A Short History

the Industrial Revolution on workers and their families. At the same
time, Friends were diligent to educate their own children in “all things
civil and useful.”

Internally, the influence of ministers gave way to the assertive leader-
ship of appointed elders and eventually to appointed overseers of the
meeting. For the next century the elders were a powerful force in the
Society of Friends. Originally their role was to nurture and support the
gift of ministry in their meeting forworship;by the turn of the nineteenth
century, however, they had also become concerned about right belief as
applied to the “"approved” writings and public ministry of Friends. The
overseers assumed the responsibility of enforcing acceptable behavior
in line with the testimonies and beliefs of Friends. Individuals were
disowned if they did not measure up to the standards set by the elders
and overseers, who proceeded to build a “hedge” around the Society
in order to protect themselves, especially the youth, from the ways of
the world. Ironically, a religious body that had set out to protect the
liberties of its people in faith and practice ended up setting protective
boundaries and restrictive disciplines in order to preserve their religious
heritage and the Gospel Truth they felt called to proclaim.

Separations and Evangelical Awakening

By the beginning of the nineteenth century two streams of Quaker
faith and practice competed with each other. One was the strong
evangelical emphasis of traveling ministers who came from England to
America, and the second was the more liberal element influenced by the
Enlightenment and the new democratic spirit of the times. While the
former leaned more and more toward Scripture as the basis for religious
authority, coupled with the interpretive role of the Holy Spirit, the latter
emphasized freedom of belief and the religious authority of the Light
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Conservative Friends and represented the “smaller body” of Friends
while the orthodox Gurney Friends represented the “larger body.”

By mid-nineteenth century the influence of the revival Meetings
of the Second Great Awakening of evangelical Christianity began to
transform American Quakerism, especially in the Midwest and the
Carolinas. Conservative splits from Gurneyite Yearly Meetings took
place in Western, Iowa, Kansas, and Canadian Yearly Meetings, and
eventually in North Carolina Yearly Meeting in 1904. Philadelphia
(Orthodox) and London Yearly Meetings did not participate in this
second series of separations, although their great influence sometimes
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helped to precipitate and/or heal divisions.
Alongwith the ascendancy of Gurneyite orthodoxy came the adoption
of pastoral leadership among Friends and the formation of programmed
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meetings for worship. Joined with this was the development of concern
for missions to other parts of the world. Missionary societies were
(ormed, and eventu ally Quaker missionaries carried the Gospel to the
Par Bast, the Middle East, [Latin America, Africa, and Alaska.
Despite their preoccupation with separations for the purpose of
p[-cserving the purity of their various Quaker identities, throughout
the nineteenth century Friends maintained a strong testimony against
slavery, war, bad conditions in prisons, poor care of the insane, and
injustices to American Indians. Quaker service work during wartime,
which became so prominent in the twentieth century, began to take
shape during the American Civil War and the Franco-Prussian War.
And by the end of the century Friends began to seek ways to overcome
their own disunity. This stirring began with the Richmond (Indiana)
Conference of 1887 and the Manchester (England) Conference of 1895.
By 1900 the Hicksite branch of liberal Friends had started working
together through various conferences, culminating in the formation of
Friends General Conference that year. The Gurney Orthodox yearly
meetings continued to hold conference every five years following the
Richmond 1887 Conference, resulting in the formation of the Five
Years Meeting of Friends in 1902, which later became Friends United

Meeting (1966).

The Development of Pastoral Quakerism

By the last third of the nineteenth century internal and external fac-
tors had precipitated a change in Quaker practice that marked a radical
departure from the previous two hundred years—a change that would
dynamically affect the Society’s future.’

Externally, the American frontier was being criss-crossed by telegraph
lines and railroad tracks. With better transportation and communica-
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. the revival experience caused further separations in the
serhodox vearly meetings.
o aneed for membership growth and better pastoral care
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~mers, many yearly meetings followed the practice of Indiana
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g up “general meetings” for spiritual nurture. Preaching for the

o winning new converts took place in these meetings led by

15t preachers. Inevitably their style of leadership clashed with the

.1 methods of more moderate Friends such as Barnabas Hobbs,

.« and Rhoda Cofhin, Allen Jay, Timothy and William Nicholson,

1-an.and Henry Hartshorne,editor of Friends Review.In the 1870s

280s, however, the aggressive style of the revivalists dominated as

. cucceeded in gaining new members. It is estimated that between

n{ .nd 1889 there were 9,000 new applicants for membership in

E.n: - 1na Yearly Meeting.® As a result, pressure was applied to employ
ndividual pastors to provide care and nurture for these newcomers.

Although various factors set the stage for the development of the

Pgsmral system, it was primarily this need to care for new members that

forced its adoption. This, in turn, transformed the worship life of the

meetings. A clerical class of leadership gave direction to worship and

ministry in place of the corporate “waiting upon the Lord” in silence.
The leading roles of elders and overseers were gradually taken over by
pastors whodisregarded the traditional emphasis on the universal ministry
of every person. This style of leadership led to programmed worship,
which included Scripture reading, hymn singing, pastoral prayers, and
prepared sermons. Insofar as silence prevailed, it simply provided op-
portunity for personal testimonials and witnessing for Christ. It was
claimed that such meetings for worship were held under the direction of
the Holy Spirit, although one may suspect that sometimes enthusiastic
Quaker preachers abused this practice.

The designation of pastoral ministers began with part-time persons
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Dear Friends, if you let this method [of pastoral ministry] in, and
I believe in the bottom of my heart that it has nothing to do with
the Society of Friends at all, if you let it into the church you will

find a theological seminary at the end of it.*

Indeed, Mary Thomas was a prophet. By the end of the nineteenth
century special training institutes and Bible departments of study for
ministry were offered by many of the Friends colleges. Formal gradu-
ate degrees were later offered by Guilford College, beginning in the
1950s, and by the Earlham School of Religion, beginning in 1960. The
latter became the first fully accredited Quaker seminary, and recently
three other Friends ministerial training programs have been added:
Houston Theological Seminary in Texas, Friends Center at Azusa

10



A Short Hf_#ar_y

pacific University in California, and George Fox Evangelical Seminary
o~ portland, Oregon.

The question of whether Friends should have pastors and programmed
neetings still plagues us. Some unprogrammed Friends regard pastoral
Juakerism as contradiction of terms and therefore “illegitimate.”
]11-11 now that we have had such meetings for one-third of our history,
Hese patterns of worship and ministry are probably here to stay. The
jmportant issue i1s that, whatever form of worship and ministry we adopt,
e recover the source and power of that worship and ministry so well
+odeled for us by George Fox and many of our Quaker forbears.

Twentieth Century Liberalism
and Evangelical Reactions

Whereas nineteenth century kriends experienced the dominance
of evangelicalism and the development of the pastoral system (except
for Hicksite and Conservative Friends), the twentieth century began
with a major shift to “liberal” thought and practice. Hicksite Friends
through the Friends General Conference began to interact with the
emerging Quaker liberalism from the former Gurney Orthodox bod-
ies. Many prominent Friends, especially in England, participated in
this new “breaking forth” of liberal Quakerism. Rufus Jones from New
England, professor at Haverford College and editor of The American
Friend, probably best represented and symbolized this new mood on
both sides of the Atlantic.

One of the aims of this liberal Quakerism was to emphasize a faith
and practice that would speak to the new conditions of the times: the
scientific age as represented in the new biology and depth psychology,
the historical-critical study of the Bible, and the yearning of youth for
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bring Friends closer together in service to the world as an 8

of the Quaker testimonies.
new Quaker ventures were spawned in the twentieth g

to help bring these aims and dreams to fruition: the formatiop of
American Friends Service Committeein 1917, the Friends Worlg Chrie
mittee for Consultation 1n 1937, the Friends Committee on Naﬂﬂﬂal

Legislation in 1943, the growth and development of Quaker schools
from the lower grades through college age, the Young Friends Move-
ment, the experience of Friends in the CPS Camps for conscientioyg
objectors during World War I, the Faith and Life movement of the
1970s, and many other efforts too numerous to mention.

Early in the twentieth century four yearly meetings that had orig;-
nally joined the Five Years Meeting of Friends disengaged themselves
one by one in a backlash against these liberal Quakers, referred to as
“modernists” by fundamentalist and evangelical Friends. By 1947 these
four (Oregon, Kansas, Rocky Mountain, and Ohio-Damascus), as well
as many individual Friends, began to form what would later become
the Evangelical Friends Alliance in 1966 and Evangelical Friends
International in 1990.

The Quaker tree in Appendix A provides a graphic view of the
various separations and subsequent reunions of Friends that have taken
place in North America, while the membership chart in Appendix
B gives an overview of where Friends are located in the world today,
continent by continent. The new dynamic is that the yearly meetings
that have come into being as a result of missions sent out to foreign
lands now constitute the fastest growth of Quakers in the world. This
is especially true in Kenya, East Africa, Bolivia, and Peru. In isolated
places in the U.S., Friends are growing in the traditional yearly meeting
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”wmbcréhlp‘“ checkered pattern of separations and reunions, along
I spite lt-s membership growth and decline, the Religious So-
with 1ts t;effpectl’fre still very much alive, and notwithstanding its faults,
C'Ier}rof}‘neﬂds ti a vital force in the world toda}'. But the collective
.+ continues to tinues to be bothered by the fact that the Society has
conscience CO“GI rge Fox's vision of a “Great People to Be Gathered.”
neves fu,lﬁ.“edd (z)lagkerism (“Primitive Christianity revived”) as appli-
Fox cnwsizlzzns universally, not just the chosen few. The challenge is
cable to p o 0 ¢ d not let Quakerism be “hidden under
¢ revive that original vision an
| a bushel.”
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