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I. Introduction

There is an increasing unanimity of opinion among historians of
America's cultural, intellectual, and religious history that the years
between 1865 and 1935 form a distinct "epoch" or "period." A number of
important books publishad in recent years reflect this conception. Leffarts
Loetscher in his masterly work on the Presbyterian Church entitled The

Broadening Church (19%4) deals with the years 1864 to 1936. In 1960,

Georqe Marsden produced Fundamentalism and American Culturet Tha Shaping

of Tuentieth-Century fvangellcalism, 1870-192%, In The Divided Mind of

Protestant America, 1880-1930 (1982}, Ferenc Szasz visws these years as a

distinct period in this country's relioious history.l

The years 1865 to 1935 may be typified as an "age of division" for the
American Protestant church. The church as a whole and particular demominations
were rift by conflicts over important matters into "liberal™ and "conservative"
camps., Of course, the most wsell-known battles between "liberals" and
"conservatives" took place in the twenties during the Modernist-Fundamentalist
Controversy, This remains a blatent example of the major cleavage that

Americen Protestantism was undergoing.?2

goth the fundamentalists and the modernists of the twenties were groups

with historical antecedents. E£rnest Sandeen, in The Roots of fundamentalismi

gritish and Americen Millensrisnism, 1800-1930 (1970), traces the relinioys

forces and movements that eventually formed the "conservative" side of the

post World War I conflicts., william HMutchison, in The Modernist Impulse

in American Protestantism (1976), describes, on the other hand, thes develop-
ment of a "liberal™ perapective. It is within this historical framework

of two divergent theologicel points of view that the terms "conservative"

and "liberal® will be employed.3




The present essay examines the development of conservative and liberal
views of the Bible that were central to these opposing perspectives which
became movements by 1918. The schisms of the tuenties were the ecclesjastical
outworkings of theological divisions which had been developing since 1865.
The Baptist historian Norman Marinn ohserved this phenomencn among Baptists
in "Beptists and Chanoing Views of the Bihle, 1865-1918,"% (rant Wacker,
in his essay "The ODrmise of Biblical Civilization" presents ideas which are
helpful in constructinu a conceptual framework of Protestanmt history in
America from 1865 to 1935.° Such a framework is necessary to ynderstand
the development of two biblicel perspectives by 1918, lWacker asserts that
until the 1920s and 1930s a broad evangelical Protestant consensus qripped
the mainstream of American culture. Tre homogeneity of the consensus uwas
a product, at least in part, of common assumptions held by evangelicals
about the nature of the Bible. The intsr-war years werse & watershed for
religion in America. For many Protestants, religion was changing "from a
set of beliefs to a social occasion." Quring these years the over-all i
influence of rsliqion in the culture begar to decline, and secularism
became more pronounced.5

A obasic reason for such changes in American culture was that during
the years from the 1880s to the 1920s Americen thought was undergoing a
varitable revolution. wacker considers the central point of this revolution
to have been 8 change in historical consiousness, a paradigm-shift in the

way peopls thought.? A new intellectusl paradigm of radical relativism,

later called the "hallmark of the modern mind," became ascendant during
these years.B Historicist assumptions conquered the social disciplines

from the 1680s to the 1920s, having a deep impact on religious thought.




For Wacker the acceptance of "an historical understanding of culture,”
which insists that God's self-revelation i{s mediated through the flow

of history, was an important and genoral characteristic of Protestant
liberalism in the vears under scruting.9 Ffor the modernists, even divine
things mus® br knoun "sgquarely wlthin the historical proecess or not at
all, "0 Conversnly, the "insistonce tLhat the method and content of
revelation werr no: g function merely of historical processes stood at
the care of what came to be known...as fyrdamentalism. il

If a central diffurence between the emerqing fundammntalists and
moderniste lay in diveryent responses tg the historicist paradigm, it is
understandable that the reactions of each group to the new ideas of
evolution, comparative relinion, and the higher criticism of the Bible
(which were in great part the fruit of nineteenth-century acholars
accustomed to a relativistic paradiagm) should accordinoly vary. Liberals
tendsd to be fairly opan to the new intellectual currents. Although
conservatives responded in various ways to these "threats of modernism"
(for example, B. 8. Warfiesld accepted biclonicael evolutionmary concepts
to 8 greater extent than did William Bell Riley), they were nenerally
unreceptive to such views, especially to the higher criticism.

During the years undar focus, critical oniblical scholarship deeply
changed the way in which many American theologians and churchmem viewed
the Bible.12 sych scholarship had existed in America before the Civil
War in a small number of German-influenced thinkers such as Theodore
Parker, but for varioua reasons it had no significant impact on the
immediete post-war theological scene.ld (ritical views were gaining

prominence and definition in the 18708 and 1880a, but after 1890 the storm

o




hit, In general, liberal ideas advanced at this time, whereas arquments
for "Inerrency, infallibility and verbal inspiration® fought a losing
buttle, 4

This storm of controversy over the Bible was espaclally important
in t} . history of fundamentalism. Some have said that fundamentalism
8% a movement came into existence during the strugnles over the Bible,
Timothy Weber, for oxample, notes that "from one anale...fundamentslism
may ba seen as an organjized and often militant movement to protect the

Bible from all its eremies.™15 {rnest Sandeen presents a similar

understanding in The Roots of Fundamentalism, He asserts that fundamental-
ism camer about in the late nineteenth century throuch the formation of
8 "workins. agreement” between two distinct theolonical heritages, .'h
committed to a "hiph view" of tha 8ible. United ageinst theoloc. ...
liberalism, people in the millsmarian movement alono with representatives
of the Princeton school of theology worked tomether to "defend" the Bible.
Jhe Fundamentals, a series of anti-modsrniat pamphlets published from
1910 to 1815, can be seen as fiuit of such a union.l® Sandren understands
the importance of the controversy over inerrancys "When many others carried
on, supported by their personal experience or faith in the church, why
did some Christians demand an inerrant Bible? This is the caentral
queation of Fundamentalist historiography.™17

ARdditionally, the question of inerrancy implies deeper issues. The
controversy over inerrancy was not merely that liberals and conservatives
had honest differences as to whether there were contradictions and historical
inaccuracies in the biblical text. A liberal such ss Willjam Newton Clarke,

for example, rejected inerrancy because it implied both verbal and




propositional revelation, which he denied, and biblical inspiration,
which he considrred the birgest obstacles to radical chance and progress
in !.heolor_.;y.18 For thms fundamentalist, the irerrancy of Seripture was
the answ:r '0 'he question of authority, and many cherished assumpt ions
and basliefs were supported by the doctrine. As James Barr, the historian
of modern-day fundamentalism, has saldi

The position of the Bible within fundamentalist

religion stands hiyh above the particular formula-

Lions that seek to grasp it and the various arguments

that are used to defend it. The religion is an

pntirety, in which the supreme position of the 8ible

is centraly faith {n Christ and the experience of

Salvatiaon, as fyndamentalists vee it, sre not

sgparable fromthis position of the Bible.l19

Barr's comment is particularly applicable if inerrancy is to be
considered a "particular formulation" of the fundamentalist doctrine of
Scripture., Brcause the doctrine of inerrancy often represented so much,
it was worthy of defense,

In this essay, both sides of the controversy over the B8ible and
inerrancy from 186C to 1918 are examined with focus on the self-proclaimed
"defenders of orthodoxyj" the liberals are used as a foil to comservative
viewpoints. Northern Baptists and Northern Presbyterlans receive primary
attention, since they are the clearest examples of the development of two
separate perspectives on Scripture within a dencmination. The millenarians

also played a role in the conflict over imerrancy} they too receive

attention in this study. 3

11. The Poat-g8ellum Setting and the 1870s
On 10 April 1865 the natlon returned to peace. At the time, Protestantism

also was at peace within itself, at least regarding the Bible. This was




not to las' much lonner, however, since the nation wasg swept into Lhe
intellectually turbulent years of the latter nineteenth centurys. The
dominant force in American reliqious life in thr immediate years aftoer
Appomattox was still evannelical Protestantism., Among Protestonts, the
most widely held perspective on the Bible was canservative. and 1t remained
dominant until the hirher criticism of the Bible altrred many prople's
views after 1880.

Accordino to Szasz, a high view of Scripture was an intsaqral part
of 'he American Republic in 118 early years. He noted that the authors
of many nineternth-centyry memoire remembered the conservative way of
readinn Scripture among their familiesi

In Sixty Years with the Bibles A Record of
Exparience, William N. Clarke noted that when

his FamIly read from Scripture, they accepted

the words as truth. There were no contradictions,
for there could be none. How could God contradict
Himself?..,. R. Heber Newton caricatured this
stance, but perhaps not too wildly when he noted
in 18831 'A book let down out of the skies,

immaculate, infallible, oracular -~ this s the
travitional vieu of the Bible.'20

Szasz went on to describe reactions to the dominance of the traditional vieus

Sclientists despaired at the prevalence of such
visws, freethinkers scoffed at them, and liheral
thenlogians tried their best to modify them.

But the [traditional] reading persisted.... To
exchance this fixed conception of Scripture for
a8 historical-critical perspective was to undsrgo
a genuine revolution in thought. This revolution
first took place in the seminaries and from
there reached into the congregations.... This
change came about because of the spread of
higher criticiam.21

The higher criticism of the Bible had little effect on the Protsstant
theological atmosphers from 1865 to 1870. At the time critical scholarship

did little to sway Protestants from a traditiomal view of the Bible.z2 At




this point, a word of explanation concerning biblical criticism is in
order,
In various ways and for various purposes, questions such as the
following have bren asked since the early years of Christianitys "yhat
are the most trustworthy extant texts of the 3ible? when, by whom, why,
and for whom were ‘hese writin:s penned? What relationship historically
and theologically do these writinos have with sach other?” But what {is
known historically as biblical criticism is in great pari the product of
the same modes of thinking that led to the development of modern secular
hisioriography. Looking at biblical criticism from this angle, it is
merely the application of modern historical msthods to the 8ible. This
could also be sald about the more specific disciplines of higher criticism,
lower criticism, redaction criticism, form criticism, and biblical theolagy, 23
Certaln presuppositinns of modern historical methodology, lLowever,
run counter tc a belief in the verbal inmapiration and infallibility of
the Bible., First, this methodology presupposes that the Bible is a

human document claiming to be a valid record of cartain historical sventsj

hence it is possible to ques!ion ths historicity of such a2 record., Next,
the question of whether these records are true or not presupposes that
there is somr standard by which to Jjudge their historicity, and this
standard must be founded on present historical, archeclogical, and
sclentific knowledge. Of course, it is just such a methodology that
separates tales and myths from facts about the past and in part has
facilitated the enormous expansion of human knowledge during the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries. But in the minds of people who acceptad the

presupposition that the Bible was errorless and absolutsly trus in




detail, this methodolony could not be used without qualifications on
the seriptures, <4
American biblical scholars in the early nineteenth century sich
as Theodore Parker (1810-1859) bad no a priori commitment to inurrancy.
They accepted the modorn historical methodoloqy in their study of the
sible. Largely Unitarians, they ware opposed to "o thodax Calvinism"
and believed that biblical criticism could do seme theolcaical puraing
in New fngland, allowiny for theolonical renewalt
Convinced that traditional New England theology
represented a distortion of the religion of
Jesus and the apostles, they attempted to
restore primitive Christianity by means of a
rational and scimsntific interpretation of
qeripture. 29
In America, Harvard was the insgdtutional leader in critical biblical
studies, appoin'ing Joseph Stevens Buckminster to the first academic
posj‘ion in biolical criticism in 1811, Harvard financially supporteu
liberals fduward [verett and Guorge Bancroft in their studies in lermany,
Both earned the Ph.D. from Gottinger by 1820. They became influential
proponents of a liberal approach to the Bible. It was also at Harvard
that Andrews Norton and George R. Noyes taught. All the above men were
leaders in the struggle to promote and defend “the liberal position on
Scripture. "6
Even at this time, when the higher criticism had little influence
in America, conservative voices oppesing certein conclusions of such
criticism were not lacking. Andover Seminary was the stronghold for
biblical studies of a conservative, defensive nature in the New £ngland

of 'he 1810s and 20s. Moses Stuart (1780-1852), who had been influenced

by Timothy Duicht end the Boaton conservative Jedidish Morse, sought a




way of "recunciling new methods of biblical research with traditicnal
Calvinistic 'heolony."??  from his pasiiion ass Professor of ' acred

Literatyre at Ardover, Stuart defended the Bible's authenticity,

canonjcit ., and inspirat.ion.28
Al'hui- b Diblicsl studies were pursued by some of New | nolana's
kesines: intelles s durdine the fire! decades of the nineteenth century,

atl gl'how b there was active theolo ical debate between liberals and
conservatives over 1ssyns raised by new scholarship, such activity bacan
"o wane in che 1800s and LB60s. By the end of the Civil war, this early
wroup of pihlical scholars had died, and biblical criticism no longer had
an dmportant pact in New bncland theological discussions<Y farly critical
biblical stuuies had little lasting impact, to the oxtent that when the
hijher criticism beyan to mihe major inroads on the American theolonical
sitvation in the 1BB80s ano 1890s=, it was considered a novel development.

In The Rise of Biblical Criticism in Americas 1808-1870, Jerry Wayne Brouwn

conc ludes that,

The strannest feature of Amerlican critical biblical
studies in this early period is the fact that they
vanishad so guickly and made so little impact on

*he development of Amirican relinion cfter the Civil
War. Wwhen Charles Brings accepted appointment to

the fdward Robinson Professorship at tnion Theological
Seminary in 1890 and pronounced his aqreement. on
certain points of German hicher criticiem, it was
generally thought that something new had been
introduced to America.oU

The thcological scens from 186% to 1870 was influenced surprisingly
little by biblical criticism. uhat, then, was the theological atmosphmre
among Protestants? As mentiocned above, the dominant opinion was conservative,

end there seems Lo have besn little conflict over the issue of the Bible.
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Throunhout the 1860s, Northern Baptist churchmen and theologians
cenierrally toaok a ™ich" view of Scripture. fNorman Maring states, "In
the 1860s Bap:ists sharad a predominant belief in the inerrancy of the
Bible, 131 Before 1870, some Baptists had been quite definitive in their
formulations of inspiration and inerrancy. They asserted that the orininal
Scrip.ures penned by the biblical authors were inspired by Gad and hence
free from error of any kind, and that srrorlessness was not necussarily
an attribute of copies or translations of these autonraphs., In 1855,

an article in the Freewill Baptist ggprtarly stated that inspiration

extends to every word, "rel tes to the orinimal production of ihe books

of Scripture, and denotes that divine superintendence of their production,
which secured 'hem from error. 3¢  The author of the article made it clear ;
that althounh tbe bad a hinh view of the modern versions of the Bible,
hr did not "claim for any translation the inspiration that pertains to

the oriminal."33 Three yrars later the Baptist Christian Review claimed

"inspiration and {nfallibility only for the original Scriptures" and

would not "youch for the entire accuracy of copyists and translatops. " 4
Scrupulous distinctions as to biblical inspiretion such as these may nout
have been widespread in 1865, but they were in sxistence, a fact which had
later ramifications, as shall be seen., Additionally, there was little
dispute in the Church at that time over the nature of the Bible.

Maring suggests that perhaps the lack of conflict over the gible

among the Baptists was the product of an unquestionad acceptance of
traditional views or of & general ignorance of the profound theological
sianificance of the isaues concerning the inspiration and authority of

Scripture., This is not to say, however, that all Americans were ignorant
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of recent work in theological and biblical studies by lerman scholars.
A number of American scholars, including Baptistis, had studicd abroad
and were familiar with contemporary Corman thounht on these subjects.
Horatio B. Rackett, who later taught Alvah Houvsy, Henry Weston, and
tzekiel G. Robinson, was one suych scholar. But most Americans' contact
with German theology bad been with its conservative and mediating

representatives who conditioned them against more radical conclusions. 3¢

1he same was true at s popular levely

For American readers (German thought was made
available {n journals and popular periodicals.
For nearly thirty ymars the Baptist Christian
Roaview had kept its constituents abreast of
current publications, and for a decade after
1857 1he Baptist Quarterly disseminated ideas
from Germany and Ennland. However, articles
and reviews were generally slanted in a
canservative direction, and readers were thus
insulated from the impact of the new ideas and
were 1ot encouraged to consider them as live
Options.35

Another possible reason why Americans were unaware of the ravolutionary
theological importance of nsw scholarship was that they could imagine no
profound variance betwsen scholarship (i.e., science) ard Scripture. A
lasting ante-bellum faith in the compatibility of research and revealed
relicion made even conssrvatives apen to "the sclentiflc study of Scripture"
end micht have assuaged people's reactions to threats ageinst & "traditional"
view of the 8ible in the name of science.37

Whatever the reasons for the dominance of conservative biblical opinion
immediately after the Civil war, it was not to continue long unchallenged.
For the Baptists. the firet braezes of an approaching storm came in 1867

with The Human Element in the Inspiration Oof the Sacred Scriptures by

Thomas f. Curtis, a professor of theology at the Baptist College in Lewisburg,
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Pennsylvania. Curtis says: "For many years, [ conscieniiously and earnes!ly
strungled to maintain the current theories of Infallibility and of Scripture
Inspiration, until all possibility of doing so reasonably and honastly
was none, 38
Since he could re lonner accept the College'’s statemant of faith

without gqualification, Curtis resioned his teaching position. Coming to
brlieve in thr mul!iple authorship of the Pantateych and other 0ld
festamrnt historical books and tindinq what seemed to be blatant scientific
arrors in the B8ible, Curtis revised his comception of inspiration. He
concluded that "an infallible revelatlion is not necessary for man, and it
is not possible."9 Hy viewed inspiration as the prucess in which God
gave to tha biblical uwriters certain basic insights into reality which
men communicated in the context of their own human experifence. Consequently,
for Curtis the Bible's authority lay in the changeless truths it expressed,
rather than the words it used to esxpress them. He alsc emphasized the
authority of individusl Christian experiencet

But he who walks with God, and experiences the

power of grace, and lives in the truths of

Christianity, knows that the rullnion of Jeaus

is no dream or dslusion. He may mest with a

thousand specious objections that he cannot

answar, but he has evidence within himself that

nothing can shake,40

Three elements in Curtis characterized much subsequent thought by

Christians of a liberal persuasiont an cpenness to biblical criticismg
an insistence on the infallible truths contained in the Bible but expressed
by men in fallible languagej and an emphasis upon the authority of Christian
experience.

Reaction to "this broadside against infallibility," which was "the




13

first one fired by a prominent Baptist, and the only one for several
years," variod.4l Conservatives with less refined understandings of
inspiration ana infallibility were often at a loss as to how to responds
Henry G. Weston became president of Crozer Theolonical Seminary, but
even he did not have an answer to Curtis, He wrote to his collraqur

Alvah Houny in 18673

Having to review in a slip-shod way Curtis
on Inspiration before our Pastor's conference,
and that subjnct being one {n which I am all at
saa, except so0 far as a donged belief in inspiration
qons. without being ablae to define what "Inspiration"
is, or what its metrs a:;d bounds are...l want ,ou
to oive me what ideas you can conveniently put on
two pages of notr paper, ['ll fight for them to the
deatzﬁ for I shall heoartily believe just what you
say.

OLhar conservatives, equally prominent, defended infallibility with

sharper definition, In 1B68 Lemuel Moss responded to Curtis in the

BaEtiat guartarlz: ;

Of course inspiration can be predicated only of
the original Scriptures, because they only are
the writings of inspired men., There is no
evidence that these books have been miraculously
preserved from errors of transmission.... Nor A
can translators or interpreters, or their work, k
claim exemption from human infirmity,43

PUROTP VRIS

The theologien Alvah Hovey, president of the Newton Theolocical

Institution, was likewise a dafender of infallibility. His fourteen-page

reply Lo Wesion must have both defended infallibility and met his friend's
need.44 One scholar commented on Hovey's thought in the following wayi

Baptist thesolooian Alvah Hovey affirmed the divine
infallibility of the sacred writings 'as they came
from the hande of inspired men, and not as we have
them now in the best suditions of the New Testament.'
Responding to the objection that inerrancy in the
oricinals is useless without the complement of

R add o e i s aen . - L



Churches iﬂ 186Y nsxpressed a falrly conservative Presbyterian view of

the Bible and its auihority in the Churchs

The reunion shall be effected on the doctrinal

and ecclisiastical basis of our commen standards;

the Lecripturas of the 0ld and New Testaments shall

be acknowledged to be the inspired Word of God,

and ihe only infallible rule of faith and practicej

the Confession of Faith shall continue to be

sincernly received and adopted as containing the

system of doctrine taught in the Holy Scriptures,49Y

All 113 New 5School Presbyteries voted for reunion on this basis,

as did 126 of a total of 144 Preshyterims of the O0ld School. The biblical
consurvatism of such a document is emphasized when ane examinms the
"traditionsl” views of Or. Henry Boynton Smith, principal architect of
the reunion. [: is alsoc probable that the 18 0ld School Presbyteries
that did not favor reunion on this basis did so because it was not
thrologicelly conservative enough. Dr. Charles Hodge, the foremost 01d
School theologian, doubtnd whether reuniun under such terms sufficiently
guarded distinctive Calvinism. 7o conservatives, Ur. Hodge was proved
right since theological laxity increased in the Church during successive
decades. Although phrases like "the only i{nfallible rule" and "the systam
of doctrine" were to be points of contention between conservative and
liberal churchmen with the rise of biblical criticism and biblical theology,
explicitly defined "traditional" theology became increasingly difficult
to enforce in the latter nineteenth century. Loetscher says that after
this reunion "it would be increasingly difficult to protect historic
Calvinism against variations that might undermine its essential charactsr, " 50
Loetscher charts the gradual acceptance of thsological liberalism and the

increasing inability of conssrvatives tc enforce their "historic Calvinism"

in The Broadening Church.
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At this point the biblical opinions uf the two most representative
New and 0ld School theologians in 1870 nerd to pe examined. r. Hanry
Boynton Smith, from his influential rFosition at Union Seminary, stronnly
Promulnated a conservative view of the Bible, consiiering "the whole of
historical Christianity” at stake in the controversy over biblical
criticism which arose towa~ds tha end of his lifetime.”l For him, the
Bible was inspired by God., hence it was "not merely the words of men,
but also the word of God.""? He explained inspiration as follows
We are (0 adducs the evidence that this position
(on inspiration] holds true of tha originel,
canonical Scriptures, that they are given by a
divine inspiration, that they are the word of
God, and, as such, an infallible and final
authority for faith and 1ife.93
According to Smith, the canon of Scripture is based on "the testimony
of Christ and the Apostles." The Old Testamsnt consists of those writings
accepted by Jesus and the apostles, and the New Testament writings are
those "which have apostolic authority." fxternral evidences of "divine
inspiration" are the Bible's own claim to inspiration, the sffect the
Bible has had on men's lives, and its remarkable style. According to
Smith, "the witness of the Spirit in our hearts" is an internal svidence
of the Bible's inspiration,>4
Smith distinguished between revelation and inspiration. Inspiration,
s "divine influence," did not hinder the biblical suthors from exprsasing
their individuality, but it did secure "the communication of truth in an
infallible manner, so that, when pightly interpreted, no error is conveyed."
Smith clearly believed in the inerrancy of Scripture and, as he said, in its

"plenary" inspirationps Though he studied in Germany for three years, he

rejected the negative conclusions of Germen biblical criticism., Until his
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death in 1877, 0r. Smith was "the unchallenned Nestor af New School
men,"” his biblical conservatism being fairly widespread in that school, 6
It is somewhal jronic that soom after 1877 Union Seminary and the
Presbytery of New York came to be amonn the strongest proponents
of liberalism in the Church,

The 0ld School was ths other powsrful theolegical heritage in the
Presbyterian Church. A! the time of reunion, as mentioned above, 144
out of the Church's 297 Prasbyteries were conpected with the Old School.
This School had long been typified by its traditiomal Calvinist theoloqy
and consarTvative nature. The Presbyterian Seminary at Princnton, established
in 1812, was the fullest and most influential expression of the 0ld School
heritace for over a century. Its four oreatest theologians, the principal
expounders of the "Princeton Theology," weres A4rchibald Alexander (1772-
1851), Charles Hodge (1797-1878), Archibald Alexander Hodge (1823-1886),
and benjamin Breckinridge Warfield (18%1-1821), (ach had a substantial
voice in the thrology of the Church in his day. By 1870, A. A, Hodge
had alrrady published importent work, but his father was then the most
influential of the Princateniams. J. David Hoeveler, Jr., called Charles
Hodge "the most brilliant and resolute voice of Princeton Calvinism and
the leading spokesmen for the Old School."57 Hodge had expressed his
conservative view of the Bible before 1872, when he presented it fully

in his Systematic Theologz.53

Hodge formulated his doctrine of Scripture after what he considered
to be the historic Protestent conmviction. After quoting from the Smalcald
Articles of the Lutheran Church, the Helvetic Confession, the Thirty-Nine

Articles of the Church of England, and the Westminater Zonfession, he says:
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From thesr statoments it appears that Protistants
hold. (1) That the Scriptures of the Old a i New
Testament are the Yord of God, written under the
inspiration of thn Holy Spirit, and are therefore
infallible and of divine authority in all thinns
pertaining to faith and practice, and consequently
fren from all arror whether of doctrine, fart, or
precepts (2) That they contain all the extant
supnrnatural revelations of God designed to be a
rule of faith and practice to his Church. (3) That
they are sufficiently perspicuous Lo be understood
by thes people, in the use of ordinary means and by
the aid of the Holy Spirit, in all things nucessary
to faith or practice, without the need of any
infallible interpreter.>®

Hodne qoes on to explain this pasition. As to the canon of Seripture,
the Old Testamiant consists of those books recoonized by Christ and his
apostles as "the written Word of God."™ In like manner, the New Testament
is those books which can be proved to have been written by the apostles
or have recelvrd their sanction. Archibald Alexandsr, the foundsr of
Princeton Seminary, had expressed the same doctrine earlier in Canon of

the 0ld and New Testaments Ascertalinedj or The Bible Complete Without

the Apocrypha gnd Ynwritten Traditions (1826).50 many conservatives in

the Reformed tradition followed Hodge in his emphasis on apostolic testimony,
Next, Hodge enters into the mechanics of biblical inspiration and

infallibility. He recognizes that hi{s view of inspiration presupposes

8 personal, infinite God who {s both transcendant and immanent in his

relationship to his creation. This God i3 a free agent, germerally acting

through srcondary causes, though able to act immediately, in supernatural

works. The Bible itself is the product of e supernatural work. To Hodge,

stating thesr presuppositions {s Important because "a lerge class of the

objections to the doctrine of inspiratien, which for many minds are the

most effective, arise from the rejection of one or other of the presumptions

specified, "61
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On the basis of these presuppusitions, Hodge deunslops Lhe lonie
of inspiration, The bcriptures are infallible because they are the
very word of fodj and they are the word of God because they were given
by imspiration of the Hely Ghost. The objrct of inspiration was to secyre
infallibility in teaching, and its effect was to preserve the recipient
from error in teachinn. But inspiration is not the same as revelation.
The object of revelallon was to suparnaturally communicate knowlednes
i~ effect was to "render ii's recipien' wiscr." This does not mean,
howrver, that inspiration and revelatinn were mutually exclusive in their
influence. Furthermore, Hodae continyes, ‘he fact that God supermaturally
saw to it that what the biblical prnmen wrote was errorless doos not imply
that they ware his dictation machines or that they wrote in a state of
ecstasy. They wrote freely with full intellectual power amd {ndividual
mental characteristics. "The Church has never held what has been stigma-
tized as the mechanical theory of inspiration."0?

For Or. Hodge, the principal and overriding proof of this view of
inspiration is that it is the Scriptural visw of inspiration. To some this
may seem like circular reasoning, but it is a rational theological assertion
for a8 thinker who belirves that the Bible is to the theologian what naturs
is to the man of science--the storshouse of facts to which he muyst
continually refer and upon which ha must base his generalizations. Hodge
gone to lengths to assert that the Bible teaches the viesw of inspiration
Lhat he expounds.

Two additional assertioms follow from the teatimony of Christ and the
apostles concerning the Bible. First, says Hodge, inspiration extends

equally to all parts of Scripture. The whole volume is the word of Godg




thut he Inspiration that secures inerrancy "ic not coofiised to moral
and v-linious truths, but exiends to the  tatraents of facts, whether
scientific, historiral, or uef.)r_;r.:]phif.-al."6::j wecond, inspiration and
incerranc, ¢ otend 1o the yery warde of heripture, Tace:thier Lhreso two

aser'ions form whal Hodye calls "the doctrine of plenary inspiration."
This dees no: imply. howpver, 'hat ttee biblical authors had plenary
knowlecdar on all matters of bistory. sciencs, and philosophy, or that they
were in any way differvent from their contemporaries except when they actsd
as spoksecmen of (joud, 04

Une may have noticed that up to thic polnt no mention has bean made
of the doctrine of inerrancy in the original autegraphs alone. Hodge seems
to imply the doctrine rather than to vigorously state it as did his son and
Werfield. Like his son, Hodge does admit that there are alleged discrepancies
in the presen!. trxt of Scripture. He deals with these by saying that the
majority of them ers only apparent, yielding to a caretul exasmimationg
others are the errors of transcribers} the remaining few, whose origins
are unknown at present, are of such minor importance that thay cannct
overthrow the clear biblical teaching of plenary inspiration.f®

As reflected in the writings of the leading theologians of both the ]
Old ard Mew Schools, the Presbyterian Church was markedly conservative in
its view of Scripture from 1865 to 1870. There seems Lo have been little
serious contention over the matter. But this relative placidity was soon
to be ruffled.

The millenarian movement in America had long been dominated by a
conservative view of the Biktle. The movement was somewhat “"para- 3

denominational,” having as its patriarch John Nelson Darby (1800-1882),




the lrader of the cepuraiis! Plymoush Bretoren qroup in Britai, Hut
individual millenarians main. ained “tedr ties with the Calvinis' ir
denominat ions.  In the 1860s and 18705 the movement was developing, a
self-cansriousness and was camine into public prominence,  Durine this
period its lea'ers tecan tu ornanize Bible and prophetic «onferurces
which, along with their books and certain millenarian periodicals, wers

L0 have @ sizeable influcnce on Protrstantism, at lras‘ at the popular
level, during the latter ninctosnth and carly twent{eth eontyrios. Al hounrh
the imminent gecnnd comina of Chris! tu es!ablish his thousard=yrar reign
was thr emphasis of millenarians, they seem *0 have held a bLelicf {n *he
plenary inspiration and infallibility of the Bible from rarly days onward,
In thr first half of the ninctarnth cer'ury, a number of books by t uropean
conservatives were gpprovinrly received by American millonerians. The

Inspiration of the Scriptures by Alexander Carson and The Books of the 0ld

and New Testaments Provec to be Canonical by Robert Halcdane were two defenses

of verbal and plenary inspiration so received in the 18308.8®% [ pnust

Sandeen addst

These two works, though often quoted and referred

t- admiringly by millenarians, did not receive the
volume of praise hsaped upon the most quoted defense
of verbal inepiration, Louis Gaussen's Theopneustia.
Although written originally i{n french, this work

was quickly translated and widely distributed in

the £nolish-speaking world, its argumert being
quoted in the United States by 1842.67

Louis Gaussen (1790-1840), & professor of theology in Geneva, taught
irerrancy in a form similar to Charles Hodge. For him the Bible was God's
word, verbally, equally, end entirely inspired by the Holy Spirit, whi=h

made it error-free. The Scripture is obviously the product of individual

men, bearing their imprint from first to last, yet its writing was fully
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superinte: ued by Sod and is totally, his word, It s completely inerrant

in the histories, the prophecles, the epistles, the psalms, and the qospels.
Inspiration «xtends 10 the orininal texts, faussen assnrted, and not to any
translations of the holy writ. However, the word does have avthority today
since proper scholarship and lower criticism can produce a very acceptable
copy of thas original Hebrew and (riek texts,

Causser belirved that the Bible alone proves this "Theopreustic
Doctrine," This is becasuse for faussern, as for Hodne, in all theological
mat ters the critical and final question is ™yhat does neripture say?"bB
If one takes into account the simjlarities hetwesem Gaussen's views and
those of Charles Hodoa, as well as the fact that Gaussen was popular among
American millenarians in the 1840s, 1! comns as no surprise that after
1880 the spiritual descendants of tha carly millerarians accepied the
ideas of A. A, Hodge end B. B. Warfield (Charles Hodge's intellectusl
heire) with similar enthysiasm,69

In the 1860s and 18708, as noted above, millensrisnism became more
organized. The best expression of this was the series of prophetic and
Bible conferences, the most influential of which was the Niegara Conference.
In the early yeers this conf rence was called the Believer's Mesting for
Bible Study. It originated with a small but important gqroup of men

asscciated with the journal Weymarks in the Wilderness.’? 1In 1868, the

same year that the first informal conference was held, an article entitled
"Inspiration" was published in this millenarjan periodical that affirmed
that the Scriplures were plenarily inspired. [t ssserted that only the
original texts of Scripture and not any coples or translatjions were

inapiredt '"Neither the imperfection of transls.ions, nor the varifation
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of manuscripts affect the guestios as to the orininal perfection of
the text."?7l Ten years later, in 1878, James Brookes, a Preshyterian
minister and the controllinn spirit of the Nianars conference, drew up
a fourteen-point Niagara creed which served as a doctrinal basis for the
trachine at the conference. [t was an unofficial guide to Niagara teaching
until 1890, when it was officlally adopted. The first article dealt with
the Biblet

We belicve that all Scripture is given by

irgpiration of God, by which we understand

the wholr of the Book called the Biblej nor

do we take the statement in the sense in which

it is sometimes foolishly said that works of

human genius are inspired, but in the sense

that the Holy Ghost gave the very words of the

sacred writinos to holy men of oldy armd that

His Divine ipspiration is not in different

degrees, but extends equally and fully tuv all

parts of these writings, historical, poetical,

doctrinal and prophetical, and to the smallest

word, and inflection of a word, provided such a

word is found in the original manuscripts.72
Following this statement was & long list of Scriptural references.

The Niagara creed was a strong esssrtion of the verbal, plenary
imspiration of the originel autographs of Scripture, The words "inarrant”
and "infallible" are not mentioned, but Ernest Sundeen assures us that
"the millenariens assumed that divirme inspiration had so controlled the
writing of the Bible that the resultant text was free from error or

fallibility."73 The references to Carson, Haldane, Gaussen, Waymarks in

the Wilderness, and the Niagara creed are all evidences that a conservative

conception of Scripture dominated millenarianism throughout the nineteenth
century. In addition, it seems that this movement was never substantially

influenced by thsological liberalism or liberal scholarship, sxcept parhaps

in a reactiorary manner,
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The membership of millenarianism was comprised principally of
Presbyterians and gaptists. This is natural, since "the millenarian
movemrnt was providino a refuge for those whose basic orientation to
Christianity was formed through the Calvinist theclegical heritaqe, ™74
Because of this, a history which treats an aspect of American Reformed
religious life and theology must consider the conscrvative influence of
the millenarians.

In summary, a conservative or "traditional™ view of the Bible still
dominated the Northern Baptist and Presbyterian denominations, as well as
the ambiguously para-denominational millenarian movement, after the Civil
War. This was the background for the turbulent events of the subsequent
fifty years. As was seen in Thomas Curtis's book of 1867, nsw winds had

already begun to blouw.

ITI. Refining the Liberal and Conservative Positions in the 18808 and 90s
In the 1880s and 90s, former breezes of theological liberalism becams
the gusts of a raging wind. Americen life and thought were changingj
theology was only a few steps behind. The nation grew in economic strergthj
technology, industrial production, and prospsrity increased. As sugges ted
above, new modes of thought which challenged traditionally-construed
Christian theology received an ever-wider hearing and acceptance. The idea
of evolution stimulated many concepts and attitudes characteristic of the
late nineteenth century. In all fields it mede changs, and not Fixity,
the univereal law. Uhen taken far enough, evolutionery thinking eliminated
the possibility of any kinc of absolute, including religious and ethical

absolutes. Evolution was not sutomatically accepted by all thinkers at the
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time, nor were {ts more radical implications immediately drawn, but soon
even the most conservative circles felt the disturbinn effects of the
new doctrine. The challenge of biological evolution to the creation
narrative in Genesis wat nlear enouch,. 79

Other studies as well were unsectling to the minds of religious
thinkers. The comparative study of religion brounht the uniqueness of
Christianity into question, Psychology seemed to be praving that aven
man's inner spiritual experience was subject to the laws of cause and
rrfect, able to be examined scientifically. All such studies based on
thnories of development (whesthar they were directly discussed by theologians
in the 18808 and 90s or not) were "conditioning the climate and in part
defining the problems of all theological discussion,"76

The fundamrntal differrnce betwesn liberal and conservative theology
was how each responded to the new climate. Loefferts Loetscher described
liberal theology as "an attempt to mediate between historic orthedoxy and
the radically altersd scisntific and cultural outlook."?? Conversely,
traditionalistic theology considered the new outlook antithetical to the
"historic orthodoxy" and would accept no compromises. Conservative leaders
of American religlous thought (Archibald Alexander Hodge and Benjamin
Breckinridge Warfield, for example) were conscious of the increasing
influence of relativism in the thought forms and academic disciplines aof
the late nineteenth century. They were disturbed by the correlative growth
of a mediating theology in Europe and in America. Consequently, they
developed Lheir own theaological thought and apologetic in conscious
opposition to liberalism on many points. Likewiss, liberal leaders {Charles
Briggs, for example) expounded their ideas while fully aware of their differences

from the conssrvatives.




This section describes how the conservative and liberal pcsitions
were refinpd and defined from the 1870s to the 1890s, The followinn
section treats the manner in which both positions were diffuscd within
Reformed Protestantism. [ivlding a single historical process in this
wvay is artificial, but it is an attempt to describe how American Protest-
antism became eurr more divided over the issue of the Bible. Since thnce
vymars saw the qrowth of the modornist movemi:nt, additional comment on the
roots of Protnstant liberalism is in order.

Throughout the nineteenth century, many German theclogians were
influential liberrals. Friedrich Sehleiermacher (1768-1834) {s considered
the father of modern thoological liberalism. He emphasized the immanence
a8 opposad to the transcendence of God, seeking to abolish the distinction
betwsen God and the world. Since this distinction between the sacred and
the secular was false, accurding to Schleistmacher, raligion and culture
must interpenetrsts each other. Albert Ritschl (1822-89), though critical
of Schleiermecher, also stresaed only the essential and the relevant {n
theology. He rejected the traditional doctrines of original sin, Christ's
atonement, and eternal demnation, and sought to free Christian theology
from metaphysical speculation. It should rather be an attempt to express
Judgments of value, sspecially that of the saving significance of Jesus
of nNezersth. Ritschl stressed Christ's moral paerfectiony he equated God
with love and denisd the holiness and wrath of God.78

Similar ideas can be found in American theologians. During the late
nineteanth and early twentieth cepturies, liberal Protestantism was
characterized by an emphasis on the benevolence and fatherhood of God,

the supreme ethical and religious example of Christ, and a belisf in the
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freedom, social naturs, and essential goodness of man combined with a
belief in the duty Lo correct all conditions (social injustice, ignorance,
ntc.) that stultify man's nature,79

william R. Hutchison perceptively analyzes Amarican Protestant

libe:ralism in The Modernist Impulse in Amuricen Pratestantism. He

identifies three central notions inplied by the word "modernism. "
(Liberalism and modernism are used interchanqgeably by Hutchison and in the
present essay.) The first notion was that religious ideas need to be
consclously adapted to modern thought and culture. This included a
willingness to discard more traditional theological forms if found to be
irrational in the light of modern knowledage, or irrevelant to what was
reqgarded as thr central core of religious experience. Liberals felt
strongly that tha communication of the Christian gospel must adjust itself
to the times or be foraotten. A second and morse profound notion was that

Cod is imman~nt in buman history and cultuyral development as well as

el T ah aarm o al

revealed through them., Following this was the belief that human society

was progressing toward realization of the Kingdom of God on earth. Liberalism
emphasized the divine presence in man and in nature. It fostered an
optimistic outlook on man and the future. Although it de-emphasized ?
God's tran-cendence, one traditional doctrine that was exceedingly important |
for libesralism was the Incarnation, which testified to the real presence

of God in humanity and in history. Additicnally, modernists smphasized
Christian ethics over Christian doctrine, "orthopraxis" over "orthodoxy"

(to use a contemporary expression). Because modernism was an attitude

and a method of theological adeptation rather than a system of ideas, its

adherents were understandably of a \.ide variety of theologicel psrsuaaions.
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But as a "mew theolony" developed and biecame increasingly accepted and
respectabls from the 18708 to 1920, a reactianary conservatism was more
and more likely to protest all kinds of liberalism, 80

A conservative protest anainst liberalism arose amonn the Connreqational-
ists durina the 18808 and 90s, hut little came of it. The liberal element
was already s'ronn in the denomination. Conaregationalists adopied a now
cresed, irenic in tonn, in the yvear 1883, 7This was Five years betfore
Presbyterian librrals even attempted such @ venture. In 1884 the Andover
Revicw was founded. This journalistic expressicn of a seminary which was
originally intunded to br a "bastion of orthodoxy" was the principal voice
of liberal ideas in the denomination for the ten stormy years of its lifs.
But the conservative-liberal storms ended among the Congregationalists in
1892-93 with the tolerance of liberal vieus,8l

Northern Baptist conservatives and liberals vocifsrously opposed sach
other, but theire was not a "head-on" clash as in the Presbyterian Church,
Baptists' congregational church structure allowed individuals to hold
varying positions, even on important issues, without ecclesiastical reprisal
by elther party. At the 1892 Baptist Congress toth a liberal and a
conservativa position on the Bible were expounded from the platform.82
The two positions tended to becomg hermetically saesled from each other
since they were not forced into continuous public conflict. Eventually
the denomination's principal open forums for liberal-conservative dialogue

were abolished. The Baptist Quarterly ceased puplication after 1892, and

the final Baptist Congress was held in 1905. The Baptist historian Norman

Mering noted that by 1918,

+esthese two partiee largely isolated themselves
from each other.... There were few media by which
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interchanne of thounht could take place. Tne
crogss-fartilization of ideas which should have

gone on throunh the seminaries was stifled,

“ncause ~ach party had its own seminaries and

there was little commerce between them.  Hence,
instead cf creative tensions, the denomination

had only trnsions, and a schizophrenias developad
for which n0 trratment was sought.,

there cerlainly was "commerce™ and "interchange of thouaht" between
Presbytwrian liberals and conservatives, though to call the protracted,
intense, and often bitter conflict between the two nroups "creative temsions®
would certainly be a euphemism, S5till, it is precisely such face-to-face
inti raction that makes the history of the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A,
the best example of how two views of the Bible developed {n distinct
opposition to each other. Three of the most influential figures in the
late nineteenth-century debate over the Bible came from Presbyterian ranksg
Charles A. Briggs, & liberal affiliated with Unlon Theoloaical Seminary in
New York, and Archibald Alexander Hodge end Benjamin Oreckinridge Warfisld,
both conservatives affilisted with Princeton Theological Seminary. The
divergent views of the Bible hnld by these men shall be examined within
the context of theological and political developments within the Presbyterian
Church.

As seent above, a traditionsl high view of the Bible was dominant in the
Presbyterian Church in 1865, though the following decade saw the beginnings
of a new view of the Bible within the denomination. Charles Briggs was at
the centur of the new movement. Briggs had studied in Germany after his
graduation from tUnion Seminary. Though he regretted GCerman scholars' lack
of reverence toward the Bible, he was stimulated by their methodoloqy and

biblical theology.84 4 critical examination of the biblical text and the

theolagy that could be built upon such an examination wae central for
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Brings and for nascent Presbyterian liberalism, He published twe fmportant

articles entitled "8iblical Theolony™ in the American Presbyterian Roview

during the year 1870.89 According to Brings, "The discussion of the Higher
Criticism in the United 4 tates began for the Presbyterian body, in the plea
for freedom of criticism in my inaugural addrusc as Professor of Hebrew

in the Union Theelogical Seminary, Ne Yoo in 1876. This was roceived with
a mild opposition."sﬁ As driogs' influence increased, opposition to him
intensified apace,

Two other incidents in the Presbyterian Church were antecedents to
larae-scale comservative=liberal conflict, Une was the David Swina trial. 87
Swing, a Nrw Sct.ool Presbytcrian, brecanme pastor of Fourth Presbyb rian
Church in Chicano in 1866. Fullowing the Chicage fire of 1871 his ministry
moved to Central Music Hall, wber: he prearhed wnekly to thousands. His
mrasage was attractive to people struggling with difficult religious
questioms. According to this uncomely and plain-speaking preacher,
Christianity was a way of living properly rather than a system of belief,

a "mode of virtus, rather than a jumble of doctrines."B8 <uwing felt that
all religlious expressions were dependent upon the culture within which
they wers formylated;y apart from thet culture they could not be understood.

Such doctrine brought Swing inte conflliet with Chicago conservatiuves,
who charged that he had departed from tts uestminster Confession, the
authoritative statement of Presbyterianism. For Swing, all creeds and
sven the Scriptures themsrlves were less than absolyte truth. He saw
need for thr improvement and cultural adaptation of all doctrinal and

creedal expressions.89

The conservative Francis Patton presented formal charges of heresy
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anainst Professor Gwing on 13 April 1874. Those charages were of a nanative
nitures  for not having maintainnd the truths of the nospel, amd for not
accepting the Yestminster confussion as econtaining the systew of doctrire:
taught in the Scripture. Because of the pegative character of the charqes
and the fact that Swinn had not catogorically denied the doctrines which
Patton accused him of rejecting, the defendant was acquitted of both
chargyes on 20 May of the same yrar, Patton announced at once that he

would appral the casey and Lwing withdrew voluntarily from the denomination,
protesting the lack of toleration on the part of Patton. Swinr alsc hopsed
"to secure 1o ths Lynod and to the Assembly that peace which alone can lead
to a calm review and restatement of doctrine." He wanted the Church to
reformulate its position "by committees, and without the stormy passions
that gather around an ‘accuserr' and an 'accused. '"90 Contrary to these
desires, the Swing trial set a precedent for dealing with liberal-
conservative conflicts over the Bible through prosecution for heresy.,

The second incident was the formal occlesiastical trial of the Reverend
William C. McCune befere the Cincinnati Presbytery in 1877 and before thae
Genrral Assembly of 1878. McCunhe, a member of the 0ld School Presbytery
of Cincinrnati, favored trenscending denominational divisions. 7This desire
found practical application when McCune was invited to minister at a non-
denominational church near Cincinnati. He denounced denominationalism in
the churches as sinful. On the level of practical church administratiun,
he had accepted ministerial service outside the Presbytery without its
permission, rejected infant baptism, and advocated a revision of the
westminster Confession of Faith in the intereste of church uninn. %}

Yo Thomas H. Skinner, another 0ld School pastor from Cincinnati, all




of the abovr added uyp to "liberalism and broad-churchism." Skinner broucht.
McCune to 'rial before the Cine innati Preshytory.,  "Neunr before in all

our history." be drelared, "has 'here been suych a disposition to put

"Urion before Truth' as rhere i todav,"92  1he Presbytery acquittnd MeCure,
but Skinner 'ovk the matter to the General Assembly of 187H. Thr: Assembly
rebuked the Revirend poCyne and the decision of Lhe Cincinnati Presbylery
by 8 vale of nore thar, four to ones The Presbytery had "erred in nout
sustlaining these charqes, and in not reprimanding fr. McCunc for his unsountd
statements, ind his disloyal action in the prenises."9S Both the MeCune

and Swing cases arr examples of an aggresuive conservatism attacking a
buddina liberalsim in the ecclesiastical courts. They sapved as precedents
for the Briogs and “mith trials of the 1RY0s.

In the meantime, other ruents were focusing attention on the issues
surroundinn biblical criticism and theoloaical libeoralism. From 1B76 to
1880 American Presbyterians eagerly follownd the conflict in the Free Church
of Scotland over the "proorrssive" opinions of william Robertson Smith,
professor at Lhe Scottish free Church College of Aberdeen. The General
Assembly of the frre Church dismissed heresy charges against umith in 1880,
Bul e subsequent article by the young professor o1 "Hebrew Language and

Literature" in the Encyclopaedia Britannica showed such a commitment to

the puntateuchal theories of the German scholar Julius wellhousen and
raisea such a general furor, that the Assemhly of 1881 removed “mith from
his academic chair.34

1n the same year the 2:!!5!3&!&!9 5!!‘!2 began publishing & sories of
articles dealino with the Bible and the higher criticism. tThe Revieu

had been founded in 1880 by a coalition of both Dld and New School interests
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838 an expression of the "honeymoon spirit" of their reunion. Drp. Charles
A. Brings and pr. Archibald A. Hodne were chosen as its managying raitors
by 't faculties of Union ard Princeion Seminaries, respectively,  The
SOl L was comprised of eiqht artiele © Joaling vith various iwsur,

raised by t' hi.her criticism. Charles A. Urinns and Henry Po Smith
toCk up thee affirmative (or librral) position. W. Heary Lrorn, Francis
L. Patton, Archipale A. Hodge, ot Benjamin B. warfield advocated what
Brings callen "tre traditioral theorices." Two other contributors took a
middle position,?"

The artjcles {n thr serirs by Brings and Hodge-Warfield are contral to
the present discussion of the refincment of thr liberal and conservative
positions. Charlrs Brings published three articlrs in the serins.  The
first was entitled "The Richt, Duty, ond Limits of @giblical Criticism,"
the second "8iblical Theology," and the third "Critical Study of the
Higher Criticism, with Special Reference to the Pentateuch.” These articles

sorved as the basis for Briugs’' Biblical Study: Its Principles, Methads,

and History, published in 1882. This book serves as a good example of

Briggs' view of the Bible at the time,96

Briogs wgs not a naturalist who accepted a man-centered and materialistic
explanation of the genesis and nature of Scripture, nor was he a traditional
theologian content to take the Bible at face value and use it to formulate
and proof-text customary dogmas. Rsther, he classified himself as an
ervangaelical theologien and biblical critic, interpreting the Bible in
"the evangelical spirit of the B8iblical authars" in an attempt to produce
"the vital and exprrimental religion of the Reformers and Puritan Pathers,"97

8riggs felt that both scholasticism and rationalism contradicted his
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svanielicalism. Rationalism, in uyreat part a peaction to scholasticism,
could never be overcome by the dry opinfons of the. latter, but only by
experirntial relicion.  Protestant scholasticism, the tendency toward
theolooical system=building, had as its architert Francis Turretin
(1623-87}. Briags crecits lurretin with inventing the doctrine of verbal
inspiration of the Bible. In Briggs' opinion, verbal inspiration erccted
"doogmat ic barrirrs anainst Biblical criticism" and destroyed the vital,
experientlal power of Protestantism,98
for Brings, thr Bible was indeed inspired by God. but not the very

words. Rather than being thes word of (04 in the vnrbal sense, it is GCod's
word in that it contains the divine nessage. This message is the ideas
and concepts of divine truth that are conveyed to the soul of man through
the external words, which ars purely instrumental. Briggs distinguished
between the external and the internal word of Scripture. After citing
the Yestminster Confession and the 188l Hodge-Warfield article "Inspiration,"
Briggs seems to aagree that the external words of the original texts of the
8ible are authentic and arrorless. But for him inspiration lies beyond
Hodge and warfield's “superintendence," behind the external letter. He wroteg

Doubtless by God's 'singular care and providence

[the hely Scriptures] have been kept pure in all

ages, and are thaerefore authentical.' Doubtless

throughout the whole work of the authors 'the

Holy Spirit was present, causing His energles to

flow into the spontaneous exarcises of the

writem' faculties, elevating and directing where

need be, and evsrywhere securing the errorless

expression in language of the thought designed

by Gods' but we cannot in the symbolical or

historical use of the term call this providential

care of His Word or superintendence over its ;

sxternal production—-inspiration. Such providential '

care and superintendence is not different in kind
with regard to the Word of God, the visible church




of God or the forms of the sacraments,
Inspiration liss back of the external letter,99

Inspiration, in Brings' view. lirs in the spiritual contint-—the {geas
expressed ‘hrouoh the words.

Briags frecly admitted that there were errors and fnconsistencies
in the Bible. Because of this, he rejected biblical inerrancy and called
a preogccupation with disproving alleged errors "8ibliolatry.”100 o 3180
accepted certain results of the higher criticism such as the multiple
authorship of the Pentateuch.

8riags and the conservatives held different presuppositions., He refused
to accopt verhal inspiration and to deduce from it that thn Scriptures, as
they came from the hands of the biblical authors, were absolutely nrrorless,
To him biblical inerrancy was an a priori definition which begs the qunstion
in the debatr over the historicity of the biblical documents., This was
unaccaptable.lol

When he asserted that the inspiration and authority of the Bible did
not reside in its words bhut in the spirit bshind them, which Is understood
in part by Christian experience, Briggs opened wide the floodgate for all
types of biblical criticism. He understood and welcomed this, but he
seems not to have realized that others would go beyond the limits that he
set on biblical criticism. Brigge felt that the 8ible was inerrant as an
exprassion of "matters of faith"” and "the historic events and inmstitutions
with which they are inseparably united."102 pgiplical criticism had no
business impugning the centrel historical Christian verities. "Higher
criticism comes into conflict with the authority of Scripture when it
finds that its statements are not authoritative and {ts revelations are

not credible."103 gyt why cannot biblical criticism question or disprove
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even matters of faith such as Jesus' Incarnation and virqin birth {which
Briags acceptid),as recorded in the qospel narratives? Briggs was a
moderate who would neot accept such criticisw, Lhouygh later, more radical
liberals would, 104

A. A+ Hodue and Be 8. Warfield would have no oprn floodgates. In an
affort to shore up what they saw as the "Church doctrine of Scripture,"
thay contributed the first article, entitled "Inspiration," in the

Presbyterian Review series on the hicher criticism. In it they arqgusd

for a fully inspired and fully inerrant Bible with all the Scottish Common
Sense logic for which they are justly famed.l05
what thnun is inspiration? Inspiration is the suparintendence by

God over the biblical writers in their writing which accounts for nothing
other than the absolute infallibility of what they have written. Hodqe
and Warfield use this sharp definition in order to distinguish the question
of inepiration from other questions (such as revelation and the genesis of
Scripture). They realize that this doctrine presupposes Cod's total
sovereignty over a truly free wills

The only really dangerous opposition to the Church

doctrine of Inspiration comes either directly or

indirectly, but aluays ultimately, from some false

visw of God's relation to the world, of His methods

of working, and of the possibility of a supernatural

agency ppnetratina and altering the course of a

natural process,106

This presupposition allows Hodge and Warfield to move to the next

step in thelr arqgument-~tha Bible is fully the work of men and fully the
work of Gad. They admit that the human agenty is apparent in the substance
and form of all the biblical writings, and they dissssociats themsslves

from the verbal dictation theorists. God did not use the writers as mere
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amanyenses they had a froce, rational, and creative part in the process of
composition., %till. in each writer's work Yihe Holy .pirit wa. present,
causing His energies to flow into the spontaneous axercises of the wpiter's
faculties, elevating and directing where need be, and everywhere securing
the rrrorless expression in lanqguage of the thought designed by God, "107
This is inspiration--the divire superintendence in the process of composinn

the Bible.

The Princetonians rejected Brings' distinction between the outer words

and ‘be inper concepts aof Scriptureg

It is self evident that, just so far as the
thoughts of Scripture...are inspired, the
words in which thosw thoughts are axpressed
must be inspired also.... The Scriptures are
a product of human thought, and every process
of human thought imvolves lanquaege.... whatever
discrepancies, or other humen limitations may
attach to the sacred record, the line (of
inspired or ncot inspired, of infallible or
fallible} can never rationally be drawn
between the thoughts and the words of

SCI‘IEEUI‘B . 10

Hodge and Warfleld next discuss the other great dividing point amonq

"believing scholars™ (purely naturalistic scholarship ies invalid to them
since it rejects the Christian presupposition of supernatural revelation

and suparintendence). According to the Princetonians, "the mope liberal
school of Christien scholars™ holda that the Scriptures are plenarily
inspired and hence a divinely infallible and authoritative ruyle of faith

and practice. But Scripturs is limited by occasioral inaccuracies in
matters which are not essential to its great end of teaching spiritual

truth, Aesertions in the B8ible concerning geography, archeology, philosophy,
history. and natural science might contain errore.

Hodge and Werfield contrast thie view with "the great Catholic doctrine
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of Biblical Imspiration," which is "that the Scriptures not only contain,

but. are *be Word of God, and hence that all their clements and all their

affirmations arc absolutely errorless, and binding the faith and obedience

of men, "109  The debate then is whether the Bible is inspired and infall:

in all its assertions (including historical and scientific asuerrtions), or
whether infallible only in those concerning its central spirltual mnssan:,

Thr Princetonians admit that this debate can only be resolved by an exhaustive
and impartial examination of the assertions of the Scriptures themselves to
see: if they are subjrct to error, inaccuracies, or contradictions. Hodqe

and Warfield welcome such an examination. However, the Princetonians 53y,

*he burden of proof rests upon those who admit to the existence of errors

in beripture. Those who deny the existence of errors have the presumption

in their favor since, "the prima facie evidence of the claims of Scripture

is assuredly all in favor of an errorless infallibility of all Scriptural
affirmations,"110 These men constantly appeal to Scripture.

Hodge and Warfield made clear the conditions for proving an error in
the Bible. First, the alleged discrepant statement must be shoun to exist
in the original autograph of the sacred book. The Princetonians never
claimed thet God fully guarded from error the process of transcribing
the 8ible. Their emphasis on the originel autographs is an attempt to
free thrmselves from having to account for the mistakes of scribes and
copyists. Second, the interpretation which occasions the apparent discrepancy
must be the one which the passesge was evidently intended to besar. In other
words, using the sound principles of historico-grammatical exegesis, the
proper meaning of the passage needs to be determined. Faulty interpretation

or lack of understanding of the historical circumetances of a particular
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ass«riion of tcripture disqualifies the attempt to proue an error. Finally,
it must be shown that the true sense of o part of the oricinal sotoaraph
is directly and nccessarily inconsiotnnt wi'h some erptainly known fact

of history, or truth uf sclence, or anothep statement of rripture
certainly ascertainen. At th{s point the critic will boauve truly, pTOVE ]

the existence of an error in the Bible. "yo believe thal it can be showr:."
Hodge and Warfleld add, in the boliest centence of the article, ™hat this
has never yet bern succeasfully done in the case of on single alliged

instance of error in the Word gi uod-"lll

The article "Inspiration" is a sirong defense of a verbally and plenarily
inspired Bible in the oricinal avtographs which 15 consequently error-free
in all its affirmations. <uch will-definrd theolonlcal definitions berame
8 rallying point for Presbyterian conservatives in their struggle anal:
the liberals during thc 1880s and 90s,

Coming to & close in 1883, the series of articles in the Presbyterian

Review successfully brought into open discussion certain questions raised
by the higher criticism. Greater theological harmony among Presbyterians,
however, was not the result. Tension betwsen those holding liberal and
conservative views of the 8ible continued to increase. Charles Hodge was
succeaded by Francis Patton as an editor of the Presbzterian Review Patton
was in turn sycceeded by Benjamin Warfield. Relations between these men
and Charles Briggs, the other editor, were increasingly strainsd. American

Presbyterianism (1885) and Messianic Prophesy {1886) furthered 8riggs'

atatus aes "dangerous" to conservatives who held positions of influence at
that time. The nascent controversy over revision of the Westminster

Confession of Faith, in which Briggs and Warfield found themselves at odds,
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was the last straw. The weak and divided Presbyterian Review ceased

pubii wtioe 10 ctuber 1oy, LY

Phe muve et for revision of the westoinstor ctandards teudted from
an, theclu deal teret on §rn el coimplifiod the cgrowineg tif' e bwein Late
ol eenthecr o Ly Mprocrescives" aoib conservat Lune. Biblirat jsryrs W
na' ‘trectl, part of tig. TG TOue TSy, but i IBBY, whee the General Assembly

voted to sybmit o qppstivinaire ‘o the proesbytaries concernd:qg revision,
ctwrrehmen more liberal on the Liblical question were most ofion trulsionist.

Briags, an ecarl. leader in ‘he revisionist mavemient, was an example of this.,

whiiher?, published in 1889, further provokod the opponents of deirge, 1y
at temptrd to make wa, for creedal revision by turning the tablee an

conservatives who clalmed to be faithful nuardians of Westmin tep urihodoxy.
In the book he asserted that it was actually his opponents the brirncetonians
who had departed from the Confession, in the direction of a fLalviristir
scholasticism. But the revision movement failed in the Ga: ' ral Assembly
of 1893, In the same year, Charles Briggs was suspended frum the Prespytcorian
ministry for heresy. The conservative reaction triagured by the yriags
case was a factor in 'he failurs of the movement for revision, 113

B+ 1890, the conservative element w!thin the denomination was
well-oroanized snd ready to defend the truth anainst the compromising
liberals. 1In January 1890, four months after the last issye of the

Presbyterian Review, Or. Warfield put out the first issue of the Presbyterian

and Reformed MRview. The journal was under his complete control and boasted
impressive support, a sign of conservative vigor.llé
In November 1890 the board of Union Semirary transferred Charles

Briggs to the recently endowed chair of biblical theology. On 20 January 1891
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i:Ts Arirns pave an imauqural address entitled, "The Authority of Holy
Soriptyre.”  Foor onsers Live ., Bringe otee. i true. toadic o] ‘0lupe

in this address ar' prooco hiimss 1f t¢ be uttery, 'oterorox, Fivat, e
confuse it 1 fingl sourcs: of Christign suttaur ity by mentionineg thee..
aifters nt sources sri ioplyinc t!edr cnuality.  The Chuech (reprosc:ted

L. the ! kholic Newman), Reason {cepre ..onted by ‘he Unitariar Martineau),
atd " pible (rnprn5vn'nd by the fipotestant ‘puruvon) weTe all sodrpies

sf authority for Brings. 0One was ot recn waril, superior (o ar0thoers

as be put {0 " auerace opiniur of the Christian world would not assion
biim [5purnvora #4 hicher place in the kinoidom of Lod than Martineay or
tewman. "Il He gpems ‘0 have et aside the Protestant hellaf {n rhe final
aythori’'y af ‘eriprure.

Brings went on to talk about divine authority in the Bible, blasting
six "barriers” to the exercise of this authority. ‘wpersti'ion, which is
the "bibliolatry" of uver-emphasizing the 8ible's external word, is one.
The doctrine of verbai inspiration, which hinders the operation of the
Bible's truc auwthoricy, is anothar. Attacking the Princetonians' cancept
of canonicity based on apostolic sanction, he next criticized hyper-
preoccupation with the authenticity of biblical writings. "It may be
recarded as the certain results of the science of the Higher Criticicsm,"
he added, "that Moses did not write the Pent=teuch."ll® e assailed the
doctrine of inerrancy and the conception of miracles as violations of the
laus of nature. The common conception that prophecy was the foretelling
of future svents, a minute prediction, was a sixth barrier.1l1l?

Briggs seems to have been impassioned to provoke his own condemration

by conservative, "orthodox" zhurchmen. uWwhen the General Assembly convened
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ir may 1891, sixty-three prosbyteries requested that action be taken
against Professor Briggs. His prousecution proceeded apace. First there
wes & time of political fencinuy betwsen the General Assembly and Unjon
Senimary in which relations betwean the two broke down. The Seminary
supported Briggs and would not allow tha Assembly to veto his appolntmant
to the new post. Nex! came the trial of Briggs before his own Presbhytery
of Neu vork. The case was dismissed} the worting ol thes resolutior
axpresced a desire rfor tolerance and inclusive churchmanship. 8ut driogs'
prosecutors appealed directly to the (encral Assembly. (n3 of them wroteg

This appeal from the action of the Presbytery of

New York brings before the (eneral Assembly a

guestion more serious and important in results

than any that has ever been presented to it} the

question, namely, whether a type of theology

utterly antagonistic to the traditioral theology

of the denominatinn shsll be sol:anly condemned

by its highest tribunal, or whether it .hall

be endorsed by it directly in words, or indirectly

by inaction and tolersnce.118

The General Assembly of 1B92 voted to systaln the appeal of th:

prosecuting committee. This Assembly robuked the New York Presbytery's
decision, reopened the case, and affirmed the commiiment of the Presbyterian
Church of the U, 5., A, to the high view of the Bible expressed by Hodge
and Warfield. This was the famous "Portland Deliverance." It read in
parts

Our Church holde tnat the {nepired Word, as

it came from God, is without error.... All

who enter office in our Chuich solsmnly

profess to receive them [L.e. "the sacred

books'] as the only infallible rule of faith

and practice. 1f they changs their belief

on thie point, Christian honor demsnds that

they should withdraw from our ministry.119

The Portland Deliverance and the 8riggs cese were topics of intense discussion
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t hroughout the following year in preparation for the next General Assembly.

The General Asscmbly of 1893 was held in Washington, 0),C.} durirg
the trial of Charles Briugs, people packed the church in which it uas
held. The Assembly tried the case on apperal, allotting four and a half
hours to the prosecuting committee for remarks, seven hours to Briggs,
and two and a half hours to the Presbytery of New York. When all was
finished, the Assembly rendered its decision through a roll-call vote.

Two hundred and ninety-five commissioners voted to fully sustain the
prosecutor's appral, righty-four to partially sustain it, one hundred
sixteen not to sustain it, The result was as followsy

This Cenaral Assembly...dorns hereby suepend

Charles A. 8riogs, the said appelles, from the

office of a minister in the Presbyterian Church

in the United States of America, until such

timr as he shall nive satisfactory evidence

of rapentance to the General Assembly, 120

R note wes attached to the finul decision of the Assenmdbly that
repudiated Briggs' mistaken views. including the errancy of Scripture
ard the doctrine that Reason and the Chuvch are co-fountains of divine
authority along with the Seriptures.l2l {n the Briggs case a strong,
well-organized majority of conservatives with a sharply-defined theology
used the ecclesissticel court system to take action againet e liberal
thinker who publicly rejected certain of thueir vieuws.

The final incident in the Presbytarian libersl-conservative controversy
deserving mention is the Smith case. Henry Preserved Smith was a biblicel
scholer at Lane Seminary in Cincinnati. He contributed a few articles
to the Presbyterian Review series on the higher criticism. Briggs was

his close friend, and Smith had promised him during the aftermath of his

1891 inaugurel eddress that, "If it comes to en open battle, I will take

B i

|
!
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your side."i2?2 1o his oun detriment, Smith fulfilled this promise.

In a paper read beforc the Presbyterian Ministerial Association of
Cincinnati in March 1891, smith loined Briaggs in assailing the doctrine
of verbal inspirac.ion. This paper and another by a fellow Lane schelar

werc published under the title Biblical Scholarship and Inspiration. The

book publicly committed Smith to e critical view of the Bible in uwhich
he rejecterd biblical {nerrancy. He also argued that a doctrinal qualification
shoyld be required only a' ordination, Tt was tacitly anainst Smith that
the Portland Deliverance of 1892 directly affirmed inerrancy and a constant
(as opposed to "momentary") doctrinal qualification for ministars. In
this same year. thes Presbytery of Cincinnati formed s committee to proswcute
Smith on charges of heresy. On 13 December he was found quilty and dismissed
from the ministry.123

In October 1893 the Synod of Ohio refused Smith's appeals. He
sybsequently appealed to the (eneral Assembly of 1894, The case centered
on a single issue--biblicel inerrancy. uas the Assembly willing to commit
itself to suspend from ministry all those who denied inerrency? Smith
was charged "with tesching...that the Holy Spirit did not so control the
inspired writera in their composition of the Holy Scriptures as to make
their ytterances absolutely truthful, i.s., free from error when interpreted
in their netural and intended sense."}2% The asserbly re Jected Smith's
appeal. Appsrently, conservative opinion had become sven more crystallized
between the Brigge trial of 1893 and the Smith trial of 1894, Dr. Henry
P. Smith's suspension remained operative. In the last years of the
nineteenth century, Presbyterian nirlsters definitely needed to be able

to affirm their bellef in s very high view of Scripture.
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We have been examining how & liberal and a conssrvative view of the
Bible becamn more refined in the 1880s and 90s. Using the Presbyterians
as the model with special attention on Briggs, Hodge, and Warfield. we
have seen subtle and not so subtle differsnces betwern two types of
Christian thinkers. Also, the process of polarization and a curtain
amount of open sirife botween the two camps had bequn. As zealous liberals
s0ught to spread Lheir enlightoned perspective on Scripture, and as vigorous
conservatives continued to strengtharn thu dikes against the rising tide of
heresy, the thrological atmosphere within Reformed Protestantism grew

increasingly more turbulent.

IVe The Popu.arizetion and Polarization of the Positionzs 1890 to 1918
As two distinct views of the Bible developed in the 18708 and 80s,
they attracted followings and became movements. The years from 1890 to
1918 saw the development of self-cunscious progressive and fundamentalist
movements. Thesr two thaological movements found expression within the
denominations {in opposing groups of conservatives and liberals)s however,
the growing conflict between them was trans-denominational. Not only did
conservatives struggle againat liberals within the Presbyterian and Baptist
denominations, but alignments were formed whose concerns were broader than
those of a single denomination.
Despite its many faces, theological liberalism grew in influence and
numbers as 1918 spproached. William Hutchison commentss
The new Theology made impressive gains in the
1890s.... By the and of the decade liberslisn,
while still probably in a numerical minority,

had attained a volce equal to those of the older
and new conservatisms that opposed it, and...its
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dynamism or momentum as a movement by that time
was at least as great as that of any oppousing
faction. The svidence for such an assesamnent
lies in the history of the denominations...

and perhaps even more in the history of a
liberal popularizal'.ion and systematizing that
went on outside or across the denominations, 125

The other intra- and trans-denominational movement examined {is
fundamentalism, In large measure, fundamentalism was a reaction to
liberalism. The defense of Lhe Scriptures was at the heart of the mavement.
J. Schoneberg Setzer, in nis critique of fundamentalism, defined it as
followss i

Fundamnntalism is a rationelistic Protestant
orthodoxy that is centered around the traditional
Church doctrine of the inerrant inspiration of
Scripture, as that doctrine was refined by
Benjamin Breckinridge Warfleld in retroaction to
modern historical criticisn of the Bible and to
theolougical liberalism, 126

Fundamenialism was formead largsly out of a working agreement betuween
the theological conservatism of the Princetonians (hence the raference
to Warfield in the above quotation) and the millenarian movement.l127 this
informael alliance between the millenarians and the conservative Presbyterians
was based on a co-belligerency ageinst theological liberalism. Fundementalism
developed between 1890 and 1718 since liberalism was developing at that
time. As noted above, both parties of this allisnce were committed to an
infallible Bible. Both groups opposed the New Theology which rejected
infallibility. with an sys to sketching the broad outlines of the modsrniat
and fundamentslist movements, we will examine evenis within the Presbyterian
ard Baptist denominstions. Interwoven with this will be & discussion of

certain developmenta outeide of these denominations, especially the millenarian

movement.
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A high point in Presbyterian Church conflicts over the Bible uas
reached during the 1890s with the 8riggs trial. The outcome was that
the denomination committed itself to a conservative position on the
scriptures. The conservative tendency within the Church began to weaken,
but did not disappear, in the early decades of the twentieth century. In
the year 1900 Dr. Arthur Cushman MceGiffert left the denomination under
pressyre from conservatives, mMcCiffert was a church historiam who
taught at Lane Seminary and then at Union Seminary. He had bsen a
supporter of Heanry P. Smith, In 1897 McCiffert published A History of

Christianity in the Apostolic Age which called into guestion the authorship,

authority, and inerrancy of parts of the New Testament, The General
Assembly of 1898 declarrd its disapproval of these elements in McGiffert’s
work and asked him to change his views or peaceably withdraw from its
ministry. All concerned made sincsre efforts to avoid heresy proceedings.
Or. MmcGiffert, however, would neither modify his stance (which he considered
fully consistent with the essentials of the Presbyterian Stendards) nor
leave the ministry. He changed his mind about the latter when haresy
cha.ges were filed against him before the New York Presbytery in 1900.
The Presbytery accepted McGiffert's withdrawal from its jurisdiction in
that same year.128

A sacond example of the Presbytsrian Church's continued dedication
to a consrrvative view of the Scriptures was its sdoption in 1910 of &
five~point doctrinel statement that sventually became known as the famous
"five points of fundementalism."129 1he statement uas adoptsd to settle
questions raised concerning the orthodoxy of three ordimation cendidates

from Union Theological Seminary. The Assembly uf 1910 named the following




48

doctrines as Messential and necessarys™ (1) tha Spirit so inspired the
writers of Scripture "as to keep them from error,"™ (2) the virgin birth

of Christ, (3) his substitutionary ataonement, (4) his bodily resurrection,
and (5) the authenticity of miracles.130 The first point was a resffirmetion
of the doctrine of inerrrancy. Ixcept for the General Assembly's ending of
formal rrlations with Union Srminary over doctrinal fssues i{n 1915, the
adoption of the five poinlLs serms to have been the last great victory of
consearvativee in the deromination. This statement proved to be the final

rellying point of Presbyterian conservatives befors the spactacular collapse

of their party in the 1930s, 131

Since Princeton Seminary was at the head of Presbyterian conservatism
during thesr years, and since Benjamin B. Warfielo was the theological
leader of the Seminary (after the death of A, A, Hodge in 1886), the
influrnce of Or. Warfield seems representative of the conservatives as a

whole. uyarfield was deeply concerned about the lowering of the view of

the Bible which he saw taking place among Presbyterisns, and he wrote %
valuminously in support of the high view which he censidered or thodox , 232
William Hutchison considers tiw journals of Princeton Seminary {of which
warfisld was frequently editor or contributor) one of "the most coensistent
or consolidated answers to liberalism" in the years under consiosration, 133
Warfleld increased in influence as one of American Protestantism's

conservetive champions, but within the Presbyterian Church his influence

A PP Y L I T

was declining.

Betwsen 1900 and 1903 & second movement succesafully brought about

revision in the Yestminster Confession of Faith. Warfield protested this,

saying, "It is an inexpressible grief to me, to see [the Church] spanding
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its nmnerales in a vain attempt to lower its testimony to suit the
ever-changing sentiment of ths world about 1t."134 . Schoneberg

Setzer comments upon the shifting influence of Warfield:

Although warfield remained active at Princeton
until his death in 1921, the course of events
narrowed his influence to a decreasing academic
and clerical mimority in the Presbyterian
Church. Simulteansously, howsver, his influance
upon that increasingly self-conscious and
militant cross section of American Protestant
religious lifae, later to be designated
"fundamentalism,” greatly brosdened,l35

R o P TR

From 1900 to 1918 conservatives like yarfleld were apt to be called

"ultra-conservatives" in favor of a "narrow” church. They increasinqgly

lost influance {n denominational affairs to those with ipclysivist,
"broader" conceptions of the Church who were more theolonically lax on
issues such as inerrancy. In 1913 J. Gresham Machen began to have a
prominent influence in the Church with an arvticle on "Christianity and

Culture” in the Princetcon Theological Review. In the tuenties and thirties

he was a leader in the conservative movement to preserve a "doctrinally
true Presbyterian Church" which failed, and he ultimately withdrew from
the denomination. Although these later events are outside the scope of
the present essay, they further confirm the declining influence of the
vonservatives (and their high view of Scripture) after 1900 and more
noticeably after 1910,136

Conservative influence was felt ocuteide the denomination. Conservative
Prrabyterians contributed notably after 1850 to the broad, anti-liberal
movement in theology later called fundamasntalism. In 1903 the Bible
Leagus of North America was founded. The League and its journal, Jhe

gible Studsnt and Teachsr, were dedicated to a "semi-popular scholarly
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defense of the faith."137 [Its leadership consisted predominantly of
conservative Presbyterian seminary professors. 1t became a concrete
axample of the conservative-millemarian alliance uhen millenarisn-
dispensationalists became interested in the Leaqgue and regular contributors
to the journal. In 1913 the journal's name was changed to the Bible
Chamgion, signifying its aggressive anti-modernist thrust. The Leagus,
fts Journal. and i's coalition of support had as their primary objective
"to maintain the historic falth of the Church in the divine inspiration
and authority of tha Blble as the Word of God."™38 1The view of Scripture
held by Presbyterian conservatives might have been losing sway after 1910
in their own denomination, but it w:s ever more firmly accepted by the
growing fundamentalist movement,

Oue to their greater local autonomy, there wss a greeter diversity of
biblical views smong the Baptists than among the Presbyterians. Yst
differences divided Baptists largely into two camps. Liberal and conservative
Baptists had larcely isolated themselves from each other by 1918, as mentioned
spove. As the two groups became mutually isclated, this brought about
unproductive tensions and a state of "schi.ophrenie" in the denomination.
In the twentieth century, there seems to have been more dislonue betuwesn
each of these Beptist parties and others outside the denomination than
directly betwsen the two groups. Because of this, we will first discuss
the growing liberal movement and liberal Baptists' part in it. Then we
wil) discuss the emerging fundementalist movement and the rols played by
conservative Baptists.

A libsral view of the Bible wes central to the growing modernist

movement in America. Such a view of the Bible wes centered negatively

A R LT O P LA S I A
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around the rejection of verbal inspiratfon and imerrancy and positively
aroynd the acceptance of the higher criticism. Christian authority was
to be sought ~lsewhere than {n tho axternal letter of Scripture alone.

The higher criticism greuw in influence during the 1890s. Historian Ira
Broun celled this decads "a landmark in the popularization of the Higher
Criticiam."139 1re two most effective popularizers of the liberal view
were Washington Gladden and Lyman Abbott. (ladden, a Congregational
clergyman, strove hard to present to the people the new view of the Bible
unveiled by biblical criticism. Three of his most important works to this

end were Who Wrote the Bible? A Book for the Peopls (1891), Seven Puzzling

Bible Books (1897), ancd How Much is Left of 0ld Doctrines? A Book for the

People (1899). Lyman Abbott, the successor of Henry ward Beechmr as
editor and pastor, arqued for the developmental character of the B8ible.
Combininn both evolutiorary and higher-critical ideas, he presented a
liberal view of the Bible to the hundreds of thousands of people whom he
reached through his books and lecturaes, 140

Baptists sz well had a strung hand in spreading o liberal conception
of the 8ible throughout American Protestantism. The prominent Baptist
scholar Williem Rainey Harper enterad into s debate in the pages of
Hebraica from 1885 to 1892 with w. Henry Green (of Princeton) over penta-
teuchal criticism. Marper took the affirmative stance and provoked a
hostile reaction from COnleruativeo.lél Under his leadership the (Baptist)
Oivinity School at the University of Chicago became the leading center of
theologicel liberalism in America after 1890. In addition to his editorship

of Hebraics and his aaministretion of the University of Chicago, Harpsr

promoted a modern view of the Bible in other ways. The Americen Journal
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of Theology was edited by the liberal faculty of the Divinity School on
a trans-denominational basis. On a more popular level, tha monthly
Biblical World and hundreds of lessons for Synday schools and Bible

clubs communicated what Harper saw as a critical and reverent view of
Seripture. The Oivinity School proved a atrong support of the libural
movement, includiing on its faculty such influential modernists as Shailer
Mathewa, Grorge Burnam foster, Gerald Birney Smith, and Shirley Jeackson
Case, 142

In addition to william R. Harper, whom S8aptist historian Albert Newnan
talled in 1906 "an elemental force of the first magnitude for the liberal-
izing {od the Baptist denomination,” other libsral forces were active in
the denomination from 1890 to 1918.143 |i{berslise was particularly active
in the srninariss. During these years a "liberal enthusiasm...swept over
all of the Northern Baptist seminaries regerdless of thr degree of their
earlier orthodox oppoaition."laa Rochester Theological Seminery and Colgate
Theological Seminary boasted impressive liberal scholars.

Ezekiel G. Robinson, for many years president at Rochester, was not
insistent updn conformity to traditional views but rather tried to inspire
his students to critical thinking on theological matters. Auguatus H.
Strong, also president at Rochester and a leading 3aptist theologiar,
defended the lnerrancy of the Scriptures early in his career. then abandoned
that view, becoming open to the higher criticism. In his uidely read
Systematic Theology (1886) he omitted all language that might even Juggest
the inerrancy of Scripture. George W. Northrup, professor of church history
st Rochester, wes likewise hospitable to biblicel criticism. 7The well~known
Walter Rauschenbusch uas another theologian at Rochester who accepted a liberal

viaw of the Biblo.las
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At Colgate Theological Seminary, William Newton Clarke had a deep
impact on Baptist theology. Giving Christian experience a high place in
theolony, he explicitly denied the plenary, verbal inspiration ar fnerrancy
of tha Scriptures. His Qutline of Christian Theolony of 1898 {s considarady
the first systematic liberal theolony in America. Clarke hulpad spread
and systematize liberal views throurh his writing and toachinn, 146

In symmary, a liberal visuw of S“criptur: was wall-represented {n all
Baptist seminaries by 1918, (ertain Baptist thinkers, like Clarke and
Harper, wi:rn oytstandine leadrrs of the liberal movemnnt within American
Protestantism, 47 Neverthelnss, most Baptist: retained a traditional
biblical outlook. 1The denominationel press was 8 viqorous supporter of
such conservatism, Albert Newman noted in the sarly years of the

twentieth centyrys

The strongest and most pervasive conservative
influence among the Baptists of Americe at the
present time is unquestionably the denominational
Pree#s.... The great mass of Baptist people, even
in the States that have coms most under the
influence of the new theology, are conservative,
and they demand conservatism in the papers they

support, 148

Thouoh the majority of Baptists held a traditicnal conception of
Scripture rvan at the baginning of the twentieth century, the leaders and
thinkers of this denomination, as well as other Reformed denominations,
were sharply divided over the biblicel question. It was shoun above
that between 1890 and 1918 a forceful liberal movement developed in American
Protestantiem. An opposing movement, fundamentalism, alsc arose at this
time. One must clearly distinguish between the Fundamentalist Controversy,
which took place in the twenties and thirties, and the fundamentalist movement,

which existed both befors and after the controversy. Of course, fundamentalism

[PV A
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shared a common conservative biblical and theologicel outlook with the
evannelical Protestantism dominant in America at 1865. But what set off
fundamantelism as a movemnnt was its "self-conscious, structurad,
lona=livrd, dynamic entity with rrcoqnized leadarship, periodicals, and
mert {nne, "149 Curtis Lee Laws, the Baptist eaditor of Jhe Watchman
gxaminer who coinnd the term. defined fundamentalists as those prepared
"to do battle royal for the fundamentals, "+50 militancy was associated
with fundamentalism from the early days. The aqgressive natyre of the
movement {8 captured in the definition of George W. Dollar, cnurch
historian at Bob Jones Universitys "Historic Fundamentalism is the
litersl exposition of all the affi-mations and attitudes of ths Bible and
the militant sxposure of all nmon-biblical affirmations amnd attitudaa.”151
millenarianism gave impulse and form to the fundamentalis: movement.,
It provided much of the melf-conscious and aggressive spirit of fundamentalism.
Sendeen arques parsuasively that fundamentalism should be largely understood
as one sspect of the history of millenarisnism.1°2 as noted above.
millenarians balieved in a verbslly-inspired and inerrant Bible during
the 1860s, and whnn the movement became better organized with confarences
and a cadre of informelly-recognized leaders, this belief became more
formelized, 153 Though the organized expressions of millenarianism
(such as the Nisgara conferences) wers pars-denominationsl, mout of its
converte and leadesrship cams from the Baptist and Presbytsrian churches, 154
This hed interesting consequences for thasa two denominationa, Uhen the
millenarians hecame militant sgeinst the libersl view of the Bible after
1880. they were strong conservative elemsnts within the Baptist and

Presbyterian churchas as wsll as outside of them. s
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James H. Brookes, a Prosbyturian, {s an excellant example of this
"dual influence." A graduat: of Princrton Seminary, Brookes played a
crucial role in General Assembly committees involved with the Brings

trial. He slsc wrote a number of bookes in Jefense of verbal inspiration

and inerrency that were revirwed in the Presbyterian and Reformed Review.

Tuo of these were Chaff and Wneat (1892) and God Spske All These Words

(1894). However, tha greatest {nfluence of this Presbyterian pastor from
St. Louls was felt outside his deonomination. He was the controlling spirit
behind the Nianasra conferences from 1875 to his death in 1897. He

cont ributed r«qularly to Waymarks in the Wilderness and published his

own millenarian journal, Jruth, for the last tuenty-three years of his
life. Hr was a proponent of biblical conservatism within and outside of
his denomination, 55

In a similar manner, there were many Baptist millenarieans who defended
"rigorous views of 3cripture" uwithin the denomination as well as outside of
1t,156  aipert Newman noted Lhat the following men were noteworthy champions
of a conservative conception of Scripture emong Beptistes the Boston
pastor Adoniram Judson Gordon {who editsed the millenarian journal Watchword,
wes 8 frequent conference speaker, and founded s missionary training school)s
the svangelist Arthur Tappan Pisrson (who was a close friend of A. J.
gordon, and a conference favorite)j the pastor Amzi C. Dixon (who was the
first editor of The fyndamentsls)) and finally william Bell Riley (who
founded the Northwest B8ible Training School and helped found the {ntere
denominationel World Christian Fundamentals Association in 1918). Such
millenariens as these spread a conservative vision of Scripture within and

beyond their denomination. The works of other millenarians (often not




connacted with any denomination) wers popularizing the conservetive
position on the Bible as well. Among the most well-known were the

Scofield Refsrence 8ible, the new millenarian 8ible schools (such as

moody Bible Institute and The Bible Institute of Los Angeles), and
the Student volunteer Movement for world missions. 157
A number of non-millenarian Baptist and Presbyterian thinkers championed
conservativn views within their denominations, and even spoke at millenarian
conferences to further these views, In 1887, Howard 0sqood, profossor
at (Baptist) Rochrster Theological Seminary, along with Talbot W. Chambers,
professor of New Testament literature at Princeton Seminary, spoke at a
conference on inspiration held in Philadelphia. Neither of these acholara
was a millenarian, although the conferance was dominated by millenarian
speakers, In 1893 at the Seaside 8ible Conference, Oagood and Chambers
again addressed a millenarian audience, snd this time they wers joined
by William Henty Green, professor of Old Testament litsrature at P. rceton, 158
What this amounted to was that nonemillenarian conservatives ar:
millenarians were making common cause in the defenss and propagation of
the traditional visu of the Bible which they shared. ECrnest Sandeen
commanted on this growing alliance:
Thers is @ good deal of evidence...pointing to

s developing cordiality and cooperation between

millrnarians and defendera of the Princeton type

of conservatism within both the Baptist and the

Presbyterien denominations. 1Inere is very little

evidence of millenarian beliefe among the scholars

whe were drawn into this allisnce and nothing like

an amalgamation took place. But though not

entirely compatible, a working agreement did seem

to grow up Yatuonn thess very different kinds of

Christiane. 159

As mentioned above, the American B8ible Lesague, founded by Presbytarian
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conservatives and supported by millenarians-dispensationalists, was an
example of this "working agreement," Ihe Fundamentals was anoth-r, 160

The Fundamentals was a series of twslve thin volumes published betwsen

1910 and 191% in defense of the Christien faith. The whole project was

a tremendous collaboration, 7The idea sterted with Lyman Stewart, the
sponsor of the vanture, and A, C. Oixon, its original sditor. 5tewart

was & weallhy layman concerned about the threat to orthodoxy from
Protestant liberalism. A, C. Dixon was pastor of moody Chyrch *n Chicasqo
when hr. was hired as editor of the project. When Dixon laft to take up the
responsibilities of & pastorate in Britain, Louis Meyers, a Jewish Christian
evangeliist from Chicaqo, became editor. Reuben Torrey, the well-known
evengelist end Dean of the Bible Institute of Los Angeles, sdited the final
volumes in the series, All three editors were millenarisna. This "Testimony
to the Truth" was to be sent to "all English-speaking Protestant pastors,

evangeliste, missionaries, theological professors, theological students,

Yo Me Co A, secretaries, Y, We C. A. sacreteries, Sunday School superintendents,

religious lay workers, and editors of religlous publications throughout the
earth.” 161 1n tnis respect, success was nearly achiesved. Thres million
individual volumss uwsre sant out.

A wide and imprasaive array of author's names greced the table of
contents of these little books. Conservative churchmen from across the
Atlantic contributedy ths Anglican bishop J. C. Ryle, The Reverend Thomas
Spurgeon, and Professor Jsmes Orr of the United Free Church College of
Glasgow, Scotland, were but a few of the names. Seaven contributors were
Canadian. The bulk of the authors were Amsricens, both conservatives anrd

millenariane. Printed and bound next to each other, Benjamin B. Warfield



58

and Oberlin archeologist George frederick Wright proclaimed and defended
the fundamentals of the faith alongside millenmarians Torrey, Dixun,
Arthur Plersan, and James Gray.

The contents of these pamphlets were varied, with discussions of
Romanism, prophecy, missions, and persomal testimonies. But the fundamentals
of the faith ware at the heart of the matter, and the doctrine of Scripture
was the most central of these fundamantals. Many pagee were spent
defending the historicity and suthorship of the Biule as traditionally
construnds Flue articles put forth the fundamentalist doctrins of Scriptureg
L. W. Marshall wrote on "Inspiration," James Gray on "The Inspiration of
the Bible--Definition, txtent, and Proaf." willlam Moorehead of Xenia
Seminary drafted "The Moral Glory uf Jesus Christ a ©rgof of Inspiration.”
"The Testimony of the QOrganic Unity of the gible to its Inapiration" was
written by Arthur T. Pleraon. Lastly, Georgs S. Bishop wrote "Tne
Testimony of the Scriptures to Themselves." All five of these men defended
the plenary and verbal inspiration of the 8ible resulting in tha inerrancy
of the original autographs. The articles by Gray and Marshall referred
often to the Princetonians. Together, theee articles expreased the
comnitment of The Fundamentals to biblical {nerrancy.

Although The Fundamontals received little immediate public recognition,
and although they failed in their primery purpose-~to halt the apread of
moderniam-~they had the long-term effect of becoming a rellying point for
the fundementalist movement ir the 1920s. Fundamantslists at thet time
looked on the publication of the pamphlets as the origin of their crusade
and an example of a united front against modernism.162

As the publication of The fyndamentals came to a closs, the attantion
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of Amerlca bocame riveted on furope in the throes of world War One. Must
strife batwern theological liberals and conservatives temporarily ceased.
But the ymars from 1890 to 1918 had seen the spread of two distinct

views of Scripture and the emergrncr of two opposing theological movemunts.
There were qroups of self-conscious liberals and conservatives withim the
Reformed churchrs which wers part of larger movements that transcended

denominational lines. The stage was thus set for thn Fundamentalist-

Modernist Coentroversy of thn inter-war years.

Vs Conclusion

The Fundamentallst-Modernist Controversy was a fierce struggle from
1919 to 1935 betuwesn liberals and conservatives for control of the denomineticns.
From 1919 to 1924 the fundamantalists seemed close to attaining thelr goala-
to rid the churches of libesralism--but they failed. Liberals wers
incressingly influentisl in the seminaries and hisrarchies. A division
developsd between militant end concliliatory fundamentalists, impading
united action. In addition, the "monkey triel' of 1925 stigmatized the
movaru nt as backward. 8y 153% fundamentalism, along with its view of
Script.re, had becoms & minority opinion in the Reformed denominations of
the north.

The foundations for the liberal-conservative conflict, and ultimately
the conservetive defeat, were laid betwsen 1865 and 1918, Although e
traditional outlook on the Bible was dominant in Protestant thought
immediately after the Civil War, a different outlook arose during these
fifty-thres years. Liberals refined and spread a new conception of

Scripture, which was central to the blossoming modearnist movement.
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Conservatives rushed to the dafense of the traditional view, refining
and developing an apologetic for it., Corservative Christians from
various traditions constructed an informal but active alliance anainst
modernism whilch became the fundamentalist movement by 1918. The two
movements were opposed Lo each other theologicallyy the B8ible was a
focal point of contention.

The theologicel climate of American Protestantism from 1865 to 1918
wat similar in many respects to thet of furope during the Reformation.

In both cases, Christians were passing through crises of authoritv, In

the sixteenth century, the absolute authority of the Roman Chuyrrh was
chellenned. Protustants rejected such suthorlity but answered the question
of authority with the principle of sola scripture--the Bible alone as

final ruls. 1In late nineteenth-century Americe, the Protestent principle
of the Bible as sole authority was challenged in a similar menner on
various fronts. Often, people sppealed to the authority of human knowledge
(science) against Scrinture.

This paper argues that fundamsntalism was a theulogical movement whose
view of the Bible was substantially the same as the conservative evangelical
view which was dominant in Amecican Protestantism at 1865, The fundamentalists
might have narrowed and refined older perspsctives, but they did not create
a8 new visu of the 8ible. They were not innovators. This is an underlying
thesis of this paper and an importsnt point of contention between the
suthor and Sandesn and Loetscher.l163

Finelly, the debate over biblical inerrancy did not snd in 1918 nor
in 1835, In recent yssrs the conflict has arisen agatn, this time among

evangelical Cnhristians. 1In 1976 Harold Lindsell, Editor Emeritus of

SN e L
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Christianity Today, published the controversial Battle for the Bible, in

which he rebuked his fellow evangelicals for having departed from imerrancy
in their doctrine of Scripture.lﬁa Today editorials are exchanoed on the
subjecty seminaries make pronouncements even historians have enteraed

into the fray=-trylnn to prove whrther or not the inerrantist position

is the historic position of the Church.1l65 Although it has not yet

caused snavere divisions within countemporary evangelicaliem, the question

"what is the nature and authority of the 8ible?" has always benn a potent

one for Reformsd Christians,
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