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ABSTRACT

This thesis is an historical case-study using archival written data to analyse the
formation of a neo-evangelical identity within Oregon Yearly Meeting (OY M) of the
Religious Society of Friends, with emphasis on the years 1919-1947. The argument of
this thesis is that by 1919 there were fundamentalist thinking patterns developing within
the corporate religious identity of the Yearly Meeting (YM) marked by ecumenical
separatism, world-rejecting views, biblical literalism and decreasing social action. The
values of this fundamentalist identity became dominant by 1926, pervading the mindset
of the YM until the late 1940s when it was replaced with a more socially-concerned,
world-engaging expression of evangelicalism. This neo-evangelicalism attempted to
highlight positive Christianity, while maintaining the supernatural orthodox theology of
its fundamentalist predecessors. The pattern that unfolded in OYM shares similarities
with a larger pattern taking place throughout Protestant Christianity in America over the
same period.

This research makes original contributions to scholarship in three ways. Firstly, it
analyses a particularly influential group among evangelical American Quakers during the
twentieth-century. Secondly, it starts to redress the dearth of scholarship specific to
evangelical Quakerism, and, thirdly it adds to the scholarship on twentieth-century
American Protestantism by focusing on an understudied region and denomination.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Introduction

This work is an historical case-study detailing the formation of neo-evangelical
corporate religious identity within Oregon Yearly Meeting (OYM) of the American
Religious Society of Friends[g], with particular emphasis on the years 1919 — 1947.7
From the inception of the Society[g] in the middle of the seventeenth-century until the
1820s, Quakers[g] could be conceived of as a single body, with numerical strongholds in
Britain and the United States forming a transatlantic community.® During the nineteenth-
century the Religious Society of Friends in America fractured into three primary

theological and ecclesiological positions, each claiming to be the true version of

! Words in the Glossary are indicated with a [g] upon first use throughout the text.

? In this work ‘religious identity” is defined by the author as a corporate persona developing from
the importance of particular religious beliefs agreed to by the membership. More than simply a statement of
agreed beliefs, the corporate religious identity describes the value each group places on any particular
doctrines, which collectively in turn provide that group with identity forming constructs about their
particular religious personality. Religious identity then is formed out of the constant ebb and flow of
community conversation within the group, and equally important, confirmed by others outside the group.
Religious corporations frequently reveal aspects of their identity through official communications to other
religious bodies, in affiliation to larger macro-systems such as religious coalitions or associations, via
approved minutes and printed doctrinal statements, in published newsletters and curriculae, in the election
of leaders and by sanctioning certain speakers and events. The milieu where corporate religious identity is
formed is often found in approved committees and business meetings comprised of representative
members; but corporate religious identity is also shaped by long-standing patterns of group behaviour,
dynamic leaders, historical accounts, influential minority groups, periods of renewal/revival and or
perceived divine intervention. Corporate religious identity is seldom entirely consistent with the positions
of all the individual members of that group, and there are often members/sub-groups who/which hold
radically different values yet still belong to the whole. The required adherence to, or malleability of,
corporate religious identity varies greatly from one group to the next.

® Frederick B. Tolles has argued that, after the Society’s inception in England, it quickly (and
intentionally) spread to the British colonies in North America forming a transatlantic identity. This macro-
identity bond, he contends, remained strong through the American Revolution, but was in decline by the
nineteenth century — particularly after various schisms within the American branch of the Society. See
Frederick B. Tolles, The Atlantic Community of the Early Friends (London: Friends Historical Society,
1952). See also, Frederick B. Tolles, Quakers and the Atlantic Culture (NY: The Macmillan Company,
1947).



American Quakerism.* This three-way organisational schism existed until the twentieth-
century when OYM, in particular, took the lead to become an independent Yearly
Meeting[g] (YM) of conservative evangelical Friends. The argument of this thesis is that,
starting as early as 1919, there was already evidence of fundamentalist thinking patterns
developing in the corporate religious identity of the Yearly Meeting, marked by
ecumenical separatism, a world-rejecting viewpoint, biblical literalism and decreasing
levels of social action. These patterns of fundamentalist thinking eventually came to
create an influential hegemony in the identity of the YM and, in 1926 OYM became the
first full Yearly Meeting to leave Five-Years Meeting.”

This same fundamentalist thinking pattern pervaded the identity of the YM until
the 1940s, when a more socially-concerned world-engaging expression of evangelicalism
developed alongside fundamentalism, and eventually by the end of that decade became
corporately normative within the YM. By the middle of the twentieth-century, OYM was
joined by other like-minded evangelical Quakers throughout America who united under a

neo-evangelical alliance umbrella (the Association of Evangelical Friends®), creating the

* For a complete overview of nineteenth-century developments within the Religious Society of
Friends see Thomas Hamm, The Transformation of American Quakerism: Orthodox Friends, 1800-1907
(IN: Indiana University Press, 1988). See also, Thomas Hamm, The Quakers in America, The Columbia
Contemporary American Religious Series (NY: Columbia University Press, 2003), 37-60. Although the
vast majority of Friends in America at this time claimed attachment in some form or another to one of these
three main groupings, there were other independent groups of Quakers claiming no affiliation or
membership in any larger macro-structure. Most notable is Philadelphia Yearly Meeting, which in 1857, in
a decision designed more for the preservation of internal unity than theological clarity, cut off all
correspondence and official relationships with all other bodies of Friends. See Rufus M. Jones, The Later
Periods of Quakerism, vol. 1 (London: Macmillan and Co, 1921), 535-537.

> A national association of evangelical Friends formed in 1902, meeting for business every five
years. See section entitled, ‘Five-Year Meeting: A Brief History” in Chapter Two.

® See Arthur Roberts, The Association of Evangelical Friends: A Story of Quaker Renewal in the
Twentieth Century (OR: The Barclays Press, 1975).



beginning of a new and distinct ‘fourth strain’ of American Quakerism.” This new
evangelicalism attempted to highlight a positive Christianity while yet maintaining the
supernatural orthodox theology shared by its fundamentalist predecessors. By 1947,
OYM had embraced into its own corporate religious identity the same values of the larger
neo-evangelical movement which was gaining acceptance throughout Protestant
Christianity in America.? By the end of the twentieth-century, evangelical values
characterised the majority of Quakers worldwide.®

The main body of primary data researched for this study starts in the year 1919.
This is partly because 1919 represents the first year the Yearly Meeting showed a major
manifestation of fundamentalism as it debated formal separation from Five-Years
Meeting.'® That year was also the first full year of operations for a new Bible School
formed by Oregon Friends primarily in reaction to the perception of modernist apostasy
in the YM’s academic institution.* Looking more widely, 1919 marks the beginning of

the World’s Christian Fundamentals Association, a group often associated with the

" Hamm, Quakers in America, 60.
8 See section on Neo-Evangelicalism below.

® John Punshon claims that evangelicalism is today ‘the official persuasion of at least half the
Quakers in the world, notably in the United States and in the Third World countries.” See John Punshon,
Portrait in Grey: A Short History of the Quakers (London, Quaker Books, 1984), 187. Pink Dandelion
contends that liberal unprogrammed Quakerism comprises only about 15% of worldwide Quakerism. See
Pink Dandelion, An Introduction to Quakerism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 171. Both
sources combine evangelicals from both Friends United Meeting and Evangelical Friends Church
International.

19 Oregon Yearly Meeting of Friends Official Minutes-1919 (Newberg, OR: Friends Church of
Oregon Yearly Meeting, 1919), minute 89, page 3. Hereafter, ‘OYM Minutes’ followed by respective year,
minute and page number.

1 See Chapter Two — North Pacific Evangelistic Institute officially held its first class in October
1918 with four students.



official beginning, and later decline, of fundamentalism within American evangelical
Protestantism. "

This work ends in 1947, which marks a symbolic water-shed for two groups of
Friends. That was the year American Friends Service Committee (AFSC), heavily
associated with a liberal-modernist social-gospel tradition in the Society by that point,
was honoured as a co-recipient of the Nobel Peace Prize;** a banner achievement for
those Friends who emphasised social action as a primary means of evangelism. For
evangelical Friends from nearly every YM in America, 1947 marked the initial attempts
at unification under an evangelical Quaker umbrella towards what became known as the
Association of Evangelical Friends.'*

In many ways, OYM became the epicentre for the debates within the Religious
Society as a whole during the 1920s, 1930s and 1940s. Oregon was the first full Yearly
Meeting to officially break away from Five-Years Meeting because they deemed FYM to

1
.15

be insufficiently evangelical.” OYM was the first Yearly Meeting to officially sever ties

12 George M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth
Century Evangelicalism 1870-1925 (NY: Oxford University Press, 1980), 152.

13 The British Friends Service Committee was the other co-recipient. See Irwin Abrams, The
Nobel Peace Prize and the Laureates: An Illustrated Biographical History, 1901-2001 (Nantucket
Massachusetts, Science History Publications, 2001), 159. See Chapter Three of this work for a more
detailed discussion of this.

14 See Roberts, Association of Evangelical Friends and Appendix.

15 Although Oregon Yearly Meeting was the first full YM to leave Five-Years Meeting, there were
two other notable partial separations (for different reasons) from FYM before Oregon left. Immediately
after FYM adopted a Uniform Discipline in 1902, an alternative YM was set up in North Carolina in protest
against the perceived pastoral emphasis of the Uniform Discipline as opposed to an emphasis on the plain
life. See Seth B. Hinshaw, The Carolina Quaker Experience: 1665-1985 (NC: North Carolina Friends
Historical Society, 1984), 217 — 226. Two decades later in 1924, a two year exodus started from Indiana
Yearly Meeting and Western Yearly Meeting because some Friends perceived FYM (and its leaders) to be
unsound on issues of orthodoxy and they left to form Central Yearly Meeting. See Thomas D. Hamm,
‘Friends United Meeting and its Identity: An Interpretative History’, Quaker Life (January/February 2009):
4.



with AFSC because it was perceived that AFSC emphasised humanitarianism over
conversion.® OYM was a leader in attempting to dispel modernist teachings from Pacific
College, which was controlled by the YM.' It is in OYM that the Association of
Evangelical Friends had its first headquarters and its first official publishing house and
many of its leaders hailed from there.'® While similar developments occurred around the
USA in other like-minded Yearly Meetings, and in much of American Protestantism of
the time, the story of the fracturing of Friends in America in the first half of the
twentieth-century cannot be told without a strong focus on Oregon Yearly Meeting.

Studying the shifting corporate religious identity of evangelical Quakerism in
America between 1919 and 1947 is crucial to a better understanding of the recent history
of the Religious Society of Friends in America. The change undergone by many elements
of the Society during this early to mid twentieth-century era has had a lasting impact on
how the Friends denomination understands its status and purpose in the world today.
There has been little academic research on evangelical Quakers of this era and most of
the research conducted has neglected the fundamentalist tradition to which much of
evangelical Quakerism is heir. This case study fills this vital gap in scholarship.*®

Thus, this research makes original contributions to scholarship in three ways.

Firstly, it analyses a particularly illustrative group of evangelical Quakers in America

In addition to these two partial separations, Ohio Yearly Meeting never officially joined FYM
because a strong holiness wing dominated Ohio YM keeping it out of FYM, primarily over the refusal of
FYM to endorse water baptism as an acceptable practice. See, Hamm, Transformation, 130-137, 168.

'® Discussed in more detail in Chapter Three.

7 Discussed in more detail in Chapter Four.

'8 Discussed in more detail in Chapter Four.

19 Existing scholarship on this matter is discussed further in the ‘Relationship to Previous

Scholarship’ section of Chapter One.

10



during the first half of the twentieth-century. Secondly, it starts to redress the dearth of
scholarship specific to evangelical Quakerism as a whole, and, thirdly, it adds to the
scholarship on twentieth-century American Protestantism by focusing on an understudied
region and denomination. While many scholarly works exist today in which the impact of
the fundamentalist/modernist controversy on other denominations has been examined,
none, to date, has focused on the same phenomenon among Friends. To start with, a brief
overview of the key terms used is offered along with a picture of the relevant historical

context within Protestant Christianity in America.

Terminology and Historical Context

In this section a working description is established for each of the six primary
categorical movements used herein (evangelicalism, holiness, social gospel, modernism,
fundamentalism and neo-evangelicalism). Each of these movements is historically

contextualised in its American milieu.

Evangelicalism

The term evangelical at its most basic linguistic level stems from the Greek noun
‘euangelion’, meaning ‘gospel’, ‘good news’ or ‘glad tidings’. The term is employed by
New Testament authors to reflect the good news of ‘Jesus who appeared on earth as the
Son of God to accomplish God’s plan of salvation for needy humans.’?° Despite the

potential broadness with which such a definition could be applied, this work limits use of

% Mark A. Noll, The Rise of Evangelicalism: The Age of Edwards, Whitefield, and the Wesleys
(IL: InterVarsity Press, 2003), 16.

11



the term ‘evangelicalism’ to describing the broad interdenominational ideals, leaders and
movements among orthodox Protestants primarily resulting from the Great Awakening at
the beginning of the eighteenth-century.?*

One of the more widely used and respected academic definitions of
evangelicalism comes from David W. Bebbington. He defines evangelical theology in
terms of four characteristics which have remained fairly stable over the aforementioned
timeframe:?* ‘conversionism’, ‘activism’, ‘biblicism’ and ‘crucicentrism’. Each of these
four characteristics, known together as ‘Bebbington’s quadrilateral’, represents common
priorities unifying a broad Protestant coalition.

Conversionism refers to sinners accepting that they are saved (justified) by faith
alone.” This is the essence of Reformation theology handed down to evangelicals. Out of

conversion comes assurance that one is converted, and out of this assurance comes an

2! In support of this general timeline, David W. Bebbington says, ‘The decade beginning in 1734
witnessed in the English-speaking world a more important development than any other, before or after, in
the history of Protestant Christianity: the emergence of a movement that became Evangelicalism.” Likewise
Randall Balmer claims: ‘North American evangelicalism derives from the fusion of two strains of
Protestantism, Puritanism and Pietism. These two traditions met on the Atlantic seaboard in the eighteenth
century, and their coming together provided the spark that ignited the revivalist fires of the Great
Awakening in the 1730s and 1740s.” See David W. Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain: A
History from the 1730s to the 1980s (London: Unwin Hyman Ltd., 1989), 20. See Randall Balmer, Blessed
Assurance: A History of Evangelicalism in America (MA: Beacon Press, 1999), 14.

In addition to Bebbington and Balmer, the general timeframe is agreed upon by many scholars of
evangelicalism including: Mark Noll, Adrio Kénig, Timothy Larsen, George Marsden and Douglas
Sweeney. See, Noll, Rise of Evangelicalism, Chapter 2; Adrio Konig, ‘Evangelical Theology’, in Initiation
into Theology, ed. Simon Maimela and Adrio Koénig (Pretoria, JL van Schaik Publisher, 1998): 85; Timothy
Larsen. ‘Defining and Locating Evangelicalism’, in The Cambridge Companion to Evangelical Theology,
ed. Timothy Larsen and Daniel J. Treir (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007): 5; George M.
Marsden, Understanding Fundamentalism (MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing, 1991), 2; and Douglas A.
Sweeney, The American Evangelical Story: A History of the Movement (MI: Baker Academic, 2005), 25.

22 ‘From the first half of the eighteenth century to the second half of the twentieth century’, writes
Bebbington, in 1989. See, Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 2.

28 Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 5-6.

12



implicit response of moral behaviour.?* Activism then flows from conversion (‘gratitude
was the strongest motive for moral behavior’).?” While the ‘activism’ of a typical

evangelical is often focused on missionary endeavours, evangelism, preaching and soul-
saving, there have been, at various points in evangelical history, examples of attempts to

.25 Biblicism is utter devotion to the

bring to bear upon the world the ethics of the gospe
Bible and the belief that God’s truth is found in its pages.?” While there is agreement
among evangelicals that the Bible is generally inspired and a source of God’s truth, there
is notable difference in determining the implications of inspirations, and most
evangelicals are wary of strict literalism.?® Rather, typical evangelical thinking espouses a
more broad consideration for historical context, genre and literary style.”® Crucicentrism
is a central focus on the doctrine of Atonement and the idea that humanity is reconciled to
God through Jesus’ act on the cross,* ‘To make any theme other than the cross the
fulcrum of a theological system was to take a step away from Evangelicalism.”®*

Bebbington’s work provides a useful framework for understanding evangelical theology

and helps to delineate it from other Christian movements that, while they may value the

2 Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 6-7.

% Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 6.

%6 Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 10-12.
2 Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 12.

%8 Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 13-14.

# Gerald R. McDermott, ‘Introduction’ to The Oxford Handbook of Evangelical Theology, ed.
Gerald R. McDermott, (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2010), 6.

% Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 14.

%1 Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 15.

13



above characteristics, do not make all four of them primary focal points of an
interdependent whole.

Bebbington’s definition is generally considered the standard. Larson writes, ‘The
real story of Bebbington’s quadrilateral, however, comes not with reviewers, but when
others have needed a working definition of evangelicalism in order to delineate the scope
of their own studies. In this area, Bebbington has developed a near monopoly position.”*®
Likewise, Noll, in writing about North American evangelicalism, argues that
Bebbington’s work is still ‘the most serviceable general definition of evangelical.”®* This

study uses Bebbington’s evangelical quadrilateral (conversionism, activism, biblicism

and crucicentrism) to define ‘evangelicalism’.

Evangelical Holiness

While the Reformation brought to evangelical theology a belief that one is
brought into fellowship with Christ by faith alone (justification),® later generations of
Protestants, such as Pietists and Wesleyans, stressed equally, that after conversion, one is

made (or, is being made) holy through God’s transformative work (sanctification).*

%2 For a more in depth description of Bebbington’s quadrilateral, see David W. Bebbington,
Evangelicalism in Modern Britain: A History from the 1730s to the 1980s (London: Unwin Hyman Ltd.,
1989), 2-17. See also, David W. Bebbington, The Dominance of Evangelicalism: The Age of Spurgeon and
Moody (IL: InterVaristy Press, 2005), 23-40.

% Timothy Larsen, ‘The reception given Evangelicalism in Modern Britain since its publication in
1989°, in The Emergence of Evangelicalism: Exploring Historical Continuities, Michael A. G. Haykin and
Kenneth J Stewart, ed. (Nottingham: Inter-Varsity Press, 2008), 26.

¥ Mark A Noll, American Evangelical Christianity: An Introduction (MA: Blackwell Publishers,
2001), 185.

* Donald G. Bloesch, ‘Justification and Atonement’, in The Oxford Handbook of Evangelical
Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 223.

14



Holiness then, within the evangelical tradition, includes this second transformative work
of God. Although Protestants have never agreed on methods or timelines for
sanctification,®” the expectation that God will perfect the justified results in a closer union
with God and is evidenced by obedience to God’s commands. Carole Spencer, in her
work on Quaker Holiness says that, ‘Holiness is defined as a spiritual quality in which
human life is ordered and lived out as to be consciously centered on God.”® Holiness
spirituality in this sense is about how the evangelical doctrine shapes the evangelical
experience. According to James M. Gordon, holiness theory has this dual emphasis: first
the ‘renewal of the mind and transforming of the moral life by the spirit of Christ’*°
followed by ‘external expression in lifestyle and behavior.”*® The witness to holiness for
an evangelical is a realised gospel life in the sanctified individual.

Throughout the history of evangelicalism in America, there have been several

sub-movements that have emphasised holiness in their orthopraxy. In relation to this

work, the one movement that best provides historical context for the study herein is the

% Bloesch, ‘Justification and Atonement’, 224.

¥ In the book Five Views on Sanctification, the evangelical understanding of holiness is divided
into the following types: the Wesleyan Perspective, the Reformed Perspective, the Pentecostal Perspective,
the Keswick Perspective and Augustinian-Dispensational Perspective. While the methods and timelines
differ for each perspective, the book’s editor (Stanley N. Gundry) argues that they all share three
commonalities: 1) all agree that the Bible teaches a sanctification that is past, present and future, 2) all
agree that the process of sanctification requires believers to strive to express God’s love in their experience,
and, 3) all agree that the Bible promises success in this process of struggling against personal sin through
the power of the holy spirit. See Stanley N. Gundry, ed., Five Views on Sanctification (MI: Zondervan,
1987), 7.

% Carole Dale Spencer, Holiness: The Soul of Quakerism (CO: Paternoster, 2007), 3. Spencer’s
work is discussed in more detail below in the ‘Relationship to Previous Scholarship’ section.

% James M. Gordon, Evangelical Spirituality: From the Wesleys to John Stott (London: SPCK,
1991), 6.

0 1bid.
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late nineteenth-century Holiness Movement,** synthesising in America in the era
following the American Civil War.* The Holiness Movement can be seen largely as an
extension of John Wesley’s theory of entire sanctification or Christian Perfection, which
argued for an achievable sanctification through a life-long process of radical points of
decision coupled with infusions of grace (known as justification and sanctification).*’
Following the second great revival, Methodist holiness doctrine prevailed upon all
Christians to receive entire sanctification as a work of grace subsequent to justification.*
By the middle of the nineteenth-century, leading Methodist holiness teachings coupled
with the zeal of revivalism focused sanctification more on a single wholehearted point of
commitment than on a gradual process.* This later nineteenth-century idea of

sanctification was central to the Holiness Movement, which stressed the critical moment

! Although the ‘Holiness’ Movement shares its name with the much broader ‘holiness’ concept
within evangelical Protestantism, the former is not to be thought of as representative of all holiness
movements or the entirety of the evangelical holiness concept. Holiness is a broad construct related to the
act, process and consequences of sanctification stretching across the entirety of evangelical history,
whereas, as will be discussed, the Holiness Movement is specifically a late nineteenth and early twentieth-
century movement that highlighted instant sanctification as part of its holiness construct. See discussion
that follows.

*2 Melvin Easterday Dieter stresses that the post American Civil War milieu provided fertile soil’
for the Holiness Movement, especially when coupled with revivalism. See Melvin E. Dieter, The Holiness
Revival of the Nineteenth Century (NJ: The Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1980), 96-98. Charles Edwin Jones dates
the Holiness Movement specifically to 1867-1936. See Charles Edwin Jones, Perfectionist Persuasion: The
Holiness Movement and American Methodism, 1867-1936 (NJ: The Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1974). The year
1867 is also the first year of the National Camp Meeting Association for the Promotion of Holiness, which
became a major late nineteenth century force in the Holiness Movement. See William C. Kostlevy,
‘Introduction’, in Historical Dictionary of the Holiness Movement, ed. William C. Kostlevy (ML: The
Scarecrow Press, 2001), 3.

** Melvin E. Dieter, ‘The Wesleyan Perspective’, in Five Views of Sanctification, ed. Stanley N.
Gundry, (MI, Zondervan, 1987), 38. See also, William C. Kostlevy, ‘Introduction’, in Historical Dictionary
of the Holiness Movement, ed. William C. Kostlevy (ML: The Scarecrow Press, 2001), 1.

* Dieter, ‘The Wesleyan Perspective’, 39-40.

* Dieter, ‘The Wesleyan Perspective’, 41.
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of instant sanctification and the compulsory obligation to seek the same experience for
others.

For the purposes of this work, then, there were three shared beliefs with respect to
holiness in the evangelical Holiness Movement at the turn of the century which are used
in turn herein to provide a definitional framework for holiness.

1. Holiness was perceived to be centred on the transformative acts of God’s grace.

Evangelicals believed that it is only first in regeneration (justification), and then in a
subsequent gift of being made into God’s image (sanctification), that one can discover
holiness and acquire a Godly nature. Thus, conversion was deemed to be a prerequisite to
the start of the holiness process. In the latter half of the nineteenth-century, both
individualistic-leaning revivalists and more social-orientated Christians, regardless of
their differing techniques, shared a common belief in the impetus of salvation towards
holiness.

2. Although the speed of sanctification differed within the evangelical

community, evangelicals believed the process of holiness brought the believer into closer

unity with God (being made holy). Thus, in the evangelical mindset, being sanctified

means one is being set apart, made special and chosen by God. When one’s life was
being shaped into the image of God, Christian perfection was believed to ensue.

3. The implications of holiness resulted in specific consequences upon the

individual, whom evangelicals believed was then compelled (out of gratitude) towards

obedience to God’s commands. Gordon confirms that for evangelicals, ‘[t]he love of God

requires active response, a serious pursuit of holiness and obedience.”*® Likewise, Oliver
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Davies claims, ‘[flor many Christians today the concept of holiness combines elements
which derive from a commitment both to personal piety and to an active concern for
others.”*’ Such ‘holiness and obedience’ are frequently evident amongst evangelicals in
their behaviour, including active concern for others, personal piety, social actions and
evangelism.

For evangelicals, the process only worked in one direction. Being socially
responsible, pious or morally attentive outside of the impetus of Christ’s regenerative
work failed to fulfill the expectations of an evangelical’s perception of holiness. Moral
action was to proceed from right doctrine. Table 1.1 (page 19) shows typical evangelical

thinking on the process of sanctification.

Social Gospel

As the Holiness Movement grew in America during the last half of the nineteenth-
century, stressing instant sanctification, personal piety and evangelism, the Social Gospel
Movement grew alongside it and in relationship to it.* While the larger conservative

Protestant community occupied itself with the reformation of the individual, more liberal

% James M. Gordon, Evangelical Spirituality: From the Wesleys to John Stott (London: SPCK,
1991) 4.

" Oliver Davies, ‘Holiness’, in The New SCM Dictionary of Christian Spirituality, Philip
Sheldrake, ed. (London, SCM Press, 2005), 342.

“® Donald Gorrell dates the social gospel epoch specifically to 1900-1920. See Donanld K. Gorrell,
The Age of Social Responsibility: The Social Gospel in the Progressive Era 1900-1920 (GA: Mercer
University Press, 1988), 2. Robert Handy gives the social gospel movement the dates 1879-1920. See
Robert T. Handy, The Social Gospel in America 1870-1920 (NY: Oxford University Press, 1966), 3-16.
Charles Howard Hopkins gives the social gospel era the dates 1865-1915, and Hopkins and Ronald White
say, ‘By 1920 the momentum of both the progressive movement and social gospel was on the wane.” See
Charles Howard Hopkins, The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Protestantism: 1865-1915 (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1940). See also, Ronald C White, Jr & C. Howard Hopkins, The Social
Gospel: Religion and Reform in Changing America (PA: Temple University Press, 1976), 243.
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Protestant leaders began to see sin as a systemic social issue and much broader than just
individual depravity.*® For them, sin could be found in larger systemic enterprises; the
byproduct of unchecked capitalism, a corrupt government or limited vocational and
educational opportunities.®® In 1912, leading social gospel proponent Walter
Rauschenbush said:

Christianity must offer every man a full salvation. The individualistic
gospel never did this. Its evangelism never recognized more than a
fractional part of the saving forces at work in God’s world. Salvation was
often whittled down to a mere doctrinal position; assent to that, and you
were saved. Social Christianity holds to all the real values of the old
methods, but rounds them out to meet all the needs of human life... Sin is
a social force. It runs from man to man along the lines of a social contact.
Its impact on the individual becomes most overwhelming when sin is most
completely socialized. Salvation too is a social force. It is exerted by
groups that are charged with divine will and love. It becomes durable and
complete in the measure in which the individual is built into a social
organism that is ruled by justice, cleanness, and love. A full salvation
demands a Christian social order which will serve as the spiritual
environment of the individual.>*

This new Social Christianity>? pushed evangelicalism toward a construct of salvation that
was far more social and political than the more individual and private emphasis of the
Holiness Movement. Christopher H. Evans argues, ‘The social gospel injected into
Western theology an insistence that theological questions pertaining to sin and salvation

were inseparable from one’s struggle to work for social jus‘[ice.’53

* Hopkins, Rise of the Social Gospel, 14-16.
%0 Hopkins, Rise of the Social Gospel, 11-13.

> Walter Rauschenbusch, Christianity and the Social Order, 1912. As printed in Winthrop S.
Hudson Ed, Selected Writings of Walter Rauschenbusch (NY': Paulist Press, 1984), 176, 177-178.

*2 The term ‘social gospel’ did not really come into use until after 1900, Before then, the
designation ‘social Christianity’ was more widely used. Handy, Social Gospel in America, 5.
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Although the two groups (the Holiness Movement and the Social Gospel
Movement) often debated methodological differences in terms of how best to go about
the work of regeneration, they were both part of the same broad evangelical coalition, at
least until the twentieth-century, when both currents became radically impacted by
growing trends in theologically liberal modernism and fundamentalism (these terms are
discussed in more detail below).>* Rather, in generalising the two movements, at least in
the nineteenth-century, they can best be seen as developing side by side within the same
evangelical rubric, with both movements emphasising the spiritual experience of
evangelical theology. Handy argues that, for the most part, social gospelism ‘strove to
center its renovated theological system around the person and work of Jesus Christ...
During the ascendency of the social gospel, its theology was largely evangelical
liberal.”>> White and Hopkins argue that the historic impetus for Social Christianity can
be found in, ‘the quest for perfection joined with compassion for poor and needy
sinners.”*® Thus, the early Social Gospel Movement can be seen as a partner with the
Holiness Movement, while evangelical theology provided a broad umbrella for both. The
sanctification process outlined in Table 1.1 for the concept of evangelical holiness applies
to early Social Christianity as well. What differed, initially at least, between the two

movements was the emphasis each group gave to one particular consequence of

%% Christopher H. Evans, ‘Historical Integrity and Theological Recovery: A Re-Introduction of the
Social Gospel,” in The Social Gospel Today, ed. Christopher H. Evans (KT: Westminister John Knox Press,
2001): 5.

> Marsden argues that the rejection by evangelicals of a socially progressive orthopraxy did not
really commence until around 1900. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 91.

*® Handy, Social Gospel in America, 6-7.

% White & Hopkins, The Social Gospel, 7.
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sanctification over another, particularly as it related to how best to bring redemption to
humanity. Thus, an appropriate conceptual definition of the Social Gospel movement, at
least pre-WWI, is that it was an attempt by evangelicals to apply the redemptive
teachings of Christianity to social structures rather than to primarily individuals.>

One particularly important tangible result of the Social Gospel Movement was the
formation of the Federal Council of Churches (FCC) in 1908; an ecumenical council
representing thirty denominations in America.’® The formation of the Council was
important for two reasons. Firstly, it represented the culmination of the social gospel
forces towards establishing a recognised organisational headship.>® Although the Council
had several commissions, the Commission on Social Service was its first and was clearly
defined around a progressive social gospel type of ideology, which gave the group its
unifying energy.®® Secondly, the Council’s widespread representational nature made the
social gospel a central issue within Protestant American Christianity at the turn of the
century.®

Initially, the FCC had broad support within America’s evangelical mindset, but as
the Holiness Movement and the Social Gospel Movement moved into the early decades

of the twentieth-century, differences of opinion over appropriate redemptive

> Chapter Three addresses changes in social gospel theology after WWI.

*8 Hopkins, Rise of the Social Gospel, 306.

%% White and Hopkins argue that it was the tendency within social gospelism to emphasise action
rather than belief that lead to the founding of the FCC, and that the Council’s most unifying element was its
‘Social Creed of the Churches’ rather than any specific theological statement. See White & Hopkins, The
Social Gospel, xvi-xvii. See also, Hopkins, Rise of the Social Gospel, 302.

% Worth Tippy, ‘The Church and Social Service: Social Work and the Federal Council of
Churches’, The Journal of Social Forces, vol. 1 no. 1 (November 1922): 36-38.

% Hopkins, Rise of the Social Gospel, 306-317.
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methodologies turned into schism, particularly as modernism and fundamentalism
became more normative of each respective group’s thinking. Once more theological
liberalism became more associated with the Social Gospel Movement and the FCC after
WWI,% particularly as the movement became more shaped by a radical humanistic
liberalism,®® concerns arose among the adherents of the Holiness Movement that the
evangelical emphasis on conversion in Christ was being disregarded.®* In defence of a
perceived orthodox position, increasingly militant patterns of thinking among
conservative evangelicals further polarised already inherent tendencies within the
Holiness Movement leading to a nearly wholesale rejection of socially-responsible
programming by the movement in favour of evangelistic campaigns aimed at re-

centralising the conversion experience.®

Modernism

Starting in the mid nineteenth-century there was a marked shift in the
development of the construction of knowledge. Evangelicals (who had dominated not just
religious life up to this point, but also the social-political life of American society) had

historically been mainly influenced by Scottish ‘Common Sense Realism’.%® This

82 White and Hopkins, The Social Gospel, 248.
% Handy, Social Gospel in America, 7.

% The concerns expressed by evangelical Quakers regarding social gospel theology and the FCC
will be discussed further in Chapter Three, as it relates to the case study herein.

% Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 86.
% Harriet A. Harris argues that the effect of Common Sense philosophy on Evangelical thinking is

‘general rather than precise’, but that it is frequently associated with evangelicalism. See Harriet A. Harris,
Fundamentalism and Evangelicalism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998), 95.
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philosophical approach stressed the reliability of the principles of common sense, which
were believed to be inherent in one’s constitution, and which acted as the first principles
of knowledge,®” allowing humanity to know the real world directly.?® Armed with this
type of reasoning, an evangelical’s method of constructing truth, which was not at all
incongruent with that of the general population of America,®® was, therefore, more
rational and empirical, yet it was entirely based on the premise of a divine ordering of the
natural world, an ordering that could be explicitly known by humanity.

In contrast, a different way to consider truth emerged in the nineteenth-century
which emphasised that all perceived facts were based entirely on context and observer
bias. Thus, for these new modern philosophers, truth was provisional, because once an
event had past, there could be no direct access to it and any account, arrived at from a
collection of the perceived facts, never coincided exactly with the actual event.”
Nowhere did this new way of thinking come to impact evangelical thought more than in
relation to biblical scholarship. These modern methods became epitomised by the
German model of higher criticism, which sought to validate scriptures with external
evidence, contextualise truths in first-century Judaism and willingly used modern

philosophies not based on traditional doctrines.”

®” Harris, Fundamentalism, 99.

% Marsden, Fundamentalism, 14.

% Marsden argues that Common Sense philosophy dominated the type of philosophy taught in
American colleges during the first half of the nineteenth-century and was marvelously will suited to the

prevailing ideas in American society of the time. See Marsden, Fundamentalism, 14.

" Dennis Nineham, ‘Higher Criticism’, in A New Dictionary of Christian Theology, Alan
Richardson and John Bowden, ed. (London, SCM Press, 1983): 255-256.

™ J.W. Rogerson, ‘Higher Criticism’, in The Oxford Companion to Christian Thought, Adrian
Hastings, Alistair Mason and Hugh Pyper, ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press: 2000): 297-298.

24



Eventually, this phenomenological approach to scriptural analysis became
understood within the church as one of the main components of modernism.”? Absolute
dogmas and supernatural causes failed to satisfy the questions modernists asked of the
Bible and, instead, the modernist’s mind sought answers from a mix of experience and
ideas rather than scriptural truths. Adherents of social gospelism found in modernism an
intellectual construct consistent with their progressive theology, freed from the forms and
individualistic tendencies of some conservative evangelical revivalists.” Bebbington
points out that modernism within evangelicalism was primarily an attempt to ‘translate
traditional doctrines into a contemporary idiom’’* and that the ‘importance of German
critical views by more advanced scholars did much to foster liberal Evangelicalism.”"

For the purposes of this work, the biblical scholarship of modernists is defined in
this study as an intellectual approach rather than as a specific movement. Rather than
establishing a new theology, creed or dogma more common of movements; modernism is
better characterised as a way of thinking that classified truth as provisional, facts as
predominantly shaped by the context of their natural setting and conclusions as

conditioned by the perspective of the researcher. This concept of modernism as a means

of truth construction is supported by Edwin Aubrey, who claimed, ‘{m]odernism is a

"2 Although the term modernism has been generally adopted across religious traditions, it was first
used in the Roman Catholic church to ‘refer to a school of Roman Catholic theologians operating towards
the end of the nineteenth century, which adopted a critical and skeptical attitude towards traditional
Christian dogmas, fostered a positive attitude towards radical biblical criticism, and stressed the ethical,
rather than the more theological, dimensions of faith.” See Alister E. McGrath, ‘Modernism,” in The
Blackwell Encyclopedia of Modern Christian Thought, Alister E. McGrath, ed. (Oxford: Blackwell
Publishing, 1993): 383.

™ Hopkins, Rise of the Social Gospel, 18, 63-64.
" Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 182.

" Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 184.
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method, not a creed.””® Aubrey clarified that the method of the modernist is primarily
‘historical’ and ‘constructive’’” attempting to recapture ‘the human experience out of
which the classic doctrines of Christian thought arose.””® Modernists do not seek
theological absolutes, but rather, according to Aubrey, the modernist ‘reserves the right to
reformulate his position as new knowledge comes within his ken.”

Although modernism threatened much of traditional evangelical thought and
practice towards the end of the nineteenth-century, modernist intellectual methods in
themselves did not automatically preclude evangelical theology. Since Bebbington’s
definition of biblicism is not tied to literalism or inerrancy, but is about various
allowances of scriptural inspirations within the evangelical continuum,® some Christian
modernists could still be entirely consistent within the quadrilateral and use the
philosophical methods of criticism. Rather than either/or, we can classify those religious
individuals who held modernist leanings into two distinct categories: evangelical
modernists and theologically liberal modernists. Evangelical modernists embraced the
classic tenets of orthodox Christianity, but recognised the value of the new sciences and
aspects of the historical-critical methods of biblical analysis. James Orr’s article ‘Science
and Christian Faith’ (published in The Fundamentals) is a good example of an

evangelical embracing modernity:

’® Edwin Ewart Aubrey, ‘What is Modernism?’, The Journal of Religion, vol. 15, no. 4 (October
1935): 427.

" Ibid.
™ Ihid.
™ Aubrey, ‘What is Modernism?”, 429.

8 Bebbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 13-14.
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What is the general relation of the Bible to science? How does it claim to
relate itself to the advances of general knowledge? Here, it is feared,
mistakes are often made on both sides — on the side of science in affirming
contrariety of the Bible with scientific results where none really exists; on
the side of believers in demanding that the Bible be taken as a textbook of
the newest scientific discoveries... The Bible clearly does not profess to
anticipate the scientific discoveries of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. Its design is very different; namely, to reveal God and His will
and His purpose of grace to men.®

On the other hand, theologically liberal modernists held more pluralistic views of
religion and valued a range of source material alongside scripture.®” Harry Emerson
Fosdick’s famous sermon ‘Shall the Fundamentalists Win?’ provides a good example of
this form of modernism:

To believe in virgin birth as an explanation of great personality is one of
the familiar ways in which the ancient world was accustomed to account
for unusual superiority. Many people suppose that only once in history do
we run across a record of supernatural birth. Upon the contrary, stories of
miraculous generation are among the common traditions in antiquity.
According to the records of their faiths, Buddha and Zoroaster and Lao-
Tzu and Mahavira were all supernaturally born... that is to say, when a
personality arose so high that men adored him, the ancient world attributed
his superiority to some special divine influence in his generation, and they
commonly phrased their faith in terms of miraculous birth.®

This study does not include this second group (theologically liberal modernists) within
the evangelical umbrella because they generally fail to fit at least one of the standards in

Bebbington’s Quadrilateral.

8 James Orr, ‘Science and Christian Faith’, in The Fundamentals: The Famous Sourcebook of
Foundational Christian Truth, ed. R. A. Torrey, updated by Charles L. Feinberg (MI: Kregel Publications,
1990): 130.

8 Although not so much part of this research, a third group called secular modernists could also be
added to describe those non-religious individuals who embraced modernist ideology.

® Harry Emerson Fosdick, ‘Shall the Fundamentalists Win?” A sermon originally delivered June

10, 1922. Reprinted in part in Evangelicalism and Fundamentalism: A Documentary Reader, ed. Barry
Hankin (NY: New York University Press, 2008): 53.

27



At the beginning of the twentieth-century, neither category of modernism was
considered doctrinally sound by a budding faction of conservative evangelical
traditionalists (many of whom came from Holiness Movements) who rejected
modernism, in any form, as apostate and instead embraced both orthodoxy and Biblical
literalism.®* The eventual schism between modernism and what became known as

fundamentalism within the Religious Society of Friends is highlighted in this case study.

Fundamentalism

At the turn of the twentieth-century a conservative group of evangelical
Protestants both in the church and in academia sought to renew the ways of looking at the
Bible that existed before the perceived growing modernist apostasy.® This group was
already a component of the broad evangelical coalition, but with changing social factors
and an increase in theological liberalisation due to theologically liberal modernists, this
conservative evangelical wing grew stronger at the beginning of the twentieth-century.
Between 1910 and 1915 a series of twelve volumes, called The Fundamentals, was

published attempting to revive traditional orthodoxy in Christianity.® The series was

8 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 102-103.

8 While there is no consensus among scholars as to the inception or conclusion of fundamentalism
as a force within evangelicalism, most concur that during the first two decades of the twentieth-century and
even more so immediately following the Great War, the reactionary defence of fundamentalism against
modernism became far more militant and aggressive. See George M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and
American Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth Century Evangelicalism 1870-1925 (NY: Oxford University
Press, 1980), 141; See also, Stewart Cole, The History of Fundamentalism (CT: Greenwood Press
Publishers, 1931), 52-53; Ernest R. Sandeen, The Roots of Fundamentalism: British and American
Millenarianism 1800-1930 (MI: Baker Book House, 1970, reprinted 1978), xiii — xvii.

8 Harris, Fundamentalism, 26.
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more pastoral than academic®” and contained little of the future belligerence of
fundamentalism in the 1920s, but offered a basic framework in which to understand
Christianity through traditional evangelical positions and in contrast to modernism,
particularly higher-criticism.®® The formal organisation of anti-modernist crusades
followed soon thereafter. In 1918, fundamentalist leader William B. Riley (1861-1947)
founded the paper Christian Fundamentals in School and Church.® In 1919, the World’s
Christian Fundamentals Association was formed® and is credited, by Harriet A. Harris,
with being the first organisation with fundamental in its name, albeit not entirely
representative of the movement.®* In 1920, at the Northern Baptist Convention, several
conservative evangelicals formed the General Conference on Fundamentals.®

Although modernism and what was now calling itself fundamentalism
experienced extreme animosity at times prior to WWI, the two groups generally
embraced a sort of tolerant discord with respect to each other in order to maintain
evangelical and denominational unity. After the First World War, this changed. George
Marsden claims:

Between 1917 and the early 1920s American conservative evangelicals

underwent a dramatic transformation. In 1917 they were still part of the
evangelical coalition that had been dominant in America for a century.

8 Harris, Fundamentalism, 27.

8 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 118-123.

8 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 160.

% Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 152.

*! Harris, Fundamentalism, 28-29. Marsden also confirms that, while pre-millennialists played a
significant role in shaping some of the fundamentalist worldview, particularly in relation to the movement’s
cultural pessimism, the dispensational movement was only a ‘small group’ within the larger fundamentalist

sphere. See Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 125.

%2 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 159.
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Some theological conservatives, premillennialists, and revivalists were
often warning against the modern tendencies of their liberal, post-
millennial, or Social Gospel opponents; but all of these groups operated
within the same denomination and interdenominational agencies, and at
times still cooperated... After 1920 conservative evangelical councils
were dominated by ‘fundamentalists’ engaged in holy warfare to drive the
scourge of modernism out of church and culture.*®

Bebbington adds:

The unity of Evangelicalism was broken during the 1920s. The movement
had always been marked by variety in doctrine, attitude and social
composition, but in the years after the First World War it became so
sharply divided that some members of one party did not recognise the
other party as Evangelical — or even, sometimes, as Christian.*

Marsden claims that it was this push against what this study identifies as theologically
liberal modernism that gave impetus to a militant fundamentalist attitude in the 1920s and
that, if there was any one theme that tied together all the diverse fundamentalist threads in
America, it would be that it was an anti-modernism movement at its core.*

However, Marsden also argues that a second influence in the development of
fundamentalism as a social and political factor was the societal upheaval following the
Great War. Marsden writes:

An overwhelming atmosphere of crisis gripped America during the

immediate postwar period. The year 1919 especially was characterized by

a series of real as well as imagined terrors. The disruption caused by

massive demobilization and post-war economic adjustments was

compounded by a number of acrimonious labor disputes and strikes and

by a series of terrorist bombings. There was alarm over rapidly

deteriorating moral standards and a deep suspicion of foreign influences...

Premillennialists shared with many conservative Americans the conviction
that the moral foundations of the nation were rapidly crumbling.*

9 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 141.
% Bebbington, Evangelicalism, 181.
% Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 4.

% Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 153.
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Thus, in addition to anti-modernism, there is also a strong anti-world element to
fundamentalism. From strict behavioural mores against the backdrop of the roaring
twenties®’ to a steady decline in socially-responsible programmes,*® fundamentalists set
themselves apart from the norms of the society.

Fundamentalism became a common expression of evangelical Protestantism,
juxtaposed against modernism, during the 1920s — a time now regarded by historians as
the era of the fundamentalist-modernist controversies.”® At no point, however, does one
see the fundamentalists really alter the basic theological points emphasised by
Bebbington. Fundamentalism, then, is best described in terms of its emphasis on
evangelical protectionism, attempting to harbor their perceived truth against both the
perceived growing threat of modernism and the perceived moral decline of society.
Rather than seen fundamentalists as trying to push a new evangelical theology, according
to Bebbington, fundamentalists are best seen as ‘the champions of fundamental Christian

» 100

orthodoxies’.”" Bebbington sees the fundamentalists of the 1920s, in particular, as ‘a

group so fanatically committed to its religion that it lashes out against opponents in

%" Joel A. Carpenter, Revive us Again: The Reawakening of American Fundamentalism (NY:
Oxford University Press, 1997), 58.

% Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 91.

% Harris, Fundamentalism, 29-32; Barry Hanks, Evangelicalism and Fundamentalism: A
Documentary Reader (NY: New York University Press, 2008), 39; Joel A. Carpenter, ‘Editor’s Note’, in
Fundamentalist versus Modernist, ed. Joel A. Carpenter (NY: Garland Publishing Inc. 1988), not
paginated. Sandeen has argued effectively, though, that it is important to be mindful of the distinction
between the fundamentalist movement as whole, and the fundamentalist controversies of the 1920s, see
Sandeen, Roots of Fundamentalism, Xiii.

190 Behbington, Evangelicalism in Modern Britain, 276.
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mindless denunciation.”'®" Or, as Marsden says of this same era, ‘A fundamentalist is an
evangelical who is angry about something.’*%

Rather than seeing fundamentalism as a unique theological approach, Gerald R.
McDermott has identified eight key components of evangelical fundamentalist

thinking:

1. Interpretation of Scripture. Fundamentalists tended to read Scripture more

literally.'® They held the Bible in high reverence and as utterly factual and they believed
that all doctrinal truth could be garnered from this source, as opposed to any idea that
Scripture needed to be interpreted and contextualised. Although literalism could be
portrayed as a theological trait of fundamentalism, it is more helpful to see it as a
hermeneutical tool used by fundamentalists to establish an inerrant source of truth to
wield in opposition to modernist thinking. In agreement with this, James Barr says:

In other words, fundamentalism is based on a particular kind of religious

tradition, and uses the form, rather than reality, of biblical authority to

provide a shield for its tradition.'®

Fundamentalists, then, can be seen as using biblical literalism as a means of

protection against the inroads made by higher criticism.

% Ibid.
192 Marsden, Understanding Fundamentalism, 1.

193 Gerald R. McDermott, ‘Introduction’, to The Oxford Handbook of Evangelical Theology, ed.
Gerald R. McDermott, (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2010), 6-7.

104 McDermott, Oxford Handbook of Evangelical Theology, 6.

1% James Barr, Fundamentalism (London, SCM Press Ltd, 1977), 15. James Barr and Harriet
Harris have argued that literalism in some form is such an integrated part of an evangelical biblical
hermeneutic that there can be no separation between evangelicals and fundamentalists. While the argument
has merit worth discussing further in terms of Bebbington’s biblicism, it fails to address the fundamentalist
worldview of separatism and lack of social responsibility, which were not necessarily indicative of all
evangelicals. See Barr, Fundamentalism, 1-10 and Harris, Fundamentalism, 7-9.
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2. World-Rejecting.'®® Fundamentalists questioned the value of human

activity not initiated by Christians.'®” Generally, the world was viewed with
pessimism, with emphasis on the pervasive effects of the Fall on human nature.*®
Bradley J. Longfield points out that, in the 1920s in particular, fundamentalists
were responding to a heightened perception of widespread moral degeneracy in
the world at that time:
In the wake of World War | growing labor tensions, bombings, and the
Russian Revolution spurred a fanatical fear of Bolshevism. Moreover, the
war accelerated the secularization of America and precipitated a
‘revolution in morals.” Jazz became popular, women smoked, sex was
openly discussed, the Charleston dominated the dance floor, and the
divorce rate skyrocketed.'%
The Bible School Movement among Protestants, then, became an important
shelter for fundamentalists to flock to as they increasingly came to reject the
modern intellectual pursuits of mainstream civilization, which fundamentalists

perceived was increasingly a part of what Noll describes as the secularisation of

higher education in the latter half of the nineteenth-century.*'° Thus, the world-

1% McDermott uses culture-rejecting here rather than world-rejecting. | have altered it to world-
rejecting to more aptly describe the idea that fundamentalists were not anti-culture per se, in that they did
not reject the sociological concept of culture — those traditions, practices and heritage that give meaning to
a given group of people — but that fundamentalists were anti-world, in the broad theological sense. They
rejected the current realm as fallen and clearly separated from God’s intended designs. Although
McDermott uses a different phrase, his description is consistent with the idea of world-rejecting present
herein. World-Rejecting is further defined below. See Chapter One, footnote 111.

97 McDermott, Oxford Handbook of Evangelical Theology, 6.
108 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 136.

1% Bradley J. Longfield, The Presbyterian Controversy, Fundamentalists, Modernists, and
Moderates (NY: Oxford University Press, 1991), 5.

119 Mark A. Noll, The Scandal of the Evangelical Mind (MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co,
1994), 111-112.
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rejecting position of fundamentalism,™* particularly in those post-War years, is
tied to fundamentalists’ perception of widespread moral decline and the increase
of secularism — of both of which they accused modernism of being a source.

3. Social Action. Fundamentalists often considered social action to be a
sign of liberal theology.'*? As theologically liberal modernism became more
associated with the Social Gospel Movement in the early decades of the
twentieth-century, fundamentalism shifted almost completely away from social

engagement.'*®

Marsden argues that, ‘The “Great Reversal” took place from about
1900 to about 1930, when all progressive social concern, whether political or
private, became suspect among revivalist evangelicals and was relegated to a very
minor role.”*** While nothing inherent in social programming was threatening to

fundamentalists, it was crucial to them that social gospel Christianity be

understood as complementary to, and a compulsory outgrowth of, the

11 Roy Wallis first used this term in his 1984 work The Elementary Forms of the New Religious
Life. Wallis describes ‘world-rejecting’ religious movements as having a ‘clear concept of God as at the
same time a personal entity but yet radically distinct from man and prescribing a clear and uncompromising
set of moral demands... The world-rejecting movement views the prevailing social order as having
departed substantially from God’s prescriptions and plan. Mankind has lost touch with God and spiritual
things, and, in the pursuit of purely material interests, has succeeded in creating a polluted environment; a
vice-ridden society in which individuals treat each other purely as means rather than as ends; a world filled
with conflict, greed, insincerity and despair.” With the exception of his suggestion that world-rejecting
movements also encourage a ‘return to a more rural way of life’, Wallis’ description of world-rejecting
religion aptly applies to 1920s fundamentalists’ perception of the world. See Roy Wallis, The Elementary
Forms of the New Religious Life (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul pic, 1984), 9-10.

112 McDermott, Oxford Handbook of Evangelical Theology, 6.

13 Joel A. Carpenter argues that fundamentalists had criticised the Social Gospel Movement early
on as being comprised of possibly altruistic, but mistaken, ministers who were trying to institute God’s
kingdom on earth through Christian socialism. By the 1930s, fundamentalists viewed the State (primarily
the Roosevelt Administration) as complicit in the reincarnation of a social gospel and trying to end
religious freedom. As a whole, Carpenter argues that the fundamentalist movement almost totally
abandoned social and political reform efforts. See Joel Carpenter, ‘Introduction’ to Fighting
Fundamentalism: Polemic Thrusts of the 1930s and 1940s, ed. Joel A. Carpenter (NY: Garland Publishing,
Inc., 1988), not paginated.

114 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 86.
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regenerating work of Christ.**®

The primary (if not only) expression of social
engagement within the fundamentalist movement during that period was
evangelism — rescuing the perishing from a liberal world.

4. Separatism. Fundamentalists preached that Christians should separate
themselves from liberal Christians and even from conservatives who
fellowshipped with liberals.**® The formation of fundamentalist organisations
became a means by which they excluded others from fellowship, including those
who shared evangelical convictions, but were not separatists. Such separatism
took place between conservative evangelicals and theologically liberal
modernists, but equally so, intra-denominationally, between evangelical
separatists (fundamentalists) and evangelical-modernists who refused to separate
from perceived apostate churches. Adrio Konig refers to this fundamentalist
tendency as ‘double-separation’;''” a phenomenon revealed in this particular case

study.

5. Dialogue with liberals. Fundamentalists tended to believe that liberal

Christians had nothing to teach them and there was no point in trying to talk to
them.™® Marsden argues that, part of the reason for the birth of what he calls the

‘militant fundamentalist’ after 1920, was that a far more aggressive and radical

11
d9

form of theological liberalism had developed" and fundamentalism was a

115 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 91.
118 McDermott, Oxford Handbook of Evangelical Theology, 7.
117

Konig, ‘Evangelical Theology’, 105.

118 McDermott, Oxford Handbook of Evangelical Theology, 7.
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response to the spread of this perceived false doctrine.** Thus, belligerent anti-
modernism campaigns became a hallmark of the fundamentalist movement as
they rejected association both with theologically liberal modernists and with
evangelical modernists. Fundamentalists, however, perceived their methods to be
justified in light of the perceived disregard, particularly toward Biblical authority,
modernists as a whole seemed to show.

6. The ethos of Christian faith. While most fundamentalists preached

121 Moral

salvation by grace, they also tended to focus on rules and restrictions.
standards like chastity, abstinence and avoiding the theatre were worn like a
badge of orthodoxy by fundamentalists.'?> Sumptuary laws became a means to
legislate outward moral conformity. Carpenter argues that fundamentalists viewed
themselves as a people set apart for a greater cause.? In keeping themselves pure
of cultural evils, fundamentalists saw in themselves the embodiment of a holy

remnant.*?*

As heirs of the Holiness Movement, fundamentalists were inherently
susceptible to this line of thinking. With an elevated emphasis on a personal
conversion experience, a precise moment of instant sanctification, a demonstrable

life of holiness and Christian perfection, there was already a strain of separatism

119 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 141.
120 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 159.
121 McDermott, Oxford Handbook of Evangelical Theology, 7.

122 Joel A. Carpenter, Revive Us Again: The Reawakening of American Fundamentalism (NY:
Oxford University Press, 1997), 57-58.

123 Carpenter, Revive Us Again, 57.

124 George Marsden, Reforming Fundamentalism: Fuller Seminary and the New Evangelicals (MI:
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1987), 6.
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and a loose system of religious codification within the evangelical holiness
faction prior to 1920.

7. Fissiparousness. For fundamentalists, differences in doctrine, even on

rather minor issues, were considered important enough to warrant starting a new
congregation or new denomination.'* Fundamentalists held that they served an
important role in witnessing against the growing liberalisation of mainstream
Protestant churches and that their witness could only be heard as a “voice of one

*126 and only if they separated from the perceived

calling in the wilderness
apostasy.'?” Thus, one of the consequences of fundamentalist thinking on
evangelicalism, which will be revealed in this case study, is that intra-
denominational schism among Friends was often the result of a quick decision to
separate and a refusal to engage in dialogue with those who held what were
perceived to be differing viewpoints. This pattern parallels that which other
scholars have already established as being consistent within other

denominations.*?®

8. Support of Israel. Fundamentalists tended to see the modern state of

Israel as the direct fulfilment of biblical prophecy. Since McDermott ties this trait
(Support for Israel) directly to fundamentalists’ view regarding the ‘modern state

of Israel’ and it is really more a characteristic of post mid-twentieth-century

125 McDermott, Oxford Handbook of Evangelical Theology, 7.

126 Matthew 3:3. Usually understood as referring to John the Baptist and his role to ‘prepare the
way’ for the coming of Jesus.

127 Marsden, Reforming Fundamentalism, 6.

128 Discussed more in Chapter Five.
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fundamentalism, following the move of Israel to statehood in 1948 (a time
following the period of this study), this attribute will not be discussed further as
part of this work. Also, no evidence of Zionism is found in the case-study in the
1920s and 1930s.

Since McDermott’s model emphasises the content and practice of
fundamentalism, it allows for researchers to unravel the unique thread of fundamentalist
thought, while simultaneously keeping fundamentalists located within the larger
evangelical theology. This study, then, uses McDermott’s first seven categories to
establish within the case study the existence of fundamentalism as a normative corporate
way of thinking, which came to dominance within a squarely theologically evangelical

Yearly Meeting.

Neo-evangelicalism

The dominance of fundamentalism as a definitive force within the American
popular and religious life was short lived. By the end of the 1920s, fundamentalism was
already being marginalised in the popular press as an extreme wing of theologically
militant conservatives and obscurantists, particularly after the national media
embarrassed William Jennings Bryan and the fundamentalists’ role in defending

creationism in the Scopes Trials of 1925.'% By the 1930s, the WCFA’s membership was

129 In 1925, public school biology teacher John Scopes taught Darwinism in his classroom, in clear
(and intentional) violation of Tennessee’s anti-evolution state law of the time. The trial was much
ballyhooed around the nation as a battle between rural small town conservative values and modern science
of the day. Although Scopes lost the trial, the fundamentalist defence of creationism was so caricatured and
marginalised in the popular press as obscurant and backward, that many scholars mark this single event as
the beginning of the end for fundamentalism’s ability to be a normative force in Protestant America. See
Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 184-195.
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declining significantly.**® What was left of fundamentalism in the 1930s and 1940s
became far more sectarian.®* Usage of the term fell from favour.*® In 1929, Pulitzer
Prize winning American journalist, Walter Lippman, published a scathing review of what
he perceived to be the fundamentalist attitude by that time:
In actual practice, this movement [fundamentalism] has become entangled
with all sorts of bizarre and barbarous agitations with the Ku Klux Klan,
with the fanatical prohibition, with the ‘anti-evolution laws’ and with
much persecution and intolerance..... [This] shows that the central truth,
which the fundamentalists have grasped, no longer appeals to the best
brains and the good sense of the modern community, and that the
movement is recruited largely from the isolated, the inexperienced, and the
uneducated.*
Marsden points out:
Before 1925 the movement had commanded much respect, though no
outstanding support, but after the summer of 1925 the voices of ridicule
were raised so loudly that many moderate Protestant conservatives quietly
dropped support of the cause rather than be embarrassed by association.***
This is not to say that fundamentalist thinking within evangelicalism completely
disappeared. In 1941, the American Council of Churches was set up by exclusivist

fundamentalists as a ‘militantly pro-Gospel and anti-modernist’ agency to counteract the

Federal (now National) Council of Churches, but it never experienced much broad scale

130 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 193.

B3 Joel Carpenter argues that, particularly in the 1930s, as ‘fundamentalism became increasingly
discredited as a public voice to be taken seriously’ it was also ‘becoming more of an independent, sectarian
movement.” Joel A. Carpenter, ‘Introduction’, in Fighting Fundamentalism: Polemic Thrusts of the 1930s
and 1940s, ed. Joel A. Carpenter (NY: Garland Publishing, Inc, 1988), not paginated.

132 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 191.

133 Walter Lippman, A Preface to Morals (New York: The McMillan Company, 1929), 31.

13 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 191.
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success in a way that captured the evangelical mindset as before.*® Evangelicals were
leaning toward an inclusive and positive Christian message compared to their
fundamentalist predecessors.'*® By the 1940s, after a long season of internal evangelical
identity-uncertainty and continuing conflict between evangelical separatists and
evangelical non-separatists, a group of new evangelicals (neo-evangelicals) distanced

137

themselves from fundamentalist thinking.™" Marsden argues that:

Within this movement [fundamentalism] there grew a mood of self-

criticism, at first referred to as ‘neo-evangelicalism,” which in the middle

decades of the [twentieth] century made possible some distancing of this

branch of the evangelical movement from hard-line fundamentalism.**

In 1942, the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) was formed in America
by a group of less militant evangelical conservatives who sought to distance themselves
from the perceived embarrassment of fundamentalism and to discontinue the tendency of
fundamentalists towards insularity and separatism. From the 1950s onwards, neo-
evangelicals in America stopped identifying themselves in terms of their protest to
fundamentalism and, instead, found internal identity-forming constructs. Unofficially,
Billy Graham became their national spokesman. New schools of evangelical thought, like
Fuller Theological Seminary (whose first President, Harold Ockenga, had also founded

the NAE), became their centres for academia®* and new periodicals like Christianity

Today became their organs.*°

135 |_ouis Gasper, The Fundamentalist Movement (Paris: Mouton and Co. 1963), 23-26.
13¢ Gasper, The Fundamentalist Movement, 26.
137

Konig, ‘Evangelical Theology,” 91.

138 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 228.
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Although the social views of these new evangelicals remained staunchly
conservative, they ‘desired to bring the gospel they preached into creative contact with
American society.”*** They did not, however, differ theologically from the standard tenets
of evangelicalism, as defined by Bebbington, and can, therefore, be defined theologically
in terms of the quadrilateral (activism, crucicentrism, conversionism, biblicism). In fact,
neo-evangelical leaders, sometimes calling themselves ‘neo-fundamentalist’, often
praised the conservative supernatural theology, which they perceived fundamentalism
had preserved against the inroads of theologically liberal modernism, and they made
pointed efforts to align themselves clearly with this same supernatural evangelical

142

theology.™" Harold Ockenga announced proudly that, ‘Evangelical theology is

synonymous with fundamentalism or orthodoxy. In doctrine, evangelicals and the

. 14
fundamentalists are one.”**

139 Fuller Theological Seminary was founded in 1947 by Charles Fuller, with Harold Ockenga
serving as the first President. The impetus for the founding of the seminary can be found primarily in two
impulses. The first was the desire by a growing group of evangelicals to transform the world into a
Christian civilisation through intellectual reform. Towards this end, the institution sought to hire the
brightest evangelical minds of the day as staff. And the second was to discontinue the fundamentalist world
rejecting separatist tendency and, instead, to provide a means for orthodox faith and modern intellect to
interact. For a more detailed history of the founding of Fuller Theological Seminary see George Marsden,
Reforming Fundamentalism: Fuller Seminary and the New Evangelicals (MI: William B. Eerdmans
Publishing Company, 1987).

140 K 6nig, ‘Evangelical Theology,’ 91.
141

Konig, ‘Evangelical Theology,” 91.

2 Rolland D. McCune, ‘The Formation of the New Evangelicalism (Part Two): Historical
Beginnings,” Detroit Baptist Seminary Journal vol. 4 (Fall, 1999), 110.

3 Harold John Ockenga, ‘Resurgent Evangelical Leadership,” in Christianity Today Reader, ed
Frank E. Gaebelein (NY: Meredith Press, 1966), 136.
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In providing a broad definition of neo-evangelicalism, then, this author has
identified five key attributes in order to differentiate neo-evangelical thinking from
fundamentalist thinking within the larger evangelical umbrella. They are as follows:

1. Engagement without accommodation. Although the neo-evangelicals sought to

maintain a similar supernatural theology as fundamentalists, they also sought answers as
to how better to engage the world with a positive message of Christianity, rather than
needing to separate from it. Harold Ockenga argued:

It is impossible to shut the Jesus of pity, healing, service, and human

interest from a Biblical theology. The higher morality of redemption does

not invalidate moral consistency... A Christian world- and life-view

embracing world questions, societal needs, personal education ought to

arise out of Matt. 28:18-21 as much as evangelism does. Culture depends

on such a view, and Fundamentalism is prodigally dissipating the

Christian culture accretion of centuries, a serious sin.**
This said, neo-evangelicals continued to claim that theological liberals and secularists had
lost the core of their message, which was perceived by neo-evangelicals as still needing
to be rooted in a ‘higher morality’. Thus, neo-evangelicals attempted to engage with the

world without affirming it or accommodating it, as they perceived liberal theologians had

done.’® They tried to balance themselves between the perceived secularism of liberalism

% Harold Ockenga, ‘Introduction’, in Carl Henry, The Uneasy Conscience of Modern
Fundamentalism (MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1947), 13-14.

15 In addition to ‘world-rejecting’, Wallis describes two other categories of religious movements:
‘world-affirming’ and ‘world- accommodating’. Neither category, as Wallis defines them, encapsulates,
however, the way neo-evangelicals related to the world. Wallis sees ‘world-affirming’ as those religious
movements that view the ‘prevailing social order less contemptuously, seeing it as possessing many highly
desirable characteristics. Mankind, too, is not so much reprobate as needlessly restricted, containing within
itself enormous potential power... Movements of this kind tend to possess a more secularized and
individual conception of the divine.” Wallis then sees the ‘world-accommodating’ religious movements as
those movements which construe religion primarily as a place for ‘solace or stimulation to personal,
interior life’, and the religious activities of these movements are more ‘leisure-time commitments’. Since
neither category describes the way neo-evangelicals were willing to engage with the world, but neither
accommodate nor affirm it, I have elected not to use Wallis’ academic classification system for religious
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and the perceived separatism of fundamentalism, as they sought to be in-the-world, but
not of-the world. Engagement, then, was not in itself the goal for neo-evangelicals.
Rather, they sought engagement in the hope that, in risking contamination by contact
with society, they might have better success in changing the world into a Christian
civilisation than separatist fundamentalists did."*°

2. Decreased emphasis on biblical literalism. Neo-evangelicalism brought a

corrective to fundamentalist biblicism. While fundamentalism embraced literalism and
inerrancy, resting firmly on the claim that the Bible was a reliable source of all truth, neo-
evangelicalism maintained a high reverence for the study of Scripture and emphasised its
spiritual truth over that of its historical or scientific reliability. Although neo-
evangelicalism did not embrace the modernist methods of higher criticism, it did open the
door to questions concerning the interpretation of inerrancy and inspiration in
fundamentalism, which then opened the door to larger questions concerning biblical
authority.™*” A development related to this shift in thinking was a far greater tolerance by
neo-evangelicals of evangelical modernists, as long as they still held orthodox views.
Theologically liberal modernists were still a rejected group among neo-evangelicals

h,l48

thoug and perceptions of orthodoxy proved an important ongoing dividing line long

after the mid-twentieth-century within the evangelical umbrella.

movements with the exception of using his ‘world-rejecting’ ideology to describe one aspect of
fundamentalism. For above quotes, see Wallis, The Elementary Forms, 20-39.

148 Marsden, Reforming Fundamentalism, 7. See also McCune, ‘Formation of New Evangelicals’,
109-150.

Y7 Robert M. Price, ‘Neo-evangelicals and Scripture: A Forgotten Period of Ferment,” Christian
Scholars Review vol. 15 no. 4 (1986): 318.
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3. Gospel answers for the social issues of the day. Neo-evangelicals attacked the

failure of fundamentalists to provide adequate solutions to any of the social problems of
its day, short of expounding evangelism. Leading Fuller theologian and founding editor
of Christianity Today, Carl Ferdinand Howard Henry, published two books in the 1940s
(The Uneasy Conscience of Modern Fundamentalism and Remaking the Modern Mind),
which contained a withering attack on the lack of social responsibility among
fundamentalists and calling fundamentalism the ‘modern priest and Levite, by-passing
suffering humanity.’**® Henry also wrote:

Today, Protestant Fundamentalism although heir-apparent to the

supernaturalist gospel of the Biblical and Reformation minds, is a stranger,

in its predominant spirit, to the vigorous social interest of its ideological

forebears. Modern Fundamentalism does not explicitly sketch the social

implications of its message for the non-Christian world,; it does not

challenge the injustices of the totalitarianisms, the secularisms of modern

education, the evils of racial hatred, the wrongs of current labor-

management relations, the inadequate bases of international dealings. It

has ceased to challenge Caesar and Rome.**°
Neo-evangelicals were not, however, revolutionary in practice when it came to their own

social action. Robert Price accurately points out that neo-evangelicals were, ‘always very

cautious, seldom taking costly or controversial positions.”*** It is evident throughout this

18 This is not to say that neo-evangelical leaders did not have increased dialogue and
collaboration with theological liberals over and above that of their fundamentalist predecessors. Billy
Graham outraged fundamentalists by including liberal theologians to assist with his crusades. But when it
came to theological doctrine, neo-evangelicals, just like fundamentalists, still held essential Christian
orthodoxy as a minimum standard for acceptable belief systems. Price points out that many neo-
evangelicals made ‘little secret of the fact that dialogue [with liberal theologians] was a primary device for
obtaining a more effective platform for apologetics.” See Price, ‘Neo-evangelicals and Scripture’, 316.

19 Carl F. H. Henry, The Uneasy Conscience of Modern Fundamentalism (Grand Rapids, MI:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1947), 17. For other listed title, see Carl F. H. Henry, Remaking
the Modern Mind (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1946).

%0 Henry, The Uneasy Conscience, 44-45.

L Price, ‘Neo-evangelicals and Scripture’, 317.
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study that examining the rhetoric regarding evangelical social responsibility, as much as
observing the actual behaviours, is an effective barometer for differentiating
fundamentalists from neo-evangelicals.

4. Intellectual consistency between faith and science. Neo-evangelicals no longer

saw intellectual pursuits as exclusively limited to biblical staples. Rather, it became more
important to neo-evangelicals to reconcile emerging science with their orthodox faith.**?
And, also, to recognise that in their search for truth, the Bible itself may not hold
complete answers. At the same time, however, even the most moderate evangelical
leaders, while not trying to sound fundamentalist, were increasingly alarmed at the
secularisation of higher education in America in the early twentieth-century.**® Thus, the
founding of new institutions, such as Fuller, became an important enterprise for neo-
evangelical attempts to bring a corrective both to the fundamentalist tendency towards
biblical exclusivity and the growing control of academia by secularists.

5. Ecumenical collaboration across religious traditions. Unlike the rejection of

non-separatist denominations by fundamentalists, neo-evangelicals worked within and
across various religious traditions outside of evangelicalism and outside of Protestantism.
While most fundamentalist organisations made separation a mandate for membership, the

NAE did not, allowing for a broad spectrum of participants. Louis Gasper says:

152 Fundamentalists were not anti-science per se. In fact they adopted a rather Baconian idea of
inquiry, seeing science as needing to be grounded in facts. What was unique for fundamentalists then is that
they embraced a viewpoint that the Bible was utterly factual, i.e., the basic unit from which all other
scientific truth emerged. In contrast, according to fundamentalists, other ideas (such as evolution) were
theories only grounded on a hypothesis. For a larger discussion of fundamentalism and science see
Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 55-62.

153 George M. Marsden, The Soul of the American University: From Protestant Establishment to
Established Nonbelief (NY: Oxford University Press, 1994), 332.
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The National Association of Evangelicals proposed to follow an

inclusivist policy wherein its constituent members were not required to

separate from denominations or churches affiliated with the Federal

Council — a policy the American Council adamantly opposed.

Furthermore, the National Association of Evangelicals was opposed to the

American Council’s vitriolic attack upon the Federal Council, because

they thought it might be more harmful than beneficial. The two

fundamentalist groups agreed doctrinally, but they were divided in

method."**

Similarly, leading neo-evangelical spokesman, Billy Graham, showed willingness to
dialogue with mainline Protestant and Catholic churches and to send new converts back
to such churches for ongoing nurturing.**® Thus, an increase in ecumenical collaboration
was evident in neo-evangelical thinking.

This five-point typology for neo-evangelicalism is used throughout this work to
differentiate the neo-evangelical impulses from the fundamentalist impulses within the
case study. Once again, by focusing on the content and practice of a given evangelical
sub-set (neo-evangelicals), the group’s emphasis and thinking pattern within the
evangelical umbrella can be identified effectively as compared to the emphasis and
thinking patterns of fundamentalism. In analysing fundamentalists and neo-evangelicals
using Bebbington’s quadrilateral, the most marked difference between the two groups is
found in how they express biblicism and activism respectively. On basic issues of
orthodoxy, however, such as Christ’s death and resurrection (crucicentrism) and the
central role of salvation (conversionism), the two groups shared a common supernatural

theology. Table 1.2 (page 47) portrays the aforementioned differences and similarities

between the two groups.

154 Gasper, The Fundamentalist Movement, 26.

155 McDermott, Oxford Handbook of Evangelical Theology, 7.
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While historians have generally applied the term ‘neo-evangelical’ to this mid

twentieth-century group,*°

the new evangelicals did not think of themselves as having a
new theology. Rather, the concept of a perceived evangelical re-birth — coupled with the
rejection of fundamentalist thinking, particularly on issues of world engagement, biblical
authority, social action, intellectual pursuits and ecumenical collaboration — is a more
helpful way of understanding the thinking of this group in the context of the larger
evangelical umbrella.

In conclusion, scholarship addressing other mainline denominations in America
has already established a broad academic pattern for understanding the shift through
holiness — fundamentalism — to neo-evangelicalism that occurred within American
evangelicalism during the first half of the twentieth-century. This work does not attempt
to alter this established pattern, only to use the same pattern as a helpful means to show a
parallel process unfolding in the case study herein, a denominational sub-group not
similarly analysed before. The similarities between this case study (Oregon Yearly
Meeting 1919-1947) and the larger fundamentalist/neo-evangelical trends on a national
level are clear.™’

This work suggests that, prior to 1919, although Friends in Oregon were heavily
influenced by the individualistic tendencies of the Holiness Movement and revivalism,

they were also concerned with social-betterment, world-engagement, intellectual

advancement and ecumenicalism. Yet by 1919, OYM (as a corporate whole, but not

158 Marsden suggests that the term itself was not in use within the movement until Ockenga
popularised it in 1957, although he had been using the term in connection to Fuller as much as a decade
earlier. Marsden, Reforming Fundamentalism, 3.

157 See section entitled “Similarities and Differences to Broader Protestantism’ in Chapter Five.

48



unanimously) started to show traits evident of a systematic embrace of the fundamentalist
attitude, as they separated themselves from both evangelical modernists and perceived
theologically liberal modernists. During this time, there was a marked decline in social
engagement outside of evangelism and an increase in insularity, anti-modernism
campaigns and a pattern of denominational fissiparousness. After two decades of
fundamentalist hegemony within OYM, by the 1940s, the Yearly Meeting was in the
process of reshaping its identity along the lines of the emerging American Protestant neo-
evangelicalism, including a correlative renewal of humanitarian behaviour,
ecumenicalism and intra-denominational dialogue with evangelical modernists. This
work concludes around the mid-twentieth-century point. To contextualise these shifts

within broader Quaker history, a brief history of the Religious Society of Friends follows.

The Religious Society of Friends: A Brief History

The Religious Society of Friends began in the middle of the seventeenth-century
in England with George Fox (1624-1691) credited as its most influential early leader.'*®
In 1647, Fox was a wandering twenty-three year old earnestly searching for spiritual truth
from friends, family and various religious priests and others who espoused religious
doctrine. After being given all sorts of advice which Fox deemed unhelpful,**® he finally

found the answer he was looking for from a perceived direct encounter with the divine.

158 Wilmer A. Cooper, A Living Faith: An Historical and Comparative Study of Quaker Beliefs
(IN, Friends United Press, 1990), 1; Pink Dandelion, An Introduction to Quakerism (Cambridge,
Cambridge University Press, 2007), 13-14; Hugh Barbour and William J. Frost. The Quakers:
Denominations in America (CA, Greenwood Publishing Group, 1988), 25-27; Elbert Russell, The History
of Quakerism (NY: The Macmillan Company, 1943), Chapter 2.

9 Including blood-letting, getting married, smoking tobacco and singing Psalms. Fox, Journal
1643-1646 Chapter, p 6-9.
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And when all my hope in them, and in all men was gone, so that | had

nothing outwardly to help me, nor could tell what to do; Then O! then, I

heard a voice, which said, ‘There is one, even Christ Jesus, that can speak

to thy condition’: and when I heard it, my heart did leap for joy.160
Thus began the impetus for the Society’s inception, shaped by Fox’s initial
transformative experience of direct divine revelation.*®*

The orthopraxy of the early Friends flowed from their belief in this inward life of
faith. Rather than seeing the visible church as divine institution (‘temples made with
hands”),'*? they met in simple meeting houses (or simply met in someone’s house).
Services were unprogrammedg], marked by expectant listening and inspired speaking;*®®
Friends practiced spiritual realism — experiencing direct communion with God stripped of

outward elements or third-party intermediates,*®* and they had local meetings[g]

supported by itinerant preachers and local elders, rather than ministers ‘bred at Oxford or

180 Eox, Journal, 13.

181 For the next years Fox (and others) traveled through England on an itinerant public ministry
primarily to Baptists, Separatists and Seekers. In 1652 Fox felt led to ‘go atop of” Pendle Hill where he
claimed he had a vision, ‘And the Lord let me see atop the hill in what places he had a great people.” By
1654, Fox had gathered a sufficient following of convinced men and women that they traveled the country
with the message of primitive Christianity revived. By 1655, ‘there was some fifty thousand Quaker
converts to Christ’. See Fox, Journal, Chapters 1648, 1649, 1650 and 1651. On 1655 numerical reference
see Arthur O. Roberts, Through Flaming Sword: The Life and Legacy of George Fox (OR: Barclay Press,
2008), 32.

The Friends then quickly began to spread their message of this inward return of Christ beyond
England. From London to Ireland to Germany to the British colonies, Fox and other Friends traveled
widely. In North America, Rhode Island and Barbados became two early strongholds by the mid-late
1650s. In 1681 Quaker convert William Penn (1644-1718) became the proprietor of Pennsylvania, with
Penn attempting to establish the colony based on his perception of the Society’s benevolent and tolerant
principles (that of God in everyone) as a ‘Holy Experiment’. By 1700, Quakers were the third largest
denomination in the British colonies. See Dandelion, Introduction, 49; Jones, Quakers in the American
Colonies, 418-422; and Thomas Hamm, ‘North America: United States,” in Historical Dictionary of the
Friends (Quakers) Margery Post Abott, Mary Ellen Chijioke, Pink Dandelion & John William Oliver Jr,
ed. (MD: The Scarecrow Press Inc. 2003), 199.

162 Fox, Journal, 11.
163 Barbour and Frost. The Quakers, 39-40.

164 Barbour and Frost. The Quakers, 63.
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Cambridge’.*®® Early Quakers valued the Bible highly, but also embraced the idea that
each person could receive their own direct and ongoing revelation from God. This
‘Inward Light of Christ’[g] was considered by Friends to be a primary source of authority,
though not contradictory in any way to Scripture.*®

Throughout the eighteenth-century, a new generation of Friends embraced a more
rigid orthopraxy as they institutionalised a Quaker dress code, took on unique idioms in
their vocabulary, incorporated near mandatory silence in Meetings, practiced
endogamy™®’ and disowned members for military involvement.'®® Instead, Quakers

5169

strengthened Fox’s idea of a “‘hedge’™™ as a means to protect both the denomination and

the individual from the world and from private evils. For the most part, Quaker life

165 Eox, Journal, 10.

1% Two statements from 1666 Quaker convert Robert Barclay (1648-1690), who wrote the first
systematic theology for the Society, capture early Quaker thought on the relationship of Scripture to that of
immediate revelation: ‘Nevertheless, because they [Scriptures] are only a declaration of the fountain, and
not the fountain itself, therefore they are not to be esteemed the principal ground of all truth and
knowledge. Nor yet the adequate primary rule of faith and manners.” And, ‘because the Spirit of God is the
fountain of all truth and sound reason, therefore we have well said, That it [immediate revelation] cannot
contradict either the testimony of the scripture, or right reason.” For first quote see Robert Barclay, An
Apology for the True Christian Divinity: Being an Explanation and Vindication of the Principles and
Doctrines of the People Called Quakers, Ninth edition (London: Printed for Thomas Tegg, 1825), 65. For
second quote see same reference, page 60.

187 Barbour and Frost, The Quakers, 112-115.

188 |1n 1756, Quakers in Philadelphia resigned en masse from their elected leadership positions in
the Assembly. The primary motivation behind the Pennsylvania Assembly shift was that many elected
Friends felt they could not honour the Society’s Anti-War Testimony while serving as perceived agents of
the crown gathering war taxes. As the colonies marched towards revolutionary war, hypocrisy on this issue
became more difficult to reconcile and the few Friends left serving in local politics, ceased. See Brock,
Quaker Peace Testimony, & Jones, Quakers in American Colonies, Chapter V — 475-494.

1% This is a belief that religious practices, if followed in earnest and without fail, would help keep
the Society protected from the evils of the world outside and from the evils within one’s self. While for
many the idea of a ‘hedge’ was sacrosanct, there was also an unavoidable element of religious codification
within the society. Jack D. Marietta, in his work on eighteenth-century American Quakerism, has
commented, ‘Because of the reinvigoration of discipline, Friends who did not adhere to distinctive Quaker
behavior were in trouble with the Society’. Jack D. Marietta, The Reformation of American Quakerism,
1748-1783 (PA: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1984), 56.
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during the eighteenth-century became standardised and the Discipline[g] was tightly
monitored by the elders: ‘A Friend’s life from birth until death took place under a maze
of regulations.”*” By the time the Friends approached 1800, ‘the Society of Friends, not
only in America but throughout the world, was remarkably compact in its population
patterns and seemingly united on questions of theology.”*"*

In the nineteenth-century, particularly as many Friends in America emerged from
the hedge and sought identification with the larger evangelical Protestant community, the
intra-group fidelity within the Society failed. In the 1820s, Friends in the U.S.
experienced a series of schisms. The first of these was over the teachings of American
Friend, Elias Hicks (1748-1830), a prosperous farmer and traveling minister from New
York. Hicks began to emphasise the personal workings of the Inward Light of Christ over
the importance of the Holy Scriptures. Certainly, this was not foreign theology to Friends,
who historically valued ongoing immediate revelation and direct communion, but Friends
had increasingly made the Bible far more central in doctrinal development during the
previous century. Hicks’ most contentious teaching was his treatment of the supernatural
tenets of the Christian narrative. He still valued and respected the historic Jesus Christ
172

and the Bible as good models for living and believed in the virgin birth and the trinity.

However, he also, ‘implicitly dismissed.... the Atonement, Original Sin, the existence of

170 Barbour and Frost, The Quakers, 95.

" Thomas Hamm, Transformation of American Quakerism, 12. During the first two centuries of
Quakerism only a few schisms took place and these were never significant in influencing the larger group
of Friends. For example, the ‘Free-Friends’ elected to forego the Anti-War Testimony of the Quakers and
fight during the American Revolutionary War, 1775-1783. See Brock, Quaker Peace Testimony, 153.

172 Barbour and Frost, The Quakers, 329. While Hicks believed in the virgin birth, he did not

necessarily claim it to be an essential doctrinal belief, see Hamm, Transformation of American Quakerism,
15-17.
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the devil, and hell as a place rather than a condition.” *® Hicks and his followers became
known as Hicksite Friends.
The other body of Quakers in America and British Friends tried to silence

Hicks!’* and accused him of Deism and Rationalism."

Hicks’ emphasis on Inward Light
theology troubled the rising evangelical tide of Friends, who valued scriptural truth.*”® In
response to the Hicksite branch, the main body of Quakers (Orthodox Friends, as they
called themselves) focused more on a Bible-based Christianity. For them, the central
emphasis of their religion was ‘Christ and his atoning sacrifice’.!’” They became
theologically more similar to the form of evangelical Protestant Christianity seen in the
rest of America, as they adopted evangelical tendencies.!”® At that time, however, there
was still a sense among these Orthodox Friends of retaining Quaker peculiarities, such as

unprogrammed (or silent) meetings for worship, plain dress and speech, the ministry of

women and pacifism.’”® In the 1820s, it was left to each different Yearly Meeting in

%% Hamm, Transformation of American Quakerism, 16.

1% Hamm, Quakers in America, 41.

17> Dandelion, Introduction, 85.

176 Rufus Jones says the Hicksite separation was the result of three events, each probably having to
be in place to reach the confluence of crisis: 1) the Society never having established a clear theology on the
relationship between the Inward Light and Scripture, 2) a time of evangelical renewal within the Society in
which many members were leaning more toward embracing Biblical authority, and 3) the strong
convictions with which Hicks presented his ideas particularly in contradiction to a strengthening Eldership
group. See Jones, Later Periods, 456.

" Hamm, Transformation of American Quakerism, 17.

8 Hamm, Transformation of American Quakerism, 20.

1% Thomas Hamm, ‘Theoretical Reflections of a Skeptic about Theory’, in The Creation of

Quaker Theory; Insider Perspective, ed. Pink Dandelion (Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing Limited, 2004),
180.
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America to decide how to handle the Hicksite/Orthodox controversy,*® but, all told, the
separations left Friends in America deeply divided, with probably 60% Orthodox and
40% Hicksite.'*!

While the Orthodox Friends were united in their indictment of the Hicksites, over
the following two decades they underwent another schism. This tension was again over
the relationship of Scripture to the Light, but also over the process of convincement([g].
Those Orthodox Friends, who continued to make Light theology paramount and who
stressed steady convincement over quick conversion, became known as Conservative
Friends.'® Although the issues sound similar to the Hicksite separation, both groups
perceived Hicksism to be Deist and/or Rationalist.

The larger group of Orthodox Friends began to further emphasise the role of
Scripture for discerning God’s will over that of the Inward Light of Christ; they preached
instant justification by faith and thought of sanctification as a gradual process.'® This

new group of Friends became known as Gurneyite Friends, named after English Friend

180 philadelphia was first in 1827 when probably two thirds of the Hicksite membership set up an
alternate Yearly Meeting within the same geographical confines and with the same name. In New York
(where Hicks was a member) and in Baltimore, Hicksites were in the majority. In Ohio about half followed
each option. In New England the majority was Orthodox. In Virginia and North Carolina they completely
sided with the Orthodox. In Indiana there was an overwhelming Orthodox majority. See Hamm, Quakers in
America, 42-43. Dandelion appears to have misread the data available on Indiana, claiming that it was ‘a
small division... with the Hicksites in the majority.” Dandelion, Introduction, 92.

181 Hamm, Quakers in America, 43.

182 Conservative Friends are sometimes also referred to as plain Friends for continuing to retain
Quaker peculiarities in dress and speech long after they were discontinued by most of the rest of the
Society. Also referred to as ‘Wilburite Friends’, named after New England Quaker minister, John Wilbur,
1774-1856. See Hamm, Quakers in America, 28-35.

183 Although Hamm marks the teachings of this new group as the official beginning of evangelical
Quakerism, (see Hamm, Transformation of American Quakerism, 20), it is clear that earlier Quakers would
still fall into Bebbington’s definition of evangelical for their high view of Scripture, their emphasis on
convincement, their social activism and for their Orthodox views on Jesus and the Atonement.
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and evangelical, Joseph John Gurney (1788-1847).'%* Despite the theological
disagreements, Gurneyite Friends retained unprogrammed meetings for worship.
Similarly, we find no real decline among Gurneyite Friends in the historically high social
ethics within the Society.™® Like most of the rest of the evangelical community in
America during the antebellum period, Gurneyites displayed progressive social agendas
as the implicit expression of their faith in the world around them.

By the end of the 1840s, there was a tripartite division in the Religious Society of
Friends in America: ‘In some areas of North America there would be as many as three
Yearly Meetings each claiming to be the inheritors of the Quaker tradition’.*®® Over the
course of the remainder of the nineteenth-century, Gurneyite Friends experienced

phenomenal growth (somewhat thanks to revivalism) and, overwhelmingly, came to

184 Joseph John Gurney was born in Norwich to a Quaker banking dynasty (which later became
Barclays Bank). Gurney, and his family, espoused a form of Quakerism that was far more in touch with the
world and Protestant community around them than had been the situation among Friends prior to 1830.
Gurney studied for two years with a dissenting tutor at Oxford and cultivated broad ecumenical
relationships with the larger protestant community. After dedicating his life to service at the age of twenty-
one, he became a powerful and dynamic preacher and thinker within the Society. In 1824, he published the
first systematic theology of Friends since Barclay’s Apology. In 1837, Gurney came to America for a three
year tour and visit, which included meeting with the U.S. congress and president. See Hamm,
Transformation of American Quakerism, 20-22; Dandelion, Introduction, 95-99.

185 Temperance, prison reform, pacifism and abolitionism were major social agendas within the
Society during the nineteenth-century among Gurneyite Friends. See Dandelion, Introduction, 97, 102-104
and Hamm, Quakers in America, 161-162.

18 pandelion, Introduction, 80.
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represent numerical hegemony within American Quakerism*®’ (up to about 80,000 by the
end of the nineteenth-century).'®®

This work focuses on the Gurneyite tradition of Friends. In the period
immediately following the American Civil War, with revivalist teachings and practices
growing in influence throughout Gurneyite Friends, a group of revivalist Quaker
ministers, lead most notably by such Friends as David Updegraff (1830-1894), John
Henry Douglas (1832-1919) and Dougan Clark (1828-1896), pushed the Society towards
instant sanctification teachings and towards altering some of the traditionally viewed
Quaker ecclesiastical methods.*® According to Thomas Hamm, in the late nineteenth-
century the, ‘Holiness movement among Friends fueled the revival, obliterated the plain
life, revolutionized the basis of Quaker worship, and gave Gurneyite Friends a new
understanding of the nature of religious experience.”**® Some Yearly Meetings started to
adopt statements against Light theology and in favour of a strong atonement based

justification/sanctification system available only to those who demonstrated faith.*** A

strong push by moderate Gurneyites held the factions together until the end of the

187 The Hicksites experienced another series of splits and lost half their number (probably about
40,000 in 1820 down to 20,000 in 1900). The Wilburites were a small minority, and at the time many other
Gurneyite Yearly Meetings did not recognise them. See Hamm, Quakers in America, 46, 49 & 110. See
also, Hamm, ‘Theoretical Reflections’, 180.

188 Hamm, Quakers in America, 54. This trend has continued through to the end of the twentieth-
century, too. Hamm claims about 1/3 of the Quakers in America today are unprogrammed, while pastoral
or programmed Friends comprise about 2/3 of the Quakers of America. See Hamm, Quakers in America,
200-201.

189 Such as starting to implement a pastoral system, using the elements, and rejecting the
peculiarities of the plain life as obstacles to true holiness. See Hamm, Transformation of American
Quakerism, 77-85.

190 Hamm, Transformation of American Quakerism, 74.

191 Most notably, in 1878, Ohio Yearly Meeting issued a minute that ‘repudiated the so-called
doctrine of the inner light, or the gift of a portion of the Holy Spirit in the soul of every man, as dangerous,

unsound, and unscriptural.” As quoted in Hamm, Transformation of American Quakerism, 123.
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nineteenth-century and was successful in unifying almost all Gurneyite Friends in
America under one national conglomerate: the Five-Years Meeting. This process is
reviewed in more detail in Chapter Two. Before we can start that discussion, however, a

brief history of Oregon Yearly Meeting is in order.

History of Oregon Yearly Meeting

William Hobson (1820-1891) is generally credited with being the founder of the
Oregon Yearly Meeting.*® In 1870, Hobson received permission from his Monthly
Meeting, Honey Creek in lowa YM™ to go to “visit in the love of the Gospel some of the
people West of the Rocky Mountains.”*** Hobson visited the Oregon Territory twice
before finally creating a permanent Friends settlement near the present day town of

Newberg in Oregon (about 25 miles southwest of Portland, Oregon).*®> Newberg quickly

192 Beebe, Garden of the Lord, 28. See also, Errol T. Elliott, Quakers on the American Frontier
(IN: Friends United Press, 1969), 165-166.

193 1n 1863, lowa Yearly Meeting was officially set-off by Indiana Yearly Meeting as the first YM
west of the Mississippi. For a more thorough description of Friends’ migration across the United States, see
Errol T. Elliott, Quakers on the American Frontier (IN: Friends United Press, 1969).

194 As referenced in Beebe, Garden of the Lord, 28.

19 Errol Elliott claims there were two great motivations for American Friends to move westward
across the United States. In the eighteenth-century as continental Friends began to find slavery
irreconcilable with their beliefs, the practical consequences of abolitionism were borne most by Quakers in
the South. When the Northwest Territory (present day Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan and Wisconsin)
was created in 1787 these states were all deemed to be Free-States. Quakers, predominantly from the South,
moved there en masse leaving behind, in some cases, mere remnants of themselves. In the ‘New West’,
Ohio and Indiana became new strongholds for the Society. By 1845, Indiana was the largest YM in the
world. As powerful as abolitionism, though, was the ‘Westward Ho” spirit of the continent at the time. With
the promise of affordable land and a better tomorrow, people headed off by foot, on horseback and by
wagon train. When the railway began to monopolise the American consciousness, the full westward tide
was released. See Errol T. Elliott, Quakers on the American Frontier (IN: Friends United Press, 1969). For
the claim that Indiana was the largest YM in the world, see Hamm, Transformation of American
Quakerism, 175. Hamm puts the total number of Orthodox/Gurneyite Friends in Indiana YM in 1845 at

30,000 — almost 3 times as big as the second largest U.S. Yearly Meeting, which was New York with
11,000.

57



became a Quaker town where Friends owned both the local educational academy and the
town newspaper. After the settlement was established, Friends started arriving regularly
with most foregoing their wagons for the newly christened transcontinental railway into
California (finished in 1869),'% followed by an arduous trip north by stagecoach or ocean
steamer. Like Hobson, those who arrived were from an evangelical Gurneyite tradition,
with strong revivalist tendencies. By 1893, the year they were officially set-off by lowa
YM, there were 1,363 members*®’ comprising two Quarterly Meetings[g] (Newberg and

Salem).!%®

Over the twenty year period following the inception of OY M, the general
population in the states of Oregon and Idaho (the two initial stronghold settlement areas
for the Yearly Meeting) more than doubled. The number of Friends in OYM grew
proportionally.'*°

The early Quakers in Oregon retained many of the traditions of the Gurneyite
Quakers of the time. The first Discipline they adopted was that of lowa Yearly
Meeting.”®® By 1895, the YM had crafted their own Discipline, emphasising the trinity of

an ‘everlasting God’;*®* the supernatural birth, life and resurrection of Jesus Christ as the

1% Elliott, Quakers on the American Frontier, 164.

197 OYM Minutes — 1893, m. 7, p. 8.

198 OYM Minutes — 1893, m. 1, p. 3.

199 According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the combined population of the states of Oregon and
Idaho in 1890 was 406,252 (317,704 in Oregon and 88,548 in Idaho). By 1910 the combined population
was 998,359 (672,765 in Oregon and 325,594 in Idaho). According to Beebe, the number of Quakers in
OYM in 1890 was around 1,000. By the time the YM formed, in 1993, there were 1,363 members. By 1910
there were 2,338 members. See Beebe, Garden of the Lord, 35-36 & Appendix .

20 OYM Minutes — 1893, m. 5, p. 4.
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‘son of God’;?%? and the role of the Holy Spirit, who ‘convinces the world of sin’.?* The

Scriptures were said to be, ‘the only Divinely authorized statement of doctrines or moral

5204

principles we are bound to accept.””" It was deemed that ‘man was created in the image

and likeness of God’,%® who *fell through disobedience’,?* but was ‘saved through the

infinite mercy of God through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus’.?%” Justification

was ‘God’s free grace’,%* offered to those who showed ‘repentance toward God, and

faith towards our Lord Jesus Christ’.?*® Sanctification was also of ‘God’s free grace’**
and referred to ‘the setting apart for the service of God’,”** and the ‘deliverance from

pollution’.**? The rest of the Declaration of Faith within the Discipline generally

supported standard Quaker practice for issues of baptism,** communion,** women in the

01 The Discipline of Oregon Yearly Meeting of Friends Church-1895 (Newberg OR: Friends
Church of Oregon Yearly Meeting, 1895), 14. Hereafter, Discipline of OYM, followed by respective year
and page number.

22 Ipid.

203 Discipline of OYM-1895, 15.

24 Discipline of OYM-1895, 16.

2% Ibid.

2% Ibid.

27 Discipline of OYM-1895, 17.

2% Ibid.

29 Ibid.

29 piscipline of OYM-1895, 18.

2 pid.

12 Ipid.

13 Discipline of OYM-1895, 19.

24 1pjd.
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ministry,?* oath taking®'® and pacifism.?*’ For the most part, this foundational document
of faith (unchanged until 1902) represented standard evangelical Gurneyite Quaker (and
evangelical holiness) theology of the time (Light theology is noticeably absent).

This evangelical pattern holds true for the YM’s orthopraxy as well. OYM
quickly formed committees for the work of ‘Pastoral and Church Extension’ within each
local Quarterly Meeting, which, as early as the opening 1893 YM sessions, were giving
statistical reports on the numbers of people converted, renewed and sanctified.?*® Quaker
revivalist holiness leader John Henry Douglas, who had already held a series of revival

219 \was named as the first President of the Executive Board of the

meetings in the 1890s,
Pastoral and Church Extension Committee.?”® During that first year the YM also
nominated persons to serve on the standing committees of Foreign Missions,
Temperance, Sabbath Schools, Christian Endeavor, Books & Tracts, and Peace
Avrbitration.??! The basic evangelical tenets remained an unwavering priority for these
Friends during the pre-1919 years. Friends in OYM during this era could be characterised
as adopting an evangelical theology consistent with Bebbington’s quadrilateral. The

centrality of Scripture and the atonement in their first Discipline can be viewed as

characteristic of biblicism and crucicentrism. Their calls for repentance and justification

213 Discipline of OYM-1895, 20.

218 Discipline of OYM-1895, 22.

27 Discipline of OYM-1895, 23.

218 OYM Minutes-1893, m. 19, p. 6-7.
29 Beebe, Garden of the Lord, 33.

220 OYM Minutes-1893, m. 43, p. 18. Essentially, this was considered a General Superintendent
position for the YM.

21 OYM Minutes-1893, m. 8, p. 5.
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are consistent with conversionism. Their passion for evangelism and revivalism is
evidence of activism.

During this era there was, however, also a trend within OYM showing a pattern of
concern for social betterment, world engagement, social action, ecumenicalism and
intellectual advancement, as part of their orthodox faith. There are five main ways in
which this trend can be shown: the attitude in OYM with respect to mission work, peace
initiatives, temperance goals, educational purpose and in intra-denominational

ecumenism. These are considered in turn.

Mission Work

During the first sessions of the 1893 Yearly Meeting, Alaska was chosen as the
YM’s official missionary site.?”> A missionary committee was formed and that first year
they financially supported three children in a mission home already established by the
Women’s Foreign Missionary Society on Douglas Island, Alaska.??® The following year,

224

OYM supported a missionary couple (Silas and Anna Moon“") in starting a new mission

on Kake Island.?®

While the ‘great commission’ was always at the forefront of
motivations for missionary work, Arthur Roberts suggests that the missionaries also
understood the importance of improving the quality of life of the indigenous inhabitants

and not being overzealous in their emphasis on evangelism. Rather, they sought to join

the community by running a school for the children, establishing a mercantile where

#22 OYM Minutes-1893, m. 27, p. 10.
222 OYM Minutes-1893, m. 28, p. 10.
%4 They had already spent five years as missionaries in Alaska.

5 OYM Minutes — 1894, m. 26, p. 10.
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locals could get the provisional supplies they needed and building a saw mill to help the
local industry. According to Roberts, the Moons saw themselves as interdependent with
the Kake community, routinely trading goods and services back and forth as they lived
and worked alongside one another.?”® From the very early years of his ministry, Silas
supported himself by working at the local cannery,??” while Anna was a school teacher
and practical nurse.??® Not every idea for social renewal came to fruition quickly (and
conversions came less quickly), but all the activity was done with the YM’s
understanding that ‘corrupt whites’ had already taken advantage of the indigenous
Alaskans in the past.229 The Moons, however, saw their role more as to, ‘adapt
themselves to the rhythm of life of the Kake Indians’ and to demonstrate ‘their love for
the people they served before they proclaimed the Gospel with words.”?*® Thus a degree
of social ethic is evident within their missionary efforts. By 1898, Oregon Yearly
Meeting was covering the missionaries’ full salary, with a clothing allowance and
numerous gifts in-kind (including a boat and other property).?** Up until 1911, when the
mission was transferred to the American Friends Board of Missions,?* the Kake Alaska

site received a host of Oregon missionaries, services, financing and donated goods. The

228 Arthur O. Roberts, Tomorrow is Growing Old: Stories of the Quakers in Alaska (OR: The
Barclay Press, 1978), 56.

22T Roberts, Tomorrow is Growing Old, 57.

228 Roberts, Tomorrow is Growing Old, 25.

229 OYM Minutes-1895, m. 48, p. 12.

%0 Roberts, Tomorrow is Growing Old, 56, 60.
28! Roberts, Tomorrow is Growing Old, 60.

232 Foreign Mission Work of American Friends (published by the American Friends Mission
Board, 1912), 138.
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importance of this project, as it relates to this study, is in seeing that these missionaries
understood their great commission testimony to be about social renewal and that they
shared a moral responsibility towards the community they served. These documented
efforts went far beyond the soul-harvesting aims of future missionary ventures by
OYM?? and suggest a mutual vulnerability between the missionary and the people served

by the missionary.

Peace Initiatives

In addition to the missionary work in Alaska, the peace work done by OYM was
another example of its social concerns reaching beyond conversion. In 1893, the YM
formed a committee for Peace and Arbitration and named a Superintendent as head of
that department. The first Discipline, adopted in 1895, shows a strong commitment to
pacifism:

We believe all war is utterly incompatible with the teaching of Jesus, and

contrary to the spirit of His Gospel; and that no plea of necessity or policy,

however urgent or peculiar, will justify the followers of the ‘Prince of

Peace’ in engaging in a business confessedly for the destruction of human
life.”*

In the following years, OYM routinely supported peace legislation. In 1896, they

supported the Lake Mohonk Conference?® declaration calling for ‘a permanent tribunal

%33 |n particular, see initial efforts of OYM during the 1930s mission to Bolivia, covered in more
detail in Chapter Three.

%4 Discipline of OYM-1895, p 23.

2% <The Lake Mohonk Conference on International Arbitration was founded in 1895 for the
purpose of creating and directing public sentiment in favor of international arbitration, arbitration treaties,
and an international court. The first Lake Mohonk Conference on International Arbitration was held in June
1895, at Lake Mohonk in Ulster County, New York. Fifty eminent American men were convened by Albert
K. Smiley, a Quaker and the owner of the Lake Mohonk Mountain House.’ Information taken from
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to which all nations may appeal’ and furthermore for ‘disarmament of the nations’.?*® In

1908, they supported the resolution of the Hague commission calling for ‘compulsory

arbitration’?®’

of international conflicts. In 1914, they endorsed a resolution to say they
were opposed to the manufacturing or sale of toys that represented implements of war
and called for the ‘formation of a Supreme Court of Nations’.?*® Throughout these years,
the Peace Superintendent of the Yearly Meeting regularly reported widespread support
from the Yearly Meeting, with pastors giving like-minded sermons on the topic. During
the Great War, OYM actively supported the practices of the American Friends Service
Committee (AFSC).%*® Although, by the 1930s, support for the AFSC from OYM was on
the wane, during the war and the years immediately following it, the YM sent personnel,
resources and financial contributions to the agency, along with forming its own localised
Oregon Service Committee to better coordinate with the larger organisation.**® The
steadfastness with which Friends from OYM supported peace initiatives as a whole

during its first thirty years of existence is further evidence of the way they viewed their

role in society as one that centred on working towards the social betterment of humanity

Swarthmore College Online Peace Collection — Lake Mohonk Collection. See,
http://www.swarthmore.edu/library/peace/DG051-099/DG054LakeMohonk.htm, accessed December 6,
2011.

%6 OYM Minutes-1896, m. 45, p 15.

27 OYM Minutes-1908, m. 63, p 24-25.

2% OYM Minutes-1914, m. 32, p 20.

9 This is discussed further in Chapter Three: suffice to say for now that AFSC was formed
(1917) specifically to help Quaker conscientious objectors during the compulsory draft and to provide
humanitarian relief work to war-torn Europe. Rufus M Jones, A Service of Love in War Time: American
Friends Relief Work in Europe, 1917-1919 (N, The Macmillan Company, 1920), 8; Mary Hoxie Jones,
Swords Into Ploughshares: An Account of The American Friends Service Committee 1917-1937 (CT,
Greenwood Press Publishers, 1937), 13.

#0 OYM Minutes-1918, m. 101, p. 39. OYM Minutes-1919, m. 48, p. 19.
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through peace initiatives. During the first quarter of a century of its existence, there was
little display within OYM of the tendency towards requiring the benefactor(s) of the
YM’s goodwill to be saved prior to receiving such assistance, which eventually came to

define the YM’s peace efforts during the 1930s.*

Temperance Goals

In addition to mission work and peace work, like all ‘good revivalist Christians’
of the time, these early Friends in Oregon also fought hard to keep the county and state
dry.

Friends in the Northwest brought with them the traditional Quaker concern

regarding the use of alcoholic beverages... One Sunday each month was

designated temperance Sunday and the congregation would take baskets to

the church and spend the whole day with an afternoon temperance meeting

the primary entertainment.?*?
Attempts were made to influence legislation with petitions, a Temperance Superintendent
position was created within the Yearly meeting and Quakers joined forces with the
Prohibition Party and the Anti-Saloon League.?** However, there is more to this
movement than just simply legislated morality, as it is evident there was some vision for
the restoration of society and moral renewal. The first officially adopted statement by the
YM on temperance shows a clear idea that creating a good social order and moral reform

were motivating factors for this movement — even with Friends from OYM seeing their

efforts as an extension of the larger historical Quaker social justice testimony([g]:

21 For example, see the response of OYM to the relief work of the American Friends Service
Committee in the 1930s — covered in more detail in Chapter Three.

242 Baghe, Garden of the Lord, 34.

23 pjd.
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We declare it to be our solemn conviction that the liquor traffic is wholly

pernicious, repugnant to the moral sense, destructive to the peace and

good order of society, the home, the church, and the body politic; and

utterly antagonistic to all that is precious in life.... The Friends Church in

times past has always stood in the front of every moral reform, therefore in

laying the foundation of Oregon Yearly Meeting, we cannot take a

backward step, but must go forward.?**
The resolution went on to withdraw support from political candidates who were not
aggressive toward the elimination of intoxicating drinks, and called for a prayerful
investigation into the hops industry and its aid to the beer brewing interests. Although
OYM admitted this approach was perhaps a bit ‘negative’, they also called for members
to ‘take the positive side and support all practical measures that have for their purposes
the accomplishment of this end if we would be Christ-like.’®*® By 1914, the temperance
movement in Oregon was strong enough for the entire state to go dry.?*® It is clear that
Oregon Friends saw their actions regarding temperance not just as part of a larger
evangelistic campaign to bring Christ’s salvation to the wicked (though that certainly was
a critical component), but they also understood the social implication of their efforts.
With regard to their temperance campaigns, OYM ultimately seemed focused on the
betterment of humanity:

The mission of the Church is to minister to the sick and afflicted, and the

liquor traffic spreads disease and destroys more people than tuberculosis;

the mission of the Church is to help the poor and needy, and the liquor

traffic is the chief cause of poverty — it steals the food from the mouths of

babes and children; the mission of the Church is to evangelize the world;

the liquor is the greatest hindrance to missions; the liquor traffic confronts
the church as its colossal enemy; obstructing its every line of work; it is

4 OYM Minutes-1894, m. 49, p. 19.
2 Ipid.

%8 OYM Minutes-1914, m. 28, p. 12. See also, Beebe, Garden of the Lord, 41-43.
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the greatest foe to education and the home and destroys more men in a day
than the church saves in a month.’

It is easy to question the Christian exclusivity within which the larger temperance
movement sought to reshape society, but also evident was an impetus that went far
beyond mere evangelism and individual salvation, as the movement during these years
was also equally focused on both social structures in need of change and practical

measures to accomplish that change.

Educational Purpose

Friends in Oregon also had a conviction that their youth should have a proper
Quaker education. With existing Friends’ colleges mostly far way to the east (Penn
College in lowa, Earlham in Indiana and Haverford, Swarthmore and Bryn Mawr in
Philadelphia), the Quakers in Oregon founded Pacific Academy in Newberg in 1885.
Future U.S. President Herbert Hoover is listed as the first student enrollee.?*® In 1891, the
academy became a college. In 1893, the YM agreed to take control of Pacific College.?*®

Not just for the sake of promulgating Quaker ideas, but in a mood far more progressive

7 OYM Minutes-1913, m. 57, p. 51.

8 Herbert Clark Hoover was born in West Branch, lowa on August 10, 1874. His parents (Jesse
and Huldah) were both Quakers, with his mother serving as a minister within the denomination. Before he
turned ten years of age both his parents died and Herbert went to live with his uncle (Dr. John Minthorn) in
Newberg, Oregon. Minthorn was Principal of the newly formed Pacific Academy, where Hoover was
quickly enrolled and finished his high school education. In 1891, Hoover entered college as part of the
charter class of the newly formed Stanford University. After a successful business career in mining, he was
selected in 1921 to the position of Secretary of Commerce under President Warren G. Harding and then
continued as such under President John Calvin Coolidge. 1928, Hoover was elected as the thirty-first
President of the United States. See David Hinshaw, Herbert Hoover: American Quaker (NY: Farrar, Straus
and Company, 1950), 3-10, 121-145, 161-166.

9 OYM Minutes-1893, m. 34, p. 11. The Yearly Meeting technically just agreed to take control of
the ‘trust’ of Pacific College and name the trustees.
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and world engaging than would be displayed corporately in the future, OYM saw the
importance of a membership educated according to modern methods and believed that
trained minds were the ones that would carry on the intellectual and spiritual
development of the church.?*® The willingness of the YM to engage with the modern
intellectual ideas of the world is markedly different from the insular tendencies of
fundamentalism, which relied exclusively on biblical staples in education and which
would become far more prominent in the YM during the 1920s.%*

In 1910, the college offered a thirty-five year old widower the position of
President. Levi T. Pennington (1875-1975), who had just completed his undergraduate
degree at Earlham College, was a birthright Quaker from a Gurneyite tradition. He started
his life working at times as a journalist, a teacher and a pastor. Although Pennington did
not move to Oregon until 1911, he held the Presidency of Pacific College for the next
thirty years and lived in Oregon until his death in 1975.2°* According to Mark Ankeny, he

*253 and he was a leading voice

was a person who ‘consistently put his beliefs into action
in the peace, temperance and women’s rights movements and other humanitarian

concerns of the early twentieth-century.?®* Pennington saw such actions as compulsory

extensions of his core Orthodox beliefs and his work as both pastor and evangelist place

20 OYM Minutes-1893, m. 38, p. 17.
! This is discussed in more detail in Chapter Two.

%2 ponald McNichols, Portrait of a Quaker: Levi T. Pennington (OR: Barclay Press, 1980),
Chapter 1.

3 Mark Ankeny, Levi T. Pennington, Quaker Leader and Educator: Pacific College Presidential
Years 1911-1941 (Dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy, University of Oregon), 15. See also,
pages 20-23.

%4 Ankeny, Levi T. Pennington, 24-49.

68



him squarely within the evangelical rubric, as defined herein. Pennington, as an
individual, then, thought and acted strikingly similarly to the corporate evangelical
identity of the YM at the time, reflecting a commitment to both orthodoxy and social
engagement, and his appointment reflects the larger evangelical ethos within the Oregon
Friends during those early years.”® Although, ‘by 1918, many people within Oregon
Yearly Meeting believed that liberal arts ideals moved people away from the church’,?*®
Pennington’s first decade of leadership at Pacific College can be seen as part of the larger
world-engaging practices and socially responsible corporate evangelical identity of the
Y M. Pennington was seen by many as a moderate evangelical Quaker with a post-
millennial worldview that led him to work actively to improve the world as well as to
bring people to Christ.”” However, even more important to OYM, Pennington was seen
by the College Board as a unifying force at a time when both moderate and revivalist

Friends were emerging into more polarised factions during the first two decades of the

% |n addition to Pennington, the first President of Pacific College, Thomas Newlin, can also be
classified as an emerging evangelical modernist and again reflective of the larger corporate identity of the
YM in terms of his views on social Christianity. Newlin, a strong social gospel proponent, argued, ‘While it
can truly be said that Jesus gave no system of sociology, it can just as truly be said that Jesus gave no
system of theology or ethics. The seed of the kingdom was planted in social soil, and the leaven of the
kingdom is quite as much social as personal... Theology deals with God as manifested in the rational and
moral nature of man, while sociology shows us God and man united in the institutional life, in which the
love and will of God are worked out through human instrumentality.” Thomas Newlin, ‘Christian
Sociology’, paper presented at the 1897 Conference of All Friends. See Proceedings of the Conference of
Friends of America, p. 150. Archive held at Earlham College, Richmond, Indiana. Although Thomas
Hamm has argued that Newlin was ousted from Pacific College by a strong revivalist faction that
controlled the YM claiming he was an atheist and infidel, Mark Ankeny has provided a moderate correction
to that idea. Ankeny claims Newlin was certainly attacked from revivalist Friends who, though not a
majority force by that point, were increasingly challenging the worthiness of higher education and
secularisation of ideas, but that the public records and Board minutes reveal little of the Newlin controversy
being primarily over orthodoxy. Rather, Newlin’s ousting was perhaps about his inability to raise the
necessary substantial financial support expected of a President of a college. See Hamm, Transformations of
American Quakerism, 166. See Ankeny, Levi T. Pennington, 250-253.

28 Ankeny, Levi T. Pennington, 13.

%7 Ankeny, Levi T. Pennington, 246-247, 260.
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twentieth-century.?® By 1915, in addition to serving as Pacific College President, he was
also appointed by the YM into the role of Presiding Clerk[g] for the YM business

sessions.?*

Intra-denominational Ecumenism

In addition to the aforementioned categories of mission work, peace initiatives,
temperance goals and educational purpose, during this first quarter of a century, the YM
demonstrated a strong intra-denominational ecumenism. While this part of the history
will be discussed in more detail at the beginning of Chapter Two, by 1902 most
Gurneyite Friends in America had united together under a unified headship (Five-Years
Meeting) and had agreed on a Uniform Discipline and a common Statement of Faith.
OYM was one of the FYM’s charter members and adopted the FYM Uniform Discipline.
By 1909, the YM agreed to transfer all its mission work to the American Friends’ Board
of Foreign Missions (missionary board of FYM) and to work in collaboration with the
larger organisation.?®® While OYM was also the first full YM to leave the FYM, when
fundamentalism became a more dominant way of thinking within the YM during the
1920s, during the first two decades of the FYM’s existence, there is no evidence of OYM
discussing separation from the larger organisation. Rather, they joined, alongside other
evangelical American YMs, and sou