Controversy over public funding to the Baptist institutions in colonial Hong Kong and the United States from the 1950s to the 1970s










Chun-pang Vincent Lau

Baptists in Hong Kong in the first hundred years of their history carried out an educational ministry by their own efforts, because the schools were then operated by individual Baptist churches. (1)

In order to respond to the social needs in the 1950s, the United Hong Kong Christian Baptist Churches Association (hereafter cited as the Baptist association) was involved in the construction of the Brotherly Love Village, a resettlement area for the homeless victims of the disastrous fire at the Old Walled City in January 1950. (2) Baptist First Primary School, the first Baptist primary school run by the Baptist association, was founded in the village in 1951. Due to the demolition of the village in 1970, the residents were resettled in Tzs Wan Shan Resettlement Estate. After years of negotiations between the government and the Baptist association, the First Primary School was invited to become a government-subsidized primary school. The issue triggered a severe debate on the axiom of church-state separation between the Baptist laity and pastors. (3)

Additional arguments and information were presented in a statement of proposition, submitted to the executive board of the Baptist association on June 8, 1971, and the important points were: (4) First, the decision whether to accept the governmental offer was a life-and-death issue to the Baptist educational ministry. Second, because the government was about to implement compulsory primary education, (5) those private schools without a governmental subsidy could not survive. Third, the school authorities were to be allowed to retain absolute autonomy in personnel management and at liberty to carry out religious activities after accepting a governmental subsidy. The schools run by the Anglican Church, the Church of Christ of China, and other denominations were examples. Fourth, the population in Tsz Wan Shan district was more than 168,000 and was still growing, and according to the principle of practicing evangelism in education, school premises could be used after school hours to do evangelism in the district. (6)

This article examines four issues: the stance of Hong Kong-Macao Baptist Mission on the controversy; the government aid to the Baptist institutions in America; the implications of the controversies over governmental aid; and the question of whether Hong Kong Baptists should practice church-state separation.

Stance of the Hong Kong-Macao Baptist Mission on the Controversy

The Hong Kong-Macao Baptist Mission (the Mission) (7) and organized a committee on April 6, 1961 to "investigate the relationship of Hong Kong Baptist churches and church schools to the government concerning receiving of government subsidy." (8) The issues of acquiring land, interest-free loans, and the subsidies for construction expenses from the government for Pui Ching Middle School and Pooi To Girls' Middle School, two schools established by Baptists in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, became a part of the middle school board's agenda on September 9, 1963. (9) A series of meetings were held until Pui Ching Middle School accepted the government's offer to become a subsidized school in 1975.

The Mission reacted to the issue of government subsidies for the Baptist institutions in four ways: First, it adopted a resolution on June 16, 1961, that the Southern Baptist Convention's (SBC) Foreign Mission Board (FMB) funds would not be available for those Baptist schools accepting government subsidies, and a letter was written to the Baptist association informing it of the action:

   To recommend that all Baptist Association and church-operated

   schools only seek and accept funds made available by private

   non-government agencies or individuals for their capital or

   operating expenses and that the Mission go on record as not

   being willing to request Foreign Mission Board funds for

   schools which receive government subsidies and that the

   Association be informed by letter regarding this action of

   the Mission. (10)

Second, the Mission took a follow-up action on June 15, 1962, including a request for confirmation from the Baptist institutions and churches that they were government-ubsidy-free, and the Mission reiterated its policies on the issue:

   That we request confirmation from each Institution, church or

   chapel to which we give capital or operating funds that they

   do not intend to receive Government subsidy....

      To re-iterate the previous actions of the Mission and

   statements made by Dr. Crawley concerning our policies with

   regard to our Baptist schools receiving government subsidy and

   that these be presented in writing by our delegates to the

   study committee (on Government subsidies). (11)

Third, Winston Crawley, secretary of the Orient for the FMB, commented on the issue during a Mission meeting, stressing the importance of complying with the principle of church-state separation and emphasizing that no funds would be given to any institution violating the principle. He wrote, "The Convention abides by the traditional Baptist principle of the separation of church and state. The Board (FMB) would not expect to allocate funds to an institution receiving government subsidy." (12)

Finally, Crawley's reply to the Mission on this particular issue in Hong Kong, dated June 28, 1962, can be regarded as the FMB's official stance regarding the controversy. In the letter, he reiterated the SBC's commitment to the principle of church-state separation and then added his personal opinions as to whether or not the issue of land acquisition and government subsidies to Baptist schools represented a compromise of the principle. Because Crawley admitted there might be room for interpretation in different contexts, he noted that it would be important for the FMB to understand the context and meanings of the issues in question. Personally, he would not consider land grants a problem. However, he could not judge whether the government subsidies should be considered a compromise. (13)

A meeting of the special committee to study government subsidy for Baptist schools in Hong Kong was held on July 19, 1962, at Pui Ching Middle School. The committee was composed of some who had been elected by the Mission and others who had been elected by the Baptist association, including the principals of the schools run by the association, the chairpersons of the various educational boards, and others engaged in education in the institutions. The focus of the meeting was to address the request made by the Primary Education Board to receive a school with sixteen classrooms on the ground floor of a resettlement block that was intended for use by the Baptist First Primary School and that this school be allowed to operate a regular government-subsidized primary school. The Primary Education Board had approved the plan but realized that the request raised questions about a principle relating to the funding of all Baptist educational institutions. When the issue was brought to the association, this special committee was set up to study the matter. Ronald Fuller, one of the representatives of the Mission, submitted a report to this committee meeting to the Mission. (14)

According to Fuller's observation, the local Baptists favored accepting government assistance and subsidies. They considered it to be the only way for the Baptist schools to survive and argued that it was a common practice of other Christian denominations in the territory:

   [T]he Association members were quite in favor of accepting whatever

   funds and other help the government was prepared to give Baptists in

   the operation of schools.... Many expressed the opinion that Baptist

   schools, if not subsidized, would be so expensive that ordinary

   Baptist church members would be forced by economic pressure to send

   their children to subsidized schools operated by other

   denominations. The argument was

   also raised that since the Anglican, Presbyterian, Catholic,

   Christian Missionary Alliance, Lutheran, and practically all

   other major churches were receiving government subsidy, there

   was really no good argument why Baptists should not follow

   the leadership of the sister churches. (15)

In addition to the practical concerns, the local Baptists also were convinced that the practice would not jeopardize the principle of church-state separation: "Most of them were of the opinion that our churches should certainly be separated from government, but education and its financial problems can logically be separated from the church--thus to receive subsidy for schools is not a violation of the church and state principle since the school is not a church." (16)

Contrarily, the missionaries expressed reservations about their local colleagues' perception of the issue. Fuller summarized the viewpoints of the missionaries:

   Each of our mission representatives also had opportunity to speak

   his opinion. My feeling was that the missionaries opposed

   receiving government subsidy on the grounds that it was using

   Caesar's money to promote [G]od's spiritual kingdom and thus was

   a violation of New Testament teachings. It was also mentioned that

   to justify receipt of money because Baptists had already received

   free land for educational institutions was a mistake because there

   have been cases such as in Tampa, Florida and Waco, Texas where

   Baptist institutions refused to accept land from government below

   the fair market price and insisted on paying respective city

   governments for the land made available for these Baptist colleges,

   so that there really was a question whether or not we ought to

   receive land while the receipt of money forced from people was in

   the form of taxes by the threat of punishment and jail term, was

   certainly a violation of the principle of separation of church and

   state. (17)

Clearly, the missionaries agreed on the issue of public funding with many Baptists in America, including George W. Truett, E. Y. Mullins, and Herschel H. Hobbs. Truer pointed out that the church should not acquire any form of government aid for the sake of evangelism or ministry development. (18) Mullins and later Hobbs raised a parallel argument that the church should not use public money to achieve spiritual work, as God has prepared his own resources, "tithes and offerings," but not tax funds from government. (19) The missionaries seemed to consider that land grants by the Hong Kong government should be deemed to be a form of government subsidies.

The Mission sent a letter to Crawley in 1964, informing him of recent developments regarding the issue. (20) In 1969, the executive committee of the Mission adopted a resolution, which restated the policy of the FMB, SBC, on church-state separation:

1. Historically we approve of the principle of separation of Church and State.

2. We recognize the right of National Church Bodies to make their own decision in these matters without regard to the Historical American position.

3. The present policy of the Foreign Mission Board is that direct financial aid will not be provided for any institution; such as hospital, school, etc., when such institution is receiving Government subsidy.

a. This will not affect Foreign Mission Board aid to other institutions not receiving Government subsidy.

b. This principle does not apply to missionary personnel assisting in the institution. (21)

A letter with the full details of the resolution was sent to Lam Chifung, chairperson of the Baptist association. The letter was presented as the Mission's official position paper on the issue of governmental subsidy to Baptist schools. (22)

Governmental Aid to the Southern Baptist Institutions in America

A development in the American South paralleled the unusual pattern in church-state relationships among the Southern Baptist missionaries in Hong Kong. (23) Thus, a review of the church-state relations regarding public funding to Baptist educational institutions in America provides some insight into the stance of the Baptist Mission in Hong Kong.

In the twentieth century, the role of the federal government in the United States began expanding, and programs offering federal financial support also increased. Thus, clear-cut boundaries between the church and state became fuzzier. From 1930 to 1980, the most important church-state issues in the United States were "the transfer of governmental monies to denominationally affiliated institutions" and "the propriety of funneling relief money through church-affiliated institutions." (24) Among Southern Baptists during those years, the consensus was that the use of public funds by religious institutions was one of the most persistent issues with regard to church-state separation. (25)

E. Glenn Hinson noted that "much of the debate regarding church-state separation has focused on religion and public education" (26) and "the most disputed question relating to the educational sphere has to do with state aid to parochial schools." (27) Hinson's assertion was supported by the verdicts of the well-known court cases that direct aid to parochial schools was adjudged to be a violation of the First Amendment. The McCollum versus Board of Education (1948) and the Zorach versus Clauson (1951) cases were among the most famous. According to Hinson, the ruling on the former case stated that "the use of public school property for religious education violated the First Amendment"; (28) and the ruling on the latter held that the "government may not finance religious groups." (29) In a document prepared for the Third Baptist Jubilee Celebration in 1964 by the Baptist Jubilee Committee, one of the four questions raised as a "starting point" for discussion in local Baptist churches on the topic of separation of church and state was "How much and what kind of state financial aid can be offered to and received by church related schools?" (30) This document is a good example of the intensity of the controversy among Baptists in America.

Baptists opposed the attempts to provide governmental subsidies to parochial schools during the Roosevelt administration. They rejected the direct transfer of monies and indirect transfers, including the provision of transportation and textbooks by the various states, the use of relief workers to improve the buildings and grounds of churches, and the provision for religious worship in towns built and administered by the governmental departments. From their beginning in America, Baptists opposed federal aid to denominational schools, both direct aid and hidden aid that would be given through various voucher plans. They considered governmental subsidies to religiously affiliated institutions as equivalent to forming an established church. This kind of financial support by public funds could be deemed as an endorsement of valid forms of religious life by the state. (31) Baptists strongly opposed the Hill-Burton Act in 1949, which provided grants of federal monies to private hospitals for use in expansion, research, and construction. They felt that such funding offered to denominational institutions was "a direct violation of the establishment clause of the First Amendment" and an obvious breach of the Baptist tradition. (32)

Reaction against the acceptance of public funding among Baptists had grown robustly and intensively since the 1950s, and by 1963, at least ten state conventions had made thorough investigations of institutional practices. (33) Baptist opposition to aid denominational institutions was by no means easy and insignificant from a financial perspective. If Baptists persisted in refusing governmental aid, their institutions, such as colleges and hospitals, simply could not survive while competitors accepted government's grants or low-interest loans. (34) However, Baptists were prepared to put their beliefs on the line even at the cost of losing large amounts of money, which was crucial for their survival.

The National Defense Education Act of 1958 provided for the allocation of federal monies to colleges and universities. The funding included grants to schools and individual students. Baptist educators expressed their opinion in 1959 that "loans to individual students were the only portion of the bill acceptable to them and to their institutions." The educators boldly rejected the subsidy that would have made their jobs easier. (35) The only compromises on the issue that Baptists were willing to make included: (1) grants and loans to their institutions were offered at commercial interest rates; (2) government property could be purchased only at a fair market value; and (3) research grants were contracted in return for services render. (36)

During the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, Baptists maintained a firm stance on refusing public funding for higher education. In 1963, Kennedy submitted an education bill to the Congress calling for aid to public primary and secondary schools, as well as private and public institutions of higher education. The SBC executive committee passed a resolution strongly opposing the clauses of the bill regarding direct aid to "church colleges and universities for the construction of academic facilities" before its submission to the House of Representatives. (37)

Because acceptance of government monies was a life-and-death matter for the Baptist higher education business, rigorous debates on the issue broke out in every single state convention where denominational colleges and universities were located during the 1960s. John Lee Eighmy suggested that the "denial of federal aid to convention-controlled schools was not decided without a fight, for never in their history have Southern Baptists disagreed so strongly on the meaning of church-state separation." (38) The fight was actually between Baptist educators and the vast majority of the pastors, editors, and state convention executives. The main concern of the educators was the practical matter of competition, for they had to find the resources to maintain existing programs. Their worries about government's control and the loss of religious freedom were quite remote. On the other hand, pastors, editors, and executives were loyal to the Baptist principle of church-state separation, no matter what the financial sacrifice would be and how other Christian denominations would gladly accept the funds. Nevertheless, Eighmy suggested that, based on a careful reading of the debate, this latter group was more concerned about the loss of denominational control of the institutions than government's control. (39)

A typical case illustrating the controversial nature of the issue was the debate in the Baptist State Convention of North Carolina regarding the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963. The heart of the debate involved the rationale for having denominational colleges. What was the purpose of these colleges? Were they expected to impart Baptist tradition alongside their offerings of higher education, or were they simply to provide the public service of education? In other words, was the Baptist higher education business a practice of the denominational mission or a public service?

The general board of the North Carolina convention recommended the proposals of "opening the boards of trustees of the state's Baptist colleges to non-Baptists" and "allowing the schools to accept [government] money for the construction of academic buildings." A justification for a religious institution to accept government's subsidy was that of "fee for services rendered." Thus, the denominational colleges receiving reimbursement for public services rendered seemed to be perfectly acceptable under the Higher Education Facilities Act. However, the rationalization of the general board was rejected widely. The most resistance derived from Baptists who upheld the principle of church-state separation and who noted that the offer of government's funds to support denominational work and of "services rendered" should be turned down. (40)

Actually, the rejection of the new law by the North Carolina convention was not a single case. Other state conventions also took the similar action opposing the acceptance of federal aid, including Mississippi, Texas, and Alabama. Because it was difficult for the school's administrators and trustees to reject such large sum of money when they were facing day-to-day financial challenges, the board of trustees of some Baptist colleges decided to become independent from the state conventions so that they could accept the subsidy. Mercer University in Macon, Georgia requested federal matching funds in the early 1960s, and after a long debate by the Georgia Baptist State Convention, an amicable resolution was offered, and "Mercer was removed from denominational control and allowed to seek its own solution to the problems of the period." (41) While other issues contributed to the final break between the convention and the university, in November 2005, the Georgia Baptist Convention voted to end the 172-year affiliation between Mercer and the convention. Thus, Baptists, including leaders at Mercer University, have been seriously engaged in the discussion of use of federal funds for nearly fifty years.

Implications of the Controversies over Governmental Aid

In scrutinizing the controversies about public funding for Baptist educational institutions in the United States and Hong Kong, the debates occurred in similar manner almost simultaneously thousands of miles apart. Certain similarities and implications can be discerned from the comparison.

First, the controversies taking place in both Baptist communities were a choice between survival of the denominational institutions and persistence of certain principles. The Baptist educational institutions in the United States and Hong Kong were facing tremendous financial pressure. Unquestionably, governmental aid was an irresistible temptation. However, the compositions of the pros and cons of the two communities differed. In Hong Kong, the debates were between the laity (the pros) and pastors (the cons) among Baptists. In the United States, the pros side was formed mainly by the Baptist educators, and the cons side consisted of pastors, editors of conventional journals and magazines, and state convention executives. (42) The Baptist congregations in Hong Kong were basically ignorant of the issue, but the Southern Baptist congregations in the United States were surprisingly united in support of the cons against the acceptance of federal aid. (43)

Second, the issue of governmental subsidy also triggered the debates about ethical considerations of Christian education among Baptists in the United States and Hong Kong. Baptists in the United States reconsidered the purpose and reasoning behind their colleges. Some argued that Baptists should get out of the business of higher education, and some suggested that Baptists should remove the schools from denominational control so that they could be allowed to accept federal subsidy. (44) Baptists in Hong Kong also reevaluated the rationale for running Baptist schools. The main argument of the pros, presented by lay leaders, was that it was church's responsibility to share the burden of public education; therefore, governmental subsidies were acceptable. Moreover, governmental aid was financially crucial to the survival of church's schools, which were strongholds of evangelism. The major refutation of the cons, presented by pastors, was that helping government to run public education should not be the top priority of the church and that the financial burden of running competitive educational institutions was totally beyond the capability of the denomination. Baptists in the United States and in Hong Kong seemingly could not agree on the rationale and role of Christian education. Then, what is the Baptist philosophy of Christian education, or should the denomination run Christian schools?

Truett claimed that the Baptist denomination is "a teaching denomination." Baptists, he asserted, should try their best to vitalize and to strengthen the ministry of Christian education, because the values taught in the schools conducted by the state were incomplete and the wisdom and inspiration offered by Christian schools offered what was missing in public schools. Thus, churches were responsible to support education by establishing Christian schools, and the objective of Christian education was to train both church leaders and in civil and business sectors. Truett concluded, "civilization without Christianity is doomed." Christian education functioned as the hope for the individual, society, and civilization; therefore, Baptists had a divine calling to strengthen and magnify their Christian schools. (45)

Truett, as well as the Baptist community in America, seemingly strongly upheld the necessity of Christian education. Lain Chi-fung, the Chinese Baptist leader in Hong Kong, had a philosophy of Christian education much like that of Truett's. Truett, however, did not address the issue of accepting public funding. A possible explanation is that governmental subsidy to church institutions had not emerged as a serious problem during his tenure. Nevertheless, he argued that the task of evangelism was the top priority over all Christian programs in his 1920 sermon on the steps of the United States capitol. In the section after the discourse on Christian education, he stated, "Our churches, our schools, our religious papers, our hospitals, every organization and agency of the churches should be kept aflame with the passion of New Testament evangelism." (46) In other words, all other ministries, such as education and medical service, were channels of evangelism. Judging from the consistency of his discourse on church-state separation in the same sermon, if Truett strongly opposed the idea of using public fund for expanding Christ's kingdom, it is justifiable to infer that he would reject the acceptance of governmental aid for Baptist institutions.

The role and importance of Christian education were reaffirmed by a statement prepared for the 1964 celebration of the 150th anniversary of the organization of the first Baptist national organization in America: "Our Christian schools have a responsibility to train and inspire men and women for effective lay and vocational leadership in our churches and in the world. The churches, in turn, have a responsibility to support adequately all their educational institutions." (47) Thus, Edward L. Queen II rightly asserted that "Baptists have never opposed the existence of religious schools, only the use of public monies for their maintenance and support." (48)

Third, religious liberty and church-state separation are indisputably the core axioms of Baptists. Unsurprisingly, Southern Baptists had maintained an unceasing interest in the issues throughout the world, both in the denomination and through their participation in the Baptist World Alliance. (49) A joint statement on religious liberty, "American Baptist Bill of Rights," was approved by the SBC, the Northern Baptist Convention, and the National Baptist Convention, which were the three founding conventions of the Joint Conference Committee on Public Affairs, in 1939. The closing statement of the document stated:

   Believing religious liberty to be not only an inalienable human

   right, but indispensable to human welfare, a Baptist must

   exercise himself in the maintenance of absolute religious

   liberty for his Jewish neighbor, his Catholic neighbor, his

   Protestant neighbor, and for everybody else. Profoundly convinced

   that any deprivation of this right is wrong to be challenged,

   Baptists condemn every form of compulsion in religion or restraint

   of the free consideration of the claims of religion. We stand for

   civil state, "with full liberty in religious concernments"

   (emphasis by author). (50)

Should Hong Kong Baptists Practice Church-State Separation?

Because church-state separation is the corollary of religious liberty, both are regarded as the inalienable human rights that are indispensable to human welfare; namely, they are the universal values for humankind and the axioms for every Baptist all over the world. Simply speaking, human rights should have no contextual considerations. As Walter B. Shurden argued, religious liberty is "not simply self-serving expediency"; it is a "principle" and "a principle applied to all people." (51) Thus, Southern Baptist missionaries were supposed to apply for and to impart the same principles to Baptists in Hong Kong, with no geographical and racial concerns. If acceptance of public monies for education was not allowed by Baptists in the United States, it should have not been allowed in Hong Kong either. In other words, the Southern Baptists missionaries in Hong Kong should have opposed the idea of accepting governmental aid for Baptist education institutions in Hong Kong if they faithfully practiced the principles of religious liberty and church-state separation and fulfilled their role of teachers of the local Baptists.

In order to evaluate the responsibility of the Southern Baptist missionaries for shaping the practice of church-state separation among Hong Kong Baptists, reconstructing a chronology of the interaction between the frontline Southern Baptist missionaries in Hong Kong and administrative personnel of the FMB of the SBC on this issue is helpful.

Crawley's position in his letter dated June 28, 1962, probably was treated as a normative interpretation of the issues of governmental subsidy for the Baptist Mission. Nonetheless, his statement was somewhat unclear, as it only responded to the issue by laying out certain principles. Crawley plainly admitted that he was "not sure just what is meant by 'classroom subsidies'" and "not sure what type of grants may be involved in funds originating from the United States Government." Thus, the issue of land grant was not addressed in the statement, and there was no clear definition of a government subsidy, although Crawley acknowledged that such "sort of subsidy would involve a compromise of the principle of separation of church and state." Understandably, Crawley's opinions on the issue would have had an intense influence on Baptist missionaries in Hong Kong. His views strongly affected the Mission's position. His statement that land grant was an acceptable action taken by the Baptist institutions in Hong Kong might have had the long-term effect of guaranteeing that all the Baptist institutions, such as Baptist colleges, hospitals, and schools, would continue to be eligible to receive financial aid from the FMB. Regrettably, Crawley never elaborated his argument.

Some forty years later, Crawley tried to explain some general statements of principles related to the issue in his correspondence. First, grant of land in Hong Kong "would likely cause no problem," as land was basically controlled by the government. Second, the government's loans "would be no problem, but an interest-free loan would be a borderline issue." Third, not all other Baptist conventions around the world shared "the strict Southern Baptist convictions about separation of church and state." For instance, British Baptists had a long tradition of receiving government monies for their schools in British and colonial areas. Thus, Baptist institutions owned and operated by other Baptist conventions "would not be bound by Southern Baptist views or FMB policies." Finally, the issue of accepting government funding for ongoing operating expenses for Baptist schools would be for Hong Kong Baptists to decide. (52) On the whole, Crawley's argument was a restatement of his letter of 1962.

One month later, Fuller's report on a meeting of the special committee to study government subsidy for Baptist schools in Hong Kong in July 1962 clearly depicted the viewpoints of the Southern Baptist missionaries on the issue. They opposed receiving government subsidy. Fuller pointed out that the local Baptists were eager for the government aid. (53) Intriguingly, the tones of Crawley's letter and Fuller's report sounded different. Nevertheless, the Mission's stance on land grants and government subsidies was formalized in 1969. A statement issued by the Mission emphasized the principle of church-state separation, but it also specified that it was the right of local church bodies "to make their decision in these matters without regard to the [h]istorical American position." (54) Apparently, this statement was incongruent with Crawley's standpoint that "would have represented essentially the Board's policy." (55)

The following observations can be drawn. First, the Mission's official stance evidently appeared to be contradictory to the Southern Baptist missionaries in Hong Kong, for it clashed with the notion of religious liberty as "an inalienable human right" and as "indispensable to human welfare." If religious liberty was a human right and was for everybody, why did the Mission not insist on the practice of church-state separation in Hong Kong? Crawley does not provide any explanation.

Second, Crawley's rationale could be seen as valid if land in Hong Kong were only available to the public as a grant and could not be purchased. Under such circumstance, land grants might be the only available means of acquiring land for church ministry. However, the three largest Baptist churches in Hong Kong, namely, Hong Kong Baptist Church, Tsim Sha Tsui Baptist Church, and Kowloon City Baptist Church, had purchased land for their church development. Thus, since churches could purchase the needed land for their ministries from the government or private owners, land in Hong Kong was basically accessible to the public. Securing land was then only a matter of cost, not availability. Thus, why did Crawley and the Mission accept the idea of land grant?

Third, the official stance of the Mission on land grants might be a reflection of a discrepancy of understanding of the issue between the frontline personnel and administrative personnel of the FMB of the SBC. Was it caused by their miscommunication or misunderstanding?

Fourth, an unceasing effort on the part of the two educational boards composed mainly of lay persons affected Baptist subsidized schools, (56) and this suggests that Baptist lay leaders had been caught up with the notion of governmental subsidy in the 1950s. Fifth, the ambiguous statement by which the Primary School Board rejected the government's proposal of a subsidized primary school in 1955 was a significant case, in which intriguing and meaningful interaction seemed to go on behind the scenes in meetings between local Baptists and Southern Baptist missionaries in Hong Kong. (57) Finally, the statement of the Hong Kong-Macao Baptist Mission on state-church separation seemed to be a positive signal to the laity that the Mission would keep its hands off the debate and controversy.

Conclusion

The Baptist communities in Hong Kong and America both experienced a similar controversy over governmental subsidy to the Baptist institutions in the post-World-War-II era. The basic core of the controversy in both communities was practicality against theological axiom. Without such public funding, the Baptist educational institutions in America and Hong Kong were unable to survive in the midst of a competitive environment. Most of the Southern Baptist missionaries in Hong Kong were aware of the potential problem of Baptists' acceptance of governmental subsidy to the Baptist primary school and the similar controversy in America, which was considered a breach of church-state separation. The missionaries disagreed with the local Baptist laity, who strongly favored accepting governmental subsidy. Because religious liberty was considered "an inalienable human right" and "indispensable to human welfare" for everyone in every society, and because church-state separation was the corollary of religious liberty, why did not the FMB insist on the practice of church-state separation in colonial Hong Kong?
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