


ABSTRACT
THE TRUE AND THE FALSE: THE WORLDS OF AN

EMERGING EVANGELICAL PROTESTANT FUNDAMENTALISM
IN AMERICA, 1890-1920

By

Nelson Hodges Hart

Scholarly treatment of fundamentalism, primarily from historical
and sociological perspectives, tends to treat it as some form of aber-
rant behavior. Few of these scholars have personally accepted funda-
mentalist religious views; although perhaps some, like the present
author, were reared within that tradition. This study was an attempt,
not to justify the fundamentalist tradition, but to examine the legiti-
mations which were used by early fundamentalists to explain their world
views. Just how did they explain their worlds, and how were those
worlds maintained in the face of the passing of the nineteenth-century
evangelical American world order?

Several conservative evangelical journals, some weekly, others
monthly or quarterly, were examined for articles, editorials or state-
ments which appeared to have served the purpose of legitimating or
maintaining their worlds. Several issues and themes permeated the
literature. These included discussions on Biblical authority, millenar-
ian expectations, the missionary enterprise, the destiny of Christian

civilization, the negative effects of "higher criticism', the problem
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of church union, and the difficulties presented by the social gospelers.
Once these themes were established as useful for further study, all
consequent examination of the material was focused upon them.

In brief, this study has shown that during the late nineteenth-
century, soclal unrest also exacerbated the social reality of rival
theological legitimations within evangelical Protestantism. This cul-
minated in the fundamentalist-modernist controversies of the 1920's.
Yet this study has shown that those persons who can now be seen as fore-
runners to fundamentalism, during the period roughly 1890-1920, were
not promoting schism, but were aggressively promoting Christian unity
around concepts of "fundamental' Christianity.

By 1910, these emerging fundamentalists perceived that their
expectations were being characterized as incompatible with contemporary
views of social reform and social service. Therefore, they maintained
with renewed emphasis that no religious worlds were to be seen as
legitimate unless they were built upon the theology and practice of
individual salvation, made possible only by the work of God. Thus
"true worlds" were those in which entrance was open only to those who
understood divine personal redemption. And "false worlds' were those
which admitted of other means to human salvation, and especially the
means of ''Christian" social service.

The work of these early discussants in more clearly delineating

a practical, personal, evangelistic theology made possible the survival
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of fundamentalism. Their intense efforts to teach and to practice soul-
winning served to make the totality of the individual's life more
subjectively meaningful in the face of social and religious upheaval.
Furthermore, the totality of the institutional order came to make more
sense to those who understood that careful distinctions needed to be
made between those who were redeemed and those who were not. Fundamen-
talists, by 1920, without hesitation were determined to specify as
infidelity any religious world which did not openly declare a message of

a supernaturally inspired personal redemption.
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PREFACE

American Protestantism's most conservative religious movement gave
itself the label "Fundamentalism" in 1920. The label stuck; and since
then it has been used to refer to any number of extremely conservative
or reactionary religious stances. Popular concepts of religious funda-
mentalism have included concurrent social and political conservatism or
reactionism. To categorize a religious fundamentalist is to categorize,
in the minds of many, a fiscal, social and political "fundamentalist";
it is to categorize also a rurally oriented, lower middle class view-
po:lnt.1

Moreover, scholars of fundamentalism seem to have viewed it as
some form of aberrant behavior. Fundamentalism has presented several
problems for interpretation, chief of which are the fundamentalist-
modernist controversies of the 1920's. The most dramatic manifestation
of these controversies, the Scopes "monkey" Trial in Dayton, Tennessee,
July 10-21, 1925, seemed to indicate that evolution was the central
issue. However, the broader conflict was very complex. Although evolu-
tion was an important concern, it was not central to the controversies.

Of greater concern to the fundamentalists were the issues of personal

1For an introduction to fundamentalism, see Louis Gasper's
The Fundamentalist Movement (The Hague: Mouton, 1963) or Ernest R.
Sandeen's The Roots or Fundamentalism: British and American Millenar-
ianism, 1800-1930 (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1970).
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salvation, of biblical authority and of right living. Modernists' sup-
port of evolution was symptomatic of the deeper problems which their
views presented: fundamentalists believed that evolutionists trusted
more in man's rational scientific ability to create a better world than
in God's ability to transform men, that evolutionary perspectives' on
creation attacked fundamentalists' views of divine revelation, and that
belief in evolution was symbolic of modernism's negative influence upon
evangelical piety.2

Yet, during these controversies fundamentalists succumbed too
often to crass generalizations. In response their opponents generated
popular views which have identified fundamentalists as intolerant obscur-
antists. This phenomenon inevitably has influenced any interpretation
of the movement; one cannot escape the reality that repeated, public
inane comments helped to generate negative stereotypes. Furthermore,
scholarly research into the controversies has identified an anti-intel-
lectual character of the fundamentalist side, despite evidence that
their intolerant attitudes and behavior often were matched by the
modernist aide.3 And whenever anti-intellectual attitudes can be
documented, scholars tend to develop some form of disdain for the social

movements which have supported those attitudes.

2For an extended analysis of this phenomenon, see the introduction
to Willard B. Gatewood, Jr., ed., Controversies in the Twenties: Fund-
amentalism, Modernism, and Evolution (Nashville: Vanderbilt University
Press, 1969), pp. 3-46.

3Richard Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in American Life
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1964), pp. 117-136.




Internal support for this position of disdain can come, moreover,
when the scholar himself has wrestled with his own fundamentalist train-
ing, and consequently for himself has rejected that label. He may
still hold orthodox Protestant tenets, and may continue to support
evangelical endeavor, but he may not appreciate evidence of bigotry,
ignorance or stupidity. However, the nagging question remains: did
fundamentalists always appear so obscurantist? This study has kept that
question in mind.

The fundamentalist tradition, especially to whatever extent it
matches its negative stereotypes, cannot be justified. This study has
not attempted to do so. It has, however, sought to clarify fundamental-
ist's world views which existed before the controversies of the 1920's.
How can fundamentalism be characterized before certain negative stereo-
types came to dominate? How did early fundamentalists legitimate their
world views? How did they explain their perspectives to their constitu-
ents? How were their world views maintained in the face of a rapidly
changing America? How did they see and understand manifest changes in
the nineteenth-century evangelical Protestant American social order?
With these and similar questions in mind, this study examined early
fundamentalist attempts to justify their positions.

The evidence from which this dissertation is derived came primar-
ily from conservative Protestant journals and magazines, such as The

Sunday School Times, of the period roughly 1890-1920. These were exam-

ined for articles, editorials or statements which seemed to serve the

purpose of legitimating or maintaining conservative evangelical world



views. Certain issues dominated the many themes which were encountered.
This study focused on discussions of Biblical authority, premillennial
expectations, the missionary enterprise, the destiny of Christian civil-
ization, the negative effects of higher criticism, the problems of
church union, and the difficulties which the social gospelers presented.
The development of evolutionary theory after the 1860's had in-
cluded a two pronged attack upon orthodox Protestant views of the nature
of creation and of revelation. Evolutionists presented alternate views
to orthodox notions that man and his world suddenly had been created
ex nthilo approximately six thousand years ago. The orthodox believer
understood that his view of divine revelation could not withstand, if
such alternate evolutionary views were to prevail. Therefore, many
theologians took sharp issue with evolutionists. Notable among these
were the "Princeton school," led by the indefatigable Charles H. Hodge

(1798-1878). In 1874 he published What is Evolution? with his famous

answer, "It is [virtually] atheism." The Princeton school battled
specifically the rationalistic perspectives which supported evolution-
ism. They knew that continental theologians had begun to use these
perspectives to examine critically biblical origins and documents.
Among the new biblical interpretations were those associated with the
German theologian, Julius Wellhausen (1844-1918), who rapidly was
treated as foremost among the "higher critics." In response, the
Princeton school by 1890 had developed a well-conceived theology of
biblical authority. 1Its chief protagonist, B. B. Warfield (1851-1921),

had studied extensively the theologies of his predecessors Archibald
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Alexander (1772-1851) and Charles Hodge. In 1882 he wrote The Divine

Origin of the Bible and in 1886 he published his widely used handbook,

Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament. In 1890 he

founded and edited until 1902 The Presbyterian and Reformed Review.

After the 1890's, most conservative evangelical assertions concerning
inspiration, infallibility, inerrancy, and authority of the scriptures
relied on these Princeton formulations.

Meanwhile, a group of conservative preachers and teachers pre-
sented millenarian views of redemptive history at Bible and prophecy
conferences. Premillennialism (as they called their views) had received
its greatest stimulus in the United States when John Nelson Darby, the
English founder of the small sect known as the '"Plymouth Brethren",
had visited North America several times during the 1860's and 1870'3.4
The most influential institution for the spread of premillennial views
was the summer conference for concentrated Bible study, which met at
Niagara on the Lake, Ontario, during 1883-97. Most other prophetic,
millennial and Bible conferences of this period were a direct outgrowth
of the Niagara meetings.5 Among many notable spokesmen in this group
were James H. Brookes (1830-1897), Presbyterian pastor and editor of

The Truth (St. Louis, 1874-1897), and A. I. Gordon (1836-1895), Baptist

pastor and editor of The Watchword (Boston, 1878-1897). Later

4Sandeen, The Roots of Fundamentalism.

5Sandeen, "Toward a Historical Interpretation of the Origins of
Fundamentalism,'" Church History, 36 (Mar., 1967), 66-83.
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millenarian leaders included the dean of Moody Bible Institute, James
M. Gray (1851-1935), and the dean of the Bible Institute of Los Angeles
(BIOLA), R. A. Torrey (1856-1928), who also edited his school's journal,

The Kiqgfs Business. Other millennialists included Robert Cameron

(1860?-1921) who was the only editor of the journal, Watchword and Truth

(1897-1921), which he combined after the deaths of Brooks and Gordon;
A. C. Dixon (1854-1925), a Baptist preacher and teacher who from 1909-

1911 took the editorial responsibilities for The Fundamentals pamphlet

series (1909-1914); and Minneapolis pastor William Bell Riley (1861-
1947), who founded the Northwestern Bible Training School and was editor

of its paper, Christian Fundamentals in School and Church (1918-1926).

Charles G. Trumbull (1872-1941), who in 1903 succeeded his father Henry

Clay Trumbull (1830-1903) as editor of the prestigious Sunday School

Times (1858-), became a vociferous supporter of premillennialism after
his conversion to that perspective in 1914.

As Ernest R. Sandeen clearly has shown in his studies of fundamen-
talism, the movement received much impetus from both Princeton theology
and millenarian teachings. Not all fundamentalists were (or are) pre-
millennialists or Calvinists, yet prophetic messages, dispensational
teachings and literal interpretations pervaded the conservative evangel-
ical literature at the turn of the twentieth century. The "Blessed Hope"
of Christ's second advent received much attention. Many, if not most,
of the interdenominational gatherings of conservative evangelicals after
1900 studied prophetic themes, after the pattern which had been estab-

lished by the "Niagara' Bible conference meetings.
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By this time, the evangelical Protestant missionary enterprise
had enjoyed nearly a century of progress. Each religious denomination
had its own missionary board and societies. Local churches regularly
received missionary news via the ubiquitous publications of their
boards. Interdenominational activities focused on the promotion of the
missionary enterprise. In 1888, A. T. Pierson (1837-1911) launched the

new series of the analytic monthly Missionary Review of the World. He

had been a Presbyterian pastor in Detroit, then in Philadelphia.
Although he embraced a premillennial theology, his review seldom pub-
lished any material which might have indicated this as his theological
position: the journal focused on missions. It was truly interdenomi-
national in character; it relied almost exclusively on voluntary field
reports from each church group's mission. Pierson published articles
by conservative theologians and pastors, who presented many theological
and liturtigal distinctives. Early fundamentalists always claimed their
broad evangelical heritage and actively supported the missionary enter-
prise. For example, A. J. Gordon early had taught his congregation the
importance of missionary giving, and was proud to relate that over
fifty percent of his church's income was given to missions.

Although strict millenarian views could not support social efforts
towards human progress, early fundamentalists could not shake their
heritage of evangelical conceptions of Christian civilization. They
believed that in its essence, Western civilization was nearly Christian
even if not fully so. They invariably saw social change as potentially

disturbing to the already established moral fiber of America.
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This peril had been articulated by earlier evangelicals, such as in

Josiah Strong's Our Country (1885) and in Samuel L. Loomis' Modern Cities

(1887). They showed that efforts toward purifying a Christian America
were hampered by the continually intrusive realities of industrialization
and urbanization which were fed by massive immigration. Evangelicals
found it increasingly more difficult to escape the negative implications
of these phenomena.6

Yet from within evangelical Protestantism's own ranks other forces
plagued conservative evangelical efforts. The growth of liberalism in
the churches indicated that a Christian America was conceived in more
then one way. Growing theological differences challenged popular
notions that a single, broad religious base existed for the maintenance
of a Christian civilization. However, and in spite of these challenges,
evangelical goals for a Christian America and world were upheld. Not
only the vast missionary enterprise supported these goals, but so did
also the urban revivalistic techniques which had been so well estab-
lished by 1840 by Charles J. Finney (1792-1875). D. L. Moody (1837-
1899) in the 1870's and 1880's effectively was supported by evangelicals
of many persuasions. They were concerned to show that the cities, which
were experiencing very rapid population increases, needed a spiritual
dramatic force to stem the tide of irreligion. Many early fundamental-

ists did not lose their forefathers' visions of preserving and

6Robert T. Handy has an extended discussion of these issues in
his A Christian America: Protestant Hopes and Historical Realities
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1971).




purifying a civilization which they perceived as potentially, if not
actually, Christian.

But cultural divergencies which were stimulated by rapid popula-
tion growth continued to be paralleled by religious divergencies. These
were precipitated by a rapid influx of broader intellectual responses
to religionists' failures to perceive adequately the nature of the
social ferment. Early nineteenth-century evangelical efforts toward
social reform had been institutionalized in agencies such as the
American Bible Society and the American Tract Society. Evangelicals had
been active promoters of abolition, and were beginning similarly to
deal with temperance and prohibition. But support of such reform activ-
ity depended on concepts of a theological individualism which said, at
heart, that no reform was possible without a divinely generated indi-
vidual transformation. The new religious liberalism, which was directly
influenced by rationalism and higher criticism, was suggesting that
social reform required a collective human effort. Liberal concepts of
God's immanence indicated that any human goodness reflected divine
attributes, and that collective acts of goodness were to be seen as
evidence of God's immanent regenerative activity.

Yet several religious periodicals, such as the Baptist weekly,

The Watchman (1819-1913), showed little indication of these theological

divergences. George E. Horr (1856-1927) its editor at the turn of the
century, showed no theological partisanship as he printed only general
denominational news and theological discussion which was untouched by

the developing controversies. Horr seemed glad to comment on diplomatic
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and political controversies which had religious overtones, such as the
inadvisability of seating Brigham H. Roberts as representative to
Congress from the new State of Utah, on grounds that he was a polyga-
mist--""free silver is better than free love."7 But, in an apparent
effort to maintain circulation, Horr ignored the growing conflict over

theological stances. Only after The Watchman's 1913 merger with

The Examiner (1824-1913) did its new editor, Curtis Lee Laws, promulgate

specifically the views of the conservative side in the controversies.
Nor were conservatives biased totally against scientific inquiry.

They were intrigued especially with the work of prominent archeologists

such as G. Frederick Wright (1838-1921) of Oberlin. His archeological

discussions of biblical lands were prominent in The Sunday School Times.

And for many years Wright edited Oberlin's Bibliotheca Sacra (1844-), a

journal of biblical studies which was purchased in 1934 by the fundamen-
talist Dallas Theological Seminary. Conservatives seemed intent on
using archeological discoveries as their first line of defense against
extravagant claims by biblical critics that most Old Testament records
were mythological in character.

In sum, these discussants who early promoted a conservative
evangelical Protestantism faced the reality that their views could be
seen no longer as dominant. Yet they continued to argue for a unified
Christianity. They expected that with their increased efforts, an
evangelical Protestantism could be restored to unity around concepts of

"fundamental' Christianity. They rejected faith in human progress, in

7 (Editorial) vol. 80, #1 (Jan. 5, 1899), 4.
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modern knowledge and in the optimism of the progressive era. Fundamental
Christianity, in its doctrinal orthodoxy, identified itself as having

no faith except in a saving God. Early fundamentalists believed that
continuing social unrest would prove that they were right, that man

could not save himself. The negative consequences of the abandonment of
orthodoxy by theilr antagonists could be rectified only by the return of
the wayward to the fold.

By 1920, conservative evangelicals could argue that humanism had
failed. The World War, subsequent radicalism and the labor turmoil of
1919 had generated disillusionment within progressivism. The fundamen-
talist-modernist controversies of the 1920's were sparked by beliefs
that social salvation was more necessary then ever. Each side was more
willing to fight for its version of saving mankind and the Republic from
anarchy, atheism and immorality. Conservatives, now called fundamental-
ists, were most willing to militate against views which they perceived
as contributing to the general lack of moral and religious character in
American culture.

Yet, in spite of their antagonists' religious and intellectual
beliefs that fundamentalism would die out quickly after the controversies,
it had remained. Since the 1950's, extremely conservative and funda-
mentalistic Protestantism has shown renewed vitality, even in the face
of its sectarian character. What did the early fundamentalists con-
tribute to this ongoing vitality? This dissertation maintains that the
bifurcation of American Protestanism developed principally over salva-

tion theology. Nineteenth-century evangelical pietism had culminated
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in the revivalistic crusades of D. L. Moody. But urban problems re-
mained. With the labor unrest of the 1870's and 1880's came evidence
that new emphases in practical theology were needed. Liberals turned
to theologies of social salvation which would uplift individuals;
whereas, conservatives sought to regain a theology of individual salva-
tion which would prove to be sufficient for the task of social regener-
ation.

The thesis of this study is that fundamentalism's forebearers
more clearly delineated a practical, personal, evangelistic theology.
They taught and practiced soul-winning with new vigor, with lesser
emphasis on other social activities which had heretofore characterized
their interests. They worked primarily through this reemphasis, to make
the individual believer's life more subjectively meaningful in the face
of social and religious upheaval. Instead of only religiously support-
ing societies which did all their evangelistic work for them (such as
the Bible and Tract Societies), they taught and practiced individual
evangelism in their Bible conferences and training schools. They per-
sonalized.more specifically the Christian mandate to proclaim the gospel
of God. Americans could no longer be seen as generally Christian;
careful distinctions needed to be made between those who were redeemed
and those who were not--even if such distinctions reached into the
pulpit!

The survival of fundamentalism, and with it the survival of a con-
servative evangelicalism in a modern age, was in large part dependent on

this newly developed and reasserted practical theology. The movement

xix



truly was conservative, as Sandeen had argued.8 But it was more than
congervative, in that personal piety was to be more than right living;
it intentionally and specifically declared an orthodox creed, and also
was to be tested at the point of one's ability to win souls. This,
then, was the essence of fundamentalism as conceived by its early dis-
cussants.

After the controversies had subsided, and in the first issue of
The Christian Fundamentalist, July, 1927, William Bell Riley lamented
the fact that to his knowledge not one fundamentalist ever during the
controversies had been asked to define the movement. He declared that
if he had been asked to do so, he would have replied as follows:

[1] "It is the Christian Creed" based on "the Greater Christian

doctrines.... Fundamentalism is forever the antithesis of
modernist critical theology."

[2] "It is the Christian Character," taught especially in the
educational enterprise. '"The proofs of fundamentalism,
then, are not in words, but in deeds.... The future of
fundamentalism is not with claims, but with conquests."

[3] "It is the Christian Commission," not to be outdone by
social service. '"That commission is to make disciples and
not denominationalists.'" (Italics his)

He summarized with "My Brethren are those who believe in a personal God,
in an inspired Book, and in a redeeming Christ."9
This understanding of early fundamentalism, based on the protagon-

ists' own conceptions, underlies this dissertation. Its title was taken

8"Fundamentalism and American Identity." The Annals of the Ameri-
can Academy of Political and Social Sciences, 387 (Jan., 1970), 56-65.

"What is Fundamentalism?" Vol. 1, #1, pp. 5-l4.



from A. C. Dixon's first book, The True and the False, published in 1890

in Baltimore by Wharton, Barron & Co. Although Dixon's topic was the
comparison of Protestant and Catholic views of Jesus, the book itself
reflects the character of what was later known as fundamentalism.

Dixon was concerned to '"confirm the faith of many." He criticised the
role of reason in current theology as being "controlled largely by the
affections." He asserted again the "facts" of orthodox Christianity,
and proclaimed that "rationalism is irrationalism pure and simple," if
it denied such verities.lo In this dissertation, the '"true worlds"
(Part II) are those which clearly upheld these conservative evangelical
Protestant ideals. The 'false worlds" (Part III) are those that admitted
of non-orthodox rationalistic means to human salvation, including so-
called Christian social service.

By 1920, fundamentalists were ready, openly and without hesitation,
to proclaim as false any religious world which did not declare a message
of a supernaturally inspired personal redemption. They took this mili-
tant stance into the controversies, and they brought it out more firmly
grasped. Their opponents decried this position, but the fundamentalists'
tenacity was unbroken in spite of the cultural effort to ridicule the
movement. In short, the controversies, in which liberals assumed that
they had won, served only to solidify the work of early fundamentalists.
When individual soul-winning is successfully practiced, what more power-

ful legitimator of their movement was needed?

loPreface, pp. 44 and 48.



PART 1

A WORLD WITHOUT



CHAPTER ONE

"NATIONAL PERILS AND OPPORTUNITIES"--AN INTRODUCTION
TO THE BROAD WORLD OF EVANGELICAL
PROTESTANTISM, c. 1890

Thoughtful men are convinced that the closing years of the
nineteenth century constitute a momentous crisis in the his-
tory of the nation. There is a march of events which will
not tarry. The necessity of planting Christian institutions
in the formative West, and of strengthening them in older
states, the duty of overtaking the rapid growth of our cities
with adequate church provision, the importance of closing the
wide chasm between the church and the multitude, and of bring-
ing the regenerative power of the gospel to bear upon every
character and life, demand the instant attention of the
Christian church and the full exercise of all its energies.

The Evangelical Alliance, October, 1887
(Josiah Strong, General Secretary)l

A World of Social Crisis

Massive doses of culture shock helped to initiate the American
nation into its second century. The 1877 labor uprisings challenged
the prevalent gospel of wealth which had been scarcely daunted by the
Civil War. Americans feared the masses of immigrants who seemingly
vere being dumped on eastern cities, whose urbanity never had been so

seriously threatened. Slums seemed more rapidly to overtake once

lucall for the Washington Conference: To the Christian Public,"
in National Perils and Opportunities (New York: The Baker & Taylor
Co., 1888).




respectable neighborhoods while suburbs burgeoned. The rise in the pro-
duction of agricultural machinery served to make the lot of the poor
yeoman farmer seem even poorer. Dense factory smoke symbolized progress,
yet personal safety was seldom known--and regularly railroad hands
suffered maiming or fatal injuries. Reported excesses in behavior on

the western frontier violated the sensibilities of eastern homebodies.
All of these examples, and more, serve as pictures of one nation's shock-
ing self-indulgences.

In short, the incongruities of progress forced themselves into
national awareness. The nation wondered how such could have happened.
Commentators saw impending crisis. They could not maintain their hopes
for an utopian society which was seen now as only a possibility, not a
probability. From among these voices rang out Josiah Strong's, whose
Our Country: Its Possible Future and Its Present Crisis was first pub-

lished in 1885.2 Two years later Samuel Lane Loomis' Modern Cities and

Their Religious Problems was 'respectfully offered to the public in the

hope that it may contribute to the general information and deepen the

general interest in the great subject with which it deals."3 Cities

enhanced the national 'perils" of wealth, congestion, anarchism, lawless-
ness, intemperance, immigration, and (not least) "a superstitious

Christianity.“4 Both Strong and Loomis supported evangelical

2Joa:l.ah Strong, Our Country: Its Possible Future and Its Present
Crisis (New York: The Baker & Taylor Co., 1885).

3Samuel Lane Loomis, Modern Cities and Their Religious Problems
(New York: The Baker & Taylor Company, 1887).

4Strong, op. cit., p. 6.



Protestantism, but were shocked at their discovery that in 1887 the
paucity of churches had reached the ratio of one to four thousand per-
sons in New York City.5 But their cries of dismay, combined with

many others, finally stimulated American evangelicalism to express its
concern.

But, in its response to perceived social crisis, evangelical
Protestantism precipitated a concomitant crisis of its own. The theo-
logical movement which eventually took rough form in the 1920's as
fundamentalism, was a consequence of, and a generator of, social and
religious crisis. By 1890, many evangelical Protestants saw the larger
social crisis. But the subsequent internal religious and political
crisis led to the well-known modernist-fundamentalist controversies
more than three decades later. By then, the term "evangelical' had
lost its broad sense as applying to mainstream nineteenth-century Pro-
testantism, and had been "seized", as Martin E. Marty has so aptly put
it, by the party most closely identified with the fundamentalist side
of the controversies.6 From fundamentalist perspectives, they remained
evangelical, while the "modernists' had lost all claim to the use of
that term.

However, evangelical Protestantism of 1890 cannot be characterized

in categories similar to evangelical Protestant fundamentalism of 1920

Ibid., p. 1l.

6Martin E. Marty, Righteous Empire: The Protestant Experience in
America (New York: The Dial Press, 1970), p. 179.




and following years. Nineteenth-century evangelicalism was as diverse
and pluralistic as one could imagine. William G. McLoughlin has summar-
ized quite saliently this important issue:
Evangelicalism was not consistent either in its theology or in
its social theory. It was neither Calvinistic nor Arminian and
often it verged on Pelagianism. It advocated an individualistic
conception of conversion which it promoted by mass revivalistic
machinery. Its doctrine of manifest Christian destiny was an
ill-defined amalgam of conservative fears and radical perfection-
ist hopes. Even its avowed belief in voluntarism was belied by
its readiness to use the power of the state to enforce its
Christian principles of morality upon unbelievers.’
And yet Henry May is surely most correct in having shown that "in 1876
Protestantism presented a massive, almost unbroken front in its defense
of the social status quo.“8 In 1890 that front, though weakened and
challenged by the "earthquakes" of labor unrest, still stood.
Sidney Mead helpfully has explained this possible paradox.9 How
could a diverse pluralistic Protestantism have some sort of social
solidarity? Nineteenth-century Protestant dominance involved identifi-

cation with bourgeois values and with a social system based on free

enterprise.lo The idea of progress was foundational,11 manifest by

7William G. McLoughlin, The American Evangelicals, 1800-1900:

An Anthology (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1968), p. 26.

88Henry F. May, Protestant Churches and Industrial America
(New York: Harper Brothers, Publishers, 1949), p. 91.

9Sidney Mead, The Lively Experiment: The Shaping of Christian-
ity in America (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1963).

101p14., p. 142.

Uipia., p. 145.




ratterns of competition and cooperation among and between groups, all of
wvhich believed in this idea12 (irrespective of some lamentable conse-
quences of competition). Thus the solidarity of front was to be found
in twofold fashion: 1) evangelical patterns of associational inter-
action were distinctly American,l3 i.e., organizationally, characterized
by Mead as a "historyless" voluntariam whose mission was propagandized
by revivalistic means,l4 and 2) a common transformation of personal
religious impulses to pietism as evangelicals joined the early nineteenth-
century "flight from reason".15 Evangelical churches lost most of the
nation's intellectuals, which fact Mead saw as the consequence of earlier
events:
When at the close of the Revolutionary era evangelical Protestant-
ism parted company with the intellectual currents of the modern
world, an ever-widening chasm grew between '"religion" and
"intelligence".16
Americans could choose from among (competing) religious organizations,
and irrespective of church polity, they could practice a form of piety

which would be recognized by all as fitting, more or less, evangelical

ideas. In similar light, Stow Persons has characterized pietism as

12,p4d., p. 131.
L31v1d., pp. 135ff.
141b1d., pp. 108-126.
15

Ibid., pp. 127ff.

16Ibid., p. 129.



"the central element" of "democratic theology", and as such it was very
supportive of revivalistic means to growth.17
The social crisis, then, to which evangelicalism addressed itself,
wags seen as a challenge, not so much to Christian theology, but to con-
cepts of Christian social morality, Christian individualism and Chris-
tian destiny. The close identification of this threefold concern to
concurrent notions of American democracy cannot be overemphasized. For
example, Ralph Henry Gabriel has well characterized nineteenth-century
Americanism as having focused on 1) an absolute, immutable natural law
of society, that maintenance of order and a strain toward justice re-
sulted in a '"natural" tendency toward moral progress, 2) a free and
responsible individual, influenced minimally by government interference
and 3) a democracy whose destiny was that of a manifestly clear super-
iority, upheld by basic Christian principles of brotherhood.18
If, therefore, social morality was deteriorating, if socialistic
influences threatened individualism and if a nation's manifest destiny
appeared to be at a stalemate (or worse, that democracy's demise was
seen as possible), then the term "social crisis' was quite appropriately

applied. Further, the period was filled with doubt, bewilderment and

17Stow Persons, American Minds: A History of Ideas (New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1958), pp. 172-173.

18Ralph Henry Gabriel, The Course of American Democratic Thought
(2nd ed.; New York: Ronald Press, 1956), chapters 2, 3, pp. 12-39. See
algso Sidney Fine, Laissez Faire and the General Welfare State (Ann Arbor:
Ann Arbor Paperbacks, The University of Michigan Press, 1956).




confusion, as Henry Steele Commager has shown.19 In short, life in

America in 1890 was seen as potentially drastically different from what

the American experience had heretofore shown. Evangelical Protestants,

like all Americans, faced a task which constrained them to manage a

destiny, not only their own, but "to a considerable degree, to determine
20

the destiny of the world." How then, did they perceive the world

which they believed that they were to manage?

"National Perils ..."

In October, 1887, a call was issued '"to the Christian public" to

send representatives to a "General Conference of all Evanglical Chris-

tians in the United States, to be held under the auspices and direction
of the Evangelical Alliance for the United States, in the city of
Washington, December the 7th, 8th and 9th 1887.'" The conference was to
discuss '"present perils and opportunities of the Christian church and

of the country,"

and to deliberate whether a "hearty co-operation of all
Evangelical Christians' could best "serve the welfare of the whole
church."” The call was signed by eighty-six prominent church and civic

leaders, including eleven college and university presidents.21 From

this conference's published proceedings, National Perils and Opportuni-

ties, comes excellent material for a description of an evangelical

lgﬂenry Steele Cammager, The American Mind. (New Hayen: Yale
University Press, 1950).

20R. S. MacArthur, "The Saloon," in National Perils and Opportuni-
ties (New York: The Baker & Taylor Co., 1888), p. 154.

21Nat:lonal Perils, pp. viff.




Protestant world view, c. 1890.
The conference speakers specified many issues of morality in terms
of great peril, including the indomitable "Saloon issue'". But Samuel

L. Loomis, author of Modern Cities and Their Religious Problems, put

the issue of social morality in far more comprehensive fashion when he
said that "every man whose morality or intelligence, especially whose
morality is below the average morality of the community in which he
dwells, is, in his measure, a peril to that community." Therefore,
"the city is a peril to the modern State, because its average citizen,
in morality and education and intelligence, is below the average moral-
ity and intelligence of the inhabitants of our land.“22 Urban problems
were also national.

National moral problems were to have national solutions: national
in priority, national in support and national in execution. Such was
the suggestion of R. S. MacArthur, pastor of Manhattan's Calvary Church.
He explained that fulfillment of the nation's destiny required, for
example, a commitment such that '"the nation which slew and buried the
monster, Slavery ... [could) slay and bury the twin monster, Intemper-
ance."23 He explained that alcohol was enslaving people, and that
failure to solve this and other problems might well have indicated the
end—the failure of mankind. America represented, not only "opportunity",

but also "a last effort of the Divine Providence in behalf of the human

22Loomis, in National Perils, p. 48.

23MacArthur, in National Perils, p. 154.




race."24 To fight successfully national problems with full social co-
operation was grandly to maintain the world's trust. Failure represented
"the grave in which the hopes of the world" were to be entombed.25

Moral issues could not be solved institutionally, however, if im-
morality pervaded family life. Evangelicals explained that no social
order could be successful which did not, in actively promoting family
integrity, protect children from immoral influences and their parents
from indiscriminate divorces. Samuel W. Dike, secretary of the National
Divorce Reform League, noted that the safety of the church and the
nation depended on systematic efforts, via tracts, essays, investigative
reports and the pulpit, to keep people aware of disintegrating influences
on family life.z6 He noted with irony, for instance, that '"the legal
protection of property is infinitely superior to that of the family."
Even individuals had far more legal protection than did families; family
law had not changed in fifty years, in spite of the technological
revolution.27

Social order, therefore, rested on family moral integrity. As

Col. J. L. Greene of Hartford, Connecticut, re-emphasized, the home was

"the very citadel of morals.“28 But a dilemma existed. Support of

241b1d.

251144,

26Samue1 W. Dike, "Perils to the Family," in National Perils,
pp . 180-81 .

27141d., pp. 173-74.

28Col. J. L. Greene, in National Perils, p. 184.
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other valued institutions opened the door of the home to an encroaching
moral turpitude. For example, Greene noted that 'mever an effort is
made to extirpate or defend against the evil influence that are as
rife [in schools] as fungi in a swamp."29 Sensational newspapers intro-
duced moral deprivation into families, and scandalous novels added to
the burden of depravity. Even the church had de-emphasized family
values as it increasingly promoted Sunday Schools and institutional
service. Dike cautiously noted that the church had failed to meet
family needs at home. The church's neglect would encourage these other
influences; moral turpitude would reign.30 In brief, the nation was
careless in the way it regarded the family, according to the summary
given by Simeon E. Baldwin of the Yale Law School.31

The evangelicals gathered at this conference believed that
Christian individualism was threatened by the misuse of wealth and by
lawlessness, unemployment, pauperism and other manifestations of the
"Capital and Labor Question." Any hold that an individual had on his
own destiny was being weakened by continued pressure for organized in-
fluence and intervention in economic affairs. The problem was one of
power. As Merrill E. Gates, President of Rutgers, noted, wealth con-

ferred the power to command labor. For him, '"Wealth is power.“32

291bid., p. 187.
3oDike, op. cit., p. 177.
31

Simeon E. Baldwin, in National Perils, p. 194.

32
p. 81.

Merrill E. Gates, '"The Misuse of Wealth," in National Perils,
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And a devotion to money-getting opened one up to a "host of misuses,'
with all forms of immorality, including gambling, licentiousness,
drunkenness, as well as corruption, bribery and "fictitious trusts."
But the "most common" misuse of wealth was "refusing to make any use of
it," thereby exacerbating the lot of the powerless.33 No wonder that
anarchy flourished when wealth remained alienated from poverty.
Although "indiscriminate alms-giving" and "communistic views of prop-
erty" were not to be practiced, the right use of wealth focused on
producing a new wealth of the highest values, namely intelligence,
morality and conscience.34 Gates explained that individualistic values
were promoted when moneys were given to schools, to philanthropic
enterprises and to pulpit-sharing.35

The church was to be wary of attacking either labor or capital,
said James McCosh, President of Princeton: ''We should not by arbitrary
enactment hinder any man from bettering his condition."36 McCosh sup-
ported individualistic values as necessary for the church's survival
as a mediator, '"to soften the oppressor, and to cheer the oppressed."37

Yet the reality for the church's ministry was that both the poor and

the rich were on its periphery. For the American church, as noted by

331p1d., p. 87.

34Ibid. t] p. 89.

35 1b1d.

36James McCosh, "Relation of the Church to the Capital and Labor

Question," in National Perils, p. 217.

31144,
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McCosh, was largely middle class.38 McCosh's message was simple. The
peril presented by labor unrest could be mitigated best by personal
minigtries among the working class. It was shameful that almost three
quarter's of the country's population was scarcely represented in
evangelical congregations. Many evangelicals estimated that the working
class made up little more than one-twentieth of their fellowship.39
However, Seth Low of Brooklyn emphasized another serious threat to
individualism. America had failed to understand the "era of combina-
tion."ao Combination, if fully applied throughout society would serve
to maintain individual freedom, especially if each person was concerned
that justice prevail for all. Society was making a dreadful mistake in
encouraging competitive antagonism between organized capital and organ-
ized labor. Loss of individualism came when one side forced itself on
the other in an utterly selfish manner. The church was to accept the
challenge to make organized labor and capital unselfish. '"The church
must teach all [individuals and organizations]) to be just, to be gener-
ous, to be upright." Let the church preach "her old lesson of individu-
al responsibility," to all alike, to those within or without corporate

positions.41

381b14., p. 219.

31b14., p. 221

4OSeth Low, "Relation of the Church to the Capital and Labor
Question," in National Perils, p. 227.

4lipid., p. 232.
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Furthermore, external influences were seen as threatening the

nation's ability to control its destiny. Evangelicals saw immigration

ress = riction as a national imperative. They gave all the standard well-

knowrn arguments for restriction. Professor H. H. Boyeson of Columbia

Co 1 L ege re-emphasized Josiah Strong's analysis that immigrants in the

Ame= x— ican schools "unduly stimulate a child's ambition, and foster to an

unka e althy degree its sense of i.udependence."l'2 The issue was "a spirit

of X rresponsible independence,' stimulated primarily by associates, text-

boolks and politics. '"Unworthy" persons (intellectually and morally)

mafmntained an "excessive sense of dignity." And the peril was "a ques-

Tion, not of sentiment, but of self-preservation." Evangelicals
A8 ser ted that natural law was being violated by continued introduction

into soclety of those incapable of maintaining social order and Anglo-

Saxon forms of justice. In short, continued excessive immigration

Seriowsly challenged self-government.

Evangelical Americans saw the question of immigration, therefore,
ROt ag whether continued immigration was feasible, but to what extent.
The Peril lay in a too rapid influx, where assimilation processes were
inadequate to teach republicanism. And they saw republicanism as the
n'a‘t;LOn's cohering force. Thus, as Boyeson, who himself was an immigrant,

s
tated, "when assimilation ceases, the coherences, nay, the very

\

421-1. H. Boyeson, "Immigration," in National Perils, p. 63.

431p14., p. 64.
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44

existence, of the nation is in peril." Yet it was manifestly unfair

to xestrict immigration arbitrarily by excluding specific nations or
races. For both Boyeson and S. L. Baldwin of Boston, the Chinese exclu-
sd1oxas and restrictions were unjust::l.fiab.‘!.e.45 It was unconscionable to
exc A_wude any immigrant who already conformed to "our Christian civiliza-

46 Americans had a right to exclude idolaters, but not '"God's

tiox ."
cre= = tures." As J. M. Foster maintained, "Chinamen, as God's creatures,
ha~re a right to come to God's America,'" as long as they leave their
'"* A Ao latrous customs" home: idolatry violated God's law.47 Ultimately,
then, imigration restriction presented a dilemma: if America was God's
nation, and if that nation had become a great power by immigration, then
its "*slorious future" depended on continued immigration. This was God's
law ©O £ blessing, so that Christian immigration restrictions should
depend on allowing only God fearing (democracy respecting) aliens, i.e.,
those who were alien only in national origin, not in spirit.
Evangelicals saw also that control of the national destiny was
th’:'ea-tened at home by a twofold religious problem: on the one hand
alleged non-religiousness of the working and lower classes, and on the
°thex phand the ultramontanist philosophies of especially Jesuit Roman

C
a':ll'blzl.cs. A. T. Pierson, who later edited The Missionary Review of the

\

Y1p14., p. 72.

451bid. s P 75.

46Ibid.

47.]. M. Foster, in National Perils, p. 79.
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Woxld, saw the first as ultimately a class problemf‘8 The crisis was
not 8o much that the poor did not attend church, but that the church
neg A ected their condition. For Pierson, '"society had a way of aveng-
ingz herself for the wrongs committed on the lowest of all her members. "4’

The poor could not be blamed for the crisis when wealthy churches,
laa~> A shly furnished and with well paid ministers, ignored the problems
of t=he dispossessed. The churches simply exhibited a caste spirit,
e~rdA _denced by continued relocation of prominent congregations to more
P Xretentious communities. As Pierson suggested, ''our churches are becom-
Axxg the quarters of a monopoly."so Thus, control of Christian destinies
Was not being taken away as much as given away. The "communion of
Te@spectability" had displaced the "communion of saintl:lnesa."sj' The
Church could practice the American (Christian) ideals of benevolence,
c°rd1a11ty and democracy. In so doing, churches could be instruments
of O ercoming class alienation.
Jesuit "Ultramontane" doctrine presented a threat on the opposite
Side of non-religiousness. If primary allegiance to the pope was essen-
tiay to ultramontanist perspectives, then supporters could never be

Ame-'-':':Lc.ane. So said Bishop A. Cleveland Coxe of Buffalo.52 The issue

\
Nat:t.On:iAl.’ef-hzierson’ "Estrangement of the Masses from the Church," in
——=Zonal Perils, pp. 112-123.
49&-, p. 116
Soygg., p. 118.
51rpiq,
b. 52

Bishop A. Cleveland Coxe, "Ultramontanism," in National Perils,

:'*:QL
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waas American "Home Rule", and not Romanism. The Evangelical Alliance
=2t a&all times was quite careful not to assault Roman Catholicism in
=< xms of the Christian faith of its adherents. Catholicism was to be
op P> <osed on political grounds whenever any tendency to '"wed" the church
axa<cld state appeared. Rev., James M. King stated that he had lobbied
Tha=a x <A in the New York legislature to make sure that republicanism pre-
~r=a i R ed in the face of Jesuit pressures to the cont:rary.53 This and
o thaer similar evangelical anti-catholic activities were based on the
|a S sunption that Protestantism was much more clearly supportive of
democracy than was Romanism. No chance for foreign power influence was
To be allowed. They believed that maintenance of equal rights could
TAO T sgurvive the political influences of a foreign dominated religious
po‘,er.54
To summarize at this point, the Evangelical Alliance saw itself,

|8 A. T. Pierson said, "not only verging on a crisis, but ... in the
Qrisis."ss Perils were many and diverse, but most could be seen as
tl.":":ea.t:en:l.ng either a Christian morality, a Christian individualism or
= Chxistian destiny. The world of social crisis was all-encompassing
Tox The American evangelical.

\

331b14., p. 136.

541bid., p. 137.

SSPierson, op. cit., p. 116.
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#* _ . . and Opportunities"

Yet "Christian resources'" and opportunities for "cooperation in
CIrx Astian Work" needed clear exposition. If the perils were to be seen
as xaational, so also were the resources. The evangelical perspective
= aaw> America, under God, as manifestly morally superior. The natiom,
wuma < er democracy, was destined for greatness. The key to understanding

Tt Ihhe opportunities which evangelicals perceived was in their concept of

** £ xee Christianity in America."56 It was a force, a power given by

Go d. This force generated national greatness, as summarized by J. M.

KA mg: "Christian conceptions of God, of man, of man's duty toward God,
<X man's duty to man in politics and society, and the duties of nations
T oward each other, are the germs from which spring all the beneficent
POwersg of the highest c:l.v:l.lizat::l.on."57 This was the destiny of
\christianitx. If any nation was to be called Christian, then its
destiny was subsumed within the destiny of Christianity. Christian re-
8<)"‘I‘Qes and opportunities were also opportunities for the nation, if
“hat pation was Christisn.
It was therefore quite acceptable for J. M. King to include among

his Christian resources national morality and justice, the spread of

LA ]
L =3
hea Christian ideas" of liberty and benevolence, Christian control of

hyg
E=her education and the public schools, and freedom of the press.58

\

Ny k= 365, . King, "The Christian Resources of Qur Country," in
X onal Perils, p. 263.

571b1d., p. 265.

58141d., pp. 259-276.
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Damiel C. Gilman, President of Johns Hopkins University, said that

waxz A versities were "the children of the church."s’9 He quoted Isaac Taylor

w7lIrne n he stated that "Christianity had attached a sovereign importance
o “XRUTH, as furnishing the only solid support for the motives of self-
g o ~remnent, purity and charit:y."60 Universities furnished the nation
i =T Christian ministers (but more were needed). In short, as General
¥ o = €ph Hawley, U. S. Senator from Connecticut, noted, there was no room
£ o x Christian pessimism. He said that the scriptures taught ''the future
1 oxy and absolute, final, magnificent triumph of our institutions,"
Aaxxd that "given a new, unoccupied continent, with a free school, a free
P Xesgg, free religion and a free ballot, in the end the truth, justice
|xxd wisdom of the gospel of the Lord Jesus Christ will win the f:l.ght."61
CThe recording secretary to this convention noted that this statement
Teceived "great applause".)

Evangelicals saw these opportunities primarily to the extent that
they understood the necessity of Christian cooperation. Opportunities
haa dittle prospect of coming to fruition unless supported by massive
Soncerted activity. "The crisis" was simply too great to be attacked

- Piecemeal fashion. For some, the "attempt to make good conquer

L=X
XA yag "almost hopeless from the beginning."62 The question was how

—_—

ny 59Dan:l.el C. Gilman, "The Christian Resources of Our Country," in
==
& 1 onal Perils, p. 278.

601p14., p. 284.

61General Joseph Hawley, in National Perils, pp. 295-296.

62R. S. Storrs, ''Necessity of Co-operation in Christian Work," in

Ny =
= A onal Perils, p. 299.



19

o summon effectively the forces inherent within Christendom in order to

xremove the crisis. R. S. Storrs' response was unambiguous: "It is to

P>« done by bringing the scattered resources and energies which in their
I =spersion are relatively powerless, are certainly insufficient for the
< £ X ect, into harmonious co-operation, making them interact on each other,
wzia K Je acting together to maintain the intelligence, the virtue, the

x e 1 dgion, in which has been always, and must be hereafter as heretofore,

tIare security and power of our civilization." Cooperation of this

sSsoxt, of course, did not require organic union. But only through co-
O P eration would come "such opportunity and power for good."“
Even evangelicals saw cooperation as an opportunity to defend and

P reserve Christianity, and specifically American Christian civilization,

They understood that the crisis which they faced was social. Evangelical

<A wvA1ization was threatened. Yet it was not God's responsibility to

keep and defend it. That responsibility had been given to man, and

SOul g be accomplished only through cooperat::l.on.65 But their concern

Was mot sectarian, it was not political; it was more profound than

either. It was religious; and it was 'religious co-operation--that kind

o
£ < o-operation which shall best set forward the interests of evangelical

C
hristianity in our land."66 It was cooperation "in the defense of the

\

631p1d., p. 300.
64

Ibid., p. 302.

< 6SBishop Samuel Harris, "Necessity of Co-operation in Christian
:t‘k "
5" in National Perils, pp. 303-314.

661pid., p. 309.
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€ ternal truth' of evangelical Protestantism.67 It was cooperation "in

n68

o xder to fulfill the mind of Christ and to convert the world. The

= o cilal crisis which they perceived was a threat to the social existence
o X Chrisianity as they knew and experienced it. Social existence of
CYIaxistianity was possible, in the face of social disintegrative forces,
oxaly by religious cooperation towards survival.

A Christian response to this social threat required, according to

Wasaa shington Gladden, "the hearty recognition of one simple principle--

That of the equality of all Christian cht.u:‘c:hes."69 The Golden Rule had

T o apply "to churches as well as to :i.nd:l.vi.du:=11s."70 By way of a prac-
T i cal suggestion several of the conference speakers had anticipated
Gladden's point that Protestants needed to think seriously about setting
Themsgelves up in a parish system. This would displace the prevalent
CoOmpetition in which several groups fought for church membership in a
SO1mmon area.

Evangelicals, therefore, predicated their opportunities upon a
la'c"':‘-‘compet::l.t::l.ve mutual cooperation. Unity of spirit was necessary.

=1Lp and support were to be reciprocal. All Christians were to be

QQ"51-set:r:at:ed to the ministry of meeting the needs of men. For them,

\
671p14., p. 312.
68&4_., p. 313.
WQ 69Washington Gladden, "Necessity of Co-operation in Christian
k," in National Perils, p. 319.

701p4d., p. 320.
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Chrxrist, the Master, had called each to serve, with each person committed

€= o Vvictory over social crises.

Ttae World That Was Not To Be

Broad-based evangelicalism until this time showed little of the
< Iaa&aTacter which three decades later typified evangelical fundamentalism.
X.=a € € nineteenth-century evangelicals, in agencies like the Evangelical
AR 1 jance, had charted an essentially secularized course through the
= Tt orms of social upheaval. They tried to be modern; they tried to make
Chh xrigtianity fit the times. But especially after 1890, not all evangel-

A cals responded favorably to these broad proposals. From within the
b roader world of evangelicalism came a division in ranks. Millenarians
a':'-l‘eady had established through their teachings pessimistic views, not
©Mly of cultural conditions, but of the church itself. And liberal
Scholars had begun to challenge orthodox Protestant views on the nature
or man, of the scriptures, of Christ and of the church: they were
SP tAmisgtic about human possibilities. Conflicts between these two views
o€ Tuuman possibilities, one pessimistic and the other optimistic, came
to dominate evangelical interaction. By 1920, the conflict was about to
S™xapt into full scale hostilities.

Opportunities for combating national perils did not materialize
e-'Ql‘bas the broad world of evangelicalism which the Evangelical Alliance
t~§Dt‘esented. Seldom again would a A. J. Gordon and a Washington Gladden

Rk SN

@nthusiastically share the same platform. Gordon's successors saw

= <= Py ]
many false worlds within mainstream Protestantism. Gladden's com-

D Q
=
X jots rejected rigid dogma as they sought fresh means of making
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Chris t ianity meaningful to larger masses of humanity. The middle-of-
the-road evangelical of 1890 became lost in the developing conflict--
but mamny felt forced to choose one party or the other as the 1920's
approached.

The Evangelical Alliance had described a chaotic, novel world.
But their response was characteristic of the old nineteenth-century
forms of evangelical piety. In this sense, the 1887 meeting of the
Evangelical Alliance was the last significant gathering from the entire
€Vangelical spectrum. From that time forth, two world views fought for
the allegiance of evangelicals. The liberals, on one side, struggled
to develop a consistent social Christianity, unencumbered with any
dogma that might suggest man's inherent sinfulness. The conservatives,
On the other side, struggled to maintain orthodox faith in God, Christ,
the Bible and in doctrine. They wished to counter modern views of
inherent human goodness. Whereas the liberal side continued their
efforts to combat social perils, the conservative side saw new perils--
Perilsg to faith and doctrine. Liberals fought to save Christianity;
consexvatives fought to save Biblical authority. In short, liberals
confronted social upheaval; conservatives confronted religious upheaval.

This dissertation describes, from emerging fundamentalist per-
Bpectives, the nature of religious worlds which they knew and experi-
€aced . ‘"rrye Worlds" are those constructions of reality which they saw
88 rea) (in common-sense and workaday terms) and legitimate. '"False

W
©¥lds" are other constructions of reality which they saw as inimical
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to their own, and which they chose to delineate and assault.n

This dissertation therefore begins with the premise that the
emergdng fundamentalism represented one side of the evangelical world
which in its totality had attempted to respond to the late nineteenth-
centurxy "social crisis". The plea for Christian cooperation among all
evangelicals never was fruitful. The distinct parties, to use Marty's
term, did cooperate among themselves; for example, in 1908 came the
organjization known as the Federal Council of Churches (FCC) a group
Primarily of evangelical liberals. And during this time (1890-1920)
fundanentalism cannot be seen in essence as a sectarion movement. It
Was a loosely cooperative group of somewhat diverse adherents to a
dliteral biblicism and an apolemtic conservative theology. At first
they were undergirded by nineteenth-century evangelical ideals of
Chrd stian morality, individuality and destiny. By 1920 those ideals
Were forgotten, as full-fledged battles for a hearing within American

Protestantism drew near. 2

7]'Cf . chapter 2; see also, Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann,

I‘g‘gs)social Construction of Reality (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books,

72George M. Marsden's definition of fundamentalism best presents
the muaitivariate nature of the movement: "'fundamentalism' refers to a
twene A eth-century movement closely tied to the revivalist tradition of
th N8 tream evangelical Protestantism that militantly opposed modernist
w 1e°l°gy and associated cultural change. Fundamentalism shares traits
evth Tnany other movements to which it has been related (such as pietism,
is:n&elicalism, revivalism, conservatism, confessionalism, millenarian-
tin' and the holiness and pentecostal movements), but it has been dis-
mo dguished most clearly from these by its militancy in opposition to
c er:rnism. This militancy has typically been expressed in terms of
mo deain characteristic theological or intellectual emphases: whereas
gionrnism or liberal theology tended to explain life and much of reli-
in terms of natural developments, fundamentalists accentuated the
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supernatural, Accordingly their most distinctive doctrines (although
not all held by everyone in the movement) were the divinely guaranteed
wverxrbal inerrancy of Scripture, divine creation as opposed to biological
evolution, and a dispensational-premillennial scheme that explained

In America, where funda-

historical change in terms of divine control.

mentalism originated, adherence to the first of these teachings became

A test for the purity of denominations, the second a symbol for the

ef fort to preserve the Christian character of the culture, and the third
In "Fundamen-

& Dbasis for fellowship among fundamentalists themselves."
A Comparison with English Evangeli-

Ta ] ism as an American Phenomenon:
<al ism" (unpublished manuscript, 1976).






CHAPTER TWO
LEGITIMATING A WORLD--THE PROBLEM OF AUTHORITY

Man's world ... is an open world. That is, it
is a world that must be fashioned by man's own
activity.... Man must make a world for himself.

Peter L. Berger, 1967l

Q&gtimation as a Social Process
The abrupt social changes in late nineteenth-century America pro-

Auced questions as to whether the American experience would continue in
S &= = ence as before. For evangelicals, these questions pointed to the
D = %= yre of Christianity as they had known it. Would their religious

S3x > eriences continue to make sense? Their questions must be understood
t>x"=>adly, that is, that the alleged social crisis had definite and
S P e cific religious implications. In other words, evangelicals readily
Qg ined social perils as also attacks on Christianity.

In following Peter L. Berger one can show, by way of example, that

bQ& toration of the evangelical tradition in response to attacks upon it

tna-1‘h.dat:ed explanations and justifications of its salient element:s.2

\

rh lPeter L. Berger, The Sacred Canopy: Elements of a Sociological

———R2 &ory of Religion (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, 1967), p. 5.
2Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann, The Social Construction of

\aligz (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, 1966), pp. 92-93.

25
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In sociological terminology, 'legitimation" is this process of explana-

t ion which justifies the tradition. Ultimately, "a whole world is

t::re.at:ed,“3 in which the tradition is "located", and which "provides

oxder to ... experience.”" Everything is put "in its right place."

I.3i fe's discrepancies can be integrated by continued reference to this

WO xld so created. In addition, these processes of legitimation provide

|x2  jindividual with a subjective identity within the context of the
“Wo xld. The individual is sheltered from '"the horror of aloneness" as he
1. © cates himself within his world.6 In sum, legitimation processes serve

€ © maintain social (including religious) worlds, as well as one's
**1 ocation" within them.’

Consequently, when, in the face of social upheaval, Christianity
Wz 5 seen as being under attack, various definitions of that reality

< merged. The crisis within evangelicalism was, in part, a consequence

< £ clashes of definition as to the nature of the religious.changes in

“Axn erican culture. In following Berger, then, resolution of these con-

fl:lcting definitions depended "more on the power than on the theoretical

j*':lgenu:i.t:y" of the legitimators--those who explained and justified their

9 Q'1‘1ds.8 Thus, the fundamentalist-modernist controversies of the 1920's

\

31b:|.d., P. 96. My discussion is based on Berger's discussion of

ngitimation, PP. 92-128.
“Ibid., p. 97.

1bid., p. 98.

6Ibid. ,» p. 102,

7Ib:i.d. » P. 105.

81bid., p. 109.
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can be explained as a power struggle. To quote Berger, '"he who has the

bigger stick has the better chance of imposing his definitions of

realit:y."9 Definitions of social (or religious) realities vie for

commitment, not so much based on their inherent qualities, but on their

abilities to command allegiance.

Furthermore, there are "different conceptual machineries" of world

& dintenance, such as mythology, theology, philosophy and science. The

P X coblem with these machineries of legitimation is that they can rely on

]Q!leedge not generally available. As Berger explained, for example,

The "populace may remain relatively unaffected by the sophisticated
axx diverse-maintaining theories concocted by the theological special-

i1s ta."ll Scientific knowledge provides a more extreme case, from which

€ en many theological specialists are excluded. Thus various experts

B> X~ eside over disparate portions of the societal stock of knowledge, and

| < cording to their knowledge create worlds of meanings which need

legitimation.
In this light, rival theological definitions of reality compete

T a larger social world. The outcomes of this competition depend, not

ST the relative merits of the various explanations and justifications,
b‘-‘t on extra-theoretical interests. These are primarily social. 1In

BQI‘ger's words, "rival definitions of reality are thus decided upon in

1bid.

10114, , p. 110.

U1y14., pp. 111-112.
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the sphere of rival social interests whose rivalry is in turn

Y translated' into theoretical terms." If social interests are domi-

nnated by concrete power interests, then those interests also attach

their particular definitions of reality. For example, if mid-nineteenth-

Century American life can be seen as being dominated by Anglo-American

de f£initions of democracy, then those who control that democracy attached

A 1 =0 their evangelical definitions of reality. The pluralistic nature

©Ff that society was taken for granted, and in the churches especially.

But, and again following Berger, pluralism accelerated social change:
P XL wralism "encourages both skepticism and innovation and is thus inher-

€1 g1y subversive of the taken-for-granted reality of the traditional

Bt atus guo."l3
In this perspective then, the perceived social upheaval of late
Ix f neteenth-century American contributed to change in religious defini-

€ X ons of reality. But that change in religious definitions was a conse-

A ence primarily of social rivalries, which incorporated also theologic-

=R rjvalries. However, in providing explanations, evangelicals perforce

-
¥ & xanslated” the rivalries into theological terms. This is not to say

thet various theological definitions of reality did not influence the

QQQ:t.al rivalries. On the contrary, emerging theological rivalries were

'®== «d as legitimations for various social perspectives. In other words,

the process was not cumulative, but dialectic: a social definition of

121bid. ,» P. 120.

Ly1pi4., p. 125.
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reality may well require also theological legitimation. Furthermore,
in a world of competing realities, as they clash and traditional defini-
tions compete, new realities emerge which may require religious legiti-
ma tion by those living them. This living dialectic was well summarized

by Berger:

It is correct to say that theories are concocted in order to
legitimate already existing social institutions. But it also
happens that social institutions are changed in order to bring
them into conformity with already existing theories, that is,
to make them more legitimate.l4

It is the thesis of this dissertation that the social changes of
The last decades of the nineteenth century in America also exacerbated
The social reality of rival theological legitimations within evangelical
P X o testantism. Pleas for evangelical cooperation were attempts to
S ther smoldering passions for heated conflict. Rival religious legiti-
™= t-jons were beginning to jockey for power positions within various
Protestant denominations. (The fundam2ntalist-modernist controversies
X the 1920's were clear manifestations of these earlier processes.)
F\lt:damentalism, as a set of legitimations, represented one side of the
e"engelical world--the conservative side. From this perspective,
f\lhdamentalists were doing exactly what other evangelicals were, namely,
= XNying to make the church "more legitimate." The church was for them
the dominant institution in their world. Their explanations were an
v ®empt to bring their church into conformity with their perceptions of

th—e evangelical tradition. Other evangelicals attempted to bring the

Ql“l-zrch into conformity with other perceptions of that same tradition.

\

141p14., p. 128.
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Always, as was noted in chapter one, within evangelical Protestantism,
Perceptions had varied as to the meaning of traditional dogma and prac-
tice. But legitimations varied more noticeably so in the face of per-
ceived social crisis; and the emerging conflicts centered on these
Al leged differences in theological legitimations.

Yet few fundamentalist explanations were unique--they borrowed

P X A marily from their evangelical tradition, as did other evangelicals.

Th s fact makes it more difficult to define the movement with any

M e asure of precision. By studying evangelical Protestant legitimations

Axx  their variety and complexity, one begins to understand that these
©merging fundamentalists were not members of a monolithic mind set.
Ne Ather did they agree on many items of practical theology, nor of

do <trine; for example, they differed in their views on eschatology.

¥ « ¢ the set of worlds which fundamentalism represented did have one

< <Sxamon legitimation, which was shared by most conservative evangelicals.
TIa4g was their explanation of the locus of religious authority.

But the uniqueness of fundamentalism was not to be found in its

legit:imm::l.ons, common or otherwise, per se; its uniqueness is to be
=| < en in the way those explanations were presented and responded to.
The distinctiveness of evangelical fundamentalism is a matter of loca-
™ A on within a social milieu, an "attitude" (using this term in its
thhnical sense) vis a vis others, whose legitimations may have been
q~‘~'ﬂl-:1.t:e similar, or quite diverse. Fundamentalists appeared to take
qefensive positions; yet they called themselves '"aggressive conserva-

tiVes." They saw themselves as combatants or militants, needing to
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gave Christianity; yet thelr antagonists saw them as destroying the

Christian message of a loving God.
Fundamentalist worlds were many, three of which are described in
Part II as "True Worlds." These may have some mutual contradictionms,
but each clearly contributed to the movement which engaged in open con-
Other worlds within evangelicalism they both

f£lict in the 1920's.
described and rejected, three of which are described in Part III as

In these they found serious threats to their worlds,

"*False Worlds."
Yet all of which had some legitimations with which they agreed or could

ha-we found useful. In Part IV is a description of fundamentalism in
L ©920 and its problems of survival. Here, in conclusion to Part I, is
Qe gcribed the problem of religious authority as the fundamental issue
A xa the legitimation process. This problem is described from an emerging

£ wamndamentalist perspective.

T\l'le Problem of Religious Authority
Christian tradition had understood its ultimate authority to rest

T xa its scriptures as '"The word of God." But within the tradition, the

X xa gtitutional reality of the church has generated its own authority,
Christians have viewed this

. xn perent within its official structure.

- -
== xternal" authority in various ways, ranging from pure historical data

> Xn  the one hand to ultimate guidance for faith on the other. Yet, in

=~ <mtrast, the tradition also has seen reason, or conscience, as the

L= gy whereby men reach religious convictions.
Protestants always have assumed that they brought the Bible back

2 €0 prominence as the authority for their faith. Their complaint to

)y
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the Roman tradition was that it had supplanted the Bible with the church
as the ultimate locus of authority. American evangelical Protestants
have recognized the place of reason or conscience in moral decision-

But they have resisted attempts by Deists, Universalists and

making.
©O thers to supplant the scriptures with individual reason as the ultimate

religious authority in matters of faith and 1life.

During the 1890's, evangelicals faced the acute reality that the
The Sunday School

Bible had become the cause celébre of Christianity.

T imes maintained that '"'mever before was the Bible itself such a center
OFf interest in the world." It was "the study of scholars, the theme of

tIadnkers, and the object of attention by the common people, all the
15 In 1890, however, H. Clay Trumbull

W xld over, as at no former time."
© ddtor of that weekly journal, had asserted that '"the chief point of

€ T tack on Christianity is the authenticity and integrity of the Bible

This theme was being reiterated on every hand, in both

16
Fear had been aroused,

A & self."
d~e:t1om:l.nat::l.onal and non-denominational literature.

== yilliam Alexander of San Francisco noted in The Presbyterian and

ormed Review, when he said that '"there is in some quarters a rational-

\ei
s ®ic trend of increasing boldness, in regard to the inspiration and
The secular press also understood

“ W= ghority of the Holy Scriptures.

\
15H. Clay Trumbull, ed., The Sunday School Times, vol. 32 (Mar.

L5 | 1890), p. 161.
16Ibid., (Jan. 18, 1890), p. 33. The Sunday School Times is

hQ xeafter called S.S. Times.
17William Alexander, "The Reformation We Need," The Presbyterian

\Refomed Review, vol. 1 (April, 1890), p. 305.

y -
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the impending crisis. In commenting on one of Dr. Moody's sermons,

The Chicago Tribune of Tuesday, January 21, 1890, declared that 'there

ds danger in departing from the literal meanings, for once out of moor-
Brother Moody is

dngs there is no telling where a man may bring up!

£ irmly anchored among his Bible texts, accepts them literally, and thus
gZains added grace and enthusiasm."18
Statements by conservative evangelicals as to the nature of the

a ttack on the Bible were as diverse as can be imagined, but certain

Tt exms reflecting their stances recur, such as plenary inspiration,

Inerrancy, literalism, infallibility, truth, trustworthy, credible, and
At stake was whether the scriptures remained

Swuapremacy of the Bible.
C xedible in an age of scientific investigation and rationalistic specu-
As Lefferts

The so-called "higher criticism'" was the culprit.

L. = tion.
X.o etscher has specified, the "negative conclusions of Biblical criti-

< X _sn" had, by 1890, generated a struggle within Protestantism that
Science

<= 1 _early was antecedent to twentieth-century fundamentalism.

Eaaa o tackled the scriptures, and conservative evangelicals struggled with

L & 5 conclusions.
Careful conservatives, such as members of the faculty at Princeton

SQtn:i.n.ary and other supporters of traditional Calvinism, noted that

—_—
l;

18The Chicago Tribune, Editorial, Second ed., Vol. 50, p. 4, col.
also quoted in The Watchword 12 (May, 1890), p. 113.

Lefferts Loetscher, The Broadening Church (Philadelphia:

19
L &5
™ jversity of Pennsylvania Press, 1954), p. 91.
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biblical criticism was '"legitimate and necessary." Explanations in

several journals had distinguished between '"lower" and "higher criti-

Lower criticism referred primarily to textual matters both in

cism."
Higher criticism

manuscript investigation and translation methods.

dnquired "into the origin, history, genuineness and authenticity of

literary documents."21 If radical higher critics disputed the authen-

ticity of biblical documents, then the authority which men placed in

them would be challenged, which might well destroy their faith in "an

dinfallible, incarnate Christ who is God." Therefore, as Dunlop Moore,

another Calvinist, stated, "It is no trivial question whether we have

amn inerrant B:l.ble...."23 Could it remain as a credible and trustworthy

& wide to truth? As B. B. Warfield, Princeton's guiding light, so
< 1 early put it, "The real problem ..., in its deepest essence ... is

YarEaether we can still trust the Bible as a guide in doctrine, as a

T e acher of truth."zl' And further, he argued,

It is specifically whether the results proclaimed by a special
school of Biblical criticism—which are of such a character as
is now admitted by all, as to necessitate, if adopted, a new
view of the Bible and of its inspiration--rest on a basis of
evidence strong enough to meet and overcome the weight of

\
20cf, Charles A. Aiken, "The Bible and Criticism,” The Presbyter-
ﬁn and Reformed Review 3 (October, 1892), pp. 687-708.

2l1p14., p. 689.

= 228. H. Kellogg, "A Tendency of the Times,'" The Presbyterian and
<= formed Review 1 (January, 1890), p. 54.

= 23Dun].op Moore, "Calvin's Doctrine of Holy Scriptures,'" The
—~———Xesbyterian and Reformed Review 4 (January, 1893), p. 63.
243. B. Warfield, '"The Real Problem of Inspiration,' The Presby-

and Reformed Review 4 (April, 1893), p. 220.

T e1rim
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evidence, whatever that may be in kind and amount, which goes

to show that the Biblical writers are trustworthy as teachers

of doctrine.25

To repeat, the issue was not whether '"Higher Criticism" was a use-

ful tool in scholarship. William Henry Green in The Presbyterian and

Reformed Review specifically noted that "it is a serious mistake to

reject a valuable instrument because it has been misapplied. The Higher
Criticism is simply a scientific method of inquiring into and ascertain-
ing the facts respecting the books of the Bible. If proper methods are
pursued right results will be reached."26 It was perceived misuse of
critical methods that had generated prejudice against '"the Higher Criti-
cism itself, as though it were essentially rationalistic, and antagonis-
tic to the truth of Scripture and to evangelical religion."27 For Green,
"The cause of the Bible" could not "be damaged by the frank acceptance
of the truth in criticism, or in any other branch of scientific
inquiry."28

But evangelicals perceived the attack on Scripture as an attack
on truth, since not only did the Bible contain doctrinal truth, but as
the word of God it was truth in essence. However, the doctrine of

ingpiration which specified inerrancy was not to be understood as 'the

most fundamental of Christian doctrine," according to B. B. Warfield.

251b1d.

26W1111am Henry Green, "Dr. Briggs' Higher Criticism of the
Hexateuch Examined," The Presbyterian and Reformed Review 4 (October,
1893), p. 552.

27 1p14.

28144d., p. 553.
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Warfield was '"far from contending that without inspiration there could

be no Christianity."29

Put simply, one was not to understand that Bib-
lical infallibility was the ground of the whole Christian faith. Yet,

if one's faith was based on what the scriptures taught, and the scrip-
tues were accepted as true, doubts about the Bible's authenticity chal-
lenged also one's authority for faith. For evangelicals, this authority
was defined in terms of the truth inherent in the Bible in its entirety--
i.e., as the rule of faith.

And just what was to be treated as fundamental truth in Christian

doctrine? A. J. Gordon, editor of The Watchword, briefly and succinctly
n30

specified "ruin and redemption ... man fallen and Christ risen....

Gordon's successor as editor of Watchword and Truth, Robert Cameron,

amplified by stating that "The Deity and sacrifice of Christ, and the
forgiveness and regeneration of man, are absolutely essential to
Christianity."3l Therefore any nineteenth-century statements which
challenged the veracity of these truths were seen as challenging the
whole of Christianity, including any belief in the infallibility of the
scriptures as a guide to truth. In other words, if one adhered to such
challenges, authority for truth would be lost.

This attitude, then, which came to characterize later fundamental-

ists, found its germ as evangelicals sought to defend their source of

29yarfield, op. cit., p. 209.

3OA. J. Gordon, ed., "What is to be Treated as Fundamental in

Christian Doctrine?" The Watchword 14 (March, 1892), p. 58.

31Robett Cameron, "Is Christianity Advancing?' Watchword and Truth
22 (May, 1900), p. 135.
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truth. In 1892, A. Gosman, a New Jersey Calvinist, explained the prob-

lem at length in The Presbyterian and Reformed Review.32 If the church

was "'losing its hold upon distinctive and vital truths,'" then the church
(the defenders of truth) must generate conflict. For him, "controversy
which grows out of a love for the truth, is every way healthy and
praiseworthy, ... and that those who defend the truth, if they do it in
love, are worthy of all commendation."33 The "very citadel of the
faith" had been assaulted.34 Truth had to be defended as the source of
freedom and charity. For one could not emphasize charity at the expense
of truth--in fact, it simply was not charitable to let the truth be lost.
In a stinging indictment of his times, Gosman showed this attitude quite

clearly:

The tendency to lower our estimate of the value of the truth
under the plea of charity, broad-mindedness, liberty, falls in
with the spirit of the age. This sides largely with the looser
views. It chafes at restraint. It charges narrow-mindedness
and prejudice upon those who oppose it. It boasts of its lib-
eralism. It has burst the shackles in which opinion and faith
have been bound. It has little respect for creeds. It has out-
grown the necessity for them. They are rusty and smell of the
ages. They are an anaconda which gripes them in its fold.

They choke and suffocate the free spirit.35

It was an age which could not

waste its time in controversies, even though they touch the
vitals, ... as if time could have better use than to bring the
truth in its completeness and power to the consciences of men....
Yet there is need that the church should guard its own--that

32A. Gosman, ''The Present Aspect of Our Religious Life,"
The Presbyterian and Reformed Review 3 (October, 1892), pp. 665-686.

331p1d., p. 677.

34Ibid.

331b1d., pp. 677-678.
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while opening its heart gladly and fully to all the pleas
coming from the ills of society and responding to them, it
should not fail to recognize that its power to bless men lies
in the truth, taught as it is revealed in the Word and applied
by the energy of the Holy Ghost. 36

Any tendency to leave out of view distinctive truths served to make
"the piety of the church deficient in its character as a witness for
the truth."37 Furthermore, "a failure to state the truth explicitly
and in its right relations, both to other truths and to the practical
lives of men, renders the testimony insufficient and powerless; so that
the spiritual life of men hinges upon this testimony."38 Thus, in this

n39

perspective, ''the truth is indispensable, and "nothing will be gained

by concessions.... Nothing is ever settled by concessions when the
truth is at stake."40

Acceptance of this attitude, however, had much larger social impli-
cations. For "the truth can never be held by itself.... It must flow
out into the practical life of men."41 The church, in utilizing truth
had "the only adequate solution" to social problems, the '"remedy for

all human ills. If society is fraught with strife and other "fruit

of sin," then '"the church can solve these problems because it has

361pb1d., p. 678.

37 1p1d.

381p1d., p. 679.

39Ibid.

401p14., p. 680.

“l1bi4., p. 681.

421114,
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43

the truth and the spirit of God." If ills were not removed, "it is

because the Church has not applied its principles or used the powers

which Christ has given it."44

The "best method" for applying these
principles was to bring "life and salvation" to individuals--i.e., to
bring truth to men, the '"twin truths" of sin and salvation, of the law
and the gospel.45
The perceived reason, then, for the failure of the church to
respond adequately to social problems centered on its failure to main-
tain its own authority for truth. 1In 1892, Charles Aiken had issued a
call to the church '"to take a warm interest and an effective part in
the study, discussion and solution" of social problems.46 But he recog-
nized that the church was "ill at ease in view of the social situation."
And this was because it had "come short even of the endeavor to do

her whole duty,'" namely, to defend fully the truth.48 Others had agreed

with Talbot Chambers when he had noted earlier in The Presbyterian and

Reformed Review that the church was being challenged by a movement which

sought to '"relax the demands of the Christian faith."49

431b1d., p. 682.

44Ibid.

451p1d., pp. 681, 683.

46Charles Aiken, "Christianity and Social Problems," The Presby-
terian and Reformed Review 3 (January, 1892), p. 65.

47 1b14.

481b1d., p. 66.

49Talbot Chambers, "The Inaugural Address of Professor Briggs,"
The Presbyterian and Reformed Review 2 (July, 1891), p. 493.

47
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By the turn of the century, evangelicals saw all of Protestantism

in danger. In 1904, Robert Cameron, in an editorial in Watchword and

Truth, expressed fear that "man's judgment'" had become '"the supreme
authority."so To explain his statement, he set up a tautology, as
follows:
Then comes the puzzling question, which man's judgment? The
answer of course would be, '"The judgment of the Christian man."
Then would come another question, How does he become a Christian?
By submigsion to the Lord Jesus Christ you say. Very well, but
how is anyone led to trust in Christ? Upon what authority?
Where does he find a record of the teachings, of the life, and
the death of Christ? There can be but one answer. '"In the word
of God." But Protestantism is loose from its moorings and does
not appeal to the word of God now. The supremacy of the Bible
is no longer maintained... .21
Conservative evangelical Protestants understood that this issue of
authority, so stated, was vital to their religion. By questioning the
authenticity of Biblical documents, higher critics had challenged their
authority. Yet the critics (as was recognized by charitable conserva-
tives) had acted as lovers of truth, men of progress, scholarship and
thought. But conservative evangelicals, in expressing their perspectives
on the dangers to Christianity which emanated from the critics' state-
ments, suffered under the critics' opprobrium. The conservatives were
treated, not as lovers of truth, but as narrow-minded. Therefore they
felt that their spirit was misunderstood and misrepresented by critics.

With this in view, Robert Cameron had sought to set the record

straight. In the May 1903 issue of Watchword and Truth he asked of the

5ORobert Cameron, "Editorial," Watchword and Truth, 26 (March,
1904), p. 69.

51Ibid.
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critics "a patient hearing." He specified three areas of clarificatlion
of the evangelical view of higher criticism, and noted carefully two
areas of protest.52

Cameron favored: 1) "the fullest and most untrammeled freedom in
the pursuit of truth." However, any human formulation of truth must be
tested by some "infallible rule," outside of either any Christian dogma
and creed or any '"scientific speculations"; in other words, no human
tradition, sacred or secular, was to have supreme authority in testing
truth; of course, the Bible was seen as this infalliable rule; 2) "the
most exhaustive and searching study into the origin, the contents and
the meaning of ... the Bible." He emphasized thag there was "nmothing
to fear in this respect," and '"the more searching the study the better."
The natural result of such study would be a more complete adoration of
God; and 3) "the fullest and most exhaustive search after facts in the
history of the race, or in the constitution of men, or of this material
universe." If God was both the author of the Bible and the creator of
man and universe, then there could be no contradiction.s3 Cameron be-
lieved that there was nothing to fear, and everything to gain by scien-
tific investigation. The Bible, simply, did ''not contradict any well

ascertained fact of science or history."s4

52Cameron, "Narrow or Broad,'" Watchword and Truth 25 (May, 1903),
pp. 132-134.

1p14., p. 133.
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Cameron protested, on the other hand: 1) "against the rash con-
clusions pushed out into public notice, by half baked professors in
college, and irreverent occupants of pulpits--conclusions that rest on
no valid foundations whatever--against the cosmology, the history, and
the revelation of the Bible." The protest was against inferior and
mediocre scholars setting themselves up as '"infallible teachers in the
professed church of God." He protested against this "unblushing effront-
ery"; and 2) "against the attitude of mind seen in these men, 'that of
constant carping, criticising, fault-finding, and the raking of heaven
and earth" against the scriptutes.55 Persons who unabashedly worked to
support the scriptures as inerrant particularly felt this negative
attitude. Cameron's indictment was essentially that the higher critics
were narrow-minded, because they brought in a verdict before all the
facts were known. It was not questioning attitudes, but negative atti-
tudes which were scored--thus the evangelical opprobrium on higher
criticism as '"Negative Criticism" or "Destructive Criticism.'" Again, it

was not a question of method. Charles Aiken in The Presbyterian and

Reformed Review earlier had agreed that 'criticism must be suspicious

rather than indolently credulous."56 Conservative evangelicals believed
that a critical search for truth must assume the full credibility of
known truth. One did not start his search by first establishing negative

attitudes toward the truth which was already established.

331bid., pp. 133-134.

56A1ken, "The Bible and Criticism,'" The Presbyterian and Reformed
Review 3 (October, 1892), pp. 689-690.
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The analogy which conservatives used most often was the
"foundations" picture. One could not build up truth unless he were
building on truth. This picture was used as they responded to liberals'
demands for them to be tolerant. A. T. Pierson, for example, said that
such demands required a response which clarified that the need was for,
instead of toleration, '"far more to examine anew our foundations...."57
To be sure, maintenance of foundational truth required more care in
scholarship. Apparent discrepancies needed further study. But nothing
could be built on truth which did not square with truth. One could not
declare anything as truth which did not measure up to an infallible
rule——-the Holy Scriptures.

In this manner, conservative evangelical Protestants understood
the nature of fundamental truth, to whatever extent any of them might
agree. Emerging fundamentalist explanations of their worlds all agreed
on this perspective of the problem of authority. There were various
descriptions as to exactly how the Bible had come from God to man, as
well as various dogmatic and creedal formulations as to the exact
processes of divine redemption. In whatever manner fundamentalists can
be described prior to 1920, they tried to make the church more legiti-
mate in similar ways, and their identity emerged as others responded to
this fact. Fundamentalists placed themselves and were placed by others
within their milieu in such a way as to be understood as needing to save

the very foundations of Christianity. For this they fought, while

57A. T. Pierson, "The Cry for Toleration,'" Watchword and Truth
25 (August, 1903), p. 234.
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others, not unmindful of the fundamentalist position, fought to remodel

the superstructure of Christianity in the face of social change.



PART II

TRUE WORLDS



CHAPTER THREE

THE BLESSED HOPE IN A WORSENING WORLD

We believe that the world will not be converted during the
present dispensation, but is fast ripening for judgment,
while there will be a fearful apostacy in the professing
Christian body; and hence that the Lord Jesus will come in
person to introduce the millennial age, when Israel shall
be restored to their own land, and the earth shall be full
of the knowledge of the Lord; and that this personal and
pre-millennial advent is the blessed hope set before us in
the gospel for which we should be constantly looking....

The Truth, 1878l

Premillennial Theology and the Blessed Hope

As a distinctive theological perspective premillennialism has
been closely identified with dispensationalism. Even though dispensa-

tionalists are always premillennialists, the converse is not true.2

lJames H. Brookes, ed., vol. 4 (Sept., 1878), p. 458. This quote
is the last of fourteen articles of fellowship for the Believer's Meet-
ing for Bible Study, otherwise known as the Niagara Conferences. The
statement of these articles in The Truth was introduced by the follow-
ing, p. 452:

So many in these latter times have departed from the faith,

giving heed to seducing spirits, and doctrines of devils; so

many have turned away their ears from the truth, and turned

into fables; so many are busily engaged in scattering broadcast

the seeds of fatal error, directly affecting the honor of our

Lord and the destiny of the soul, we are constrained by fidel-

ity to Him to make the following declaration of our doctrinal

belief, and to present it as the bond of union with those who

wish to be connected with the Believers' Meeting for Bible

Study.

2Charles Caldwell Ryrie, Dispensationalism Today (Chicago: Moody
Press, 1965), pp. 156-161.
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Evangelical Protestant theology has included several millenarian
interpretations of the future, only some of which are amenable to dis-
pensationalism. To speak, therefore, of premillennialism is not neces-
sarily to refer to dispensational theology. Late nineteenth- and early
twentieth-century premillennialists seldom agreed on the particulars in
their theology, but all agreed that the "Blessed Hope" was in "the
personal return of the Lord Jesus Christ before the predicted thousand
years of holiness and happiness on the earth."3

Premillennialists saw the millennium as a literal one-thousand-
year period, soon to break upon world history. This period was to be
marked by an unparalleled dispensation of God's grace. His providence
over all creation would be highlighted by a hithertofore incredible
natural beauty, such that '"the desert rejoice and blossom as the rose';
but more importantly, that the period would experience universal peace
among men. The primary indicator of this peace, however, was to be seen
in God's redemption and restoration of Israel. All mankind would know
that God had made his peace with Israel, not only as they observed
Israel's restoration (which premillennialists saw in the Palestinian
movement), but also as Jews converted en masse to Christ, then to be
seen as the Jewish Messiah.4 The end of this thousand year period of
"God's reign" would be marked by a brief period of the final fling of

the pent-up forces of evil. The spirit of godlessness would take its

3Brookes, "Outline of Pre-millennialism," op. cit., p. 34.

4Ibid., p. 36.
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last gasps before being forever extinguished in hell, after God's final
judgment.

By way of general explanation of certain issues, the following is
noted. Christians agree that the scriptures speak of Christ's return
to earth before God's final judgment in which the forces of godlessness
are finally and forever overcome. Thus most have believed that this
"second coming" is to be seen as the signal of impending judgment.

Those known as postmillennialists (as well as those known as amillen-
nialists) h<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>