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The Southern Aid Society and the
Slavery Controversy

Vicror B. HowArDp

During the 1830s American society was swept by a reform movement that
had as its goal the improvement and uplift of humanity and human institutions
in all facets of personal and associated conduct. The antislavery cause was one
of the most dynamic areas of reform, and by the 1840s the movement against
human bondage became almost entirely a campaign of the northern advocates
against the peculiar institution of the South. One of the basic sources of this
antislavery sentiment was religious in its orientation, and the crusade against
slavery secured its enduring strength from the revivalism of the Presbyterian,
Congregational and Baptist churches, from the perfectionism which reinforced
it among the Methodist and independent Congregationalists, and from the rad-
icalism of the Unitarians and Quakers.! After the Mexican War, the questions
revolving around the sectional controversy became the all-absorbing preoccupation
of a concerned nation, but while the slavery controversy was only one of the ques-
tions involved in the political arena, the morality of slavery was the total issue
within religious circles and the churches.

The northern churches were in accord in their view of the institution of
slavery as a positive hindrance to the expansion of the gospel, and they looked
upon slavery as an evil in the abstract; but there was disagreement within the
churches as to how the problem should be met. Many who became committed to
organized abolition felt the church should forthwith separate itself from slavery
by breaking off communion and fellowship with all churches which admitted slave-
holders. The slaveholder should be condemned, denounced, excommunicated and
damned until he repented and cleansed himself from the sin of slavery. The
more conservative viewed the institution as anathema in the social structure, with
deep historical roots, and the slaveholder as a victim to whom sympathy and pity
were due. The slaveholder should not be banished and left with his problem, but
should be guided and helped until a solution was found to the grave moral con-
tradiction in the social structure. The conservatives rejected the withdrawal of
fellowship as a desertion of the slave as well as the slaveholder, leaving them to
the evils of the system. They held that the only solution was to continue bring-
ing the gospel to bear upon slavery until the influence of Christianity would in
time work its way on the institution.®
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ment.3® Then Pizzardo agreed, and with that the Vatican ceased its attempts to
elicit new assurances from the Government on the maintenance of the status quo
among the Christian communities in Palestine.

If London’s exchange with the Holy See over Dr. Lang’s visit to Jerusalem
ended on a less than satisfactory note, George Ogilvie-Forbes was at least partly
responsible. Mr. Ogilvie-Forbes was aware that the Foreign Office was unhappy
over his earlier failure to act with more firmness when the Vatican first referred
to the archbishop’s proposed voyage, and it was probably his concern over win-
ning the approval of his superiors that prompted his personal letter of May 4 to
George W. Rendel of the Foreign Office. In it he enclosed the Pro-Memoria
which he had told Monsignor Pizzardo he would keep for his own information
only. It read in part:

. . . Now it has been reported from there [Jerusalem] to the Holy See that
inasmuch as there took place in the Choir of The Greeks a religious ceremony
with hymns and an appropriate address, the Archbishop [of Canterbury] wear-
ing liturgical vestments, the entry into the Holy Sepulchre could be called
solemn or not, according to the various points of view, and therefore it would
be an open question whether there has been a violation of the status quo.
The document went on to acknowledge the statement made by the Anglican au-

thorities in Jerusalem and declared that the Vatican Secretariate of State ap-
preciated that there was no intention [my italics] to prejudice the status quo in
any manner.?

In his letters to Rendel, Mr. Ogilvie-Forbes described the document as a
“climb down,” seeing the references to the vestments and other details of the
Greek ceremony as an attempt at face saving. Ogilvie-Forbes wrote, “I don't
think we will hear anything more about the affair and I am pretty sure the
Vatican were put up to it . . . by people wanting to make mischief in Great
Britain.”® While he never identified them, Ogilvie-Forbes had previously con-
cluded that Roman Catholic elements in Great Britain and in Palestine had prod-
ded the Vatican into raising objections over Dr. Lang’s visit to the Holy Land.
At the Foreign Office, however, the prevailing view was that the greatest mis-
chief had resulted from Mr. Ogilvie-Forbes’ unskillful handling of the offensive
protests by the Holy See.??

Whatever the influences were that helped formulate Vatican policy, it is
manifestly clear that neither the Greek Orthodox nor the Anglican churches were
seeking to enhance their respective interests in Palestine at the expense of the
Roman Church. Unwarranted protests of this kind by the Holy See could only
render a disservice to the Roman Catholic Church throughout the British Em-
pire, while also prejudicing any effort designed to seek Christian unity. For its
part, the British Government need not have disclaimed any official interest in
the archbishop’s activities when it could scarcely have hoped to dissociate itself
totally from them. But responsible officials in London were prudent enough not
to allow the altercation to be used by Rome’s critics as a pretext for terminating
diplomatic relations. Despite occasional difficulties, the British Government has
found its Legation to the Holy See to be sufficiently useful to maintain the post
to the present day.
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Many in the North who favored a strong rebuke of the southern churches
were driven to this position by a deep-seated feeling that they were personally
involved in the guilt of slavery by maintaining membership in a church that con-
tained members who sustained the institution of servitude. To the professed
abolitionist, the act of fellowshipping, of joining in communion with a slave-
holder, was personal involvement that justified and implied approval of slavery.
Since the South was a missionary field for the masses of the northern anti-
slavery religious leaders, the point of personal involvement came with varying
degrees of financial support or aid in sustaining churches and religious institu-
tions that tolerated slavery. In the 1840s many missionary associations began to
draw the line against supporting and sustaining missionaries who owned slaves.
It was this issue that divided the Baptists in 18452

In the same decade the American Home Missionary Society (AHMS), agent
of the New School Presbyterian Church and the Congregational associations,
quietly established a policy of employing no agents or missionaries who owned
slaves.* Since the AHMS had been condemned as an abolitionist organization
by southerners and conservative Presbyterians, and also charged with being a
pro-slavery organization by abolitionists, the executive committee of the Society
quickly moved to free itself of any identification with either group and to set itself
upon the safe and neutral seat of a middle-of-the-road organization devoted only
to the single-minded benevolence of aiding needy and destitute churches and con-
gregations. In 1841 the roster of officers contained eight directors and vice pres-
idents from the South. In 1842 the number dropped to six southerners, three
more were dropped in 1845, and in 1846 there were only two, both of whom had
moved to the South in answer to a call to take up religious and educational
works in the church. One of these returned to the North in 1847, and the other
was killed in a train wreck in 1855. At the same time the Society freed itself of
all officers who were officially connected with the American Anti-Slavery Society.®

This neutral position, however, did not satisfy most antislavery Presbyterians
and Congregationalists. Many Congregationalists withdrew from their orthodox
associations and presbyteries and became Independent Congregationalists.? A
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group of Presbyterians, mainly in the Northwest, withdrew from the New School
General Assembly and set up the Free Presbyterian Synod.” In 1846, under the
guidance of the officers, some of whom also served as officials of the American
and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society, these antislavery Congregationalists and Pres-
byterians set up their own missionary organization under the name of the Amer-
ican Missionary Association (AMA). The AMA persistently remained the ef-
fective gadfly of the AHMS until the Civil War settled the controversy over
slavery.®

The adoption of the Compromise of 1850, which included a new Fugitive
Slave Law, created a moral crisis in the church. The religious associations were
pushed by their more vocal and determined antislavery members into a stronger
position against slavery in the church. While Congress debated the sectional ques-
tions, the New School Presbyterian General Assembly ruled that slaveholding
under any other circumstances except in those cases in which it was “unavoid-
able” was cause for discipline of a member under the same procedures as punish-
ment for any other sin.?

The Congregationalists were even more agitated by the new political de-
velopments. In the autumn of 1851, the antislavery Congregationalists of the
Northwest made a determined effort to secure a general convention of all Con-
gregational associations to commit the denomination to a common position on aid
to slaveholding churches through the channels of the AHMS.'® Since all of the
slaveholding churches which were aided belonged to judicatories of the Presby-
terian Church, sectarianism reinforced the antislaveryism of the Congregational-
ists. A committee was selected by the New York Congregational Association to
issue a call for a convention to meet in Albany in October, 1852, to discuss the
relations of the AHMS to slaveholding churches.!!

The Albany Convention calmed the tempest brewing in the West by urging
the AHMS to aid only missionaries who so preached the gospel that it had its
“full effect in bringing to pass the speedy abolition of the stupendous wrong.”?
Spurred on by the antislavery Congregationalists of the Northwest and the
growing influence of “free” missions connected with the AMA, the AHMS re-
stated its policy in an article in the Society’s journal, the Home Missionary, for
March, 1853. The new policy corresponded with one set forth by the Congrega-
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tionalists in 1852, and the Society insisted that it stood on the same ground as
that occupied by the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in 1850.1%
The executive secretaries of the Society began to collect information from mis-
sionaries on the status of slavery in the southern churches, and this action took
on a more sinister aspect in May, 1853, when the New School General As-
sembly requested the southern presbyteries to supply information to the next As-
sembly concerning the extent of slavery in the church. The basic question that
the AHMS posed for the missionaries was: Can the whole gospel be preached
in your church? This question had been the point at issue in frequent debates
before the missionary conventions in the Northwest as well as the subject of the
resolution of the Albany Convention.

The movement in the Presbyterian Church and the AHMS quietly to bring
an end to the aid given slaveholding churches met with firm resistance among
the conservatives in the North and open rebellion on the part of the southern
churches. On July 4, 1853, a convention of southern New School Presbyterians
met at Murfreesboro, Tennessee, to consider the General Assembly measures and
the relations of the southern presbyteries to the national judicatory. The conven-
tion advised the southern churches to reject the request for information and called
on the conservatives in the North and West to unite with the South in order
to preserve the integrity of the church.’® The convention recommended that the
southern synods set up a missions board, with a corresponding secretary and an
agent, which would have the flexibility that would permit the acceptance of aid
from the AHMS, the General Assembly’s church-extension committee, or any
other agency which met the needs of the southern church.®

In discussing the Murfreesboro Convention, the New York Journal of Com-
merce surmised that one of the purposes of the convention might be to consider
the policy of the Home Missionary Society in refusing to aid missionaries in the
South who held slaves.!™ Early in July, 1853, the Journal of Commerce sug-
gested that a “Southern Aid Society” was needed to supply aid for churches in the
South that could not secure help from the old domestic board. A northern cor-
respondent agreed with the suggestion of the Journal and concurred with the edi-
tor’s charge that the refusal to aid missionaries who owned slaves was unrea-
sonable. The correspondent felt that there had been enough abuse of the South
and everything southern, perpetrated by men who found it easier to abuse slave-
holders than to lift a finger to remove slavery by well-directed Christianity in
the South. He did not agree with some of his northern colleagues that the gospel
could not be preached in the South without mixing it with abolitionism and in-
sisted that the application of the scripture was the only way that slavery could
be peacefully removed. “At all events, those who believe this to be the true way,
the best way, to free our country of this evil, ought to be allowed to follow
what appears to them to be the path of duty,” he urged. A southern minister
who had lived in the region for forty years explained that his presbytery had
been so crippled and cramped by the rule of the AHMS that the members had

13. Home Missionary, XXV, No. 11 (March, 1853), 269.

14. Milton Badger to David Smith, January 25, 1853, No. 2130, Letter Book, 1852-1853,
Volume 1I, AHMS Correspondence. Howard, op. cit.,, 234, Minutes, General Assembly,
1853, (New School), 333. Prairie Herald, July 1, 1851.

15. New York Observer, July 28, 1853. Christian Observer, July 5, 1853,

16. Journal of Commerce, July 26, 1853. New York Observer, July 28, 1853.
17, Cited by the New York Evangelist, July 14, 1853,
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decided to do what they could on their own and let the rest go undone.!®

In late July, a group of conservative laymen and clergymen met in New
York City and proposed that a society be set up to assist churches in the South
which could not secure aid from the American Home Missionary Society. One of
those present pledged a gift of one thousand dollars if such an organization were
created. Plans were made for a convention to meet in New York in September
to organize the new society. The Christian Observer, voice of the conservative
Presbyterians in Philadelphia, approved of the proposal and expressed hope that
the plan would materialize and that the organization would commence operations
at an early date.1?

For the next month there followed an extended discussion of the pros and
cons of the merits and needs of the proposed society. A correspondent to the
Journal of Commerce hailed with the delight the proposal for the new society
which would rise superior to the narrow prejudice and miserable fanaticism of
the day. The AHMS had been and was becoming, if possible, more inoperative
and inefficient in the South. He cited a case in Virginia in which the executive
committee dismissed a missonary who married an heiress of three slaves.?® That
the case cited was not an isolated incident seemed to be verified by the Home
Missionary article of March, 1853. The editor revealed that when a missionary
became, either voluntarily or involuntarily, the owner of a human being, he was
“dropped from the list of its agents.” As recently as January, 1853, the Society
had separated a Virginia missionary from its service when he came into posses-
sion of slaves by marriage.?!

A Presbyterian clergyman from Mississippi maintained that the position an-
nounced by the Albany Convention was the real position of the Society.?? Ap-
parently in answer to the New York Evangelist's claim that the cause of the
scarcity of missionaries in the South was not due to slavery but to the lack of
personnel, the Mississippi clergyman denied that the shortage was from a lack of
“adequate donations” but insisted it was the result of “abolitionism.”?® A min-
ister from Virginia wrote the editor of the Journal of Commerce that a Southern
Aid Society was badly needed in the South because the people were so widely
scattered as a result of the peculiar circumstances of plantation life. The cor-
respondent stated that without aid from other regions the ministers were com-
pelled to augment their scanty means from the farm and the schoolroom, and
much time and strength were lost to the proper work of their office. “May the
noble conception of a Southern Aid Society soon ripen into a glorious reality,”
concluded the writer.?* The editor of the Journal of Commerce copied the re-
port of the home missions activities of the Union (Tennessee) Presbytery from
another paper and pointed out that one church which had promised the mission-
ary fifty-six dollars paid him fifty cents. Other missionaries in the Presbytery
fared little better. The editor stated that his reason for copying the article was

18. Journal of Commerce, July 21, 1853.
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because he wanted to keep it before the churches that they were not doing their
duty.?®

The convention to organize the Southern Aid Society was held in New York
on September 28 and 29, 1853. The meeting agreed that it was expedient and
necessary to establish a society for the diffusion of gospel truth in the southern
states. A committee was selected to draw up an address at an adjourned meet-
ing in October.?® The address of the convention stated that the Southern Aid
Society was organized to take over where the AHMS “paused or faltered.” The
new society was established because the course which the Home Missionary So-
ciety marked out for itself did not permit it to perform the work of the South-
ern Aid Society, since the old society was restricted by its rules against aiding
ministers or missionaries who under any circumstances were slaveholders?”™ The
AHMS could not do the work that the Southern Aid Society had been established
to render because the impression was generally held in the South that the AHMS
was closely allied with abolitionism.2® “QOur object is not to enter at all into the
absorbing question of slavery and antislavery. We intend neither to assail slavery
or defend it. . . . We do not propose to enter into any conflict with other mis-
sionary organizations,” declared the address.?® But the promoters of the South-
ern Aid Society promised a new approach in the way they would deal with the
South. “Reproach, calumny, and all sorts of injustice have been tried upon the
South for a quarter of a century, without any good results; the Southern Aid
Society will try the opposite policy of kindness, sympathy, and co-operation in
every good word and work,” they promised.®® The executive committee was to
be comyosed of at least one representative each from the following denomina-
tions: Dutch Reformed, New School Presbyterian, Old School Presbyterian and
Congregationalist.

The new society was eagerly welcomed by the conservative religious press,
but the more liberal sheets expressed reservations. “It affords us pleasure” to
state that the Southern Aid Society was organized, declared the editor of the
Christian Observer3® The New York Evangelist did not view the new organi-
zation with so much gratification. Whereas the AHMS prefers to aid ministers
and churches not connected with slavery, it was noted, this new society would
given its preference, if not exclusive support, to ministers and churches holding
slaves. “The prime qualification for its favor with be slaveholding, and its in-
fluence, so far as it goes, will be to multiply the number of ministers and churches
holding that relation,” the editor predicted.?? In answer, the Christian Observer
complained: “We regret that Christian men . . . should so grossly misrepresent
a Society formed . . . to preach the gospel . . . as did the apostles, without
mingling with it the principles and prejudices of any political party.”®® “I cor-
dially endorse the effort,” added Amasa Converse, the editor, in a letter to Joseph
Stiles, the secretary of the Southern Aid Society. “We owe it to the North and
25. Ibid., September 28, 1853, citing Congregational Journal (Concord, New Hampshire),

and Presbyterian Witness (EKnoxville, Tennessee).

26. Journal of Commerce, October 1, 1853.
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South and to the Saviour,” he continued, “to do something in this work which
has been so sadly overlooked.” The Presbyterian Herald of Louisville also
looked on the Southern Aid Society with favor. “If the gospel is the panacea
for all the evils of society . . . it surely ought to be sent where those evils are
the greatest, if the object be to cure them. It cannot cure them without being
brought into contact with them,” explained the editor.?® Henry Cowles, editor
of the Oberlin Evangelist, organ of the independent Congregationalists, said he
bid the Southern Aid Society God-speed if they preached the whole gospel to the
South. But if they aimed especially, not to say chiefly, to assure their southern
brethren that they would stand in full repute as unblemished Christians, despite
their holding men as property, “then we say—Let Our Hands be Off!” he added.3®
The New York Tribune had no doubts as to where the Society stood. The or-
ganization was formed by men who were most hostile to the abolition of slavery,
claimed the editor.37

The Southern Aid Society was well received in the South. At the time it
was organized, the Presbyterian Witness of Knoxville, Tennessee, predicted that
it would receive cordial cooperation in the region.®® No fewer than eighteen south-
ern clergymen, almost all New School Presbyterians, attended the organizational
meeting.? Since the division of the Old and New School Presbyterian churches
in 1836, no aid had been granted to new churches in the lower tier of southern
states. When an attempt was made to secure aid for churches in Alabama in
1847, the American Home Missionary Society rejected the request due to the
ties of the ministers to slavery.® In 1851, the Synod of Mississippi set up its
own missionary society as a result of the failure of the AHMS to grant aid, and
because of the unwillingness of the churches to receive aid through the national
society under its recognized terms. In 1853, the Domestic Missionary Society of
Virginia took its mature form4* In October, 1853, the Synod of Mississippi dis-
approved of the action of the Assembly of 1853 and agreed that the peace and
harmony of the church demanded that the agitation over slavery cease. It “hailed
with gratification” the creation of the Southern Aid Society as a “demonstration
of fraternal feeling.” Its aid was welcome, as the Synod’s field was large, and it
needed greatly both men and means to occupy it.*?

The New School church in the South was ready for new developments,
either in the form of a church-extension board in the Presbyterian Church or a
new voluntary organization which would let slavery alone. The Presbytery of
Hanover (Virginia) served notice on the North that it would not respond to the
queries from the Assembly for information about slavery.®® The Preshytery of
Winchester (Virginia) sent a circular letter to all northern New School pres-
byteries, warning that the southern church must have some reasonable assur-
34, Southern Aid Society: Its Constitution and Address, op. cit., 23.

35. Presbylerian Herald, November 10, 1853.

36. Oberlin Evangelist, XI, No. 24 (November 22, 1854), 190.
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ance that the crusade against her would cease, or the church would be broken
up.#

The New School churches in Tennessee did not limit themselves to threats
in 1853. After the Murfreesboro Convention, the Synod of Tennessee resolved
that her presbyteries would hold themselves ready to respond to any state of
things which might open to them a wider field of domestic missions than they
filled with the American Home Missionary Society. The Synod, however, dis-
claimed any desire to disturb the cooperation with the AHMS* When the
Presbytery of Richland held its next meeting, it followed the suggestion of the
Synod by authorizing its domestic mission agent to correspond with the general
agent of the Southern Aid Society and secure whatever means could be obtained
from that source to enable the feeble churches to sustain the gospel.#® Thus the
groundwork was completed at the local level for the establishment of a conserva-
tive national society.

Outside the South, the rise of the Southern Aid Society served as an ex-
cuse among liberals, especially in the West, for a complete break of the AHMS
with the South. It was claimed that there was now an organization to take care
of that region and that the executive committee of the AHMS should turn its
attention to other areas*” In New England, except among the conservatives, the
existence of the Southern Aid Society placed the AHMS in a position where it
was looked on more favorably. In the summer of 1854, the Southern Aid So-
ciety’s general agent was permitted to present his case before the General As-
sociation of Connecticut. After the meeting had heard the agent, resolutions were
passed expressing a willingness to cooperate with all efforts to extend the gospel
that were considered wise and practical. The General Association of Connect-
icut proceeded to pass measures in sympathy with the course of the AHMS,
which excited much interest among the antislavery Christians in that region. S.
S. Jocelyn, home secretary of the AMA in New York, inquired of Milton Badger
if measures had been adopted by the AHMS executive committee in accord with
the resolutions of the Connecticut declaration that the American Home Mission-
ary Society was “correct in its position not to grant aid to slaveholding churches.”
In the absence of Badger, D. B. Coe, associate secretary, answered the communica-
tion. He stated that the position of the Society was precisely identical with the
measures adopted by the General Association of Connecticut. “It is due to you,
however,” Coe added, “to state that according to my recollection, the resolution
is not correctly quoted in your note.” The quotation by Jocelyn was, however,
identical with that which was contained in the record of the scribe of the Gen-
eral Association and the resolution printed in the minutes of the General As-
sociation of Connecticut. This was not the position taken at the time by the
AHMS, as it then had many slaveholding churches that it aided.*S

The Southern Aid Society address declared that most of the members of
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the Society were supporters of the American Home Missionary Society. Some
of them were “among its largest contributors.” The public was informed that
they still expected to aid the old Society.*® The Presbyterian Magagine observed
that the Society was under the influence of the New School Presbyterians, “judg-
ing from its officers.”®® Out of fifty clergymen in attendance at the organiza-
tional meeting of the Southern Aid Society, thirty-two were from the North, in-
cluding twenty New School men, five Congregationalists, three Old School Pres-
byterians and two Dutch Reformed clergymen. The conservative officers—vice
presidents and directors—of the AHMS were opposed to the new developments
at Albany and the statement of policy of the AHMS in the March number of the
Home Missionary as well as the collection of information on slavery from the
missionaries in the South. Fourteen of the AHMS officers were present at the
opening meeting of the Southern Aid Society, and eleven became officers of the
new Society.”® Two others, Charles Butler and Joseph Corning, both members
of the executive committee of the AHMS, were life members of the Southern Aid
Society.® All sixteen were from the East. Three of them had led the debate
against the General Assembly measures of 1853. Henry A. Rowland and Ansel
D. Eddy had introduced resolutions to postpone the report which requested in-
formation from the South in order to substitute milder measures. When the As-
sembly adopted the report, two protests were placed before the meeting by Henry
A. Rowland and Samuel Cox respectively. Two protests were signed by twenty-
nine commissioners to the Assembly, including Samuel C. Aiken from the West-
ern Reserve, the only person present at the organizational meeting of the South-
ern Aid Society who lived west of the Appalachian Mountains.5®

Henry A. Rowland, who took the lead on the conservative side of the debate
in the Assembly of 1853, was pastor of the Presbyterian Church, Honesdale,
Pennsylvania. He was born in Windsor, Connecticut, and educated at Yale. His first
church was in Fayetteville, North Carolina, where he remained for three years.®
In the Assembly of 1846, Rowland had informed his colleagues that slavery was
recognized in the Bible in the same way that the parental government was
recognized.® After the Assembly of 1853 adopted the measures requesting in-
formation on slavery from the southern churches, Rowland published a pamphlet
on the subject which denied that the Assembly had any constitutional authority
to take such action. He assured his readers that the northern churches were no
more responsible for the continuance of slavery than they were for that of the
despotism of the Russian czar. It was his opinion that fellowship with one in
great error did not imply sanction of that error.%®
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Ansel D. Eddy was born in New England in Williamstown, Massachusetts,
and was trained in theology at Andover. He also began his ministry in the South,
but was not installed as a pastor until he took over a Congregational church in
New York within the bounds of the Presbytery of Geneva. Eddy spent twenty
years as pastor of the Park Presbyterian Church in Newark, New Jersey. When
he left this church, he was replaced by Rowland.®" In the Assembly of 1853, he
took the lead in calling for “repose from . . . agitation.”®® Eddy was a strong
advocate of the American Colonization Society. In a speech before the Coloniza-
tion Society in 1847, he said that merely giving national freedom to slaves would
not elevate them, nor would they be lifted out of degradation by being given re-
ligion and left in their present state. The answer seemed to be colonization. In
1854, he journeyed to New Haven, Connecticut, to attend the annual meeting of
the Connecticut Colonization Society, where he made one of the leading speeches.
He optimistically predicted that slavery would soon come to an end as a result
of colonization.® After the fortunes of Stephen A. Douglas were shaken in
northern Illinois by the Kansas-Nebraska Act, Eddy was persuaded by Douglas
to come to Chicago to take over a New School church. Douglas contributed
liberally to Eddy’s support, and the pastor defended the senator’s position so
firmly that those who were of antislavery sympathies represented him as a pro-
slavery Douglas man.%®

Samuel Cox, the third leader of the conservative triumvirate in the As-
sembly of 1853, was born in New Jersey of Quaker parents. He had started his
career as an antislavery advocate and turned conservative in the late 1830s. He
liked to remind his audience that there was no slavery as evil as the slavery of
the soul. Cox became one of the most popular speakers at the Southern Aid an-
niversaries. In the Assembly of 1847, Cox expressed the belief that the doc-
trine that the master-slave relationship was essentially sinful was essentially fool-
ishness.®* In the Assembly of 1853, he represented himself as being the friend
of the black man, but held it as a conviction that ecclesiastical hodies had nothing
to do “with the laws of Caesar. . . .” “Christ so taught,” Cox explained.%® When
he was invited to accept a seat on the board of directors of the Southern Aid
Society, he accepted and added: “We go for our whole country . . .” If the
AHMS could not occupy the whole country, Cox was in favor of having a new
institution occupy the neglected field.®® At the first anniversary meeting of the
Southern Aid Society, he was critical of the established benevolent institutions
because too much malignity was manifested against the South.® “The worst
slaveholder in the universe is the devil; the worst slaves in the world are the
slaves of sin,” he reminded his conservative colleagues again®® What has the
South done “to be proscribed, and excommunicated from northern beneficence?”
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he asked.®® Like most of his colleagues in the new organization, Cox was a
life member of the American Colonization Society.%”

Christopher R. Robert, who headed the mercantile firm of Robert and Wil-
liams, was the recording secretary of the AHMS and later its treasurer after
Joseph Corning retired from that office. Robert was the only member of the So-
ciety’s executive committee to become an officer of the Southern Aid Society.
He served as a ruling elder of the Laight Street Presbyterian Church, and for
nearly thirty years was superintendent of one of the largest Sunday schools in
New York City. Before organizing his firm in New York, Robert operated a
business in New Orleans. He was known for his benovolences, among which
were the endowment of an Old Testament chair at Auburn Theological Seminary,
aid to needy seminary students, and the establishment of the Lookout Moun-
tain Educational Institution. Robert was a large contributor to the Colonization
Society.%8

Aristarchus Champion, a vice president of the American Colonization So-
ciety, was a merchant and land speculator of Rochester, New York. In 1856, he
became President of the AHMS. This benevolent bachelor had the reputation of
being one of the wealthiest men in the country. It was his custom to give a
thousand dollars yearly to the benevolent organizations that he sustained. In
1854, when the American Tract Society came under attack because of slavery,
he gave $1,500 to purchase life memberships in the Tract Society for the mis-
sionaries in the AHMS. In 1854, he left the Presbyterian Church to take up
membership in a new Congregational church.%

Many offices of the Southern Aid Society were held by the clergy and lay-
men who, while not officers of the AHMS, were important patrons of the or-
ganization. James Boorman, a life member of the AHMS and an active Pres-
byterian layman, was president of the Southern Aid Society. He was a mem-
ber of the firm of Boorman, Johnson and Company, tobacco and iron merchants.
For many years Boorman had been a vice president in the American Coloniza-
tion Society.™ The treasurer of the Southern Aid Society was Gerard Hallock,
the editor of the Journal of Commerce. Hallock was born in Massachusetts and
remained an active Congregational layman throughout his life. The South Con-
gregational Church in New Haven was built with money supplied by him. He
was probably the most important individual involved in bringing the new society
into existence.™ The New York Tribune spoke of the Southern Aid Society as
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the “pet of the Journal of Commerce” The Journal was the most outspoken
newspaper in New York in opposition to the agitation of the sectional issues.
During the Civil War the Journal was closed until Hallock’s connection with it
was ended.”? The general agent of the Southern Aid Society was Joseph C.
Stiles, a New School clergyman who was born in Georgia and served churches
in Kentucky and Virginia. Stiles was a former slaveholder. When Hallock had
the South Congregational Church constructed in New Haven in 1852, Stiles was
brought to serve as its pastor. When the War broke out, Stiles also became a
supporter of the Confederacy.™

After the Southern Aid Society was organized in the Fall of 1853, because
of the scarcity of money, no general appeal for funds was made, but a third
anonymous donor came forward with a gift of a thousand dollars.™ In 1854,
the executive committee of the new organization considered it the duty of the
church, threatened with disruption, to endeavor to heal and bind together the
union of the states. The Southern Aid Society was declared to be sectional in
its operation, but national in its spirit.™ At the first annual meeting in 1854,
Oscar Newton, Presbyterian clergyman of Mississippi, addressed the Society and
informed the audience that the political influence of the organization would be
most beneficial. With attention focused on the political turmoil caused by the
Kansas-Nebraska Act, the members agreed that “no violence of political anomo-
sity, no abhorrence of the institutions of slavery, no imaginable combination of
powerful objections, could possibly exonerate” them from the obligations to send
the gospel to southern territories, had they never constituted a part of the na-
tion; “therefore, the fact that the Southern states are . . . an integral portion
of our common country does not absolve us from this solemn duty.”™®

During the Southern Aid Society’s annual meeting of 1854, Leonard Woods,
professor at Andover Theological Seminary and vice president of the Society, ad-
dressed the members and said he had longed to persuade the North to cherish
a spirit of Christian kindness toward the South. He had, many years ago, pro-
jected such a society, and therefore he hailed the formation with great interest
and delight.”” George Grinnell, a director of the Society from Greenfield, Mas-
sachusetts, who had been president of the local auxiliary of the Colonization So-
ciety, organized in 1832,"® wrote the convention that the more he reflected on the
ohject of the new society and the motives for its establishment, the more im-
portant it seemed. When the president of the Society spoke in a similar vein,
the New York Observer agreed by saying: “May not the good of the country
and church be connected with the operations of this institution?’™ In an effort
to broaden its source of funds during the following year, the Society pointed out
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in an address to the public that it was not motivated by prejudices, sectional or
sectarian, but simply by the desire to secure a more equitable distribution of the
immense home missionary power throughout all sections of the country.®®

A Boston branch of the Southern Aid Society was organized in 1854, and
sent out a circular letter announcing that it would make a call for funds in New
England. In 1856, an anniversary meeting was held in Boston. Joel Parker, a
leading conservative Presbyterian clergyman, addressed the friends of the Society.
“Under God this Society has already done something to save the Union! When
the salvation of the union can be promoted at the same time with the salvation of
souls,” he said, “what intelligent patriot can refuse to help forward a mission
thus doubly blest?” Nehemiah Adams, a Congregational clergyman of Boston,
rejoiced that the Southern Aid Society had softened sectional anomosities. He
looked upon it as “the olive-branch brought by the dove, telling of the subsidence
of the flood.” The New York Tribune commented on Adams’ speech. “We look
upon the Doctor as the dove that brought it,” said the editor.®

The Society sent out an “appeal” in 1857 which stated that the South wel-
comed the preaching of the entire word of God to bond and free. The Con-
gregationalist of Boston agreed that no missionary of the Society had been
molested, but claimed that there were hundreds of important passages in the Bible
of which the organization’s missionaries could not make an honest exposition and
faithful application to the obvious spiritual needs of the people without securing
their immediate martydom, or at least their expulsion from the South. The
Christian Intelligencer of New York, organ of the Dutch Reformed Church, in-
sisted, however, that the Society was doing a good work. The Christian Observer
maintained its faith in the Southern Aid Society and added : “It is not only ‘a good
work” which the Society is doing—it is a great work.”8?

John Todd, a Congregational clergyman of Pittsfield, Massachusetts, and
a director of the Boston branch of the Southern Aid Society, spoke at the Bos-
ton auxiliary meeting in May, 1857. It was as absurd, he said, to withhold the
gospel from the South because of slavery as it would be to stop the sale of
manufactured goods to the South.®® George W. Bethune, a Dutch Reformed
clergyman, spoke next and informed the audience that it was the duty of Chris-
tians to aid the South regardless of how much they hated slavery. He regarded
the gospel as the only remedy for the evils of slavery just as it was the remedy
of evils that were characteristic of the North. Bethune predicted that more and
more the Southern Aid Society would carry along with it the reasonable and
Christian people of the North. In reply to a statement made in the meeting that
it was infidelity to refuse the gospel to the South because they were sinners, the
editor of the New York Tribune observed that the gospel could only be preached
to those who were willing to hear it.%

The national Society also held its anniversary in Boston in October, 1857,
and Todd was again the principal speaker. He emphasized that the gospel pro-
vided the only mode of destroying evil and should be preached to all men. Talk-
ing, wrangling and voting had not solved the problem of slavery, said Todd.
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“I have no scorching sarcasm, no withering rebukes, no burning invective against
the Home Missionary or any other society of like kind. . . . But I dare not say
that the Gospel shall not be preached to every creature in this land,” he added.®®
In 1820, Todd had gone to Charleston, South Carolina, for his health and had
been befriended and treated kindly by the people of the region.®® The Society re-
port which was drawn up for 1857 pointed out that missionaries who went to
the South to preach the sinfulness of the relation of master and slave and thus
by their doctrine worked directly to destroy the foundations of society would surely
meet a prompt and indignant rejection. But those who followed Jesus and his
apostles and contented themselves with proclaiming the scriptural duties of the
master and the servant were promised a warm reception.’” “Standing between
the North and the South—passing down the missionary contributions of one, and
bearing back the grateful acknowledgments of the other—Ilike its Master, the
Southern Aid Society is a Peace Maker,” stated the report of the secretary of
the Society, Joseph Stiles.®® This was the sentiment that prevailed at the meet-
ing during this critical year when the New School Presbyterian Church was split
over the issue of slavery, and the AHMS broke off its ties with the voluntary
slaveholders of the South. A minister from Virginia testified that the Southern
Aid Society “prolonged a spirit of true union between Christian men in the
two sections of the country.”® Stiles reported that the Synod of Mississippi
had hailed the Southern Aid Society with gratitude and pride because it revealed
that there were those who, although widely separated from them in sectional posi-
tion, deeply sympathized with them in a common work.

Thus the Southern Aid Society strove to occupy a position that was na-
tional in its stance at a time when all the institutions around it were becoming
sectional. It was directed in this course, no doubt, by mixed motives. Few if
any benevolent societies could match the Southern Aid Society membership in
wealth and economic leadership. Of the twenty-nine Northern laymen who served
as officers, at least seventeen could be included among the elite of commerce,
banking and industry. Many of these had long-standing business ties with the
South. Many were active political figures, including three who were ex-governors,
and most of those who had held public office were lawyers by training and
usually by practice. A large majority of the laymen were Whigs, but the Dem-
ocrats were represented. There were, therefore, political ties that dated back to
the rise of the second party system.

The twenty-six northern clerical representatives among the officers of the
Southern Aid Society were also made up of the elite in ecclesiastical circles. They
were ministers to the wealthiest urban churches and the officers of numerous other
conservative benevolent societies. Twenty-three of the twenty-six were doctors
of divinity. The remaining three were youthful members of the calling. They
moved in the most conservative circles of society.

Individually the officers of the Society had many personal ties with the
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South. Whig and Democratic party connections were maintained with southern
party leaders. Merchants, industrialists and bankers did extensive business in
the South. In the period after the War of 1812, many merchants had operated
businesses in the South at Charleston, New Orleans and Savanah. Many of the
clergy, early in their careers, had served as missionaries or pastors in the more
aristocratic sections of the South. Twelve northern officers had lived in the South,
seven had been born there, and five had relatives living in the lower South. The
Southern Aid Society was probably not speaking of a few isolated letters and
comments of thanks when it recorded in the Report of 1857 that “many a North-
ern family has been laid under lasting obligation by the attention of the Society’s
agents to their wretched and friendless relatives in the far South.”®

The Society was made up of men who, with a few exceptions, had followed
a life-long tradition of conservatism. The close ties between the conservative
American Colonization Society and the Southern Aid Society can be seen by the
fact that fifteen of the officers of the Southern Aid Society were also officers of
the American Colonization Society, and thirty-six sustained the Colonization So-
ciety to the extent that they were life directors, life members or officers. The
close connection between the two societies can be confirmed by the presence, at
the organizational meeting of the Southern Aid Society, of R. R. Gurley and Wil-
liam McLain, general agent and secretary of the American Colonization Society.
James C. Dunn, who was the official printer of the American Colonization So-
ciety during the 1830s, became one of the directors of the Boston branch of the
Southern Aid Society.?®

After the Southern Aid Society was firmly established, the increased fric-
tion between the northern and southern judicatories of the New School Pres-
byterian Church caused the home missionary committees of the synods of the
upper south to become much more independent in their dealings with the AHMS.
The committees expressed a willingness to work with the AHMS provided the
Society’s rules on slavery were not enforced on them too severely, and if part
of the funds collected could go to Presbyterian church-extension.?® The execu-
tive committee could not yield on the last point any more than it could com-
promise on the first. The Congregational associations were firmly opposed to
the Presbyterian church-extension program. They suspected that Presbyterian
funds would go into a church building program and that Congregational benev-
olence would be used to supply a ministry to the Presbyterian churches. Unlike
the slavery question, on church extension the moderate and many conservative
Congregationalists were united with their radical colleagues.

As political and sectional hostility mounted, the synods of Tennessee and
Missouri fell under the control of the opponents of the AHMS, and the mis-
sionary committees in each moved toward independence. The secretaries of the
American Home Missionary Society challenged the policy of dividing their do-
mestic missions funds between the AHMS and the Church Extension Commit-
tee by cutting off additional aid until they agreed to commit all of their funds to
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the treasury of the AHMS.** The situation in the Synod of Tennessee was com-
plicated for a time when Andrew Blackburn, one of the editors of the Presby-
terian Witness of Knoxville, Tennessee, volunteered himself as the Synod home
missionary agent. He was the owner of a slave, a critic of the AHMS and an
advocate of the Presbyterian church-extension organization.®®

In the Synod of West Tennessee, where slavery existed on a large scale,
the domestic missionary committee appeared less independent. The Synod ap-
pealed to the American Home Missionary Society for aid. The domestic mis-
sions secretary wrote that the committee could not believe that “simply because
the ‘field already ripe for the harvest’ lies in the sunny North” the “region
of domestic servitude which called for aid would not be heard.”®® Apparently the
call was not heard.

In the lower South the New School leaders were making efforts to pull the
presbyteries of eastern Tennessee and southwestern Virginia away from the Amer-
ican Home Missionary Society. Oscar Newton of Jackson, Mississippi, urged,
through the columns of the Presbyterian Witness, that the Presbyterians should
leave the AHMS in preference for the Southern Aid Society. Frederick Ross,
a powerful figure among the New School Presbyterians of the upper Tennessee
Valley, exerted his influence through private correspondence.” Voluntary agents
of the Southern Aid Society were competing for funds that had normally gone
to the American Home Missionary Society agents in Kentucky, Missouri, Ten-
nessee and Virginia. Many of the destitute areas looked upon the Southern Aid
Society as a means of supplementing the funds secured from the AHMS, but
Badger and Coe, the secretaries, objected to this arrangement in the name of the
executive committee.®®

At the national level the AHMS moved more cautiously against the
Southern Aid Society. When the Southern Aid Society was organized in 1833,
eleven of its officers were also officers of the AHMS, twenty-one others were
life directors and five were life members. A total of thirty-seven had sustained
the American Home Missionary Society to the extent that they were life directors,
life members, or officers. Since so many of the AHMS officers and supporters
were deeply committed to the Southern Aid Society, the secretaries hesitated to
oppose it openly. In January, 1854, however, Badger privately warned an AHMS
agent to advise against unqualified endorsement of the Southern Aid Society.?®
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But the American Home Missionary Society saw fit to maintain a studied silence
and to withhold public statements concerning the Southern Aid Society. A clash
of the two viewpoints in the ranks of the AHMS seemed imminent, but the
march of events prevented the Southern Aid Society from becoming an effective
competitor in domestic missions. The existence of the Southern Aid Society
served as an excuse for the moderates in the AHMS to stand with the radicals
in demanding that the executive committee of the American Home Missionary
Society deny aid to southern churches that were involved in the system of hu-
man bondage.'® The slaveholding churches now had their peculiar domestic mis-
sionary society. Under the pressure created by the election of 1856, the execu-
tive committee of the AHMS adopted a new rule on December 22, 1856, deny-
ing aid to churches which contained slaveholding members unless it could be
proven that the relationship was sustained for the benefit of the servant.’® With
the acceleration of events, before falling leaves announced the coming of another
winter, the AHMS had withdrawn all aid from the slaveholding states, and the
southern Presbyterian churches had seceded from the New School General As-
sembly.’®®> With the quickening pace of political developments, the coming of the
Civil War made the dispute over home missionary aid a pointless question, but
the sectional dispute concerning domestic missions contributed to the cleavage in
society and made a political division more difficult to prevent.
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