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Southwestern Controversy 

This circular was written and prepared by me without any 
suggestion from anyone. and the entire expense of printing 
and mailing is mine. 

It is my desire to do no one an injustice. I have had Dr. 
Robertson read it in my presence before printing. A copy 
was mailed to Dr. Lacy before printing. 

Dr. Diehl has not seen nor does he know that I intended 
sending it out. 

The others mentioned therein have read it and verify such 
portions as they were interested in. 

I have read all of the circulars sent out by various parties 
and my information is largely from this source. 
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It is deplorable that a controversy over the management of South
western has been brought UP by some ministers in the Presbytery of 
Memphis, just as the college had gotten its financial affairs in excel
lent shape. 

These ministers say that they made every effort to assist in the 
raising of the money in the campaign. The conditions they now com· 
plain of existed then, if they ever existed, but they nevertheless kept 
quiet until the money had been secured. They claim that they were 
handicapped by Dr. Diehl otherwise could have secured much larger 
sums. Every effort was made by Dr. Lacy and Dr. Robertson in their 
pamphlets to belittle the part taken by Dr_ Diehl in the accomplishment 
of the most wonderful financing, during hard times, that I know of. 

We are all fam1liar with the struggle that Southwestern had at 
Clarksville when the college was run with money furnished almost 
entirely by the Presbyterian Church and its members, how, in 1925 
when it was moved to Memphis, its scope was enlarged and funds so
licited not only from Presbyterians but others. 

A liberal response was made by those who telt that the com
munity needed a college to be run under the high plane that a Presby
terian Church would be expected to operate. Among those who con
tributed were members ot practically all denominations and many who 
were non-church members. Even the Presbyterians who contributed, 
and sent their children to the college, did so, not that they expected 
them to be taught Presbyterian doctrines-because the theological de
partment was suspended in 1917-but that they were to be given a good 
education under religious influences. For those who wish to enter the 
ministry, courses are provided for the early training, for When the theo
logical department was closed in 1917 there had been only 111 grad
uates, while now we have 284 graduates preaching in the Southern 
Presbyterian Church. Are all, or any large portion of these ordained 
preachers "unsound in the doctrines of the Presbyterian Church 1" 
Nine was the average number of gradnates from the college while lo
cated at C'iarksville. Forty-twQ since it has been at Memphis. 

I am a Presbyterian elder. Two brothers, my father and back !l.S 

far as I trace we were Presbyterians and elders. People who know me 
say I am well grounded in its doctrines. 

I have known Dr. Diehl a long time, have talked with him and 
heard him preach often. He is a good preacher. His sermons are in
structive. Never have I heard one sentence that would make me think 
that he was not a good Christian or a good Presbyterian. To be a good 
sound Presbyterian, the first requirement is to be a Chrlatian. Every 
Christian church regardless of its denomination places this require
ment first. While attacking Dr. Diehl's soundness it would be well for 
these ministers who are leading the attack to "pull the beam out ot 
their own eyes so they can see the mote in Dr. Diehl's". This is a. 
quotation from the Bible. 

Honesty should come almost next. The Ten Commandments are 
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not in dispute between the Christian chUrches. These ministers who 
are so vigorously fighting Dr. Diehl and Southwestern might profit 
by reading them over again, understandingly. 

Dr. Lacy accepted a salary from Southwestern with well defined 
duties. He was to visit the country surrounding the college, soliciting 
patronage, both money and students. In doing this, to be honest, he 
must have represented the college as being suitable for the proper edu
cation of the students and worthy of the financial support of Presby
terians as well as others, as the campaign was not confined to Pres· 
byterians alone. It would not have been honest for Dr. Lacy to have 
accepted a salary and not properly represented Southwestern. Did 
he? On the other hand, it would not have been honest for Dr. Lacy 
to solicit patronage when he knew and believed that Dr. Diehl and 
many of the instructors were unfit, and that our young people were 
permitted to engage In disgraceful amusements and have dances on the 
campus in unsuitable costumes, under the supervision of some of the 
faculty and with the knowledge and consent of Dr. Diehl. Did he? 
In the light of the statement in the circulars of Dr. Robertson and 
Dr. Lacy, also the published statement of the proceedings before the 
Board of Directors, it appears to me that Dr. Lacy has done one or the 
other. 

Dr. Lacy is reported by Dr. Robertson on the fourth page of his 
pamphlet: "J. P. R. says he was told by Dr. Lacy in 1929 that on 
account of Dr. Diehl's unsoundness he could not endure it permanently 
in the college but felt bound to continue till the debt was paid and the 
college saved." In other words, solicit money and stUdents against 
his conscience to save the college. Run the risk of ruining the faJth 
of boys and girls for money. 

It is agreed that Dr. Lacy started the controversy. He called on 
Dr. Robertson and they got three other pastors to join in viSiting the 
pastors of Memphis. Dr. Curry, Mr. Wllson, Dr. Orr, Mr. Smiley and 
Dr. Sanders refused to join in the petition to the board to examine bito 
Dr. Diehl's soundness. Dr. Lacy moved to MiSSissippi. He came to 
Memphis to a meeting of the Presbyterian Pastors Association at the 
Westminster Church at which this petition to the board was brought 
up. In their haste they did not wait until the strangers and reporters 
had retired and this is how the pa.pers got the news. Dr. Robertson 
tries to throw this blame on a director of Southwestern. 

The proceedings of the Board of Directors have been published. 
They set out very clearly that Dr. Diehl denies Dr. Lacy'S statement in 
regard to his beUef in the Bible. Knowing both men, I would rather 
believe Dr. DiehL All Dr. Robertson knows in regard to it is hearsay. 
That is all he needs as I will show later. 

Dr. Lacy expected to get a chair on Bible. This is indicated in the 
report of the Directors' proceedings. In my opinion if his teaching 
would be as poor as his preaching I would say that the classes would 
soon dwindle to a mere handful. It is surprising if Dr. Lacy has ever 
had a charge that was successful. I do not know that he has had one. 
He was president of the Presbyterian College at Batesville, Arkansas, 
immediately before accepting the position at Southwestern. Did he 
make a success of that college? 
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Dr. Robertson seems to be a man who delights In a fight. He 
burst into the newspapers when he first came to Memphis. Any sub
ject that gave him the opportunity, he used. He doesn't confine him
self to letters to the pa.pers. He gives interviews and circulates pam· 
pblets. He has not used the radio yet. 

One of these circulars in an attack on Dr. Shewmaker Is probably 
the most uncalled for and most outrageous of hIs outbreaks. Mr. 
James S. Brown, an elder In the Idlewild Presbyterian Church. was 
leading prayer meeting. He talked on the subject of hell. He made 
it hot. Mr. Brown is usually vehement. He told Dr. RDbertson the 
following: That he made thIs talk on hell and saw Dr. Shewmaker in 
the audience and that he had an amused or cynical. look. After prayer 
meeting, he with Mr. Jett and Dr. Shewmaker rode with Mr. Jett to 
Dr. Shewmaker's residence where Dr. Shewmaker left the car. Dr. 
Shewmaker did not engage In the conversation in the motor car that 
was carried on by Mr. Brown and Mr. Jett about the subject, but on 
getting out he remarked, "some people think that hell consists of beln~ 
separated from God", and that he, Mr. Brown, assumed that this was 
Dr. Shewmaker's belief. This is what Dr. Robertson based bls sta.te
ment in his pamphlet of March 20th that, "Dr. Shewmaker made such 
remarks as to convince an elder that he did not beHeve In hell . . . 
and that we can give the names of some of the best members in Idle
wild as witnesses." 

Dr. RDbertson made this statement without asking Dr. Shewmaker 
or Mr. Jett if it was true. Both have telephones. Here is what Mr. 
Jett says: 

(Copy of Letter) 
Dr. J. P. Robertson, 
664 N. 6th st., 
City. 
Dear Sir:

There has lately been banded to me & pamphlet signed by you 
in which there are statements about Dr. Shewmaker and certain 
members of Idlewild Church. I cannot answer about members of 
the church unless you would name them, but I can certainly answer 
about Dr. Shewmaker and his remarks to Mr. Brown. 

It has been my custom to attend prayer meetings every 
Wednesday night and take Dr. Shewmaker and Mr. Brown home 
from there. As Dr. Shewmaker was let out of the auto first I 
was present at all talks. 

At the p,rayer meeting and in the conversation in the auto 
Dr. ,Shewmaker made no remarks that would offend the strictest 
supposition that he did not believe in hell. 

I am very quick to catch any digression from the Presbyterian 
doctrine. Sometimes catch It in the sermon and even in songs of 
the church and I know that I would have noticed if Dr. Shewmaker 
had even bordered on such remark. 

The pamphlet is astonishIng to me. If a remark attacking the 
character of anyone is made to any right thinking man that man 
would certaInly Inquire of the person whose character is attacked 
as to the truth of said remark before rushing into print. 

I hope that you will endeavor to rectify tbls mistake in justice 
to yourself as well as Dr. Shewmaker. 

Yours very truly, A. G. JETT. 
(Mr. Jett advises that he has received no reply to tbis letter.) 
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About a week alter the publication of this statement by Dr. Rob· 
lutson he brought to Mr. Brown a written statement purporting to be 
what Mr. Brown had told him. He d1d not furuish Mr. Brown with a. 
copy and Mr. Brown made some changes in the original before signing. 

Dr. Robertson has not so far sent out any circular correcting the 
misstatement of facts. Both Dr. Shewmaker and Mr. Jett deny that 
any such statement was made by Dr. Shewmaker and Mr. Brown says 
tha.t he was mistaken In forming an opinion that Dr. Shewmaker dId 
not believe in hell. (Mr. Brown Is quite deaf.) 

Dr. Robertson also states that at the prayer meeting of the Idle· 
wild Church at whIch Dr. Shewmaker delivered an address that he 
"went out of hIs way to speak humorously about p.eople who believe 
the Bible from kiver to kiver". 

Dr. Robertson was not there, did not hear It, nor has he furnIshed 
any names of people who did, nor do I believe that he took tbe trouble 
to inquire before sending out the cIrcular. (He states he has the 
signed statements of .two persons.) 

Just imagine a Presbyterian minister, professing to be a Christian, 
with the degree of Doctor of Divinity conferred upon him. a man be
yond middle age,so reckless of the reputation of a fellow minister as 
to do a thing like this. I have heard of no apology to correct this dis
semination of "bearing false witness". (See Ten Commandments.) 

But Dr. Robertson does not stop here. He makes an equally 
vicIous attack on Mr. LeMaster. Here is what he says: "Mr. E. B. 
LeMaster's firm is renting dormitorIes to the college at the exorbitant 
rate of '11,000 annu.a.Ily, and he denies giving information and misin
formation, wblch on half dozen occasIons the newspapers publlshed 
and ascrIbed to blm, and which he did nothing to correct until the 
meeting of the board." 

The statement in regard to the renting of the dormitories Is ab
solutely false. Neither he or his firm had anything whatever to do 
with it. Dr. Robertson states as above that Dr. Lacy gave hIm this 
information-Dr. Lacy says, "I made no "Charge against MI'. LeMaster." 
As to his giving· out interviews to the papers, whether true or 
untrue, and then denying them, this is false in every respect, and 
the newspapers have not made any such statements. The trouble 
with Dr. Robertson is, that he has been repeatedly accused by the 
papers of giving Interviews, portiOns of which he has subsequently de
nied. Whether he was incorrectly quoted I do not know, but anyone 
who talks as much as he does about matters on which he is uninformed 
or has not taken the trouble to know whether he understood them, Jill 
sure to get in this predIcament. 

Equ.a.Ily vicIous is his attack on . Dr. Vance because bls son, a 
lawyer, represented Southwestern in the Clarksville suit. 

Dr. Lacy also makes the same attack on Dr. Vance as did Dr. 
Robertson. 

Here are these two ministerl!, arm In arm, casting reckless slurs 
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against everyone who defends Dr. Diehl, or happens to be associated 
wIth him. 

Dr. Lacy has criticised Southwestern for extravagant use of money 
in erecting their buildings. That he could have saved $200,000 alone 
on the dormitories. The best colleges in America and England are 
being built on the same high plane as Southwestern. If a lot of cheap 
shacks had been built, there would not have been sufficient money 
subscribed to build them, not to speak of operating the college. People 
would not have put up money to build unless they believed that perma
nent and beautiful buildings would be erected. Would the New Orleans 
people have put up money for Palmer Hall if the building would not 
have been a suitable memorial to that distinguished preacher? Dr. 
Lacy was president of a Presbyterian College at Batesville, Arkansas. 
He had the same opportunity to make of it what Dr. Diehl has made 
of Southwestern. Did he do it? He quit the job. 

My experience in building has been considerable. I have visited 
many fine buildings in the Americas and in England and Europe. I 
would say that Southwestern secured the buildings at a cost that would 
compare favorably with any that I have seen. The stone work prob
ably cost less than any similar work in the world. Dr. Diehl with a 
competent building committee engineered this. 

Southwestern is run by a board of directors elected by the four 
Synods of Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippi and Louisiana. The board 
elects the president and the faculty and operates the college as a 
board of directors would operate a bank. They are responsible to the 
Synods and are expected to select men who are fitted for the work that 
they are expected to do regardless of what religious or political party 
that they belong to. 

Just because a man has a license to preach is no evidence that he 
Is qualified as a teacher. The personnel of Southwestern consists of 
many Rhodes Scholars and all others with degrees from notable uni
versities. A majority of them are Presbyterians, but this was not the 
reason that they were selected. 

The money subscribed was given, not by Presbyterians alone, but 
In a larger proportion by others. Neither are the atudents all Pres
byterians. Not even a majority. 

It seems that Dr. Robertson and Dr. Lacy are to be the prinCipal 
actors in this deplorable affair. That after assisting as they claim 
to have done, in raising the money, when they believed that the college 
was badly run and the President and part of the faculty unworthy, and 
teaching falsehoods, but now that they have gotten the college in good 
financial condition, that they will endeavor to oust all of this objection· 
able management (I believe they have stated that Dr. McDougall was 
the only one of the faculty whose faith was not questioned) and run 
the college themselves. That everyone in their way will be traduced 
and slandered In this attempt to take the control from the present 
legally constituted board. 
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I have greater faith in the better people in this territory than to 
think that they will listen to the wild ravings of these few irresponsible 
and reckless men who are determined to wreck Southwestern if neces· 
sary to get control of it. 

There are some people always ready to listen to anything bad that 
is said about their fellow men, but my opinion is that those who have 
given real support to Southwestern will continue to do so. That the 
ones making the most noise are the ones that have either withheld 
support, or given it very little, either moral or financial. 

It is at least fair to await the verdict of the Nashville Presbytery 
as to Dr. Diehl's right to be called a Presbyterian and the verdict of 
the Board of Directors of .southwestern after that decision has been 
rendered. 

I am more interested in Southwestern than in the men I have 
mentioned above, but I am interested in what is right.. 

Dr. McDougall's case is very unfortunate. I attended Southwestern 
with him at Clarksville in 1888. He has no stronger friend than I. 
I sent one of my sons to the college at Anniston because he was the 
head of it. I knew nothing about the college other than this. I enjoy 
his preaching and there is no finer man, but he was out of step with 
the faculty. No business can be run without the board or faculty being 
harmon,ious. He was the only one not In harmony. There was nothing 
to do but to allow him to go when his term was up in June. I am 
sorry that he did not resign. This would have been the thing for him 
to do. I regret the sending out of a statement bearing Dr. Lacy's name 
as author, in envelopes with the name and address in the corner, of 
Dr. McDougall, as this circular contains both untrue and misleading

1 statements. 
In my opinion the charges against Dr. Diehl are not as serious as 

<f 
the charges that I feel should be brought against those who have at

i 
tacked his soundness as well as his extravagance. I think that their 
sincerity of purpose as well as their right to be called Christians is 
much more in doubt. 

Concluding I attach a letter from Dr. Melvin challenging Dr. Lacy's 
statement regarding him, also a letter from Mr. George A. Works, Dean 
of Students and University Examiner of the University of Chicago 
which effectively disposes of the charges of extravagance. 

M. E. Melvin, President. 

Mr. E. B. LeMaster, Chmn., 

Southwestern Board, 

Memphis, Tenn. 

Dear Mr. LeMaster: 


COpy 
Westminster College, Fulton, Mo., 
May 9, 1931. 

My attention has been called recently to the use of my name 
in certain pamphlets that are being sent out by those who are lead
ing the opposition to Dr. Diehl in this unfortunate controversy with 
which your Board is dealing. 

I feel that in justice to myself I should advise your Board offi



eially that such use of my name was without my knowledge or eon· 
sent. In fact I resent it. The incident referred to where my name 
is employed was one where I was forced to speak in self defense, 
instead of taking the initiative, as is represented, by going "before 
the Board". This was an incident, now nine years old, and the 
use of it in this controversy is unwarranted and misleading. 

May I add that I have always been extremely cautious in word 
and deed since I finished the first campaign for the college, not 
to add any burden either to the college or Dr. Diehl. On the other 
hand I think that Dr. Diehl will bear me out that I have been 
cordial to him, and have given evidence to him of my support in 
voluntarily pledging $1000.00 to be paid later. We have often con· 
ferred over mutual problems. 

I find that the impression is made that as an alumnus I am 
taking part in this controversy. Nothing could be farther from the 
truth. Of course, I deeply deplore the controversy, because I feel 
that no matter who wins the college suffers. But as for taking 
any part in it whatsoever, I want your Board to know that I am 
sensible enough to remain silent and neutral, loyal to the college 
and hopeful of the future. 

Cordially yours, 
M. E. MELVIN. 

COPY 

The University of Chicago, 
Office of the University Survey, 
May 9, 1931. 

Mr. E. B. LeMaster, 
44 N. Second St., 
Memphis, Tenn. 
My dear Mr. LeMaster: 

I have no special interest in Southwestern College since I have 
no connections with the institution or any member of the faculty. 
I feel, however, that in the interest of fairness I am justified in 
calling your attention to the fact that, in my opinion, the charges 
of extravagance that are being brought against President Diehl 
are without adequate basis. I visited the institution and obtained 
for the Carnegie Corporation data regarding enrollment and ex· 
penditures. These data show that the per capita cost of il!.struc
tion is low when consideration is given to the high grade staff the 
college has. There was no evidence so far as equipment is con· 
cerned of extravagance. If one has in mind the buildings I would 
say that when consideration is given to the quality of building 
that has been erected the expenditures are very reasonable. 

I am glad to bear this testimony because I was convinced dur
ing my visit to the institution that it was doing a fine piece of 
work. 

Yours truly, 
GEO. A. WORKS, 

Dean of Students and University Examiner. 
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