Christ

The fellowship of independent congregationl knoln as "Churches of Chrisf is the largest

of these three groups. in f gg0, Churches of C6ist in the United States had 13,097

congregations, 1,280,838 mernberr, Td 1,681,013 adherents-a figure that includes mernbers and

their children who have not yet been baptized. There is a lot of diversity among these

congregations. In gerreral, ho*.u.r, this is the most conservative of the ttnee heirs of this

movement. Theseiongregations come the closest to the doctrines and practices of such pioneers

as Barton W. Stone, f[omas Campbell, and Alexander Campbell.



Disciples of Christ

The christian church (Disciples of christ) is the smallest of these three grogps. In 1990,they reported having 4,035 congregations,677,z23 ***b*rr, and r,a37,757 adherents in theunited states' This group is the rnost liberalofthe Resloration Movement heirs. They havechanged the most. rn 1849, they organized the American christian uissiorraf society.churches of christ opposed the Misslonary society arguing that there is no biblical authority forany church organization above the level of tru inoeperioent rocal congreguuor* shortly after thecivil war' the christian church started using instrumental music in.tfr'e ,"ongr;gutional worshipassemblies' churches of christ objected to thut practice on the basis ofthJsame argumentconcerning the lack of biblical authority. In 1906, the federal government,u .*nru, of religiousbodies, for the fittt,Jif:, reported separate datafarthe christian church *ooir* churches ofchrist'l2 But this division did not take place in 1906. That is just when it was recognized by thefederal government. The division took place shortly afterthe-ci rit w*r, *Jit was virtuallycomplete by 1S90.

The christian church (Disciples of christ) continued to change following this division inthe late nineteenth clnluty. They rejected the Restoration Movemeni in favor of the ecumenicalmovement' They led the effort to merge denominational organilations irtw *turt*d practicingopen membership accepting people who wanted to transfer membership into one of theircongregations without ever being baptized. Many of their leaders .u** to urr"p, a much moreIiberal theology that questiored the inspiration and authority ofthe Bible. In the I950s, theyestablished a central denominational headquarters with an increasing level of control over the localcongregations' They no longer claim to be nondenominational. sime oftheir congregations arestill relatively conservative, but most have far more in common with liberal protestant
denominations than they do with their Restoration Movement roots. They have tried to mergewith several liberal Protestant denominations. Thus frr, t;;-er, these unification efforts havenot been successful

Christian Churches

The third frloY:Hq to emerge among the heirs of the stone-campbell RestorarionMovement is identified in almanacs and yearbooks as "christian churches and churches ofChrist'" Some of these congregations use one designation and some use tt" ott*r. AII of thesecongregations use instrumental music and that r*trfhr* up* no* the larger group known as"churches of christ'"- In the 1950s, these congregations iefused to accept the denominational"restructure" plan ofthe Disciples. Historicauy] dly * closer to- the Disciples. In general,however, their doctrings and practices ur. *urh closer to those ofthe Churches of christ than tothe Disciples' Most oftheir members still believe in the reJoration plea. They do not seethemselves as being a denomination. They do not have a denominational headquarters. In 1990,they had 5,238 congregations,966,976mlmbers, and l,zl3,l8g adherentq so they are almost aslarge as the Churches of Christ.

IO



A Ilramatic Contrast

Although there are more than 240 denominations in America today, there are only 15
American religious groups that have more than one million adherents. All three of these heirs of
this Restoration Movement arc in that category, Only 11 denominations have more adherents
than the Churches of Christ. Only 10 have more members. Only three have more congregations.
Only four are present in more counties. When dispersion is adjusted for group size, the three
heirs of this Restoration Movement head the list with Churches of Ckist as the most dispersed.
Among the religious groups with more than one million adherents, ordy four are growing faster
than the Christian Churches or the Churches of Christ. When growth is counted by the increase
in the total number of adherents, rather than by percentages, only eight denominations in America
are growing faster than the Christian Churches or the Churches of Christ, while 23A ue
experiencing less growth.t3 Among the 15 American religious bodies with more than one million
adherents, the Disciples had the largest percentage of decline between 1980 and 1990.

Things have not always looked the way they do today. Consider the contrast as once
agwtwe review the history of Flarding University and note the parallel growth of the Churches of
Christ. This time, however, our focus will be on how the church spread throughout the nation.

IBg0 I7 states with no congregafions; l7 other states withfewer than 1,000 members each;
over lwlf af the members were in just three ststes--Termessee, Texas, and Kentuclcy;
more than one-fourth of the m.embers (27W were in Tennessee. (See Table I)

l89l David Lipscomb and James A. Harding organized Nashville Bible School.

i901 James A. Harding moved to Bowling Green, Kentucky, as the first president of Potter
Christian College. His son-in-law, J. N. Armstrong, was one of the Bible teachers.

1905 J. N. Armstrong and several of the teachers at Potter, left with F{arding's blessings to
establish Western Literary and Bible College in Odess4 Missouri.

1906 16 stateswith no congregations; 16 other stateswithfewer thdn 1,A00 members;
more thon half of the members were still in three states-Tennessee, Texas, and Kentuclcy;
more thsn one-fourth of the members (25.9%o) were in Tennessee. (See Table 2)

1908 Armstrong and several teachers left Odessq Missouri, to Cordell Christian College in
Oklahoma, where Armstrong served as president until that school closed in 1919.

19I6 l6 stateswithno congregations; I other stateswithfewer tkffi 1,A00 members each;
over ltalf of the members were in three ststes: Texas, Tennessee, and Arkansas-but
Texas by then had the largest membership and Arksnsas had replaced Kentuclcy as the
state with the third largest membership. (See Table 3)'

1 1



l9l9 Armstrong became the president of Harper Christian College in Kansas. He continued inthat positio n urfiil 1924.

1924 Harper College merged with Arkansas Christian College in Morrilton. The school wasthen named in honor of James A. Harding.

1926 I 3 states with no congregations; nine otlrer states with fewer than I ,000 members esch;over half of the members lived infoar stales: Texas, Term.essee, Arpansas, andOklshoma. (See Tabte 4).

1934 Harding college moved from Morritton to searcy. rn r936,George s. Benson becamethe second president ofHarding College. He continued in tirat poJtion uftil 1965.

1936 Only six rt"lr:with no congregations; Ii otherswithfewer then 1,000 members each;ouer half of the members in three states--Texas, Tennessee, snd Oklahoma.
(See Table S).

1965 Dr' Clifton L. Ganus, Jr. became the third president ofHarding College. rn rg79,Harding College became Harding Universiir. Dr. Ganus u.*"d as pisident until 19g7.

1980 Congregations in alt 50 states; only I0 stateswithfewer thun 1,000 members each;half of the members infive states--Texas, Termessei, Alabama, o&shama, andArkansas.(See Table 6).

1987 Dr. David B. Burks became Harding's fourfh president.

1997 Congregatiow in alt 5a $atus; only nine stateswithfewer than 1,000 members each;over half of tl3 memberc infive state*-Terns, Temrcssee, Alabamo, Arkcmsas, andOklahoma. (See Table Z).

There are others who are far betfer qualified than I am to tell the details of Harding,sstory' I would especially recommend the biography of J. N. Armstrong written by L. c. sears.laMy purpose is simply to view the Harding sfory from a church growth perqpective and to focuson the contributions }rarding university has made to the churches of christ.

My view of this history howeveE is quite different from the views expressed by somewriters' Some seemto have projected their own personal journey onto the history of thechurches of christ' I have talked to some ckistians who came to realize that this is what theyhad done' They started-with a very legalistic works orientation and did not really understand thedoctrine of grace until they mafured. wh"n they projected their pr.u*iriofJn o our sharedhistory, they assumed that all churches of christ; th* past had a legalistic works orientation and
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only recently discovered the meaning of grace. That is how projection works. Forfunateiy, these
Christians studied the writings of some pioneers who fully understood the meaning of grace.
That is when they rcalized that they had been projecting their personal story onto our history.
That may have happened with some Christians who still do not realize that they are projecting. Of
cour$e, I cannot read their minds or judge their motives. I try, therefore, to assume the best. But
I am still concerned about some interpretations that seem to be misleading.

From Sect to I)enamination?

Recently I have been especially concerned about the interpretation by Richard Hughes in
his book Reviving the Ancient Faith.rs My main objection to Hughes' approach is the way he
organizes the story. Churches of Christ, according to Hughes, "began as a sect in the early
nineteenth csntury and evolved into a denomination during the course of the twentieth century."16
He explains how this happened in a section with the heading "From Sect to Denomination:
Transition at Harding Co11ege."17 Hughes argues that J. N. Armstrong represented the sectarian
view and that George S. Benson was primarily responsible for changing this view and turning
Churches of Christ from a sect into a denomination. Hughes does not use these terms in a
strictly theological sense. He uses historicaVsociological langaage. But I still object. This seems
to me to be a situation in which the use of inappropriate or inadequate categories taken from
sociology or history may have important theological implications. I do not intend this to be a
review of Hughes' book, but I will make frequent references to it because it represents a
viewpoint that is being accepted by a growing rnrmber of people--a viewpoint that I believe is
wrong. As I understand this history, most Churches of Christ were not sectarian in the
nineteenth century and most have not become denominational in the twentieth century. To
understand why I cannot fully accept Hughes' inteqpretation, you need to know his definitions of
some key terms.

I)enomination: kr the American context, a church that recognizes it is only a part of the
universal body of Christ. A denomination has typically made its peace with the dominant culture
in whioh it exists.

Sect: A religious organizatronthat insists that it--and it alone-constitutes the entirety of the
kingdom of God. Typically, a sect stands in judgment both on other religious organizations and on
the larger culture in which it exi$s.l8

For Hughes, all churches {re either sects or denominationg and there are two factors that
define the difference. One factor is the attitude toward the dominant culture. According to this
view, a sect rejects the larger culture, but a denomination has made its peace with that dominant
culture. The other factor is how Christians judge other believers. A sect, according to Hughes,
views its members as being the only saved people and judges that all other beliwers are lost. A
denomination> on the other hand, judges other believers to be saved and therefore sees itself as
only a part of the spiritual family of God.
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Hughes sees Al_exander campbell and Barton stone as represefiting opposite viewsregarding the culture' He argues that campbelt was overly influenced by scottish common senseRealism' which he calls "Baconianism," after Francis Bacon, the foundei of the scientific method.Hughes claims that "In antebellum America" many christians embraced the Bacanisnperspective,insisting that the scientific method could unlock even biblical truths with scientific precision.,,re
lypbeil accepted a postmillennial eschatolory, which Hughes defines as a beliefthat..humanbeings will usher in the millennium, or !h9 finJgolden age, by virtue of human progress.,,z0stone, however, accepted a premillennial viewihat wasinuch more pessimistic about humanprogress ushering in the millermium 

lcc9rdr1e to Hughes' interpretatioq i. r.r. Armstrong washighly influenced by the pessimistic out]9ok or haroinfr *ps"o*b, and stone. under theleadership of Armstrong, according to Hugheq uaraini'college and the churches of christgenerally were sectarian in their pessimistii view of huian progress. They remained isolated andaloof from the dominant culture. This began to change, tro**rr, when George s. Bensonbecame the president ofHarding college. Benson *i*, crusader against communism and apromoter of the free enterprise system. -IJnlike Lipscomb, Harding, and others who did notbelieve that chdstians should .'toi* o, hold political om**, Benson taught that christians shouldbe actively involved in politics in order to promote these American vades. For Flughes, thismarked a shift from sectarian pessimism to a more denominational outlook on the possibility ofhuman progres$.

An Alternntive Viewpoigt

There are several ways in which I disagree with Hughes' definitions. First of all, I havea problem with the-way Hughes interprets campbell's poJititt**i*ti;. *r; understandingof campbell and other postmillennial writers;s ihat rt&; very optimistic about the power ofthe gospel to convert the world and usher in a golden ug* of pra.* on earth. tn this, they mayhave been similar to those who believed that tG scientifrc method and human progre s wouldcreate such a golden age. But their emphasis on the power 
?f tht gospel to cJnvert people, Ibelieve, was quite different' Furthermorg I cannot u"r*pt tris ceniition or.r"t und denominationbased on how christians judge other believers. while that oennition is probably valid in so far asit goes, it omits a very important dimension. Hughes attows only two options. I must eitherjudge other believTt 

ls be lost or judge them to be saved. I want another option--one in which Ido not judge other believers at all, buiinstead leave the judging up to God. 
'rrrrr* 

main definingdifference befween sect and denomination is whether lfuje other believers to be lost or saved,then I do not believe that I fit into either caregory.

I also am troubled by Hughes' view that all religious groups are either secrs ordenominations. In the sociologyof Religion there ur. o-th", categories and other definingcharacteristics' various textbooks in this field that I have studied"list ,-;;;"i;;;sibilities.

Adenomin*tion, in this typology used in the Sociology of Religion, has a centralorganization with some degree of contiol over the local congregations. In an organizrtional senseof the term, an individuat cannot join a denomination. en inoividual can join a congregation, but
t i



it is the congregation that joins the denomination. A denomination is an organization of

congregations--not un otg*i"ution of individuals. Among the modern heirs of the Stone-

curipU*1Restoration Mo=vement, the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) would fit this

denominational category.

Asectis defined by its negative judgment of other believers and its negative attitude

toward the dominant cultJre, just-as Hughes has suggested. But in the Sociology ofReligion,

there is also an organzationJd"flnition. Sects typically exist as independent congregations with

little if any central organization. Some writers make a distinction between sect and

insritutionalized sei An institutionalized sect is a fellowship of independent local churcheq but

it has various informal arrangements involving institutions (schools, child care agencies, etc.) that

perform sorne of the functions typically performed by dgngyrnational headquarters' Sects,

Lo*"ro"r, do not have such institutions. By this kind of definition, Churches of Christ that

identify with the non-institutional, non-class, or one cup fellowships would be in the secl

category while the ,.mainline" congregations would be in the institutionalized sect category.

Similar distinctions can be noted among the Christian Churches.

In popular u$e, howevef, s "denomination" is just a gfoup of p-eople who see themselves

as a groupand who are identified by sorne narne. By that definition, all religious groups are

denominations. Remember that "denomination" is not a Bible word or a Bible concept. It is a

sociologicayhistorical term. In the popular use of the term, Churches of Christ af,e generally called

a denomination.

Do you know the difference between the big "C" Church of Christ and the little "c" church

of Christ? The little'oC' church of Christ is wh^at you read about in the Bible. The big "C"

church of christ is what you read about in the telephone directory--or in almanacs, yearbooks, or

history books. The little lC' church of Christ includes all of the saved. Would we claim that the

big*i', Church of Christ includes all of the saved? Some would make that claim, and I believe

thit ltughes is right in suggesting that this is one of the defining characteristics of sectarianism'

But I do not believe that most of us would make that claim today. Furthermore, I do not believe

that most ofthe pioneers ofthe Restoration Movement would have madethat claim inthe

nineteenth century. Many of the pioneers used to say, "We do not claim to be the only Christians,

but we are trying to be Christians only." There may have been more sectarianism among the

Churches of Christ in the nineteenth century and there may be more denominationalism arnong

Churches of Cbrist today, but I do not believe that Churches of Christ in general rvere a sect in the

nineteenth century *r thut Churches of Christ in general are a denomination today'

There are, however, people in the Churches of Christ today who believe that the pioneers

were wrong in tryrng to restore the nondenominational church of the New Testament. They

believe thainondenominational Christianity is impossible. But I believe that they are wrong. 
'We

can belong to independent congregations that are not affiliated with any denominational
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otgamzation and in that sense be nondenominational. we can avoid the sectarian extreme ofjudging other believers to be lost and the denominational eKtreme ofjudging them to be saved inspite of what we see as serious enors i1 what they t;;h ;" d practice. 1[";* simply leave rhejudging up to God and in that sense be both nonsectarian and-nondeno*inationat. we can mostcertainly avoid making peace with the dominant culture and in that sense be nondenominational,even if that means being called "sectarian." And ** 
"*o 

*.rrely avoid accepting a denominationalview of the church' contrasting views concerning the nature of the church uo utthe very heart ofthe difference between sectarianism and denominitionarism.

How'IVe Yiew the Nature of the Church

The sectarian says, in effect, "The one true church consists ofme and all the people whoagree with me on all issues that I decide are important.', The ,".t*i*u ,* *ii, are not adenomination because we are right and olJrer groups of believers are denoiiinations because theyare wrong'" This, of course, is a very self-centered d*finition. But this is the basic realityconcerning the sectarian view.

Denominationalism, on the other hand, defines the one true shurch as consisting of all thedenominations-not all local congregation, *i not all Christians, but all auioiirotton. I\r[ost,however' would udryt that ap**on tun be a true christian and not belong to any denomination.It would seern, therefore, thaf sociologists and historians shourd have moi than two categories.In addition to sects and denominations, there should be a .ut*gory for fellowships of independentcongregations that are not affiliated with any denominationat organi"ation- After alt, as notedearlier' more than l0 percent of the adherents of religious group$ in Arnerica today belong to suchindependent congregations.

I do not accept either the sectarian or the denominational view. I certainly do not believethat the one true church is made up of denominations. Denominations are tr*un organizationsthat exist without the approval of bod. In the New Testament, I read about the church as auniversal spiritual fellowship ofall the saved, and I also read about tt" toJ"orrgregation. I donot find any biblical authority for a level of church ong,ut*it*nthatis larger than the local churchand smaller than the universal church.

There have been many leaders from many different religious backgrounds who have sha.redthis nondenominational view ofthe church. charles Ffuddon spurg*onlniu on" otthe greatestBaptist preachers in history. He preached in a large tabernacle in London, and people came by thethousands to hear him preach' spurgeon said thaihe iongro for the ouv *rr.n ti" name ..Baptist,,
would be gone and forgotten forevei. He taught that thel will be no Baptists in heaven. NoMethodists' No Presbyterians. He told his Biprist ,ongr*gutio nthatifthey went to heaven itwould not be beeause they were Baptists, and ihey *ou'id iot go to heaven as Baptists. He toldthem that ifthey went to heaven it would onty be 

"lu*ir"ih*y 
*"r* ckistians, and they wouldgo to heaven only as christians. In much the same way,I would. say that if we go to heaven, itwill not be becsuse we are heirs ofthe stone-campbeli'Restoration Movement, not even because
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we are mernbers of the "mainline?'big*C" Church of Christ. If we go to heaven, it will only be
because u/e are Christians, and we will be in heaven only as Christians. We will go to heaven
because our rutmes are written in the Lamb's Book of Life, not because our names are on the
membership roll of a congregation listed in some directory of churches. That view is at the heart
ofwhat it means to be nondenominatiotal, andit most certainly is possible to hold that view.

The idea that the church can and should be nondenominational is becoming very popular
today. The greatest church growth that is taking place in America today is in the category of
"independent churches." A few yeers ago at a meeting of the American Sociefy for Church
Growth, we heard a report on a survey of seminary students throughout the nation. More than
half of them said that they wanted to plant an independent congregation that would not be
affiliated with their own denomination. The Willow Creek Community Church, the largest church
in America, has some denominational roots in some ofits doctrines and practices, but
functionally it is an independent congregation. The Saddleback Community Church in Orange
Counfy, California, where Rick Warren is the pastor, has Baptist roots. But they deliberatel
decided to avoid using the name "Baptist."2r If you have read Leith Andersonis book Dyiigfor
Change, you know that his Wooddale Church did the same thing.22 In1973,Elmer Towns rvrote
a book with the titleJs the Doy of the Denomination Dead?z3 Towns argues that denominations
we otgarnzational dinosaurs that soon will become extinct. He claims that big churches can help
Iittle churches and thus perform every function now performed by denominational headquarters,-
and do it better.

A sectarian, of course, would say that all of these independent congregations are really
denominational because they all teach and practice some things that are wrong. It is clear,
however, that many leaders in other religious groups think that congregations can be
nondenominational. It really would be sad if leaders among the Churches of Christ gave up this
idea at the very time that others are beginning to accept it. Iri Discovering Our Roots,Allen and
Hughes correctly point out that there have been several restoration movements.24 This idea was
not unique to the Stone-Campbell movement. But the fac{ that others have tried to do the same
thing does not make it wrong. I still believe that the restoration of nondenominational New
Testament Christianity is possible. I do not believe that restoration is something that was
accomplished and finished more than a century ago. In my opinion, that is a very sectarian view.
I think of restoration as an on-going process, a challenge facing every generation iu the church.
But I am still a restorationist, and I still believe that the church can be both nonsectarian and
nondenominational.

How We View the Dominant Culture

But what about Hughes' view that a negative attitude toward the dominant culture defines
a group as being sectarian? This is what lfughes calls an "apocalyptic worldview." He defines
this view as "An outlook on life whereby the believer gives his or hir allegiance to the kingdom of
God, not to the kingdoms of this world, and lives as ifthe finalrule of thJkingdom of God where
present in the here and now. Such a perspective inevitably generates a counterculture lifestvle.',25
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Frankly' I do not really find rnuch that is objectionable in that wor{dview as Hughes describes it. ram not a postmillennialist, but I am very aptimistic about the power of the gospel to convertsinners' andr amoptimistic about the growth of the church. I ary ngt u pr"*it1.*ialist, but i amnot at all optimistic about science or any kind ofhum*:Fn ushering in a golden age. rt seemsto me that the culture around us is sick. 
1tfq"J*J!ru,"g worse a;v lv iay. The longer I live,the more r am persuaded that christians must have a iuntercurture rifestyre. we must not makeour peace with the dominant culture. r do not ** u, * withdraw. nui;rorution is not the onlyalternative to acceptance ofthe dominant ,uttur*. a rtruegy of constructive engagement is what,Tiffi *,y;r'#1i3ffi:S;tT:U#:,t*tf #relianceistotr,e'rcingdomorcoJA";

I really do not think that the views of Armstrong and Benson toward the dominant culturewere all that different' 14/hat was different 
t;h"*;;? appried that view. And we may differfrom person to person, time to ti*q and place to ptur.in how we appryit. But we stiil need toaccept that view.

How We View the Nature of Truth

There are tnany areas where I cannot make peace with the dominant culture. perhaps themost firndamental issue is how the dominant rrtturJJ**s truth. The popurar idea today is that inspiritual matters--issues dealing witt beners, values, *a'rnorur, --absoiuti ioin i, notpossible,lenowable' or propositional. Tllat statement, of coursq cannot be true. It is self-contradictorybecause it is a statement of an absolute truth that is lrno**ut, and it i--rt"t.l in ,rr. form of affi:i:"il:"*,',}?:ilS$-,li*ffi#'*1**ffi trdepeace#fi ;;;minantcu,tureand
There is, however, an opposite extremg a sectarian viel,pat is equalry wrong. Thesectarian not only believes that absohte truth ispossibre,Lowabre, and propositionar, but he alsobelieves that he hoT: it all perfectly. According to this view, there is no diiference at allbetween absolute truth a$ ort pffition of thai r*irr" sectarians believe thar they do notinterpret scripture: tley just 

"ulfir.'rrtose who rakrJr,ir'p"sition like to quote the KJVtranslation of2 peter r:'20, ,,nopr"plr*:r 
of the scriptuJis of any p.il;;Jr{pretation.,, Theytake this verse out ofcontext t" br"i'*in" wl.n tt"f ,*"i a passage of scripture, they do notinterpret it: instead, they simply;;il it and pru.tir* ii. ill 

".""r^tn 
the Krv, the very next versemakes it clear ttrat ttre-suu3*i u.ing dirru*srd here is the irgrnof prophecy--not the process of

:: *Uifffilt":'3,*:T**;- iiat prophecy rrwe do not i,,,ii,,, *.*ing to a speaker

when the pioneers ofthe Restoration Movement said such things as..we have no creedbut christ" or "wL speak where *t giur, speaks 
""4 

*- *, silent wheie ,r,* gibr. is silent,,, thatcould be understood. as a highly se"tarian statement--a claim that their belief system was not aninterpretation of scripture out *"r **u.try the sarne *;# the absorut* i*iri orrhe Bibre. Butthat slogan can also be understooJ u*-i-goul, rather th";;; boast about what we have
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accomplished. And if that is not the meaning that the pioneers intended to communicate, it is the
meaning that they should have intended to communicate.

There are people in the church today who take a sectarian approach. They are blinded by
the itrlusion of absolute certainty. You cannot have a genuine dialogue with these people because
they are not really present. They will not defend their perceptions as perceptions. If you disagree
with them, it rnust be because you are ignorwrt or evil. Your disagreement, they say, is not really
with them: it is with the Bible.

I believe that sectarianism is wrong and denominationalism is also wrong. As Christians
discuss these internal is$ues, we sometimes associate sectarianism with a conservative, right wing
position and denominationalism with a liberal, left wing position. A "liberal," bythis definition, is
a Christian whose conscience approves of something that my conscience condenms; and a
"con$ervative" is a Christian whose conscience condemns something that I approve. That is, of
course, a very self-centered deflnition. But it is also how most of u$, in practice, use these terms.
Anyone to the left of me of is too liberal, and anyone to the right of me is too conservative. Most
of us think of ourselves as being exactly in the middle. I know that I do. The difference between
me and the people who take what I regard as a sectarian position is that I admit this human
limitation. I recognize it. I try, therefore, not to take my self-centered definitions too seriously.
They act as though their self-centered definitions are exact$ the same thing as absolute truth.

A llifferenlPerspective on thq Harding Story

I do not believe that George S. Benson and Harding College turned the Churches of
Christ from a sect into a denomination. Whether you are speaking theologically or using
historicaVsociological langaage, that is not what happened. That is not what we are celebrating
this year. If I had to select just one word to describe what I believe the real contribution of
Harding University has been it would be the word balartce.

Armstrong believed in the value of Christian education. When he established Western
Bible and Literary College in Odessa, Mssouri, he was bitterly opposed by Daniel Sommer. The
definition of sectarian really fits Sommer. But Armstrong said that he was wiiling to have
Sommer speak at the school in Odessa and explain why he believed that such schools were wrong.
Does that kind of openness sound sectarian?

Sectarians do not tolerate diversity, but J. N. Armstrong did. One of the strongest
criticisms directed against Armstrong was that he was "soft on premillennialism." At'mstrong was
never a premillennialist. He did, however, believe that the church should avoid division over this
issue. The criticism of Armstrong on this matter, however, was essentially that he was not
sectarian enough.

Sectarians do not change, or at least they do not admit that they have changed. I once
heard a preacher boast *I have not changed his rnind in more than 40 years." That rigid afiitude
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has not been charactefistic ofHarding uyversity James A.]Iarding did not believe thatpreachers strould receive a "stipulate$,.rp:; it rii,i, H"raing h"iu-*iien debate with L. s.White over rhis issue. Hardinj tort.- We do not t otOln*t 
i_q i"O_1,._*"iuo" changed.J N Armstrong shared trre viiws oi*f:--:;f i;irl*u who beiieve; rh", christians shourdnot vote or hold pohtisaloffice' we do not teach that today. w, rr*" 

"iuns*o F{ardine-Lipscomb' o*ry]:::t a33 malotlTr 
lrrrr"r -r- rl.,shr that christians coutd not servelncombat' The ministrv ofJames b. sul", i";;;-r* ili'** 

lryr* *n*ii*ail r*,ir. Bares debated3:*:*"}!jt*ffi:,L:ir"'-"ii*", D; t;i;- ;;ce tord *" tr,uti"-nti onry debated both
Armstrong was a pacifist' I40st of the faculty and students at cordell christian collesewere pacifists' some were not. ButArrnstro;t;"#;qar ofthernr*#ilr, oftheir positiinon this issue of conscience' wrr*i *.i,11*;iffi,;rrft;r;rdr r"?"rli*,r-, ty recogmzedmembers of some denominationt 

"t 
u*ing conscientious objectors. If;; d*omination,s writtencreed or historical tradirion 

"r"*rv 
um*i;;^;;;jfi. por,r,ou its member, *o, grantedexemption from combat' since it ur"h", orcru" aiino, rru* 

" 
r"*J#oen creed, draftboards did not srant the 'oorri"ntiouu ou:.rtoril**p'ti* ro itu ***u*rr.'aruin york, the mostdecorated treroifwortd w;;;;" mernber ofthe Churches of christ anda conscientiousobjector when h1y$ drafted. 

'H* 
rh*s*d hi:.r,d; o]Jv uno b-idr;;;;ar. some pacifistsfrom churches of christ *t"i tt pti*n over this issue. a*rt*ng went to the federargovernment to argue this case' Ffe explaineo trr-i6rtr*l"u orcrri* r,-, 

"l'r"rmar written::::i#j#inffi Hffi *n*,:jn$;ffid#th"*serues;;;_totheirown
Armstrong's approach in this matter rvas one that tolerated diversity, and that is notsectarian. But ther.'t:i"*#;ffi'*#:;jx#'"""f ffi"ffi-,J: j#'rtr;;il;frTx'ffi**#-

cordell issued u rot*ut order to the ,"rr*r'* u""rJ"rt*rt*o tt ut the ..institution 
be soreorganized as will unreservedty conrorm to att mititary foiiri"u *d requirements of thegovemment in order to successfuily carry on the *r, *d r*,": harf-way compliance w'r betolerated'"26 Thev demanded that ii-r *" sct oot wto ttr 

lpo6,u;*, regarding achristian's participation io *t i*" [*";^r1t**-o*"ilit ojthe rr".ii* *; 
", 

bur one boardf; trf::#:11#HiH;-[J#: jl3#f '**ilJ;,J,*oecioeatoJ*Jir,-,,r,"ti,u,r,#-
w' D' Hoc{1dar' from Granite, oklahomq was the chairman ofthe board at cordellchristian college' H""it"d-;;;;;'"*d bv tf d"ot; of Granite u*ruuu. orhis views on thewar tssue' His neohew' who was not a studen* r, i.rii"li, *1* ,l strong in his anti-war views thathe could not in *to 

"ontti'#3$ evsn o noncombat role. Ben_Randolph, a student at theiiiiXt-;i1Tli1fm*Uo,*1,f ;;";,* were sent to Leavenworth penitentiary, arong with
sears' account ofwhat happened is worth considering seriousrv.



Armstrong visited them there and gave them what encouragement he could, But their sincerity was
severely tested. A special representative, they understood from Washington, pleaded with them, and
tears ran dorvn his cheeks as he told them that they would be shot at daybreak unless tley accepted
some kind of service. But all replied that they cculd accept none. Next monring they faced a firing
squad, bliadfolded. They hemd the cornmand, 'Present arms, aim!' But the word 'fire' was never
gjven."27

This kind of intolerance was never characteristic of Armstrong, but it was characteristic of
many who opposed him. When Sommer opposed Armstrong's school in Odessa, Missouri, he
claimed to have a lot of Bible evidence in support of his position, but he never presented it in a
forum where his arguments could be answered. Instead, he used ridicule, misrepresentation,
inzult" and threats in an effort to force the school to close. Late4 when Armstrong was accused
of being "soft on premillennialism"' it was Armstrong who was tolerant of diversity--not his critics.
It was these critics who used misrepresentations, insults, and tlneats. It was the sritics of
Armstrong who were sectarian in this matteq not Armstrong.

I most certainly would not claim that Churches of Christ have never had a sectarian
element. I believe, however, that there has also been a nonsectarian element in Churches of
Christ and that nonsectarian element certainly included J. N. Armstrong. The sectarians were not
the majority. They just made more noise.

When Armstrong left Cordell, he served as president of Harper College in Kansas. All of
the members ofthat school's board oftrustees wsre opposed to the practice of having Bible
classes in the church. When Armstrong went to Harper, he reserved the right to speak in defense
of Bible classes, but he never tried to force his views on the non-class brethren in the Harper
Church of Christ. Does that really sound like a sectarian?

I simply cannot accept the view that Armstrong led Harding College and the church during
a sectarian period and that George Benson turned the church from a sect into a denomination.
There $ras a sectarian element in Churches of Chdst in the nineteenth century, and there is still a
sectarian element in Churches of Christ as we draw near the end of the twentieth century. There
was a denominational element in the Restoration Movement during the nineteenth century. They
became the Christian Church @isciples of Christ). Churches of Christ at the end ofthe twentieth
century once again have people who accept a denominational view of the church. But these
extremes, in my opinion, were not and are not characteristic of a majority ofthe members and
congregations among the Churches of Christ.

Chnllenses Facing Churches of Christ

Churches of Christ have always faced challenges from both sectarian and denominational
extremes. In between, however, there has been a large but quiet majority. Studies of generational
cohorts have identified the generation that came before the baby boomers as the "silent
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generation'" some politicians used to call us the "silent mTsontl-r, That might be a good term tadescribe the moderat"t in ilt* crrui"les olchd;; ;ri o"rr*p* ir," tin 
" 

rr"J 
"o** for us to speak.ff:ff:Hft f #,*:;11ffiff#i:'*:*ji,*r:,=;"",i*;;Jil:*r,-dru*leio,r,,

fr?lhr:Ji'J;:1,*;ru1111fftffi tr#,:$iffi #3'?ffiffi
I hope that we continue to resist sycJr etrorts, but in a gentre, humbreAfter all, these critics are our b;h.rr and sisters in bt.irt. we need * ,*313:p 

manner.
with them' whenever possible, we ne.ed ro heal pur, airi*i"n, unruJoii;;j[u;;r,"f:t"ff:exampls I think that-we oughtio sd !ry_k,"g"t-t *ith ,h* non-"1;r;;;il.n. rf you will checkthe attendance records ana iotice fire aireren"c* b";*;; Bibre crass unlJilr" and sundaymorning worship aJLendance, you will find that;;h;;e anti-crass peopre than they ao. aoa1r we can put up with people who do not go to Bible class out ofraziness, wiuro it be a, that hardto put up with oeople who do not go to giu" rtu* ouior.onrri**.ii*"rro fike to see us qetback togerher witrrthe non-inJirf*rr trett.en."i;;;l know why *. 

"rro 
sprit over churJhcooperation' we h.ave.never cooperated enough r" *"tr 

i1 ::ln o*t d;;, in rhe first prace.we could even set back together"*i'ti.*" 
"""?"p 

nt-t *. we courd air u big hore in themiddle of our w l*y wheie they could prt tl,.inJ uig 
"rp 

,rr.v have always used, and we courdlreep on using our little individ"i r"-pr il;;;;"rty3?*'u corgregation tt 
"t 

aio that as a way ofavoiding division over the ttpt it;;;: r ur not *itting'il o*in my rerigion through the narrowsieve of anorher brother's ro;rr;;; o:,g1rrr r_";t;;;ro those rt ong brethren who use the
'\reak brother" argument' But we could do u tot rior*lo find some *uy to compromise.

But how do we deal with those 
1" "y 

left? I hope that we wilr continue to engage in aconstructive dialogue with them' m*y ** also our brofiers and sisters ir rr,. a*'v of God. ButI would sttggest ttyt't19 not i* r **ry;; d;r *dprou. ro be worve, in.uh."p,, crothing.we have some in the churchrs ;nihrl. *rro * G", uir.* that rhe r*rrorir,on prea is varid.They do not believe th?t it it p"ttiurr ro. u, ," 4"""1a""i1**tio*r:--s";;"urd 
rike for us tostart using instrumental music in our rongrgational *orutip *rr*fii., Jr;; ["* srop teachinsagainst that practice' A few *""r4 iit" g rtu'*;;;#;achers and women erders with nodistinctions between the roles oi**uno women in trrriir"*rr. we have some who nowquestion the place gftaptism i" trt- frl of salvation.- w* rruu. some who question the inspiration

ff$tH]lttority 
ofthe nibte--some"rJho sav that the nibre is ..thought inspir"J,,, but not ,*ord

A few years ugl: 
Yh:n people changed on iszues like this, they left the churches of chrisrand affili31sd with ttrJct'isti#cr'l"ipiigipres ;fttr;;i rds is th, ilil orthe Discipreson all of these issues. what we hr;;;;d.y, rt;***,I*rr"j, softe peopre are changing on theseissues and yet they are sJaylng in the ct urrt *, orcr'isi *l u*ing theii influenr, ,o persuade therest ofus to chanee as they rtiut .rt*g;f They rr. il;; o{oul purpits. They teach in someof our schools *iuttirt""r'J* 

"iltf"oi*i, a-.'"r;i":"W$iirposition. 
And I berieve inacademic freedom iust as I believe in freedom 

"rr""rc#J. "u, 
it is not honest to sa' underfalse colors and pretend to be what;; not. I do not want these peopre who take a liberar

22



denominational view to leave. I want them to stay. I am willing to engage in a frank, open, and

honest dialogue with them. But I want them to be completely open and honest about what they

believe, how they have changed, and what they want to do with the Churches of Chdst in the

future. I am n<rt suggesting itrut it is wrong for people to have their own ideas about what

Churches of Christ should 6e and should do in the future, It is not wrong to have an agenda.

Whet is wrong is to hide that agenda.

A problem that I have noticed with some who take a liberal denominational view of the

church is that they are not willing to defend their positions. In their preaching teaching, and

writing, they occasionally drop bombshells and then go offand leave them- They usually will not

tate plrt in a genuine dfiogu; where their views wi1lbe challenged lkl want to be in control

ofthe ptogturi and stack the deck in their favor. If they are challenged about something they

have said,-their response most often is to dismiss it by saying "It is not an issue." what that

means is that they want the freedom to say whatever they want to say without accepting the

responsibility to explain and defend the positions they have taken.

We need more dialogue. What we have now is a lot of "duologue," two monologues

going on at the same time that never meet. We ought to be willing to listen with an open mind to

those who are far to the right andfar to the left of us. Then we must search the Scriptures to see

if what they say is true. 
'We 

must prove all things and hold fast to what is good. I do not think

that we can deienO on those to our riglrt or to our left to provide a forum for open and honest

dialogue. Those of us in the middle will have to do it or it will not be done.

Conclusion

Hardmg University partakes of a heritage that is more than7s years old, a heritage that

teaches all of us some important lessons, a heritage that honors the command God gave to Joshua

more than 3,000 years ago: "Only be strong andvery courageous; be careful to do according to

oll the law which MoseiA^y servant commandedyou; do not turnfrom it to the right or to the

left, so that yow may have suceesswherever you go''T

I believe that the time has come when the silent majority must speak. We must stand up

and be counted. We must have the collrage to do what is right in spite of opposition. We can no

longer define success srmply in terms of how little criticism we receive. We nlrst speak out

agJnst divisive tactics. *i 
"* 

no longer remain silent concerning the sectarianism of those to

oio tiglt or the liberalism of those to our left who accept a denominational view of the church.

Silence is not afinrays golden. Sometimes it is just plain yeilow.
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Figure 1

CHURCHES OF CHRIST IN TIIE UNITED STATES:
REPORTED NUMBER OF MEMBERS
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Figure 3

CEURCHES OF CHRIST IN THE UNITED STATES:
REPORTED NUMBER OF CONGREGATIONS
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Figure 4

CIIURCHES OF CHRIST IN THE UNITED STATES: A MORE REALISTIC
ESTIMATE OF THE NUMBER OF CONGREGATIONS
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Table I

STATES RANKED BY THE ESTII}IATED N{II\,IBER OF MEMBERS
ry THE CHURCTIES OF'cHRrsi;;;;;

Based on the 1906'rg26growth curve projected back to t gg0.
States Members
Tennessee 27.000
Texas 1S.OOO
Kentucky s,soo
Arkansas 7.500
Indiana O.SOO
Alabama O.OOO
Missouri S.OOO
Ohio +.SOO
Oklahoma q.OOO
Illinois :.SOO
Kansas g.OOO
West Virginia 2'.000
Mississippi 2'$00
Iowa 1.OOO
Florida 700
Georgia 500
Mchigan 500
California 300
Pennsylvania 300
Nebraska ZO0
Washingron 100
Louisiana t00
Oregon I00
North Carolina 100
Maine 100
New Mexico 100
Virginia 100
Colorado 100
Arizona 40
Idaho 30
New York Z0

Percent
27.A
1 s . 0
8 .5
t . )

6.5
6 . 0
5 .0
4 .5
4 .0
3 . 5
3 . 0
2 .0
2 .A
1 . 0
0.7
0.5
0.5
0.3
0.3
0.2
0 . 1
0 . 1
0 . 1
0 . 1
0 . 1
0 . 1
0 . 1
0 . 1

<0. i
<0. I
<0 .1

Cum. 7o
27.0
42.0
50.5
58.0
64.5
70,5
75.5
80.0
84.0
87.s
90.5
92.5
94.5
95.5
97.2
97.8
98.3
98.6
98.9
99.1
99.2
99.3
99.4
99.5
99.6
99.7
99.8
99.9
99.9
99.9
99.9

Connecticut
Delaware
Maryland
Massachusetts
Mnnesota
Montana
Nevada
NewHampshire
New Jersey
North Dakota
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming

States Members Percent Cum.yo
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

US Totat 100,000
(2,000 congregations)

US Population in 1890:

Member-to-population

621979,766

Ratio: l:630
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Table 2

STATES RANI(ED BY THE NUMBER OF MEPTBERSIN THE CHURCEES OF,CITRIST, iil;'
Source: Religiaus Bodies (washington, D.c.: united States census Bureau)

States
Tennessee
Texas
Kentucky
Arkansas
Indiana
Alabama
Oklahoma
Missouri
Ohio
Illinois
Kansas
Mississippi
West Vrginia
Iowa
Florida
Georgia
Michigan
California
Pennsylvania
Nebraska
Washington
Louisiana
Oregon
North Carolina
Maine
New Mexico
Vrginia
Colorado
Aizona
Idaho
New York
Wisconsin

Members
41,411
34,006
12,451
11,006
10,249
9,214
9,074
7,A97
4,954
3,552
3,216
3 , 1  5 5
2,594
1,477
1,060
1,046

838
761
729
492
488
421
408
295
137
129
r20
114
52
46
44
8

Percent
25.9
2 t . 3
7.8
6.9
6.4
5 . 8
5 . 1
4.4
J . I

2.2
2.0
) o
t . 6
0.9
0 .7
0 .7
0 .5
0 .5
0.5
0.3
0.3
0.3

<0.3
<4.2
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0. I
<0 .1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1

Cum. 7o
25.9
A " t  a- t t . z

s5.0
61.9
68.3
74.1
79.2
83.6
87.3
89.5
9 1 . 5
93.s
95. I
96.0
96.7
97.4
97.9
98.4
98.9
99.2
99.5
99.8
99.9

>99.9
>99.9
>gg.g
>99.9
>gg.g
>gg.g
>99.9
>99.9
>99.9

States Members
Connecticut
Delaware
Maryland
Massachusefts
Minnesota
Montana
Nevada
NewHampshire
New Jersey
North Dakota
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wyoming

n
o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

US Total 159,65g
(2,649 congregations)

US Population in 1900: 76,212,16g

Member-to-population
Ratio: l;477
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Table 3

STATES RANKED BY TIIE I.{I]MBER oF MEMBERSIN THE CHURCHES OF,CHRIST, iNTCSource: Re Ii gious Bodi e s 0';rdgt"; D. c. : uniteJi*o"c.nsus Bureau)
States Memberr
Texas 71.542
Tennessee 63,52I
Arkansas 26.239
Kentucky 24,216
Oklahoma U.7A0
Alabama 20.943
Indiana rc.512
Missouri t:. tOO
West Virginia 10'.342
Ohio g.OO+
Illinois 6'.726
Mississippi 5'.gg4
Kansas 5'.573
Florida 2'.865
Georgia Z,,Sll
Iowa 1.fi4
Mchigan t.:g8
New Mexico t.:::
Pennsylvania I',2gs
Louisiana l,26g
Nebraska 1.252
Washington l',Ig4
California tJ4g
Oregon f,fff
North Carolina g5l
Virginia g4l
Colorado 5gg
Idaho 364
Arizona ng
Maine 153
Montana 4l
New York 16

Percent
22.5
20.0
8.3
7.6
6 .8
6.6
5 .2
4 . 1
J . J

2.8
2 . 1
i . 9
1 . 8
0.9
0 .8
0.5
4.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
4.4
4.4
0.4
0.3
0.3
0.2
0 . 1

<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1

Cum. %o
22.5
42.5
s0.8
s8.4
65.2
71.8
77.A
8 1 . 1
84.4
87.2
89.3
9r.2
93.0
93.9
94.7
95.2
95.6
96.0
96,4
96.8
97.2
97.6
98.0
98.4
98.7
99.0
99.2
99.3
99.4
99.s
99.6
99.7

States Membens Percent Cum.o/oConnecticut
Delaware
Maryland
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
North Dakota
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming

0
0
0
0
o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

US Total: 317,937
(5,570 congregations)

US Population in 1910: 92,22g,496

Member-to-population
Ratio: l:290
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Table 4

STATES RANKED BY THE NUMBER OF'MEMBERS
IN THE CHURCHES OF CHRIST, i%source: Re ligious B odi es (w"rhi;;;; D. c. : uniteili;l- c"nr.r, Bureau)

States Members
Texas 9g.909
Tennessee 72.015
Arkansas 39.67g
Oklahoma 34.645
Alabama f O,t tS
Kentucky 29.539
Indiana 2l.4lg
Mssouri 19.260
West Virginia tf.OOO
Ohio rt.Z57
Illinois t O.Ot Z
Kansas g.gg:
Mississippi 6',96g
Florida 6.159
California 4'.43g
Georgia 4',039
Iowa 4.032
Louisiana 2'.240
Michigan 2'.156
Pennslvani a 2'.135
New Mexico Z.OSZ
Colorado 1.477
Nebraska 1,269
oregon {Jo2
Washington 1,069
North Carolina 1,013
Arizona g16
Virginia 700
Idaho 4tl
South Carolina 352
New York rc2
Montana 154
Maine ln
Wisconsin 73
New Jersey 47

Percent
22.8
16.6
9 . t
8 .0
6.9
6 .8
4 ,9
4.4
3 . 1
2.6
z . J

2 . 1
T , 6
t .4
1 . 0
0.9
0.9
0.5
0 .5
0.5
0.5
0.3
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
o )

<0.1
<0.1
<0. I
<0.1
<0. I
<0.1
<0.1

Cum. o/o

22.8
39.4
48.5
56.5
63.4
70.2
75.1
79.5
82.6
85.2
97,5
89.6
91.2
92.6
93.6
94.s
95.4
95.9
96.4
96.9
97.4
97.7
98.0
98.2
98.4
98.6
98.8
99.0
99.1
99.2
99.3
99.4
99.5
99.6
99.7

States Members
Connecticut 6
Delaware 0
Maryland 0
Massachusetts 0
Mnnesota 0
Nevada 0
New Hampshire 0
North Dakota 0
Rhode Island 0
South Dakota 0
Utah 0
Vermont 0
Wyoming 0

US Total: 453,714
(6,226 congregations)

Growth Rateo 1906-1926z
86Vo per decade

US Population in t920: 106,02!,557

Member-fo-population
Ratio: l:244
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Table 5

STATES RANKED BY THE ESTIMATED NUMBER OF'MEMBERS, oy,: r,,t ;?:,iili.ffi "?#trB},frl{** " ", "the data in Retigious Bodiei tg.lo (wurr,inJio",i.a , united i*.r-c"nrus Bureau)
states Members percent cum.o/o states Members percent cum.o/oTexas 137,000 ;;.; 

" 
27.4 Vton unu <250 <0. t >99.9Tennessee 90,000 16.0 43.4 M;. <200 <0.1 >gg.gOklahoma 42,e00 t.+ 51.8 itil, Jersey dil <0.I >99.9Alabama 33,000 a.s 58.4 Marytand 

" 
.;il <0.1 >gg.gKentucky 33,000 a.i g:9 wi;".in* .iil <0.1 >ss.sArkansas 26,500 5.3 7A3 CJ,irrrtirut .ioo <0.1 >gg.gIndiana 21,000 q.Z 74.5 lvtliu.tur"n, .iil <0.1 >99.9Missouri 16,500 3.t 77.g pfiinesota <100 <0.1 >99.9westvirginia lj;i33 |+ iii ffiT#- :tffi .'l l ];iiCalifornia 10,500 i.t lS 7 ;;;., 0Mississippi 10,000 i.a) y 7 r.rrJuu*p*tir* 0Florida 10,000 Z.O gg.7 N"nf, Dakota 0Georgia 8,ooo r.o ?l 3 iil. rsland oKansas 7,saa t.; ?2 s ;;il Dakota oIllinois 7,000 l.i 94 2 v.ilon, 0New Mexico 5,000 f .O g5.z

Michigan 4,50A 0.9 961 US Totat: 500,000|i,fril,Xi"," i;,333 B.i Zi;! (.:'il congregati";;i-
,:;:"" 

2'0oo o'q s7 7 us popuration in 1930: 123,202,624co,orado fiii l j ii,i ;;;"",o-popu,ationWisconsin 1,500 O.: 9g 3 Ratio: t:246North Carolina f ,SOO 0.; 98 9washington 
1,000 o.z 

?? r The usrotal of 309,55r reporred to theArizona 
1,900 oi s? 3 .;il; lureau i, a, ,"" iow. rt may havevirginia r'900 o.i gg s ,.n".i.0-.*ri"ra"; r""*rrg.tion, onry andNebraska 1'000 a'z '.27 iipr"i"urv ria.r.rri*#;;r" them. TheirHT 

carorina 
. 
s00 o'i 6zr p;;;;;;.s"s used in this tabre are based on

New york 
<s00 <0' r >99.8 rrt. rljo census B;;;;;ort, but the totar(500 <0.1 >ss.s ir-.rr"l.Oi" rr.*;##r"d s00,000

which would be in line with the trenis for theprevious reports (1906, 1916, and 1926). 
--^-
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Table 6

STATES RANKED BY TEE NUMBER OF 1VIEMBERS
IN TIIE CEURCHES OF CHRIST, 1980Source: Mac Lvnn's census of rong..gations as reported inChurches and Church Mr;i;rr;;'i;,n, {Jnited States re,.

States
Texas
Tennessee
Alabama
Oklahoma
Arkansas
California
Kentucky
Florida
Ohio
Missouri
Indiana
Georgia
Mississippi
Illinois
Michigan
West Vrginia
Louisiana
New Mexico
Kansas
Colorado
North Carolina
Virginia
Anzona
Washington
Oregon
Pennsfvania
South Carolina
New York
Maryland

Members percent Cum.Zo
278,920 22.5 22.5
174,355 i4.1 36.6
89,208 7.2 43.8
71,728 5.8 49.6
70,139 5.7 55.3
69,942 5.6 60.9
46,158 3.7 64.6
44,929 3.6 68.2
38,863 3.1 71.3
38,334 3.1 74.4
29,993 2.4 76.8
27,776 2.2 79.0
26,493 2.1 g1.1
24,419 2.0 83.1
23,919 1.9 g5.0
22,969 1.9 g6.9
17,513 1.4 g8.3
13,975 1.1 8g.4
13,544 1.1 90.5
72,103 1.0 gt.s
I  t ,136 0.9 92.4
10,610 0.9 g3.3
10,461 0.8 g4. l
10,164 0.8 g4.g
8,647 0.7 95.6
7,000 0.6 96.2
6,691 0.5 96.7
5,431 0.4 g7.1
4,057 0.3 97.4

States Members
Nebraska 3.709
Iowa 3'.574
New Jersey Z.ggO
Wisconsin 2'.632
Idaho Z.qSS
Massachusetts l'.797
Montana {.721
Alaska t.S+a
Wyoming f .:Of
Nevada t.::O
Connecticut 1.269
Minnesora l.269
Maine 7gg
Delaware 740
South Dakota n3
Vermont 7AA
Hawaii 69l
New Hampshire 603
Utah s88
D.C. s73
North Dakota 343
Rhode Island t 56

US Totat: l,239,612
(12,7 19 congregations)

Percent Cum.yo
0.3 97.7
0.3 98.0
0.2 98.2
4.2 98.4
0.2 98.6
0.1 98.7
0 . 1  9 8 . 8
0 . 1  9 8 . 9
0 .1  99 .0
0 . r  9 9 . 1
0,1 99.2
0.1 99.3

<0.1 99.4
<0.1 99,5
<0.1 99.6
<0.1 99.7
<0.1 99.8
<0.1 >99.9
<0.1 >99.9
<0.1 >gg.g
<0.1 >99.9
<0.1 >99.9

US Poputation in l9g0: ZZ6,S42,ZAh

Member-to-population
Ratio: l:102
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States
Texas
Tennessee
Alabama
Arkansas
Oklahoma
California
Florida
Kentucky
Ohio
Georgia
Mssouri
Mississippi
Indiana
Michigan
Illinois
Louisiana
West Virginia
North Carolina
New Mexico
Kansas
Colorado
Virginia
Arizona
Washington
South Carolina
Oregon
Pennsylvania
New York
Maryland
New Jersey
Nebraska
Wisconsin
Iowa
Idaho
Minnesota
Montana
Massachusetts

Table 7

STATES RANKED BY THE NUMBER OF MEMBERS
IN THE CHURCHES OF CHRIST, Iggisource: Mac Lynrg churches of chrxt}n the (Jnited states, IggT(lr{ashville: 2 I st Century Christian)

Members Percent Cum.yo
288,475 n.0 23.0
167,536 rc.4 36.4
91,614 7 3 4]
67,19A 5.4 49.1
64,903 5.2 54.3
64,253 5.I 59.4
54,057 43 63.7
44,894 3.6 67.3
36,038 2.9 70.2
35,063 2.g 73.0
33,826 2.7 75.7
32,119 2.6 7g.3
29,132 2.3 g0.6
23,059 1.8 82.4
21,794 1.7 84.1
1 9 , 1 6 5  1 . 5  8 5 . 6
18,469 1 .5 g7. I
15,297 1.2 8g.3
14,679 1.2 g9.5
t4,093 1. I 90.6
1 2 , 3 8 3  1 . 0  9 1 . 6
I1,353 0.9 92.5
71,252 0.9 g3.4
10,686 0.9 94.3
9,451 0.g 95.1
8,649 0.7 g5.g
7,511 0.6 96.4
7,007 0.6 g7.0
6,630 0 5 97.5
3,567 0.3 97.8
3 ,411 0 .3  98 .1
3 ,198 0 .3  98 .4
3 ,019 a .2  98 .6
2,399 0.2 gg.8
2,004 a.2 99.0
1,994 0.2 gg.2
1,955 0 2 gg.4

States Members
Alaska 1.704
Connecticut 1,610
Wyoming 1.560
Nevada l,4gs
Delaware 1"015
South Dakota ggz
New Hampshire g13
Hawaii 765
Maine 698
Utah 696
Vermont 506
D.c. 4sr
North Dakota 373
Rhode Island 367

U.S. Total: 1r255,g34
(13,080 congregations)

Percent
0 . 1
0 . 1
0 l
0 . 1

>0.1
>0. I
>0 .1
>0. i
>0. I
>0 .1
>0.1
>0.1
>0.1
>0. I

Cum.7o
99.5
99.6
99.7
99.8

>99.9
>99.9
>99.9
>99.9
>99.9
>99.9
>99.9
>99.9
>99.9
>99.9

U.S. Population in 1990: 24g,7}g.g73

Member-to-population
Ratio: 1:lI9

The 1990 population was four times as large
as the l89O population. Churches of Chri*r,
howeveq have more than l2times as many
members today as in 1g90. fne nurnOe, of
Semberl has grown more than three times asfast as the population.
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Table I

CIIURCHES OF CHRIST IN THE UNITED STATES. 1998 STATISTICAL DATA

States

Alabama

AIaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

D.C.

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Churches

892

27

137

753

691

r49

25

1 0

4

s 1 3

410
t ^
I J

44

293

3 5 1

t l

1 8 0

623

230

22

49

28

i 9 l

42

)  t 5

46A

Members

91,614

1,704

71,252

67,L90

64,253

12,393

1 , 6 1 0

1 , 0 1 5

491

54,057

35,063

765

2,399

21,794

29,I32

3 , 0 1 9

14,093

44,994

19, i65

698

6,630

1,955

23,059

2,004

32,119

33,926

Attendance

93,501

1,941

11,241

6g,2gL

62,074

13,394

l , g i 5

860
i - -L T I J

52,392

35,226

882

2,793

21,536

29,260

3,327

14,095

46,345

19,3 50

8 1 3

6,131

2,027

21,296
4  a a -
z r J o J

30,437

34,993

Adherents

l1g ,679

2,390

14,474

96,545

83,393

I6,529

2,336

1 , 3 1 9

630

71,145

47,277

1,025

3,520

29,ag3

39,321

4,1 00

19,534

59,049

25,979

1,007

9,317

2,564

31,027

3,007

42,566

43,390

Population

3,995,964

406,021

3,665,229

2,339,537

29,760,021

3,2A1,944

3,297,716

666,169

639,333

12,604,799

6,399,610

1,109,229

1,006,749

11,414,791

5,537,454

2,776,755

2,479,219

3,695,296

4,193,439

1,227,929

4,743,474

6,0I6,425

9,229,792

4375,A99

2,559,236

5,091"546



States Churches

Table 8 (continued)

Members Attendance Population

Tgg,ggg

1,577,159

7,193,412

1,T09,252

7,730,188

1,495,569

L7,962,8A4

6,623,411

638,800

1 0 , 8 4 7 , 1 i 5

3 ,143,865

2,834,308

11,883,236

1,003,464

3,488,185

698,207

4,933,184

16,852,521

7,722,850

562,758

5,295,490

4,966,692

1,822,802

4,843,544

453,588

248,709,873
(1990 Census)

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

U.S. Totals

48

52

24

t 4

3 8

168

97

189

7

434

609

1 1 9

1 3 8

7

7t2

24

1,463

2,200

l t

1 0

t57

1 3 0

288

o /

J Z

13,025

1,994

3,411

1,495

8 1 3

3,567

14,679

7,047

15,297

373

36,038

64,903

8,649

7,51r

272

9,451

882

167,536

288,475

696

506

11,353

10,686

18,468

3,1  98

1,560

1,254,885

2,291

3,726

I,594

9 5 1

?  5 5 ?

14,029

7 , 1  5 8

15,086

430

35,934

64, i00

9,476

7,783

367

9,330

1,032

I73,084

268,428
nnn

561

T2,T42

1r,720

18,799

3,632

1,837

Adherents

2,842

4,637

2,049

1 , 1 8 7

4,563

T9,317

9,407

21,500

562

47,750

83,831

11,786

10,060

397

12,663

1,259

219,051

315,863

1,069

692

14,980

14,822

23,675

4,679

?  1 ? 5




