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Introduction
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A/+%(5&- +0&-4+#(5&#(*/ (* $'&$ )&/(#@ within the Protestant 
household, forti;ed by deep revivalist traditions, that has underscored the 
importance of the Bible, the atoning work of Jesus Christ, conversion and 
evangelism.! 1e term evangelicalism itself is contested,3 but various theo-
logical traditions that bear the name invariably express a common interest 
in the a>ributes just cited. Part of the rich legacy of this vital movement 
can be seen in the First and Second Great Awakenings, abolitionism, the 
Holiness Movement and the progressive movement of the late nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries. Its champions range from Jonathan Ed-
wards to Charles Finney, from George White;eld to Phoebe Palmer, from 
Billy Sunday to Billy Graham.8 A7er the disestablishment of the church 
during the eighteenth century, in which religion was legally (in the First 
Amendment to the Constitution) separated from the state, evangelical re-
ligion nevertheless Bowered in the following century, and it had by that 
point grown to be culturally powerful. However, by the twentieth century 
the movement had clearly fallen on hard times. 1at is, it not only broke  
up into liberal and conservative wings but was also disinherited by key 
leaders of American culture who began to look elsewhere for their vision. 

!David W. Bebbington, “Evangelicalism in Its Se>ings: 1e British and American Movements since 
!C9D,” in Evangelicalism, ed. Mark Noll, David W. Bebbington and George A. Rawlyk (New York: 
Oxford University Press, !CC9), p. 8E8. 

3William J. Abraham, -e Coming Great Revival (San Francisco: Harper & Row, !CF9), p. E.
81ough George White;eld was British he had such a signi;cant impact on American evangelicalism 
that he must be listed in any major account. 
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1e shi7ing fortunes of evangelicalism, especially from the nineteenth to 
the twentieth centuries, led Timothy Smith to employ the ever-changing 
image of a kaleidoscope to chart this complex movement.9 

Such a fall from power, and over a relatively brief period of time, makes 
the study of American evangelicalism a good window not only on the for-
tunes of Protestantism in the United States but also on the identity of the 
American nation itself, especially in terms of what it has become as a 
modern liberal democracy. To explore this engaging story, which has some 
odd subplots along the way, we will consider di2erent types of power. In 
other words we will investigate the various dimensions through which 
American evangelicalism has been expressed in its rich and vibrant life, es-
pecially on the national scene. Power is de;ned in this context, at least ini-
tially, in a very basic and general way. It comes in two principal forms: one 
positive and the other negative. Power in the ;rst sense quite simply entails 
the ability to do, to e2ectuate, to achieve desired ends and goals. It is a re-
Bection of interests. Power in the second, so-called negative, sense involves 
the ability to restrict and constrain; it consists chieBy in inhibiting or out-
right preventing certain courses of action. 1is second sense is similar to the 
nature of power that Martin Luther (!9F8-!=9?) had in mind when he de-
scribed the political use of the moral law in his Commentary on Galatians.= 

1ough I have de;ned power quite broadly, in order to be able to rec-
ognize the many ways in which the evangelical community in America has 
expressed its life and purpose as a vibrant community among even larger 
ones, my approach will nevertheless focus by and large on key powers, espe-
cially those that are indicative of the relation between evangelicals and the 
American nation. In one sense this work is a history of modern American 
evangelicalism from the !C3Ds to the present. It tells that story, however, by 
being a>entive to the numerous shi7s in fortune that marked the relation of 
the evangelical community to the broader American nation, especially in 
terms of cultural, political, intellectual, moral and spiritual power. Indeed, 
an examination of these same elements will not only help us to comprehend 

9Timothy Smith, “1e Evangelical Kaleidoscope and the Call to Christian Unity,” Christian Scholars 
Review != (!CF?): p. !3=.  

=Jaroslav Pelikan, ed., Lectures on Galatians, Luther’s Works (!=8=; reprint, Saint Louis: Concordia, 
!C?8), 3?:8DF-C. 
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evangelicalism be>er but also the American nation itself. 
1ough there are di2erent ways of understanding the relation between 

culture and politics, my approach will view the former as the larger cat-
egory as it relates to the entire society with respect to knowledge, ideas, 
customs, traditions, skills, beliefs, language, mores, folkways, artifacts and 
institutions. 1e la>er category, politics, will be considered more narrowly 
as referring to government (and inBuencing it), the powers of distribution, 
restriction and coercion, as well as to the operations of the state. Indeed, 
one of the principal arguments of this book is that modern America has 
developed the unfortunate habit of “politicizing” ever larger areas of 
human culture that at their best should not in e2ect be overrun with such 
inBuences, with such governmental power.

Beyond such considerations the American evangelical story cannot be 
told apart from a>ention to the intellectual currents that were such an im-
portant part of its heritage extending back to Princeton theologians such 
as Charles Hodge (!ECE-!FEF) and B. B. War;eld (!F=!-!C3!), the common 
sense philosophy of the nineteenth century and the intellectual prowess of 
Jonathan Edwards (!ED8-!E=F) during the eighteenth century. 1is distinct 
and considerable intellectual heritage that was a part of the broader cul-
tural power of evangelicals was challenged in the nineteenth century and 
put aside by cultural elites in the twentieth. Its loss, as well as the ongoing 
shadow of that loss, have marked evangelical identity ever since. And Wes-
leyan evangelicals, by and large, have o2ered modest help in the quest to 
regain some of this intellectual capital since they were not o7en asking the 
question What can I know? (as were their Reformed evangelical cousins) 
but How can I love? a query emblematic of their own heritage of evangeli-
calism going back to John Wesley himself. 

Given that evangelicals in the United States have championed con-
version, or being born again, as being at the heart of genuine Christian ex-
perience, it is therefore not surprising to learn that this community has 
o7en expressed considerable moral and spiritual concern in the national 
arena. Emphasizing both personal and social responsibility, the evan-
gelical community has articulated an ethic, among other things, of minis-
tering to the poor, protecting the unborn as well as safeguarding the values 
pertaining to the family, values that should lead to human Bourishing. 1e 
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irony here, of course, is that in the area of moral power, evangelicals o2er 
researchers abundant evidence of having become increasing accommo-
dated to American culture instead of transforming it. In fact, the divorce 
rates among American evangelicals are not very di2erent from the nation 
at large. And scandals at the national level have rocked the community, 
though I do not believe that the lens of “scandal” is the most appropriate 
one to come to terms with the great majority of evangelical Americans, 
who in so many instances live be>er lives than some of their leaders. 

So then the book will employ an historical narrative (for the most part) 
while being a>entive to the interplay between the evangelical community 
and a broader national context in terms of a number of powers, and 
thereby o2er a much needed cultural analysis. In chapter one, for example, 
I will begin by noting the rich cultural legacy of evangelicals hailing from 
the nineteenth century that was challenged by the rise of higher criticism 
and evolution, among other things. 1e cast of characters here, so to 
speak, will include the Scopes Trial, the rise of the Social Gospel, the 
Great Reversal and the fundamentalist dilemma that is best expressed in 
terms of ongoing cultural ambivalence. Moreover, unlike other histories of 
American evangelicalism I will indicate quite clearly why the turn toward 
fundamentalism was never undertaken by Wesleyan evangelicals, in any 
signi;cant way, due to the distinct sense of their own identity and mission.

Chapter two will explore the institutionalization of fundamentalism re-
Becting its status as an ongoing subculture. It will also consider the rise of 
the neo-evangelicals, who sought to distinguish themselves in several im-
portant respects from their fundamentalist brothers and sisters. However, 
like the fundamentalists, the neo-evangelicals, soon to be known simply as 
evangelicals, developed an infrastructure to insure that their values and 
witness would be passed along from generation to generation, given their 
own standing as a subculture as well. Particular a>ention will, therefore, be 
paid to the development of the National Association of Evangelicals, the 
creation and editorial leadership of Christianity Today, the founding of 
Fuller 1eological Seminary and the ministry of Billy Graham. Beyond 
this, we will consider some of the engaging social developments at the 
time, especially the civil rights movement, as well as how it was viewed by 
key evangelical leaders who at times seemed to be more concerned with 
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ma>ers pertaining to their own identity and interests. Beyond this, the co-
alescing of Wesleyan evangelicals during the !C?Ds in the face of an overly 
accommodated mainline denomination (what modern, liberal democracy 
o7en does to a communion of faith) will also be examined. 

Chapter three will portray the signi;cant political and cultural shi7 
brought into being by Lyndon Baines Johnson in his a>empt, among other 
things, to usher in what he called “1e Great Society,” that is, one that would 
eliminate poverty. And the case will be made, interestingly enough, that 
Richard Nixon, before the whole Watergate ;asco, actually had more in 
common with Johnson’s poverty ;ghting approaches than is o7en acknowl-
edged. 1e fall of Nixon and the corruption of his administration prepared 
the way for the election of an outsider, Jimmy Carter, the former governor of 
Georgia, who as a born again Christian was remarkably open about his evan-
gelical faith, though many evangelicals would quickly turn away from his ad-
ministration. 1e a7ermath of that disillusionment provides some of the 
context in which to understand the rise the new religious right in the form of 
the Moral Majority, and later on the Christian Coalition, and why many 
Wesleyans opted out. Living in the wake of the historic Supreme Court de-
cision Roe v. Wade, many evangelicals not only made their way into the Re-
publican Party and supported a divorced candidate for the presidency in the 
form of Ronald Reagan, but they also began to look more kindly toward 
Roman Catholics, who shared some of their key moral concerns.

A great number of evangelicals supported the rise of the intelligent 
design movement even though, properly speaking, that movement is not 
even a species of theism since the designer can be understood in various 
ways, not all which include the notion of God. At any rate, many evangel-
icals embraced the movement, and some cheered from the sidelines, 
simply because in intelligent design they had found a champion who could 
possibly recover some of the intellectual capital lost during the Scopes 
Trial, with the hope that this currency could be readily translated into an 
increased cultural voice. However, because the cultural shadows of Scopes 
o7en hung over a consideration of intelligent design, the movement was 
rarely properly understood. Chapter four then will take great pains to de-
scribe intelligent design properly and explore its intellectual challenge and 
contributions, as well as to note its failures. 
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1ough conservative evangelicals, only a fraction of whom would 
identify with the religious right, seem to get so much of the a>ention at the 
national level, the evangelical le7 has resurged of late, riding the waves of 
the popularity of the emergent church and the ministries of Jim Wallis, 
Tony Campolo and Brian McLaren, and the election of a liberal Demo-
cratic president Barack Obama. Chapter ;ve then will take a closer look at 
this wing of the evangelical community in light of its own writings and 
against the backdrop of the larger political and cultural changes that have 
been taking place in the United States from FDR to LBJ and on to Obama. 
Good windows on the interface between evangelical le7ist conceptions of 
social justice and the modern, liberal democratic state can be illustrated in 
the recent housing crisis and in the promulgation of the “Manha>an Decla-
ration,” a document that none of the names just mentioned saw ;t to sign.

1e evangelical community, both the right and the le7, has in some sense 
followed broader cultural trends by reducing their public voices by and large 
to a political idiom. Modern liberal democratic states, of course, encourage 
such developments in a number of ways. 1e transformation of a full-orbed 
gospel voice to a political idiom in which particular conceptions of social 
justice, whether from the right or the le7, were celebrated, was then brought 
back into the church (in this evangelicals followed the mainline denomina-
tions, though not to the same extent) where it continued to be interlaced with 
the vocabulary of the gospel itself. In other words, particular conceptions of 
justice took on an ever larger role such that those evangelicals who thought 
di2erently (and there are, a7er all, many viable ways of understanding social 
justice) could only feel alienated in such churches. In chapter six then I will 
detail this problem forthrightly and highlight the ways in which the evan-
gelical community can come to a greater appreciation of the universality of 
the gospel, its broad catholicity, especially in terms of its transcendent nature. 
1is ongoing political and theological problem likewise demonstrates the ne-
cessity of an evangelical political philosophy, one that is informed by 
Scripture in a preeminent way, as well as by the wisdom of moral and natural 
law, underscoring those things that pertain to all human beings.

1e work will conclude with an assessment of the powers (cultural, in-
tellectual, political, etc.) articulated in the largely historical narrative and 
will suggest the way forward for the evangelical community. 

Copyrighted Material - www.ivpress.com/permissions



!

Cultural Shi7s, the Rise of Fundamentalism  
and the Great Reversal

2 2 2

T',"4' $'+ 5'"%5' (- $'+ U-($+. S$&$+* had been o:cially dis-
established in the First Amendment to the Constitution in !EC!, Protes-
tants, many of them evangelicals, almost immediately set out to create a de 
facto establishment.! 1e earlier evangelical revivalism of the !E8Ds and 
!E9Ds, informed by a Puritan heritage that sought to dedicate all of the New 
World in service to God, pointed the way for nineteenth-century preachers, 
who employed similar methods in a Second Great Awakening. Wave a7er 
wave of revivalism Bowing from Cane Ridge, Kentucky, in !FD! to the busi-
nessmen’s revival of !F=E, to the holiness camp meetings beginning at 
Vineland New Jersey in !F?E, and onto to the pointed preaching of Dwight 
Moody (!F8E-!FCC) during the la>er part of the century, all helped to foster 
a genuine Christian culture. 1e various means of this establishment, 
however, were not legal or coercive, but voluntary and persuasive. Reviv-
alism, with its emphasis on the in-breaking of the power of God, now was at 
the heart of the methods that had so captivated the nation. 

A C!"#!$%" L&'%()
Revivalists of the period, such as Charles Grandison Finney (!EC3-!FE=), 

!Mark D. Regnerus, “Selective Deprivatization Among American Religious Traditions: 1e Reversal 
of the Great Reversal,” Social Forces E?, no. 9 (!CCF): !89E-E3. Regnerus points out that state estab-
lishments lasted as long as !F88 (cf. p. !89C). 
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who had le7 a legal career for preaching, took great pains to proclaim a 
full-orbed gospel: one that o2ered hope not simply to individuals but also 
to society. Indeed, Finney remarked on one occasion to the e2ect that ev-
erywhere the gospel is preached there must also be reform. Likeminded re-
formist evangelicals helped to establish several voluntary societies to meet 
both the personal and social needs of the nation, such as the American 
Bible Society (!F!?), the American Education Society (!F!?), the American 
Sunday School Union (!F39), the American Tract Society (!F3=), the 
American Temperance Society (!F3?), the American Peace Society (!F3F) 
and the American Antislavery Society (!F88) among other groups. 1ese 
societies, which were not only created to ease the plight of the poor but 
also to enhance the cultural ;ngerprint of American Protestants, were 
marked by generous interdenominational cooperation. 1e whole cluster 
of these societies interlaced throughout the nation constituted nothing 
less than a veritable benevolent empire. 

So great was the religious and cultural power of evangelical Protes-
tants in the nineteenth century that by !FED as George Marsden puts it 
“almost all American Protestants thought of America as a Christian 
nation.”3 For example, by !FC3 Supreme Court Justice Brewer delivered 
the opinion of the court (Church of the Holy Trinity v. the United States) 
in declaring that the United States was a Christian nation. Not surpris-
ingly, many Protestants saw their own faith at the heart of the American 
enterprise, though Roman Catholics, Jews and skeptics naturally ob-
jected.8 Josiah Strong (!F9E-!C!?) demonstrated in !FF= with the publi-
cation of his best-selling book Our Country how quickly the evangelical 
faith of American Protestants could become amalgamated with the alloys 
of both ethnicity and race. Mistaking Anglo-Saxon culture for the genius 
of the gospel itself, Strong declared that “the world’s destiny lay with the 
Anglo-Saxon race.”9 Andre Siegfried continued this tribal theme early 
into the next century in his book America Comes of Age (!C3E), in which he 

3George M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture (New York: Oxford University Press, 
!CFD), p. !!. Due to the scope and focus of the book, nineteenth-century developments are treated 
more brieBy and to the extent that they illuminate the following century.

8Ibid. 
9George Marsden, Religion and American Culture (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, !CCD), p. !!?. 
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raised the question “Will America remain Protestant and Anglo Saxon?”= 
In other words, original stock Protestants, some of whose ancestry went 
back to the founding of the nation and even earlier, enjoyed and touted 
their cultural advantages, some of which were reBected in the religious 
preferences of America. 

T*& P$+'$&,,-.& M+.&/&0# %01 #*& G$&%# W%$
Many evangelicals brought their religious idealism and moral judgments to 
the progressive movement that spanned the presidencies of 1eodore Roos-
evelt, William Howard Ta7 and Woodrow Wilson. In a real sense progres-
sivism, as a political movement, was a response to some of the more trou-
bling aspects of industrialization and urbanization. It therefore sought to 
bring about a new balance between “Protestant moral values, capitalistic 
competition, and democratic processes.”? Among their many reforms pro-
gressives helped to pass child labor laws, they developed the notion that 
charity and welfare should be undertaken by professionals, that is, by social 
workers, and they supported many of the goals of organized labor. 

Voluntary societies to promote social order likewise Bourished in the 
nineteenth century. 1e Women’s Christian Temperance Union, for ex-
ample, was founded in !FE9 and Frances Willard, a Methodist evangelical, 
provided pivotal leadership from !FEC to !FCF. To be sure, many reformers 
believed that alcohol was destroying the social fabric of the nation, the 
family in particular. However, what began as a temperance movement 
(drinking in moderation) soon became a total abstinence crusade, and 
progressives viewed the alcohol issue in an ultraist way: that is, it was seen 
as the moral issue that if properly addressed would result in numerous 
social bene;ts, everything from stabile family relationships to increased 
productivity at work. Class and ethnic issues, however, were also caught 
up in a prohibition coalition that sought to protect the interests of old 
stock Americans who felt threatened by the unchurched (largely lower 
class) and by Catholic, Jewish and Lutheran (drinking) immigrants.E 1e 

=Martin E. Marty, -e Noise of Con/ict !+!+-!+"!, Modern American Religion (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, !CC!), 3:?8.  

?Nancy Koester, -e History of Christianity in the United States (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 3DDE).
EMartin E. Marty, Pilgrims in -eir Own Land (Harrisonburg, Va.: Penguin, !CF9), p. 8EE. 
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Eighteenth Amendment to the Constitution, which banned the manu-
facture and sale of intoxicating beverages, was rati;ed by the states in Oc-
tober !C!C, and it went into e2ect on January !?, !C3D. It represented the 
social and cultural power of Protestants who yet remained in earnest to es-
tablish a Christian America, one very much in their own image. 

One of the greatest reforms undertaken by progressives was un-
doubtedly women’s su2rage. 1at women did not have the right to vote 
seemed to belie the democratic principles that grounded the nation. And 
many Christians reasoned that such a failure detracted from the truth that 
women, as with men, were created in nothing less than the image and 
likeness of God. Harkening back to a !F9F founding convention in a Wes-
leyan church at Seneca Falls, New York, women’s su2rage was yet another 
key success of the progressive movement with the passage of the Nine-
teenth Amendment by Congress in !C!C, an amendment that was rati;ed 
by the states the following year. 

Despite its many achievements, one of the glaring faults of the pro-
gressive era was that its social and cultural vision was largely restricted to 
white Americans. Indeed, prejudices against African Americans were not 
only extensive but they were also built into the very social mores of the 
period. For example, Jim Crow laws that were on the books since the !FFDs 
gave legal and social force to the physical separation of the races. 
Moreover, demonstrating that the Supreme Court itself was not above the 
social prejudices of the day, it ruled in Plessy v. Ferguson in !FC? that “sep-
arate but equal” policies with respect to African Americans were in fact 
justi;ed. In addition, some of the worst executive acts against blacks took 
place during the presidency of Woodrow Wilson (!F=?-!C39), who brought 
several “southern white stereotypes” to the White House.F It would take 
decades before this blind spot of the reformers was even addressed. 

As a reforming Democrat who had earlier cleaned up corruption in 
New Jersey as governor, Wilson readily weaved together the narrative of 
an American liberal democracy with that of the gospel. According to Mark 
Noll this energetic president believed that the American experience “wit-
nessed the fullest manifestation of public Christian values in human 

FMartin E. Marty, -e Irony of It All, !*+,-!+!+, Modern American Religion (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, !CF?), !:CC.  
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history.”C Remembering the Civil War and the disruption it had brought to 
American society, and with both his father and grandfather having had ca-
reers as ministers, Wilson reluctantly entered the Great War as late as !C!E 
in order to defeat German militarism and to “make the world safe for 
democracy.”!D William Jennings Bryan (!F?D-!C3=), his popular secretary 
of state, discerned the dri7 toward war early on and resigned in !C!= on the 
basis of paci;st principles.

Evangelicals from a number of di2erent social and theological perspec-
tives eventually embraced the war and viewed it, at least to some extent, 
through the well-worked lens of reform. For example, Columbia University 
administrators dismissed tenured faculty “for opposing American inter-
vention in the war.”!! And Shailer Mathews (!F?8-!C9!), the dean of the di-
vinity school at the University of Chicago, declared that for an American 
“to refuse to share in the present war . . . is not Christian.”!3 Conservative 
evangelicals, like their liberal theological cousins, conBated patriotism and 
Christianity as well. Billy Sunday (!F?3-!C8=), for example, the slapdash 
preacher who knew how to captivate an audience, bellowed from the pulpit 
on occasion that “Christianity and patriotism are synonymous . . . and hell 
and traitors are synonymous.”!8 1is was a heady period, to be sure, ;lled 
with the all the rhetoric of patriotism, and the American Bag was even 
brought into the churchesGand in most cases it remained there. 

A7er the war was over in !C!F, the gruesome reality of the carnage (!= 
million dead) as well as a vision of the vast destruction of resources set in 
and dispelled the naiveté and optimism that had characterized many of 
war’s supporters, religious leaders among them. 1e social consequences 
of the war were also considerable and were evident not only in a loosing of 
moral strictures that characterized the rise of the jazz age but also in 
strengthening the forces of secularization, especially among cultural 
elites, who were by now weary of all idealism, whatever form it took. 

 CMark Noll, A History of Christianity in the United States and Canada (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 
!CC3), p. 8D3. 

!DEdward J. Larson, Summer for the Gods: -e Scopes Trial and America’s Continuing Debate Over Sci-
ence and Religion (New York: Basic Books, !CCE), pp. 89-8=.  

!!Ibid., p. ?!. 
!3Noll, History of Christianity, pp. 8DF-C.
!8George M. Marsden, Understanding Fundamentalism and Evangelicalism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 

!CC!), p. =!.
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1e cultural establishment that Protestants had created in the nineteenth 
century, largely though the enormous success of revivalism in o2ering 
many Americans a common vision and purpose, was challenged by a 
number of shi7ing social and cultural realities. Precisely because it is 
made up of so many diverse elements (intellectual, economic, moral, reli-
gious and social) cultural power for any particular group in the life of a 
nation is at best Beeting. Clearly, culturally privileged groups like to focus 
on a snapshot, so to speak, of the heights of their power, not realizing of 
course that the photo will age, no longer depicting the present very accu-
rately. In the same way, American Protestants, though remarkably suc-
cessful in the nineteenth century, were nevertheless a part of a larger cul-
tural complex that contained any number of factors well beyond their 
control. What cultural power and inBuence they had amassed could be 
viewed as either fortuitous or in a more comforting way as the benevolent 
providence of God. At any rate, it would not last. 

I//-'$%#-+0
One of the best and most reliable indicators of the religious life of a nation 
(both present and future) is none other than immigration statistics. In a 
real sense America has imported its religious makeup. 1e period between 
!FED and !C3D, for instance, marks one of the most signi;cant inBuxes of im-
migrants in the history of the nation. According to some of the best sta-
tistics available, over twenty million people, largely European, passed 
through the gates of Castle Garden and, a7er !FC3, Ellis Island.!9 Immi-
grants came from Germany, Ireland, Italy, Russia, Poland and elsewhere. At 
the turn of the century the numbers swelled from Eastern Europe, which 
included many Ashkenazi Jews. America was now both more Roman 
Catholic (Germany, Ireland and Italy) and Jewish (Russia and Poland). 

Nativist sentiment quickly emerged among the “old guard” Protestants 
who felt challenged by the shi7ing religious composition of the nation. 
Josiah Strong, for example, maintained that Catholicism threatens many 

!9Walter Nugent, Crossings: -e Great Transatlantic Migrations, !*)#-!+!" (Indianapolis: Indiana 
University Press, !CC3), p. !=D.
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of America’s basic liberties, such as free speech and a free press. “Mani-
festly there is an irreconcilable di2erence,” he declared, “between papal 
principles and the fundamental principles of our free institutions.”!= And 
when the Democratic Party in !C3F nominated the Roman Catholic Alfred 
E. Smith to be president of the United States, many Protestants warned 
that he would sell out America to the pope. So great was the concern that 
even the authors of the Christian Century argued that “Catholic teachings 
and practices clashed with America’s democratic principles.”!? And evan-
gelical Protestants, for their part, wondered if the fruit of revivalism and 
the cultural power it had a2orded them could be so easily undone by 
American bureaucratic policy in the form of mass immigration. 

Fearing the wrath of its constituencies, Congress began to pass legis-
lation a7er the war to restrict immigration. A bill that would exclude mi-
grants who failed a literacy test became law in !C!E over the objectionsG
and veto!Gof President Wilson.!E A few years later Congress passed the 
Johnson Act (!C3!) and the Johnson Reid Act (!C39), both of which re-
stricted immigration along the lines of “national-origins quotas.”!F 1e 
open door of immigration was beginning to close. 1e World War itself, of 
course, had interrupted the Bow, and with the restrictive legislation of the 
!C3Ds followed by the Great Depression of the !C8Ds transmigration to the 
United States virtually ceasedGat least for a time. And it would not be 
until much later, that is, during the !C?Ds, that the country would revamp 
its immigration policies under the banner of fairness and balance. 

I0#&""&(#!%" C*%""&0'&, #+ #*& A /&$-(%0  
P$+#&,#%0# E/2-$& 
One element of the larger Protestant cultural ;ngerprint had been the life 
of the mind that resonated in many respects with American cultural 
trends throughout a good portion of the nineteenth century. So then in 
order to appreciate the nature and extent of the intellectual challenges that 

!=Edwin Sco> Gaustad, A Religious History of America, rev. ed. (New York: Harper & Row, !CCD),  
p. !C9. 

!?Allan J. Lichtman, White Protestant Nation: -e Rise of the American Conservative Movement (New 
York: Grove, 3DDF), p. 9F. 

!ENugent, Crossings, p. !?!.
!FIbid.
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the higher criticism of the Bible and the teaching of evolution posed to so 
many American Protestants during the early twentieth century (with sig-
ni;cant loss of intellectual power in the o:ng), it is necessary to under-
stand just how they read sacred Scripture. However, in order to com-
prehend what presuppositions and assumptions evangelical Protestants 
brought to the Bible, especially toward the end of the nineteenth century, 
it is necessary to explore their changing views on both American culture 
and the millennial reign of Christ. 

Many of the revivalists around the middle of the nineteenth century, such 
as Charles Finney, were decidedly postmillennialists. In other words, they 
believed that the activity of the church was helping to usher in the golden 
and blessed thousand-year reign of Christ predicted in Revelation 3D. 
However, a7er the Civil War it became more di:cult, but not impossible, to 
hold such an interpretation of American culture and biblical prophecy. By 
the !FEDs Dwight Moody, a former shoe salesman turned preacher, had now 
become America’s chief evangelist. 1ough he initially embraced pointed, 
revivalistic preaching coupled with signi;cant social action along the lines of 
Finney, a7er the great Chicago ;re in !FE! Moody modi;ed his overall ap-
proach to ministry. 1at is, from now on he largely focused on saving souls. 
It was almost as if the calamity of the Chicago ;re in Moody’s eyes was em-
blematic of the state of the nation. His new outlook was encapsulated in the 
o7en repeated observation: “I look upon this world as a wrecked vessel. God 
has given me a lifeboat and said to me, ‘Moody, save all you can.’”!C 

1roughout the remainder of the nineteenth century, Moody preached 
a premillennial gospel that was pessimistic in terms of the outworking of 
American culture. Put another way, this popular evangelist was not oper-
ating out of a grand Constantinian model in which the Christian faith 
would make generous and lasting contributions to an American civili-
zation. Instead, he considered that civilization to be in decline, and it 
would continue in that unenviable state until the second coming of Christ. 
Moody’s new reading of the relation of Christ and culture caught on and 
many of the leading American evangelists of the period, such as Billy 
Sunday, Reuben Torrey, W. J. Erdman, J. Wilbur Chapman and George 

!CMarsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, p. 8F.
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Needham, followed in his premillennial footsteps. Like Moody these reli-
gious leaders now looked down upon the earlier postmillennialist claim 
u>ered by many of the progressives that the Christian faith would 
transform American culture in very positive and lasting ways. Instead, 
they took important steps to separate themselves from what they now 
judged to be a declining culture. ReBecting on the American scene James 
Gray remarked, “We cannot absolutely separate ourselves from its society, 
its literature, its politics, its commerce, but we can separate ourselves from 
its methods, its spirits, and its aims.”3D 

Moody’s premillennial cause was helped by the introduction of the 
teaching of John Nelson Darby (!FDD-!FF3), a British evangelist and 
member of the Plymouth Brethren. Darby taught two key ideas: ;rst 
there would be a secret rapture of the church, and second there would be 
a parenthesis in the prophetic clock between the sixty-ninth and seven-
tieth weeks of the book of Daniel. 1ese are two of the basic teachings 
that constitute the system of theology known as dispensationalism.3!  
Arguing that Scripture and the prophetic calendar must be rightly di-
vided, with distinct treatments of the nation of Israel and the church, 
dispensationalists maintained that God has yet to ful;ll several 
promises to Israel. However, whereas all dispensationalists are premi-
llennialists, arguing that Christ himself will usher in the millennial 
reign, not all premillennialists are dispensationalists. Nevertheless, both 
interpretations of the Bible and prophecy depart in key ways from the 
optimistic and culture-a:rming ways of the postmillennialists. By !C!E 
several professors at the University of Chicago took notice and criticized 
the premillennialists by arguing that “its leaders were preaching that the 
current conBict [World War I] was not “the war to end all wars,” that the 
kingdom of God would not come through moral progress, and that the 
social application of the gospel was a waste of time.”33 

One of the things that united the premillennialists and dispensation-
alists was they tended to approach the Bible in a literal way (in line with 

3DIbid., p. !8!.
3!Ernest R. Sandeen, -e Roots of Fundamentalism: British and American Millenarianism, !*##-!+,# 

(Grand Rapids: Baker, !CEF), p. 8F. 
33Joel A. Carpenter, Revive Us Again: -e Reawakening of American Fundamentalism (New York: Ox-

ford University Press, !CCE), p. 8C. 
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their reading of prophecy) that made it di:cult for them to embrace the 
new learning of the nineteenth century in terms of higher criticism of the 
Bible. Simply put, prophetic judgment had a signi;cant e2ect on how one 
viewed the Bible, especially in terms of its authority. And a dispensational 
reading of Scripture, with all that this entailed, was spread far and wide 
through the publication of the Sco;eld Reference Bible in !CDC, a work that 
was later revised in !C!E. 

Ernest Sandeen put forth the thesis that a coalition of millenarians and 
conservative Princeton theologians helped to give shape to American fun-
damentalism. If true, this thesis would suggest that the base of support of 
fundamentalists (in contrast to H. Richard Niebuhr’s claim) was virtually 
indistinguishable from that of modernists.38 What makes this coalition so 
interesting is that many of the conservative theologians at Princeton Sem-
inary, such as Charles Hodge and B. B. War;eld, were neither premillenni-
alists nor dispensationalists, but were actually convinced postmillenni-
alists in their reading of the prophetic calendar. 

What drew these millenarians and Princeton scholars together was 
their common dislike of modernism, a movement that in the judgment of 
both groups could undermine the inspiration and the authority of 
Scripture. Indeed, modernism in this context refers to those within the 
church who were willing to retool, so to speak, signi;cant Christian doc-
trines in light of both higher criticism and evolutionary theory. For his 
part Charles Hodge approached the Bible through a Baconian paradigm 
that placed a premium on induction and empiricism: “1e Bible is to the 
theologian, what nature is to the man of science. It is his store-house of 
facts.”39 1e task of the theologian then, according to Hodge, is “to as-
certain, collect and combine all the facts which God has revealed con-
cerning himself and our relation to Him.”3= A. A. Hodge, the son of 
Charles, along with his colleague B. B. War;eld laid out Princeton’s view 
with respect to Scripture in their salient essay titled “Inspiration,” which 
;rst appeared in the Presbyterian Review in !FF!. According to Sandeen, 

38Sandeen, Roots of Fundamentalism, p. xvi.
39Sydney E. Ahlstrom, ed., -eology in America: -e Major Protestant Voices (om Puritanism to Neo-

Orthodoxy (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, !C?E), p. 3=E.  
3=Ibid., pp. 3=E-=F. 
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three emphases emerged in this view: ;rst, “the inspiration of the Scrip-
tures [extended] to the words,” indicating a plenary verbal view; second, 
“the Scriptures taught their own inerrancy;” and third, a>ention was given 
to “the inspiration of the original autographs,” in order no doubt to ward 
o2 the charge of error.3? 

Princeton had a tradition of articulating the basic principles of common 
sense realism that went back to the eighteenth century. To illustrate, John 
Witherspoon (!E38-!EC9), a Scotsman who became the president of the 
College of New Jersey (later, Princeton), had imbibed deeply of this phi-
losophy as he grappled with the work of Francis Hutcheson and the skep-
ticism of David Hume (!E!!-!EE?).3E Indeed, Witherspoon’s philosophical 
perspective was in some important ways similar to that found in the 
writings of the realists 1omas Reid (!E!D-!EC?) and his student Dugald 
Stewart (!E=8-!F3F), who both contended that common sense was, a7er all, a 
reliable guide to the perception of what is real. Reid defended such realism 
by a:rming that certain principles exist “which the constitution of our 
nature leads us to believe, and which we are under a necessity to take for 
granted in the common concerns of life, without being able to give a reason 
for them.”3F 1is view, along with its implied methodology, was passed 
along to Archibald Alexander (!EE3-!F=!), who was the ;rst professor of the 
seminary and one who had been taught by a student of Witherspoon. 

1ough commonsense realism in America had basically run its course 
by the mid-nineteenth century, its inBuence could nevertheless still be dis-
cerned in the later writings of Princeton theologians. Professors such as 
Charles Hodge found the notion that human perceptions reveal the world 
basically as it is congenial to the larger enterprise of civilization building, 
of articulating a Christian philosophy in which every thought was taken 
captive to Christ.3C 1is particular cultural synthesis, in which religion 

3?Sandeen, Roots of Fundamentalism, pp. !38, !3=, !3E. 
3ESee Jack Sco>, ed., An Annotated Edition of Lectures on Moral Philosophy by John Witherspoon (New-

ark, Del.: University of Delaware Press, !CF3), pp. 8=-98 (Hutcheson) and pp. E9-FF (Hume); for a 
discussion of the ideational relation of Hume and Witherspoon, cf. Henry F. May, -e Enlighten-
ment in America (Oxford: Oxford University Press, !CE?), p. ?82.

3FTerence Cuneo and Rene Van Woundenberg, eds., -e Cambridge Companion to -omas Reid 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 3DD9), p. F=.  

3CMark Ellingsen, “Common Sense Realism: 1e Cu>ing Edge of Evangelical Identity,” Dialog 39, 
no. 8 (!CF=): !CC. 
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and science each had a vital and largely noncontradictory role to play, 
however, would not bear the test of time. 1at is, the largely static con-
ception of science found in the writings of some of the Princeton theolo-
gians would not endure. Moreover, subsequent theologians challenged the 
appropriateness of viewing the Bible, a very diverse body of literature, 
through the privileged lens of scienti;c empiricism. 1e Bible in their 
judgment was not simply a storehouse of facts. 

H-'*&$ C$-#-(-,/ +3 #*& B-4"&
A millenarian reading of the Bible in conjunction with the doctrine of in-
errancy espoused at Princeton created a cultural and intellectual climate 
in some of the Protestant denominations that could only spell trouble for 
someone like Charles A. Briggs (!F9!-!C!8), who saw li>le di:culty in ap-
plying higher critical methods to the Bible as he undertook his ministry as 
a seminary professor. Having studied the works of Johann Eichhorn (!E=8-
!F3E), F. C. Baur (!EC3-!F?D) and Julius Wellhausen (!F99-!C!F), Briggs be-
lieved that historical criticism in raising key questions in terms of sources, 
date, authorship and formGin other words, to consider the Bible in some 
sense as any piece of literatureGdid not detract from “the infallibility of 
Holy Scripture as a rule of faith and practice.”8D Appointed to the Edward 
Robinson Chair of Biblical 1eology at Union Seminary in New York, 
Briggs delivered his inaugural address in January !FC!, in which he “dis-
avowed biblical inerrancy,” to the chagrin of several in a>endance.8! He 
was quickly charged with heresy, was tried by the New York Presbytery, 
which acqui>ed him, but was found guilty by the Presbyterian Church 
General Assembly, which then suspended him from ministry. Briggs re-
covered somewhat by retaining his position at Union and by his reception 
into the priesthood of the Episcopal Church in !FCC. 

Members of the northern Presbyterian denomination who were 
troubled by the lack of orthodoxy of Union Seminary’s graduates per-
suaded the Presbyterian General Assembly of !C!D to articulate in an un-
ambiguous statement the fundamentals of the Christian faith. 1e As-

8DGaustad, Religious History of America, p. 3=?.
8!1omas A. Askew and Richard V. Pierard, -e American Church Experience: A Concise History 

(Grand Rapids: Baker, 3DD9), p. !89.

Copyrighted Material - www.ivpress.com/permissions



Cultural Shi.s, the Rise of Fundamentalism and the Great Reversal  29

sembly focused on ;ve basic truths: (!) the inerrancy of Scripture, (3) the 
virgin birth of Christ, (8) the substitutionary atonement of Christ, (9) the 
bodily resurrection of Jesus, and (=) the authenticity of miracles.83 A year 
earlier two Christian laymen, Milton Stewart (!F8F-!C38) and Lyman 
Stewart (!F9D-!C38), funded the publication of twelve volumes that con-
tained articles supporting the fundamentals of the Christian faith. A. C. 
Dixon (!F=9-!C3=), a popular evangelist and Bible expositor, and R. A. 
Torrey (!F=?-!C3F), who had been called by Moody to head the Bible In-
stitute of the Chicago Evangelization Society, assumed editorial lead-
ership of the project. Eventually these writings were sent free of charge to 
“ministers of the gospel, missionaries, Sunday School superintendents, and 
others engaged in aggressive Christian work through out the English 
speaking world.”88

In !C!E William Bell Riley (!F?!-!C9E), a minister who tried to snu2 out 
the spread of modernism in the Northern Baptist Convention, published 
-e Menace of Modernism, in which he railed against those who were trans-
forming the Christian faith in light of the theory of evolution.89 1e fol-
lowing summer Riley, along with a few leaders from the Bible and pro-
phetic conference movement, developed the idea of the World’s Christian 
Fundamentals Association, and the ;rst meeting was held in May !C!C.8= It 
was not until the following year, however, that the term fundamentalist was 
coined by Curtis Lee Laws, editor of the Baptist paper -e Watchman Ex-
aminer. So de;ned, a fundamentalist was one who was ever ready “to do 
ba>le royal for the Fundamentals.”8? 1e terminology of Laws, then, was “a 
protest against the rationalistic interpretation of Christianity which seeks 
to discredit supernaturalism.”8E 1eological modernists soon became 
fearful of fundamentalist initiatives in the northern churches, and Harry 
Emerson Fosdick (!FEF-!C?C), pastor of the famous Riverside Church in 
New York, viewed the whole controversy as one between enlightened 

83Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, p. !!E.
88R. A. Torrey and A. C. Dixon, eds., -e Fundamentals: A Testimony to the Truth (!C!E; reprint, Grand 

Rapids: Baker, !CFD), !:=. 
89Carpenter, Revive Us Again, p. 8E. 
8=Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, p. !=F.
8?Ibid., p. !=C.
8EMarty, Noise of Con/ict, p. !?D. 
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reason on one side and gross superstition, even ignorance, on the other. In 
!C33 he queried from the pulpit, “Shall the fundamentalists win?” 1is 
probe was quickly answered by Rev. Clarence E. Macartney, senior pastor 
of Philadelphia’s Arch Street Presbyterian Church, who retorted from his 
own pulpit, “Shall unbelief win?”8F 

In terms of properly assessing fundamentalism beyond the heated ob-
jections of its critics, George Marsden’s work represents an advance over 
the carefully argued thesis of Sandeen in that it understands this energetic 
movement as a complex cultural phenomenon, that is, as a distinct version 
of evangelicalism “uniquely shaped by the circumstances of America in 
the early twentieth century.”8C So understood, fundamentalism is “mili-
tantly antimodernist Protestant evangelicalism.”9D Or to put it even more 
succinctly and in a way that Jerry Falwell himself, much later on, would 
have it: “a fundamentalist is an evangelical who is angry about something.”9! 

Marsden’s contribution, then, is so valuable because it has contextu-
alized the militancy and anger of fundamentalists against the backdrop of 
broader American cultural trends rendering such elements intelligible. 
Again, fundamentalists of the early twentieth century were evangelical 
Christians “close to the traditions of the dominant American revivalist es-
tablishment of the nineteenth century.”93 1at is, they were the heirs of 
this rich cultural legacy that was very much a part of the evangelical nar-
rative and identity. However, by the turn of the century much of this cul-
tural and intellectual capital had been spent. 1e power of evangelicals 
who were taking a fundamentalist turn had been dissipated by cultural 
forms and movements that they could no longer embrace. Evangelicals 
were now becoming a part of the disinherited; a designation that had 
alwaysGor so it seemedGpertained to the “other.” Now it was evangel-
icals themselves who were being le7 behind, and they were angry. 

1roughout the !C3Ds the fundamentalist controversy was largely 
limited to two denominations: the Northern Baptist Convention and the 

8FDouglas A. Sweeney, -e American Evangelical Story: A History of the Movement (Grand Rapids: 
Baker Academic, 3DD=), p. !?E. 

8CMarsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, p. 8.
9DIbid., p. 9. 
9!Marsden, Understanding Fundamentalism, p. !.
93Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, p. 9.
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Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., though there were some rumblings 
among the Disciples of Christ.98 As a Presbyterian New Testament scholar 
at Princeton Seminary, John Gresham Machen (!FF!-!C8E) challenged not a 
few of the conclusions that some scholars were drawing in terms of their use 
of higher criticism. 1e modernists, as Machen referred to them, struck at 
the vitals of the Christian faith because like the ancient Gnostics they uti-
lized all the vocabulary of Christianity (grace, redemption, atonement, 
etc.) but invested this terminology with entirely new meanings. 

In his classic critique Christianity and Liberalism, which was published 
in !C38, Machen maintained that “what the liberal theologian has retained 
a7er abandoning to the enemy one Christian doctrine a7er another is not 
Christianity at all, but a religion which is so entirely di2erent from Chris-
tianity as to belong in a distinct category.”99 Mincing no words, Machen 
contended that liberalism, in making the highest goal of life “the healthy 
and harmonious and joyous development of existing human faculties,” ac-
tually descended into paganism.9= In other words, modernistic liberalism, 
like ancient paganism, whether in its Greek or Roman forms, was unduly 
optimistic in terms of the capacity of unassisted human nature, whereas 
“Christianity is the religion of the broken heart.”9? Again, liberalism is in 
the imperative mood, while the Christian faith is in the triumphant indic-
ative mood.9E In short, liberalism “appeals to man’s will,” Machen de-
clared, “while Christianity announces, ;rst, a gracious act of God.”9F

1ough Machen had taught that many true Christian people, not 
simply liberal opponents of the faith, did not accept the plenary inspiration 
of the Bible,9C his views (and those of other fundamentalists) were never-
theless rejected by the northern Presbyterian Church (PC-USA), which 
reorganized Princeton Seminary more to its own theological liking in 
!C3C. E2ectively forced out of his own educational institution by this de-

98Mark Ellingsen, -e Evangelical Movement: Growth, Impact, Controversy, Dialog (Minneapolis: 
Augsburg, !CFF), p. FE.

99J. Gresham Machen, Christianity & Liberalism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, !CCD), pp. ?-E. It is Ma-
chen himself who makes a strong connection between theological “liberalism” and “modernism.” 

9=Ibid., p. ?=.
9?Ibid. 
9EIbid., p. 9E. 
9FIbid.
9CIbid., p. E=. 
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nominational move, Machen took the lead in establishing Westminster 
Seminary in Philadelphia that same year, a seminary that remained 
faithful to the historic Westminster Confession. Machen was suspended 
from ministry in the Presbyterian Church in !C8=, and, along with a few 
other conservatives, helped to form the Orthodox Presbyterian Church in 
!C8?, which is still in existence today. 

Shailer Mathews, representing the outlook of modernism, responded to 
Machen’s argument in his own -e Faith of Modernism, in !C39. In this work 
he took on the apologetic task of using the methods of Enlightenment 
science to discern the central values of the faith in order to meet the needs 
of the modern world: “An un-theological, practical, scienti;c age is shaping 
a religious and moral Christianity which has its own intellectual expression 
and method, its own upli7 and revelation; a religion which is intellectually 
tenable as it is spiritually inspiring.”=D 1e goal, of course, was to make the 
teachings of the Christian faith and the Bible relevant to contemporaries, 
and thereby maintain the ongoing intellectual power of the faith. As Martin 
Marty points out, modernists “were genuinely agitated by the idea that, if 
Fundamentalists won, Christianity would become so implausible that the 
faith could no longer help shape the culture or a>ract and ‘save’ the 
thoughtful individual.”=! Critics, however, charged that the central doc-
trines of Christianity were actually transformed in this modernistic apolo-
getic process to the point that they were no longer recognizable. Enlight-
enment sensibilities and judgments, especially in terms of an empirical 
method, had essentially displaced the narrative of the Bible. 

A second major element of modernism critiqued by Machen and others 
was its teaching that God is immanent. In other words, the Most High is 
very close to human beings and is therefore revealed through the slow, 
gradual processes of human culture. Rejecting the notion of Søren  
Kierkegaard (!F!8-!F==) that there is an in;nite qualitative distinction be-
tween God and humanity, the modernists of the early twentieth century 
ran the risk of confusing the all-too-human with the divine, of mistaking 
human achievement for the kingdom of God. Reinhold Niebuhr (!FC3-

=DShailer Mathews, -e Faith of Modernism (New York: Macmillan, !C3=), p. !8. See also Marty, Noise 
of the ConBict, p. !E!. 

=!Marty, Noise of the Con/ict, p. !?F.
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!CE!) criticized this tendency among liberal Protestants of the early twen-
tieth century by pointing out that their faith “involved no discontinuities, 
no crises, no tragedies or sacri;ces, no loss of all things, no cross and 
resurrection.”=3 Such a faith actually extolled not God but humanity. 

With such a faith in place, several modernists had li>le di:culty in re-
de;ning some of the basic, traditional teachings of the church for a be>er 
cultural ;t. Once again, Shailer Mathews, for example, in his pamphlet 
Will Christ Come Again? rejected a literal second coming of Christ and 
taught instead that the “true Second Coming was the triumph of the ideals 
of Jesus in human a2airs.”=8 And Francis John McConnell (!FE!-!C=8), 
Methodist bishop and president of the Federal Council of Churches, 
quickly mixed American culture with divine action: “I do not misrep-
resent the churches in the Federal Council when I say that by the sheer 
magnitude of our enterprise we may take a new place, and make possible a 
more adequate revelation of God.”=9 Elias Sanford recalled the earlier 
speech of a bishop at the opening of the FCC in which American nation-
alism was so readily related to the Christian faith: “Let it be ours to sustain 
that Bag and to see to it that wherever that Bag goes our holy religion goes, 
in every part of the world.”== 

Unlike their fundamentalist, premillennial counterparts, the mod-
ernists of the early twentieth century, precisely because they continued 
some of the postmillennial traditions of evangelicalism, were much more 
susceptible to equating the advance of American civilization with the 
kingdom of God. It seemed as if a sacred canopy, to borrow the termi-
nology of Peter Berger, was placed atop the narrative of American liberal 
democracy, with its emphasis on autonomy, freedom and individual rights, 
such that the elements of the gospel itself took their shape from another 
source.=? Such a consideration helps to explain, at least in part, why many 
liberal modernists began to underscore the importance of social welfare 
not only as an expression of Christian love, which it also clearly was, but 

=3Reinhold Niebuhr, cited in ibid., pp. 8!C-3D.
=8Carpenter, Revive Us Again, p. 8C. 
=9Francis John McConnell, cited in Marty, Noise of the Con/ict, p. 8?. 
==Marty, Noise of the Con/ict, pp. 8?-8E.
=?See Peter L. Berger, -e Sacred Canopy: Elements of a Sociological -eory of Religion (New York: An-

chor Books, !CCD).
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also as the chief means of inBuencing the culture.=E 
What was at stake, then, in the struggle between fundamentalists and 

modernists, among other things, was nothing less than the power to in-
Buence broader American cultureGor so they had thought. And if mod-
ernists could claim that fundamentalism was anti-intellectual in its basic 
rejection of a higher critical approach to the Bible, and therefore not de-
serving of a larger cultural role, fundamentalists could in turn argue that 
modernism represented a very acculturated faith, one that could hardly 
bear the name Christian. 

E.+"!#-+0
Prior to the Civil War evangelical religion and science operated without 
many of the antagonisms that would later emerge. During this period 
science was for the most part “practical and utilitarian” in outlook.=F In 
other words, it had not yet taken on the “ideal of professionalization and 
research” that would mark the twentieth century.=C Moreover, the evan-
gelical religion of the day, forti;ed in its worldview, once again, by 
common sense realism was at ;rst largely untroubled by the publication  
of Charles Darwin’s -e Origin of Species in !F=C. 1e way for embracing 
evolutionary thought had been prepared for some evangelicals by George 
Frederick Wright (!F8F-!C3!), professor of science and religion at Oberlin 
College, and Asa Gray (!F!D-!FFF), a Harvard botanist, who both put forth 
a position that “harmonized Darwinism and Christian theism.”?D And 
John Fiske (!F93-!CD!), philosopher as well as a man of faith, championed 
Darwin’s cause in several essays and contended that “Evolution is God’s 
way of doing things.”?! Evangelical Christians were further reassured that 
what came to be known as theistic evolution was indeed a viable option  
for them through the careful work of Henry Drummond (!F=!-!FCE), who 
wrote Natural Law in the Spiritual World in !FF8.?3

=EIbid., p. 3!?. 
=FWalter H. Conser Jr., God and the Natural World (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 

!CC8), p. !D.  
=CIbid., p. !!.
?DAskew and Pierard, American Church Experience, p. !8!. 
?!Marsden, Understanding Fundamentalism, pp. 8?-8E. 
?3Winthrop S. Hudson, Religion in America: An Historical Account of the Development of American Re-

ligious Life (New York: Charles Scribner’s, !CE8), p. 3?F.
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Interestingly enough, even a fundamentalist such as Reuben Torrey 
and the Princeton theologian B. B. War;eld accepted theistic evolution. 
Torrey, for example, exclaimed at one point that a Christian could “be-
lieve thoroughly in the absolute infallibility of the Bible and still be an 
evolutionist of a certain type.”?8 And War;eld, for his part, a:rmed in a 
lecture given at Princeton 1eological Seminary in !FFF that “I do not 
think that there is any general statement in the Bible or any part of the ac-
count of creation, either as given in Genesis ! and 3 or elsewhere alluded 
to, that need be opposed to evolution.”?9 Nevertheless all was not well in 
the evangelical camp simply because no one less that Charles Hodge 
leveled several serious objections against the new theory. But before a few 
of these criticisms can be considered, it must be borne in mind that the 
Darwinism of the la>er part of the nineteenth century was much di2erent 
from that of today. According to Larsen, biologists of this period still de-
fended “a variety of evolutionary mechanisms including Lamarckian 
ones” (the view that an organism can pass on characteristics that it ac-
quired through experience to its o2spring), and the contribution of ge-
netics to evolutionary theory would only come later during the !C8Ds and 
!C9Ds in what would be known as neo-Darwinism.?= 

With these caveats in place, Hodge’s criticism of evolution, found both 
in his essay “What Is Darwinism?” wri>en in !FE9, and later in his Sys-
tematic -eology (!FE!-!FE8), struck at the heart of the theory in terms of its 
basic assumptions and presuppositions. In the second volume of his major 
theology, for example, in a section on anthropology, Hodge observed:

1e theory in question cannot be true, because it is founded on the as-
sumption of an impossibility. It assumes that ma>er does the work of 
mind. 1is is an impossibility and an absurdity in the judgment of all 
men except materialists. . . . God, says Darwin, created the unintelligent 
living cell; . . . a7er that ;rst step, all else follows by natural law, without 
purpose and without design.??

?8Reuben Torrey, cited in Larson, Summer for the Gods, p. 83. 
?9Benjamin B. War;eld, “Evolution or Development,” in Evolution, Science, and Scripture: Selected 

Writings, ed. Mark Noll and David Livingston (Grand Rapids: Baker, 3DDD), p. !8D.
?=Ibid., p. 3?.
??Charles Hodge, Systematic -eology (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, !CCC), 3:!=.
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Since evolution as taught by Darwin simply focused on material cau-
sation, excluding the possibility of the inBuence of mind or intelligence at 
the outset (that is, such elements were excluded methodologically), Hodge 
could only conclude that “the system is thoroughly atheistic, and therefore 
cannot possibly stand.”?E 

In the same year that Hodge published his essay “What Is Darwinism,” 
John William Draper (!F!!-!FF3) exacerbated an already di:cult situation 
in his polemical work History of the Con/ict Between Religion and Science. 
Draper’s contribution was followed by an equally acerbic work, A History 
of the Warfare of Science with -eology in Christendom, by Andrew Dickson 
White in !FC?. 1e warfare model articulated in this literature was em-
braced by several key secularists in the early twentieth century who cared 
li>le for religious faith. Clarence Darrow (!F=E-!C8F), for instance, lawyer 
for the defense at the famous Scopes Trial, was taught this perspective by 
his father, who eagerly consumed the writings of Draper.?F 

Around !C!D American scientists began to distinguish their views very 
clearly from religious ones, “especially from the academically discredited 
conservative Biblicist views.”?C And though biologists who espoused Dar-
win’s theory insisted that their work simply touched on empirical, scien-
ti;c ma>ers, the pa>erns of belief in terms of this particular population 
suggested a much di2erent picture. To illustrate, James H. Leuba (!F?E-
!C9?) of Bryn Mawr University conducted an early survey among pro-
fessors and discovered unbelief was higher among biologists than other 
scientists, and the greater the prestige of the scientist the higher level of 
unbelief.ED Consequently, “the smallest percentage of believers [was] found 
among the greatest biologists; they count only !?.C per cent of believers in 
God.”E! A comparison of this statistic with the percentage of Americans at 
the time who held theistic views suggests that these biologists, despite 
their claims to the contrary, were not content to remain within the param-
eters of the scienti;c method but instead began to make several philo-
sophical judgments, especially in terms of the question of the existence of 

?EIbid. 
?FLarson, Summer for the Gods, p. 33. 
?CMarsden, Understanding Fundamentalism, p. !99. 
EDLarson, Summer of the Gods, p. 9!. 
E!Ibid.
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God, that were not warranted by their empirical approach. 
1e implications of Darwin’s theory of evolution, with an emphasis on 

natural selection, were explored in a number of ways. For example, a half-
cousin of Darwin, Sir Francis Galton (!F33-!C!!), was a pioneer in the ;eld 
of eugenics (the study of breeding in order to improve the human species), 
having coined the term in !FF8. In studying various populations through 
an adept use of statistics Galton coined the phrase nature versus nurture 
and became very interested in seeing that the uppercrust be encouraged to 
marry early through handsome ;nancial incentives. Closer to home Mar-
garet Sanger (!FEC-!C??) adapted the young ;eld of eugenics (literally 
“born well”) to the need for birth control, and in !C3! she established the 
American Birth Control League (that later became Planned Parenthood). 
Much more controversial than Galton, her British counterpart, Sanger 
championed a “negative eugenics” that called for various forms of social in-
tervention in order to eliminate undesirable breeding. Other social ac-
tivists who held similar views argued for selective breeding and even ster-
ilization to improve the human community. One of Sanger’s preferred 
ways of achieving the goals of negative eugenics was through the re-
striction of immigrants to the United States, a cause for which she is well 
known. 1e American church, however, both Protestant and Roman 
Catholic, “resented the anti-immigrant thrust of eugenic reformers.”E3 
Nevertheless, by !C83, according to Lichtman, twenty-seven states had en-
acted sterilization laws “targeting the least powerful.”E8 And Larson points 
out that by !C8= thirty-;ve states enacted laws “to compel the sexual segre-
gation and sterilization of certain persons viewed as eugenically un;t.”E9

Yet another implication (mistaken or not) that some drew from Dar-
win’s concept of natural selection was that the survival of the ;>est, so to 
speak, could be understood socially, that is, in terms of the composition of 
society itself. Herbert Spencer (!F3D-!CD8) led the way in this area and de-
veloped a line of thought and a set of practices that would later be referred 
to as social Darwinism. He argued, among other things, that evolution 
must be understood not simply biologically but also socially, especially in 

E3Lichtman, White Protestant Nation, p. 8E.
E8Ibid. 
E9Larson, Summer of the Gods, p. 3E.
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terms of wealth and poverty. InBuenced by the earlier writings of 1omas 
Malthus (!E??-!F89)Gwho had taught that populations o7en outrun their 
food supply with the result that the weak simply perishGSpencer viewed 
evolution as a “unifying philosophical principle” that could be applied to 
“social structures, economic developments, race relations, and the growth 
of nations.”E= Beyond this, William Graham Sumner (!F9D-!C!D) o2ered a 
few variations on the theme of social Darwinism and considered the on-
going inBuence of religion in society (that some suggested could ame-
liorate the hard realities of natural selection) as “sentimental.”E? But if 
Sumner’s judgments were accurate, then perhaps Charles Darwin himself 
was not a social Darwinist, because in his work -e Descent of Man he fac-
tored in the social instincts of “sympathy” and “moral sentiments” as 
having consequence in the overall scheme of things.EE In other words, 
there is a place for human bene;cence and compassion in any social order. 
1e reality is not as stark or as brutal as some of the social Darwinists 
would have it. 

T*& S(+2&, T$-%" 
Almost sixty years a7er the publication of Darwin’s classic, many more 
evangelicals were beginning to have doubts about the implications of evo-
lutionary theory, especially along the lines of Hodge’s earlier reBections. 
William Bell Riley, for instance, head of the World’s Christian Fundamen-
talist Association, lobbied state legislatures to pass laws against the 
teaching of evolution, because in his judgment this theory not only under-
mined belief in God as the Creator but it also detracted from the dignity of 
humanity. Riley was successful in the state legislature of Tennessee, which 
passed the Butler Act in !C3=, prohibiting the teaching of evolution. In an 
a>empt to garner publicity for the small town of Dayton, Tennessee (pop-
ulation around !,EDD), George Rappleyea, manger of the Cumberland Coal 
and Iron Company, conceived a plan to test the new law by having his 
young friend, the twenty-four-year-old John T. Scopes, teach evolution in 

E=Richard Kyle, Evangelicalism: An Americanized Christianity (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction, 
3DD?), p. =F.

E?Marsden, Religion and American Culture, p. !38. 
EECharles Darwin, -e Descent of Man (New York: A. L. Fowle, !FE9).
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the classroom. Scopes complied and was indicted on May 3=, !C3=. A grand 
jury was assembled and a trial date was set.

Rappleyea’s instincts were indeed correct, for in the meantime, before 
the trial took place, Dayton had a>racted national a>ention. 1e team of 
prosecuting a>orneys now included William Jennings Bryan, the Great 
Commoner and three-time presidential candidate. Clarence Darrow, an 
agnostic who regarded Christianity as a “slave religion” was at the helm of 
the defense.EF In his e2orts, Darrow was assisted by the American Civil 
Liberties Union, which took a special interest in the case and framed it in 
terms of the protection of First Amendment rights. 1e trial lasted eight 
days in the sweltering heat of Dayton. In the end Scopes was convicted of 
violating the Tennessee statute, on July 3!, and was ;ned one hundred 
dollars. Bryan had won the legal ba>le but he lost the larger cultural war. 

1e trial itself was something of a ;asco and was covered by over two 
hundred reporters from Dayton to London.EC Complex intellectual issues 
emerged cartoonlike in some of the national papers, with the fundamen-
talists being characterized as bu2oons. H. L. Mencken (!FFD-!C=?), for ex-
ample, a reporter for the Baltimore Sun, derided, misquoted and vili;ed 
Bryan so that he appeared as an aging fool. 1is was neither an accurate 
nor an even-handed account of the events in Dayton, but rather an ar-
gument that proceeded largely by contempt. Revealing a few of his many 
caustic prejudices a year before the trial, Mencken remarked, “Chris-
tendom may be de;ned brieBy as that part of the world in which, if any 
man stands up in public and solemnly swears that he is a Christian, all his 
auditors will laugh.”FD 

Some small-town newspapers, such as a few in Kansas, for example, 
were far more accurate in their reporting than the national dailies, and the 
trial was not depicted as a “public humiliation” of Bryan.F! Instead this  
key leader of the Democratic Party (who was so popular that he had won 
the nomination of his party over incumbent Grover Cleveland in !FC?) 
emerged as a controversial, though honorable man. Bryan was un-

EFLarson, Summer of the Gods, p. E!. 
ECIbid., p. !93. 
FDH. L. Mencken, cited in -e Evangelicals: What -ey Believe, Who -ey Are, Where -ey Are Chang-

ing, ed. David F. Wells and John D. Woodbridge (Nashville: Abingdon, !CE=), p. !38.  
F!Julie A. Sco>, “More 1an Just Monkey Business,” Kansas History 8D, no. 3 (3DDE): EF.  
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doubtedly one of the most popular progressives of the late-nineteenth and 
early-twentieth centuries. Combining a commitment to evangelical Chris-
tianity with “a willingness to cooperate with those who di2ered,”F3 Bryan 
was a national leader who believed that his deeply held faith was not in-
compatible with the best that a Je2ersonian democracy had to o2er.F8 As a 
key progressive Bryan gave his support to four constitutional amendments 
that helped to bring some important reforms to the nation: “direct 
election of Senators, progressive taxation, Prohibition and women’s 
su2rage.”F9 Having spent the be>er part of his career championing the 
cause of the underdog, Bryan criticized the excesses of capitalism, de-
nounced the unfair practices of trusts and argued for greater government 
regulation of the banks.F= 

So why then was Bryan opposed to the teaching of evolution in public 
schools? First, it was not because he was an anti-intellectual, as suggested 
in Richard Hofstadter’s account.F? Instead, Bryan believed that evolution 
in its emphasis on natural selection, viewed as a brute and raw struggle for 
existence (survival of the ;>est), would suggest a political approach, of-
fered even by some of the social Darwinists of his day, that le7 the poor 
and the downtrodden behind. Moreover, on an international scale, where 
the forces of realpolitik were in play, Bryan viewed World War I as “the  
European’s embracing of the theory of evolution, and applying it to so-
cietal struggle for dominance.”FE Second, Bryan thought that the conclu-
sions some would draw from the teaching of evolution would readily  
undermine belief in God. 1at is, evolutionary doctrine would not 
remain simply within the limits of empirical science but would suggest 
philosophical views, a basic metaphysics, even if only implicitly. “I object 
to the Darwinian theory,” Bryan exclaimed, “because I fear we shall lose 
the consciousness of God’s presence in our daily life, if we must accept 
the theory that through all the ages no spiritual force has touched the life 

F3Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, p. !88.
F8Ma>hew J. Tontonoz, “1e Scopes Trial Revisited: Social Darwinism Versus Social Gospel,” Sci-

ence as Culture !E, no. 3 (3DDF): !89.  
F9Ibid. 
F=Ibid., p. !88. 
F?Richard Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in American Life (New York: Vintage Books, !C?3), p. !8D. 
FE1omas W. Segady, “Traditional Religion, Fundamentalism, and Institutional Transition in the 

3Dth Century,” Social Science Journal 98, no. 3 (3DD?): 3D9. 
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of man and shaped the destiny of nations.”FF

About a year before taking on the Scopes case, Clarence Darrow, 
Bryan’s counterpart in the trial, had defended the cause of Nathan Freud-
enthal Leopold Jr. and Richard Albert Loeb in what was hailed as the trial 
of the century. 1e two young, intellectually gi7ed defendants, one of 
whom had dabbled in the philosophy of Nietzsche, decided that they 
would kidnap and kill an innocent teenager (Bobby Franks) simply for the 
fun of it; that is, to prove that they were genuine “supermen” (Übermen-
schen) not subject to the moral scruples or pangs of conscience of ordinary 
people. In order to spare their lives Darrow surprised the media and had 
the two defendants plead guilty. 1is action resulted in the handing down 
of two sentences of life imprisonment. In the ;nal hearing, which lasted a 
whole day, Darrow argued before the judge, and in a way that Bryan found 
to be deeply troubled, that these youths were the products of their an-
cestors, and could they really, a7er all, be held accountable for carrying 
out the German philosophy that they had learned at the university?

At Dayton, Darrow was adept at spinning the trial in a direction that 
not only obscured several of the issues at stake but one that also painted 
Bryan in a very unfavorable light. Upon leaving for Tennessee, Darrow 
opined, “Nothing will satisfy us but broad victory, a knockout which will 
have an everlasting precedent to prove that America is founded on liberty 
and not on narrow, mean, intolerable and brainless prejudice of soulless re-
ligio-maniacs.”FC In order to achieve the proper e2ect Darrow placed 
Bryan on the stand and grilled him in terms of the early chapters of 
Genesis, demonstrating that the head of the prosecution was no match for 
Darrow’s rhetorical powers in cross-examination. Bryan was a7er all a 
sincere and earnest layman and not a biblical scholar well acquainted with 
the intricacies of higher criticism. And then in a masterful stroke, “fearing 
an oratorical tour-de-force from Bryan,” Darrow o2ered no closing sum-
mation and thereby denied Bryan the same.CD In his closing speech, in 
which his own gi7s and arguments would surely come to the forefront, 
Bryan had hoped to view the trial against the backdrop of the Leopold and 

FFWilliam Jennings Bryan, cited in Larson, Summer for the Gods, p. 8C. 
FCClarence Darrow, cited in Larson, Summer for the Gods, p. !9?.
CDTontonoz, “Scopes Trial Revisited,” p. !33.
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Loeb murder, Nietzsche’s philosophy, social Darwinism and the eugenics 
movement. But he never got the chance. Exhausted from the ordeal Bryan 
died a few days laterGand some said as a broken man. 

1e myth making, however, did not stop with Darrow’s rhetorical skills. 
A7er the trial many cultural leaders expressed outright disdain toward 
fundamentalism. In !C8! Frederick Lewis Allen, for example, in his Only 
Yesterday: An Informal History of the Nineteen Twenties, portrayed the 
Scopes Trial as a defeat for old-time religion, as if this deeply held faith 
contained nothing of value: “1e position of the Fundamentalists seemed 
almost hopeless. 1e tide of all rational thought in a rational age seemed to 
be running against them.”C! A couple of years a7er the trial, in !C3E, Sin-
clair Lewis published his novel Elmer Gantry in which the principal char-
acter, a preacher, was depicted as a shady, troubled deceiver, ever eager for 
personal gain at the expense of others.C3 By the time the book was made 
into a movie in !C?D (in which Burt Lancaster and Jean Simmons starred) 
the stereotype that ministers were basically dishonorable folk was already 
well worked in American popular culture. 

1e chief vehicle, however, for communicating the issues that were on 
stage at the Scopes Trail was none other than the !C== play by Jerome Law-
rence and Robert Edwin Lee titled Inherit the Wind. With a goal of com-
bating the McCarthyism of the period, Lawrence and Lee distorted key el-
ements of the historic trial in order to ;t their contemporary purpose, and 
people of faith, once again, were portrayed as ignorant dupes. When the 
constitutional scholar Gerald Gunther a>ended the Broadway perfor-
mance of the play, he remarked, “For the ;rst time I walked out of a play in 
disgust. . . . I ended up actually sympathizing with Bryan.”C8 As recently as 
!CC9 the National Center for History in Schools recommended that 
teachers use excerpts from Inherit the Wind to teach the views of Bryan and 
Darrow.C9 And when Tony Randall revived the play on Broadway in !CC?, 

C!Frederick Lewis Allen, Only Yesterday: An Informal History of the Nineteen-Twenties (New York: 
Harper, !C8!), p. 3DD. See also Brad Harper, “1e Scopes Trial, Fundamentalism, and the Creation 
of an Anti-Culture Culture: Can Evangelical Christians Transcend 1eir History in the Culture 
Wars,” Cultural Encounters 8, no. ! (3DD?): !8. 

C3Sinclair Lewis, Elmer Gantry (New York: Harcourt, Brace, !C3E), p. F32. 
C8Gerald Gunther, cited in Larson, Summer of the Gods, p. 393. 
C9Larson, Summer of the Gods, p. 399. 
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the critics hailed it as “pertinent and timely.”C= 1e irony in all of this, of 
course, is that the critics of fundamentalism who use the Scopes Trial as 
their vehicle are supposed to be the critical thinkers, the “bright ones,” as it 
were, and yet they have apparently not even taken the trouble to get the facts 
straight, much less consider what were the actual (and in many instances 
reasonable) concerns of a fundamentalist like William Jennings Bryan. 

T*& W&,"&)%0 %01 P&0#&(+,#%" D-33&$&0(&
Fundamentalism as a distinct movement was a response found principally 
among Baptists and Presbyterians to rapid cultural and intellectual change 
in early twentieth-century America. Militant opposition to modernism 
was not, a7er all, a Methodist theme. 1ough conservative Wesleyans, 
broadly understood, clearly did embrace the doctrinal concerns of their 
Reformed brothers and sisters, and were therefore orthodox, they were 
never as deeply pained by each cultural turn, each intellectual shi7.C? One 
of the reasons there was not anything quite like the Briggs trial within the 
Wesleyan ranks (which would include Methodists, Holiness groups and 
Pentecostals) was that they were not so much epistemologically (emphasis 
on knowledge) as they were soteriologically (highlighting redemption) 
oriented. In other words, Wesleyans at the beginning of the twentieth 
century were not trying to articulate a cultural philosophy that would con-
stitute the capstone of a Christian civilization in America. 1at is, they 
were preoccupied not so much with questions of knowledge or intellect, 
but with those of salvation. As noted earlier, such an emphasis clearly re-
Bected their rich evangelical pietist heritage that went back to the father of 
Methodism, John Wesley himself. 

Given their concern to underscore the importance of salvation in 
general and sancti;cation in particular, of a life marked by the graces of 
holy love, Wesleyans faced the possible decline and even death of their 
movement through the specter of ongoing enculturation, of being co-
opted by broader American culture, especially in terms of the allure of 

C=Ibid. p. 3?9. 
C?In terms of Darwinism and higher criticism, for instance, Vinson Synan points out that “the holi-

ness and Pentecostal movement generally cite these currents of thought as the ‘false doctrines’ 
against which the movement protested” (Vinson Synan, -e Holiness-Pentecostal Movement in the 
United States [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, !CFE], p. =E). 
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wealth and upward mobility. 1is salient theme has been explored in the 
past by Donald Dayton is his “embourgeoisement” hypothesis.CE Riley 
Case explored this dilemma in terms of distinguishing establishment 
Methodism with its “tall steeples, rented pews, [and] robed choirs” from 
populist Methodism with its “log cabins, moral crusades, circuit preachers, 
revivals [and] camp meetings.”CF But this consideration of nineteenth-
century Wesleyans should not be understood simply in terms of class 
analysis in which economic factors receive the lion’s share of a>ention. For 
interlaced with the prospect of embourgeoisement, to use Dayton’s term, 
was the preoccupation with holiness, the doctrine of entire sancti;cation 
in particular, which many holiness leaders believed was being shunted 
aside in the quest for social respectability by “regency” factions within de-
nominations. In other words, as in Wesley’s own day, the fear was that 
riches would empty out the life of the Spirit, wealth would replace re-
demption itself, such that what remained was simply the form of religion, 
mahogany Methodism as Case put it, that lacked the vital power of the 
Spirit of holiness. 

One of the key champions of holiness in the nineteenth century was 
Phoebe Palmer (!FDE-!FE9). Her Tuesday meetings, held at her home in 
New York City, demonstrated a renewed interest in the doctrine of entire 
sancti;cation and eventually led to the establishment of the National 
Camp Meeting Association for the Promotion of Holiness. As holiness 
proponents stressed the importance of a “second work” of grace, beyond 
conversion, they were looked upon with disdain by some of the se>led 
clergy of the Methodist Episcopal Church. One Methodist bishop, for in-
stance, complained, “1ere has sprung up among us a party with holiness 
as a watchword: they have holiness associations, holiness meetings, ho-
liness preachers, holiness evangelists, and holiness property.”CC Holiness 
folk both “came out” and were “pushed out” of their larger denominations 
such that by the end of the nineteenth century a virtual empire of denomi-
nations that made holiness their abiding interest was now in existence, 

CEDonald Dayton, “1e Embourgeoisement of a Vision: Lament of a Radical Evangelical,” -e Other 
Side 38 (!CFE): !C. 

CFRiley B. Case, Evangelical and Methodist: A Popular History (Nashville: Abingdon, 3DD9), p. !9.
 CCMarty, Irony of It All, pp. 39!-93. 
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among which included the Wesleyan Methodist Church (!F98), the Free 
Methodist Church (!F?D), the Church of God Anderson (!FF!), the Church 
of the Nazarene, as well as some smaller black holiness communions such 
as the Zion Union Apostolic Church (!F?C). 

1rough the inBuence of Palmer, Asa Mahan (!ECC-!FFC) and others, 
many Wesleyans began to identify the doctrine of entire sancti;cation 
with the baptism of the Holy Spirit. 1e Pentecostals who were coalescing 
around the turn of the century found this teaching congenial. Indeed ac-
cording to both Synan and Dayton, Pentecostalism is best understood as a 
child of the holiness movement. 1us, to the second work of grace was 
added “the ‘Pentecostal baptism’ with the evidence of speaking in tongues 
as a ‘third blessing,’ superimposed [upon] the other two.”!DD Pentecostals, 
like their holiness cousins, were never content merely with the form of re-
ligion but wanted nothing less than the active, real and sustaining power 
of the Holy Spirit in their daily lives. 

Since many, though clearly not all, Pentecostals were Arminian in their 
theology, they too were unwilling to become too closely identi;ed with fun-
damentalism.!D! Indeed, the fundamentalist controversy that had so dis-
rupted American Protestantism le7 the Pentecostals “largely untouched.”!D3 
And since holiness and Pentecostal groups were major sources of black evan-
gelicalism, African Americans rarely took on the militancy of fundamen-
talism. Moreover, the fundamentalists themselves rejected Pentecostals out-
right, viewing them as excessive, even fanatical. In fact, at the !C3F 
convention of the World’s Christian Fundamentals Association, the Pente-
costals were “soundly condemned.”!D8 Consequently those interpreters who 
view Pentecostalism simply as fundamentalist Christianity with “a doctrine 
of Spirit baptism and gi7s added on,” will be very disappointed.!D9 

Charles Fox Parham (!FE8-!C3C) was the ;rst to teach that the biblical 
evidence for having received the baptism of the Holy Spirit was the gi7 of 

!DDSynan, Holiness Pentecostal Movement, p. !!=. See also Donald W. Dayton, -e -eological Roots of 
Pentecostalism (Grand Rapids: Francis Asbury Press, !CFE), p. !98.  

!D!Ibid., p. 3D=. 
!D3Ibid., p. 33!. 
!D8Ibid., p. 3D?. 
!D9Steven J. Land, Pentecostal Spirituality: A Passion for the Kingdom (She:eld, U.K.: She:eld Aca-

demic Press, 3DD!), p. 3C. 
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tongues.!D= He viewed this gi7 as part of the “la>er rain” promised in the 
book of Joel. On December 8!, !CDD, Parham conducted a watch night 
service in Topeka, Kansas, at which Agnes N. Ozman began to speak in 
tongues a7er midnight, the ;rst day of the new century. Spreading his 
Pentecostal teaching throughout the Midwest and into Texas, Parham es-
tablished a Bible school in Houston in December !CD=, where he caught 
the a>ention of William J. Seymour (!FED-!C33), a black hotel waiter and 
preacher. Due to the racism of the time, Seymour had to su2er the in-
dignity of listening to Parham’s lectures in the hallway since blacks were 
not permi>ed to sit in the same classroom as whites. Having pro;ted from 
these lectures, Seymour headed west to Los Angeles and began to preach 
his Pentecostal doctrine in a dilapidated building on Azusa Street in !CD?. 

Seymour’s anointed preaching helped to spark a revival at Azusa Street 
that lasted from !CD? to !CDC. Tears Bowed, confessions were made, and 
people spoke in tongues. One of the many uncanny things about this par-
ticular unction of the Spirit, beyond the freedom from the power of sin 
that it brought, was that the hard and fast lines of racial division were 
overcome in a unity that mirrored Pentecost. “In an age of Social Dar-
winism, Jim Crowism, and general white supremacy,” Synan observes, “the 
fact that [blacks] and whites worshipped together in virtual equality 
among the Pentecostals was a signi;cant exception.”!D? Even more poi-
gnantly he adds, “1e color line was washed away in the blood.”!DE Here 
then was a di2erent kind of power, not that of coercion, inBuence or social 
respectability, but of a holy love that brought people together in deep hu-
mility and loving communion. Such an anointing took evangelicals back 
to the roots of their identity as they glori;ed the Spirit, the One who had 
tabernacled among them in transforming power. 

T*& S+(-%" G+,2&"
In the early twentieth century and right on past World War I a number of 
evangelicals continued in their postmillennial ways, rejected fundamen-
talism and unBaggingly pursued the quest for a Christian America, despite 

!D=Synan, Holiness Pentecostal Movement, p. CC. 
!D?Ibid., p. !?=.
!DEIbid., p. !DC. 
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the signi;cant inBux of Jews. Moreover, believing that the “golden age of 
society was right around the corner,”!DF seminary professors such as Walter 
Rauschenbusch (!F?!-!C!F), who had ministered in Hell’s Kitchen in New 
York City, articulated a theology known as the Social Gospel. Identifying 
in some important ways the American nation, as a liberal democratic so-
ciety, with the kingdom of God (“the conception of God can be cleansed 
from the historic accretions of despotism and be democratized”),!DC 
Rauschenbusch as well as Washington Gladden (!F8?-!C!F), pastor and 
leader of the progressive movement, created a theological climate in which 
the social creeds of the Protestant churches emerged. 1e Methodists, for 
example, published a social creed in !CDF, and it in turn became the basis 
for several others. Rauschenbusch and Gladden saw clearly the disruptive 
nature of capitalism to the urban poor who were being le7 behind.

With an eye on the social dimension of the country, the theologians of 
this new movement developed the concept of social sin that pertained to 
the very structures of society. In other words, sin was not simply personal 
but corporate as well. Rauschenbusch, for example, in his Christianity and 
the Social Crisis, published in !CDE, contended that social problems must 
take the lead. “If the Church has no live and bold thought on this dom-
inant question of modern life,” he reasoned, “its teaching authority on all 
other questions will dwindle and be despised.”!!D While many viewed the 
social de;nition of sin as helpful, critics of the new terminology quickly 
pointed out that one was e2ectively a sinner simply by participating in any 
modern industrial society, with the result that clear lines of responsibility 
were blurred.!!! Moreover, upon closer examination the kingdom envi-
sioned in the Social Gospel did not seem to be very di2erent from “the 
bourgeois idealism of post-Civil War Victorian America and its Anglo-
Saxon institutions.”!!3 1is was an old Protestant habit, but it was dressed 
up in spanking new a>ire. To be sure, two of the more glaring blind spots 
of the Social Gospel were gender and race. Rauschenbusch, for example, 
resisted the Democratic Party plank of !C!3 pertaining to women’s rights. 

!DFDavid Moberg, -e Great Reversal (Philadelphia: Holman, !CE3), p. 83. 
!DCWalter Rauschenbusch, A -eology for the Social Gospel (Nashville: Abingdon, !CF!), p. !FE.  
!!DWalter Rauschenbusch, Christianity and the Social Crisis (New York: Macmillan, !CDE), p. 88C.  
!!!Moberg, Great Reversal, p. !33. 
!!3Askew and Pierard, American Church Experience, p. !9E.
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“He had no use at all for su2rage,” Marty notes.!!8 Beyond this, important 
social justice issues that concerned blacks and others were virtually ig-
nored. “Few pages of the Social Gospel are given over to creativity in re-
spect to native Americans, Orientals, or blacks.”!!9 

1ough the claim is sometimes made that the Social Gospel mirrored 
the reforming philosophy of the benevolent empire that had arisen in ante-
bellum America, some important di2erences should be noted. First, many 
of the Social Gospel leaders engaged in an ongoing critique of personal sal-
vation. 1is is something that Finney, for example, did not do. 1at is, the 
gi7ed evangelist did not play o2 one good news against the other; he 
viewed the gospel as one. But Rauschenbusch, for his part, repeatedly 
complained along the following lines: “1e individualist gospel has taught 
us to see the sinfulness of every human heart. . . . But it has not given us an 
adequate understanding of the sinfulness of the social order.”!!= 

Second, Social Gospel pastors were o7en critical of revivals’ emphasis 
on instantaneous conversion. Indeed, these preachers, so socially minded, 
preferred to view salvation by and large as a synergistic process, of divine 
and human cooperation, in which a premium was placed on the e:ca-
ciousness of human activity as men and women served their neighbors in 
all manner of very tangible social action. Antebellum revivalists, on other 
hand, such as Orange Sco> (!FDD-!F9E) and Luther Lee (!FDD-!FFC), while 
mindful of the necessity of human action in easing the plight of the poor, 
especially in terms of their abolitionist e2orts, were perhaps even more 
aware of the work that God alone could do, that is, in both forgiving sins 
and renewing the human heart in liberating love. 

T*& G$&%# R &.&$,%"
What was once held together by nineteenth-century evangelical Protes-
tants, that is, vibrant personal religion and extensive social action, broke 
up in the early twentieth century (sometime between !CDD and !C8D) in 
what Timothy Smith in one of his lectures referred to as “the Great Re-
versal.” Clearly for many of the fundamentalists the Social Gospel was no 

!!8Marty, Irony of It All, p. 3C3. 
!!9Ibid., p. 3C9.
!!=Rauschenbusch, -eology of the Social Gospel, p. =. 
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gospel at all.!!? For example, in addressing the World Christian Fundamen-
talist Association in Philadelphia (!C!C), Riley fulminated against what he 
called “social service Christianity” that le7 out the soul.!!E And Aimee 
Semple McPherson (!FCD-!C99), of Foursquare Gospel fame, who worked 
among the poor in Los Angeles, considered all other action than soul 
winning “basically a waste of time.”!!F

1e key issue in the breakup of American evangelicalism was not that 
leaders like Rauschenbusch and Gladden were endorsing social concern. 
Indeed, the Salvation Army did not miss a beat in its social witness from 
one century to the next. Rather Social Gospel leaders were perceived by 
their fundamentalist cousins as undertaking social action “in an exclusiv-
istic way.”!!C Such a judgment set up an unfortunate dynamic among fun-
damentalist evangelicals, who eventually abandoned important parts of 
their own story (“everywhere there is revival there must also be reform”) 
by deprecating social issues. Moreover, the consequence of this shi7 was 
;lled with a good deal of irony, for by !C8D the fundamentalists themselves 
had become as nearly exclusivist as their liberal counterparts. 1is time, 
however, the unswerving focus was not on social action but on a personal, 
individual gospel. 1e cause of the Great Reversal then was not simply 
“the fundamentalist reaction to the liberal Social Gospel a7er !CDD.”!3D It 
also included the prior action of the Social Gospelers themselves, who had 
neglected the very depths of personal religion. Even as late as !C?? at the 
World Congress on Evangelism, Billy Graham, who was by no means a 
fundamentalist, yet exclaimed: “1e ‘new’ evangelism says soul winning is 
passé. It wants to apply Christian principles to the social order. Its propo-
nents want to make the prodigal son comfortable, happy and prosperous in 
the far country without leading him back to the Father.”!3!

T*& F!01%/&0#%"-,# D-"&//%
1e predicament of fundamentalists in the !C8Ds was clearly unenviable, 

!!?Moberg, Great Reversal, p. !=. 
!!EWilliam Bell Riley, cited in Wells, Evangelicals, p. !CF. 
!!FIbid., p. 3!E. 
!!CMarsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, p. C3. 
!3DIbid., p. C! (emphasis added) 
!3!Billy Graham, cited in Moberg, Great Reversal, p. !?. 
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for they were alienated on two key levels: ;rst, in terms of their rejection 
by cultural elites, who as a consequence of their upward mobility o7en 
preferred that American civilization contain few religious elements;!33 and 
second with respect to liberal evangelicals who wanted to create as much 
distance as possible between themselves and their supposedly anti-intel-
lectual, socially challenged fundamentalist neighbors. Stripped of their 
dominance in American culture, and having lost any leadership role in the 
mainline denominations, fundamentalists retreated into an enclave of in-
stitutions such as Bible colleges, separatist churches and mission boards 
that kept their premillennial vision alive.

Many fundamentalists, however, cha2ed under this policy of sepa-
ratism and retreat simply because the quest for a Christian America and 
the social power and inBuence it o2ered had been such an important part 
of the their own story, especially in terms of the revivalism that played out 
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 1at is, on the one hand, fun-
damentalists were repulsed by the direction of the country; on the other 
hand, they wanted to steer the ship, so to speak, thinking that their own 
moral and spiritual values were the best for the nation. Marsden re-
peatedly underscored this paradoxical tendency in his own work (“to  
indentify sometimes with the ‘establishment’ and sometimes with the  
‘outsiders’”) and argued that fundamentalists “experienced profound am-
bivalence toward the surrounding culture.”!38 

As the country entered an economic depression a7er the great stock 
market crash of !C3C, many of the churches were depressed as well. As 
Carpenter notes, “[1e] fundamentalists yearned for another Great 
Awakening that would revive the church’s integrity and power, restore 
the culture’s religious character, and bring back national prosperity.”!39 
But it was not to be. And as they awoke one morning in the middle of  
the !C8Ds some fundamentalists began to realize that perhaps the goal of  
a Christian America was over.!3= 1ey had not, a7er all, witnessed the  

!33Nathan O. Hatch points out that “Studies show that those most ready to je>ison traditional reli-
gious constraints are precisely those whose cultural authority is rising” (Nathan O. Hatch, -e 
Democratization of American Christianity [New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, !CFC], p. 3!F). 

!38Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, pp. ?, viii. 
!39Carpenter, Revive Us Again, p. !!!. 
!3=Robert Handy writes, “Since !C8=, the debate over the relation of church and state has o7en been 
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arrival of the New Israel as they had hoped. Instead, they found them-
selves exiled to a land that had never been in their visionGBabylon, a 
very American Babylon. 

clouded by lack of clear recognition that the Protestant era of American history has indeed come 
to an end” (Robert T. Handy, A Christian America, Protestant Hopes and Historical Realities [New 
York: Oxford University Press, !CE!], p. 3!9). 
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