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Preface

This book is an essay in understanding. It is an inter-
pretation of the American Restoration movement, history’s
“greatest religious movement of peculiarly American origin.”

But this is not merely a re-telling of the familiar nine-
teenth-century events which gave birth and greatness to the
movement. It is a distinctly twentieth-century account. It is the
first serious attempt—and herein rests its justification—to
tell the twentieth-century story of the Restoration movement’s
so-called “right-wing.” It deals in depth with the genius of the
religious body known as churches of Christ.

What are the churches of Christ? Where did they come
from? What do they believe? In answering these questions,
this book provides a theological and historical interpretation
of what is now the largest communion claiming a Restoration
heritage and, hence, the largest church body indigenous to
America. It also proposes the argument that within the Res-
toration family, what some have formerly regarded as the
“right wing” appendage must now be reckoned as the repre-
sentative center.

In 1906, when fellowship was offically severed with
the Christian Church, so small and scattered were churches ot
Christ as to be scarcely measurable in the United States Reli-
gious Census. While events of the half century just past have
catapulted them into numerical prominence, the causes of their
remarkable growth have not been adequately chronicled. In
fact, there has been no systematic effort to synthesize their be-
liefs or to account for their meteoric rise. A profile of their
distinguishing characteristics is greatly needed.

1X



But taking the measurements of the militantly autonom-
ous churches of Christ is no small task. They have no creed
but the Bible; possess no brotherhood-wide ecclesiasticism;
are opposed to legislative assemblies. The most tangible uni-
fying force throughout this century—aside from biblical
principles themselves—has been an annual Bible Lectureship
at Abilene Christian College. In an effort to get at the very
heartbeat of the movement, the speechmaking at this tradi-
tion honored Lectureship has been exhaustively examined as
the primary source material for this book.

Since the establishment of Abilene Christian College in
1906, the world’s largest assemblies among churches of Christ
have been staged each “last full week in February” at the Lec-
tureship. More than 6,000 church members now make the an-
nual pilgrimage to the small, west Texas city. Here, then, is
one of America’s outstanding public address forums which for
fifty years has gathered to itself the men who have guided the
destiny of the conservative voice of the Restoration.

Unlike denominationalism, the development of churches
of Christ has not been steered by conference-table legislation.
Its surge has been pulpit-centered. The Lectureship, without
becoming a policy making conference, has filled a crucial vac-
uum by providing a medium for brotherhood-wide fellow-
ship and stimulation. The church has benefited tremendously
from the spiritual and intellectual nourishment of this, its chief
vehicle for the communication of ideas. In short, the Lecture-
ship has been the most vital pulpit of a pulpit-sparked move-

ment. It has been the vanguard of the church’s phenomenal
growth.

But the Lectureship is also—and here is our special
thesis—a reliable mirror of the very image of the movement.
In 46 years of “official” Lectureships, 349 speakers delivered
a total of 753 formal lectures. These 349 men, the most able
ministers, elders, educators, journalists, and missionaries of
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the church, addressed at Abilene the largest and most dis-
cerning audiences of their careers. For the Abilene assign-
ment they made their most painstaking preparation. These
753 lectures embody the best thinking of the brotherhood’s
best thinkers. If churches of Christ are saying anything, they
are surely saying it at Abilene. As early as 1923, F. L. Rowe,
editor of the Christian Leader, wrote:

We believe that these speeches will be treasured repre-
sentatives of the best products of the Brotherhood. When
a man delivers a discourse at the Abilene Lectureship
he is bound to give his hearers the best he can produce
that it may be perpetuated in their lives and on the print-
ed page.

Our study of these speeches, then, is idea-centered.
History’s significant public utterances inform us not merely
in the art of oratory but also serve admirably to shed light on
the aspects of the culture of which they are expressions. To
know the heart and history of this renowned series, to be ac-
quainted with the men who came to talk and those who came
to listen, and above all, to grasp the ideas they tested and de-
veloped is to touch the threads of thought forming the warp
and woof of churches of Christ. The principal ideas woven
through more than seven hundred Abilene lectures reveal
the actual nature of this movement.

This volume has defined and analyzed the issues and
ideas with which the speakers were concerned and interpreted
them against the bold backdrop of the historical matrix of
which they were a part. Within such categories as the Bible,
science and evolution, the Godhead, the plan of salvation,
the nature and work of the church, evangelism, Christian
education, benevolence, and the Christ-centered life, the
convictions of the Abilene lecturers have been analyzed and
contrasted with the prevailing thought of America’s religious
mainstream. The growing pains and controversies, the giant
strides of progress as well as the bitter divisions are all re-
viewed and documented.
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Beyond comprising an index into beliefs and atti-
tudes of churches of Christ themselves, this volume seeks to
clarify the relevance of the movement to other religious
groups. The point of reference unavoidably focuses on the
historic movement known as Fundamentalism, the early-cen-
tury protest to religious modernism. On grounds involving
both chronology and theology, one would expect to find the
church in the midst of the science-religion controversy which
climaxed at the 1925 Scopes “monkey trial.” After all, the
Fundamentalists—led by Bryan, Machen, Macartney, Sunday,
Norris, Riley, Warfield, Gray, Torrey and a host of others—
had challenged Fosdick and company over biblical principles
similar in kind to those upon which the brotherhood had re-
cently divorced from the Christian Church.

The proximity of the Fundamentalist movement to the
birth of churches of Christ as an independent body; the two
movements’ similarly conservative doctrinal views; and the
establishment of the Winona-type Lectureship at Abilene
within a scant fifteen months of the formation of the
World’s Christian Fundamentals Association, would tempt
the hurried historian to regard the church as a young and
rising tributary emptying its fundamentalistic tide into the
protest flooding the American mainstream.

But such was not the case. Churches of Christ were no
organic part of the Fundamentalist movement. Yet strangely,
they have been more faithful to the cause of conservative
Christianity than the Fundamentalist denominations them-
selves. Chagrined by the subsequent assessments of history,
the old-line denominations have abandoned the bizarre
movement and many of the theological tenets for which it
stood. But churches of Christ, according to one of the clearest
conclusions of this study, have undergone no major theologi-
cal shifts since 1900. While answerable for none of Funda-
mentalism’s absurdities and shouldering none of its embar-
rassment, they have kept alive its insistence upon biblical
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authority. Though by no direct line of descent from Dayton,
Tennessee, they are now the rightful heirs of valid funda-
mental Christianity.

What a paradox! That one of the nation’s largest doc-
trinally conservative bodies at mid-century—2,000,000 mem-
bers and 16,000 congregations—was in no way implicated in
the century’s loudest conservative protest. Why was the
church’s development unrelated to this religious phenomenon
with which it logically should have been thoroughly en-
tangled? The answer comprises within itself a long over-due
contribution to restoration literature.

This book unfolds into three parts. The Making of the
Lectureship traces the details of founding and development
and presents the context in which the Lectureship message
may be clearly interpreted. The Message of the Lectureship
embraces that speechmaking which portrays the doctrinal
foundation upon which the movement rests. The Meaning of
the Lectureship focuses on the lectures which translate that
message into practical terms. It presents the impact of the
Lectureship upon the church’s program of work.

The pages of parts two and three are teeming with
copious Lectureship quotations, many of which are longer
than would ordinarily be acceptable. But they will enable the
reader to evaluate the ideas as presented in the speakers’ own
style and context without the loss of force which paraphras-
ing would inevitably incur. In addition, many of the volumes
of the Abilene lectures are virtually inaccessible and any at-
tempt to master all of them one at a time is impractical.
Hence, this compilation with its generous direct quotations
is a service to the reader.

Thorough footnote references have been cited and sum-
marized at the conclusion of each chapter. For this reason,
the accumulative bibliography has been omitted from its
traditional position at the end of the book. All quoted
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materials have been acknowledged and the bibliographic
references may be easily examined in relation to the chapter
to which they are pertinent.

The important Appendix presenting the Lectureship
speakers and years of appearance is the first such listing ever
to be compiled. An exhaustive reference Index has been pre-
pared to enhance the value of this work as a resource volume.

Finally, I should like to express formal appreciation to
Dr. James H. McBath of the University of Southern Califor-
nia, whose scholarly guidance and refreshing convictions re-
garding the place of public address in the bistory of ideas
gave to this book both its inception and fruition. I must also
acknowledge a special debt of gratitude to President M.
Norvel Young of Pepperdine College, to the late Dr. Forrest
L. Seal of the University of Southern California, and to
President Don. H. Morris and much of the faculty of Abilene
Christian College for invaluable counsel and encouragement.

Most of all, T am indebted to my wife, Gay, for the love

and companionship which have supplied, during these years
of writing, the reason.

William S. Banowsky

January, 1965
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PART 1
THE MAKING

OF THE LECTURESHIP

When we build, let us think that we build for-
ever. Let it be such work as our descendants will
thank us for. And let us think, as we lay stone on
stone, a time is to come when these stones are held
sacred, becanse our hands bave touched them—
and that they will say as they look upon the labor
and wrought substance of them: See—this our fa-
thers did for us.

—]Jobn Ruskin






The Restoration Movement

Gets a Mirror

Six hundred years before Christ, Daniel the prophet pre-
dicted: “And the God of heaven shall set up a kingdom which
shall never be destroyed.”* For a thousand years and more
God’s work, in Christ, had been accomplished. Through a
thousand years and more the kingdom had flourished—and
virtually vanished. But though afflicted, the kingdom was
never destroyed. Then the strange, and tragic, and thrilling
events of the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth centuries
blended themselves together to make it all possible. And ul-
timately, with the dawning of the nineteenth century, came
the glorious restoration of allegiance to the kingdom—and
the King! These events, all of them, were behind the birth of
what, at first glance, might appear to be merely history’s
“greatest religious movement of peculiarly American origin.”?
The movement with which this story is concerned is that, of
course. But it is a great deal more.

1



2 THE MIRROR OF A MOVEMENT

The Restoration Movement

As the nineteenth century dawned, all of these events
were in readiness and the stage was set. Recently gained reli-
gious liberty, the multiplying sects of a divided Christendom,
and the rapid expansion of the frontier were among the more
immediate factors which encouraged the rise of the unionistic,
non-creedal, Bible-centered movement. With incredible si-
multaneity, distressed preachers from many denominations
up and down the Eastern seaboard grew dissatisfied with the
acrid fruits of Protestantism and began to plead for a return
—for a restoration of simple New Testament Christianity.

rinciples that guided their similar but
separate efforts were: that all believers in Christ should be
unified in one body, and that the only possible basis for such
unity was the acceptance of the Bible as the absolute authority
in religion. Theirs was a genuinely ecumenical plea long be-
fore the world came to know the meaning of the word.

The religious upheaval which issued from their vigorous
proclamation of this plea is often termed the American Resto-
ration movement. While the movement has yet failed to uni-
fy Christendom, it has brought into existence the two largest

les indigenou America—the churches of Christ
and the Christian Church, More significantly, through 175 of
history’s most electrifying years, the movement has not for-
saken its birthright. It continues today to serve and seek for
its ideal—New Testament Christianity.

But back to the story. In 1807, when Thomas Jefferson
was president of a nation so young and wobbly that no one

was sure it could survive, a brilliant Irishman named Thomas
Campbell migrated to the new world. Because of the timely
and dynamic leadership he and his son Alexander provided,
they are often considered founders of the Restoration move-
ment.” The awakening was well under way in America, how-
ever, before the Campbells arrived from Ireland to favor it
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with their leadership._James O'Kelley, in Virginia and North
Carolina; Elias Smith and Abner Jones, in New England; and
Barton W. Stone, in Kentucky were but a few of those who
had announced restoration intentions well before the Camp-

bells set foot on American soil.

The most significant movement to anticipate the Camp-
bells was initiated when Barton Stone left the Presbyterian
Church in 1802, and, with four other Kentucky preachers,
formed the Springfield Presbytery. In less than a year, it oc-
curred to this group that the very existence of the presbytery
“savored of the party spirit” and weakened their plea for free-
dom from the rule of human organization. On June 28, 1804,
Stone and his colleagues issued ““The Last Will and Testament
of the Springfield Presbytery.” It urged the right of self gov-
ernment for each congregation, protested against religious
division and party splits. and insisted that the Bible be accept-
ed as the sole authority in religion. The document declared:

We will that this body die, be dissolved, and sink
into union with the Body of Christ at large; for there is
but one Body and one Spmt even as we are called in
one Hope of our calling.*

While Stone staged a series of fervent camp meetings at-
tracting thousands of Kentucky followers, Thomas Campbell
arrived from Ireland and formed the Christian Association of
Washington.® He delivered to this group in 1809 the famous

Declaration and Address, now considered the theological

Magna Charta of the Restoration movement. It announced

that, in faith and practice. all religious activity must date back

to the °

Jesns' resurrection.” In advancing this position, Campbell

adopted the slogan: “"Where the Bible speaks, we speak: where
the. Bible is silent, we are silemt.” The motto was destined to

become the battle cry of the movement. It was also in 1809
that Alexander Campbell joined his father in America, and
soon became the movement’s most able leader.
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Despite difficulties of travel and communication, the
separate streams of dissatisfaction criss-crossing the frontier
inevitably became aware of one another, and began to merge
into one determinate river of restoration effort. By 1802, the
labors of Smith and Jones in New England and the work of
O'Kelley in Virginia and North Carolina had united in pur-
pose with Stone’s large following. Walter Scott became the
youngest member of the restoration foursome which, includ-
ing the two Campbells and Stone, is given credit for laying the
foundation of the American movement. Beginning in the
1820’s, Scott’s vigorous promotional and popular evangelistic
appeals provided a powerful compliment for Alexander Camp-
bell's incisive intellect and theological acumen. In 1831, the
disciples of Stone gathered in Lexington, Kentucky, with the
Campbell-Scott forces to explore the possibilities of a mighty
merger.® A complete union occurred resulting i1n a large church

“Disciples of Christ.” “Racoon”
John Smith, a colorful restoration preacher, gave the address
just prior to the meeting’s final “amen.”

Let us, then, my brethren, be no longer Campbell-
ites or Stoneites, new lights or old lights, or any other
kind of lights, but let us come to the Bible alone, as the
only book in the world that can give us all the light we
need.”

A few years earlier Alexander Campbell had begun pub-
lication of an influential periodical, The Christian Baptist. As
had been true two centuries earlier with the Reformation
movement, its American counterpart, the Restoration move-
ment, was also to fulfill its purposes largely through the me-
dium of the printing press. Campbell’'s potent pen matched the
combined voices of hundreds of frontier evangelists as the
agitation for reform was spread throughout the country. In
1830 the name of his paper was changed to The Millennial

Harbinger. During the next forty years this publication formed
the backbone of the movement's literature.
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Due largely to the absence of centralized organization,
the disciples were one of the few religious bodies to avoid
severe schism over the issues of the Civil War, In fact, their
remarkable prosperity through this era was cited by Sweet as
proof that Christian unity can not only exist but is perhaps
made more accessible without the formulation of any creedal
system.® In the census of 1860 the disciples numbered 225,000
members in 2,070 congregations, seventh in the nation in over-
all size but first in rate of growth.

Dark Clouds Of Division

The post-war period, however, saw this bright out-
look of uninterrupted progress quickly darken. By 1865,
just as the ascending power of the disciples’ unity plea gave
genuine promise of earning the ear of all Christendom, the
ugly head of dissension rose to cripple and quiet it. Dark
clouds of division were cast over the church concerning issues
which some regarded as matters of biblical faith and others

' rs of personal opinion. The two tangible
points of tension, _bmb_mmlm%_mﬂh@ concerned inter-

ooperation through a missionary society; and

the_use of instrumental music in worship The real basis of
disagreement was rooted in a differing attitude toward the
interpretation of scripture. The _more conservative disciples
contended that endorsement of the m1551onary society and use
f i rshi Of =

' ~_si Con-

versely, the more liberal body of brethren maintained that
such matters were clearly in the realm of discretion and repre-
sented the freedom allowed in non-essentials. Tdlbert Fan-

nmE and David Lipscomb, through the pages of the Gospel

A defended the _conservative position; “while Isaac

Errett, editor of the_Cmezz_SzﬂzM and ] H. Garrison,
edltor of the Christian-Evangelist, represented the more lib-

<ral point of view.

For a time each faction claimed to be following the origi-
nal platform set forth by Campbell and Stone, but the deadly
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scythe of division had begun its full swath. While the separa-
tion was at first gradual—in some quarters virtually impercep-
tible—by the turn of the century the lines of division were
sharply drawn. The liberal branch, its budding ecclesmstl.cal
machinery providing considerable self-awareness, was coming
to be known as the Christian Church. The de facto identifica-
tion around which the militantly autonomous congregations
of the right wing found themselves unifying was the term
“churches of Christ.”” Finally in 1906 the movement founded
for unity and formerly regarded as one brotherhood was of-
ficially divided. That year the United States Government Re-
ligious Census listed the churches of Christ as a religious
body separate from the Christian Church.

J. W. Shepherd conducted the survey and compiled the
figures which reflected the numerical strength of churches of
Christ. He discovered a total membership of only 159,658
worshiping in 2,649 congregations scattered throughout thirty-
three states, with heaviest concentration in the South and
Southwest. Almost half of the churches were located in two
states—631 in Tennessee and 627 in Texas. The congrega-
tions met, for the most part, in small, modest facilities, and
more than one-fourth of them owned no building at all. The

Gospel Advocate in Tennessee, the Firm Foundation_in Texas,

and the Christian_Leader in Ohio were the periodicals which
furnished the new movement’s journalistic cohesion. To the
scattered local congregations, detached from one another and
disillusioned by the recent dissension, these leading journals
provided the much needed media of extracongregational con-
tact. But the combined circulation of all three was less than
7,000. In short, the 1906 census report which first took the
measurements of the churches of Christ was not particularly
impressive. And there was no shortage of prognosticators who
claimed to see in the meager figures the first definite signs of
the withering demise of the right wing.

A City Set On a Hill

But birth rather than death was the mood of the move-
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ment. While 1906 was a year of formalized division, it was al-
so a year of fresh new beginnings. The harvest season of strife
was also a planting time—a time for the sowing of momentous
seeds in the movement’s conservative soil destined to flour-
ish into another kind of harvest.

As has been true with most religious schisms, the disci-
ples’ shipwreck saw most of the progressive and formally edu-
cated minds list to the left. At this time of official division
seven small and struggling schools were being supported by
members of the churches of Christ. They were the Nashville
Bible Schoal in T W Rik] | L Schogl
an_Missouri, Patter Bible College in Kentucky, and Thorp
Spring Christian College, Lockney Christian College, Gunter
Bible College and Southwestern Christian College in Texas. A
total of but seventy-three teachers was required to staff all
seven institutions which were, both academically and economi-
cally, extremely unsteady. They actually were not salvaged by
the conservatives from the liberal storm but rather were hasti-
ly erected as a protective sheltering from it. With the_excep-
tion of the Nashville Bible School, all were extremely short
: 9

dived ®

The_liberals_ moved the institution originally founded at
Thorp Spring to Waco, and then to Fort Worth where it de-
veloped into_Texas Christian University. They also retained
control of historic Bethany and Hiram colleges and Transyl-
vania_University. By 1900, they controlled thirty-five major
institutions of higher learning, . including Drake University
and Butler College, with eight thousand students and assets
exceeding six million dollars. The narrowing of the circle of
fellowship precipitously narrowed the reservoir of education-
al leadership available to the conservatives. The educated up-
per echelon was siphoned off into the Christian Church. In
one generation’s time, the mantle of brotherhood leadership
slipped from men like J. W. McGarvey, brilliant Princeton-
trained language scholar, to men like J. D. Tant and G. H. P.
Showalter in Texas, and John T. Hinds and N. B. Hardeman
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in Tennessee, who though strong and able men, were no ac-
ademic match for McGarvey.

Though not all of its sons had been equally blessed,
Christian education nurtured and strengthened the res-
toration cause in general. As a result, the stamp of schools
and colleges had been indelibly impressed on both conserva-
tives and liberals. Alexander Campbell had very early stressed
the relationship between education and the restoration hope:
“We indeed as a people devoted to the Bible cause, and to the
Bible alone, for Christian faith and manners, and discipline,
have derived much advantage from literature and science,
from schools and colleges. Of all people in the world we
ought then to be, according to our means, the greatest pa-
trons of schools and colleges.”** The early influence of Camp-
bell’s Bethany College had helped form the very roots of the
restoration—both its right and left roots. In 1906, therefore,
a number of preachers who preferred the fellowship of church-
es of Christ were convinced that the cause could be most ef-
fectively advanced through Bible schools and colleges. Among
these were young men like H. Leo Boles, Jesse P. Sewell, A.
W. Young, A. B. Barret, R. C. Bell, Batsell Baxter, C. R. Nich-

ol, W. F. Ledlow, Joseph Yarbrough, J. N. Armstrong, B. F.
Rhodes, and Charles H. Roberson.

In December of 1905 Sewell invited Barret, a former
classmate at Nashville Bible School, to San Angelo, Texas to
discuss possibilities for the establishment of a new Bible
school. When local interest proved insufficient, Barret jour-
neyed up to Abilene where he proposed to church members
the establishment of “a high-grade school in Abilene, if they
would stand by him.”'* Colonel ]J. W. Childers furnished
land for the school at a reduced price, and the new institution
was named [Childers’ Classical Institute.”!? The charter,
which was drawn up in the winter of 1906, announced the

“establishment and maintenance of a college for the advance-
Jment of education in which the arts, science, languages, and

the Holy Scriptures shall always be taught...”™ The charter
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required that the trustees be members “of a congregation
of the church of Christ which takes the New Testament as its
only sufficient rule of faith, worship, and practice.”** This
stipulation reflected the position of the school’s founders on
the real issue involved in the 1906 separation.

In 1912, after Barret, H. C. Darden, R. L. Whiteside, and
James F. Cox had served-brief terms as president, the board
selected Jesse P. Sewell of San Angelo to lead the school. “As
long as the walls of Abilene Christian College stand,” histo-
rians of the institution were later to remark, “‘the name of Se-
well will inevitably be remembered in connection with the
school.”?® Sewell was not only the preserver and developer of
Abilene Christian College, but was also the chief architect of
the annual Bible Lectureship. During the twelve years of his
presidenty, the school grew from an unaccredited academy of-
fering only preparatory work, to a senior college recognized
by the state’s accrediting agencies as an A plus” four-year in-
stitution. The enrollment during his last year of service was
five hundred twenty-five, with six hundred registering the
year immediately following. Sewell also initiated many of the
traditional extracurricular activities of the college, including
a program which he called in 1918 an annual Bible Lecture-
ship.'®

In September, 1924, Batsell Baxter replaced Sewell as
president. By 1925, more students were wanting to attend the
college than could be accommodated, and it was apparent that
the campus would have to be moved if the college were to
maintain its rate of growth. On January 28, 1929, after nego-
tiations had been completed to move the campus to a new
site, the administration building on the old campus burned,
destroying all but a few student records and five thousand
volumes from the library. Much more serious, however, than
this loss by fire was the trauma caused by the economic de-
pression of 1929. “Survival” financial campaigns, desperation
loans, and personal sacrifice by faculty and staff saved the
school from disaster during the bleak hours of the depres-
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sion. On June 1, 1932, Baxter resigned to take the presidency
of his alma mater, David Lipscomb College. The board elevat-
ed James F. Cox from Dean to President, and appointed Don
H. Morris to the newly created office of vice president. Wal-
ter H. Adams was named Dean of Students. The first few
years which this new administration faced were perhaps the
most difficult years of the school’s history. In February, 1934,
with the announcement that Mr. and Mrs. John A. Hardin of
Burkburnett, Texas, had assured the continued existence of
the college with a gift of $160,000, Abilene Christian Col-
lege’s “time of greatest crisis” was at an end. Morris was
named to succeed Cox in 1940 and under his leadership the in-
stitution has grown in stature until it is now regarded as one
of the nation’s truly outstanding independent liberal arts col-
leges.

The Preachers’ Meetings

The seeds that blossomed into the Bible lectures of
1918 were actually sown during the very first months of the
school’s existence. From its founding the college immediately
became a rallying center for conservative Christianity and a
focal point of brotherhood activity. In January of 1907,
George A. Klingman, “one of the prominent preachers of the
brotherhood,” came to the campus at the invitation of President
Barret to deliver a special series of lectures. Though primarily
designed for the benefit of the student body, a number of
preachers in the Abilene vicinity attended the sessions.

The series featuring Klingman was so well received that
the following year Barret expanded it in an effort to attract
more visitors to the campus. He called the expanded program
“a short course in the Bible.” Darden perpetuated these win-
ter programs, and by 1909 the idea of a special offering by
the college along the lines of Bible instruction, and open to
all, was crystalizing into a fixed pattern. That year the Tues-
day, January 26, Abilene Reporter-News stated: ‘““The church

workers and preachers training school is moving along
nicely.”!?
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The two-year administration of R. L. Whiteside, who re-
placed Darden in 1909, marked a significant step in the evo-
lution of the annual lecture week. An outstanding preacher,
Whiteside was also hired, at a salary of $12.50 per week, as
minister of the local church. During the winter of 1910 he
took measures to transform the loosely structured ‘“‘church
workers training school” into a more formal “preachers’ meet-
ing.” The 1910 college catalogue reports that C. R. Nichol
and Price Billingsley, two well-known preachers, taught dut-
ing January and February in a “special Bible reading and
training course.”*® This “preachers’ meeting” attracted approxi-
mately fifty evangelists who assembled to hear the lectures of
Nichol and Billingsley and to discuss problems related to their
work. From the first, these “preachers’ meetings” also pro-
vided an opportunity for students to meet and hear distin-
guished church leaders.

The college was heavily in debt when the practical Se-
well became president in 1912. He recognized that if it were
to survive, a wider scope of the church constituency would
have to assist with its direction and support. His predecessors
had viewed the institution as a private enterprise to be owned
and operated as a business venture of the college administra-
tion. Sewell moved to give it to the brotherhood. He con-
ceived of the “preachers’ meeting” perfected during the
Whiteside administration as an ideal avenue for communicat-
ing the basic aims and needs of the college to the brotherhood.
Consequently, during his first months in office Sewell and his
aides took steps to make the 1913 assembly the most elaborate
ever staged on the campus. Nonetheless, the event was still
billed simply as a “preachers’ meeting.”

Scheduled during the first. week in February, the “preach-
ers’ meeting” boasted a list of well-known special speakers:
Batsell Baxter of Corsicana, A. J. McCarty of Killeen, C. R.
Nichol of Clifton, G. H. P. Showalter of Austin, Early Arce-
neaux of Fort Worth, W. M. Davis of San Angelo, and R. C.
Bell of Thorp Spring. A decree issued February 11, 1913, by
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the Texas Railroad Commission allowing “one-half fare for
clergymen” encouraged a good attendance of out-of-town
preachers.® Although some sources term the 1913 meeting
the “actual beginning” of the Lectureship, it was more accu-
rately a major step toward the evolution of the annual Bible
lecture week first programmed in 1918.*° The programs from
1914 through 1917 were primarily designed for the college
students and evangelists residing in the immediate Abilene
vicinity.

The First Lecture Week

The phrase “Bible lecture week,” destined to become a
household expression in the brotherhood, first appeared

rather modestly in the catalogue for 1917-1918. Observing
the “preachers’ meetings” since 1913, Sewell had become con-
vinced of their latent power as a forum at which the move-
ment’s most able men could teach New Testament Christian-
ity to the key church leaders in Texas. And from the school’s
point of view, he saw the meetings as a unique opportunity to
attract large numbers of potential supporters to the campus.
As he expressed it: “I wanted them to come and see for them-
selves what we are trying to do at the college.”*!

Hence, “an imposing array of speakers” was scheduled
for the week of January 7-11, 1918. In December of 1917
thousands of invitations were mailed to the patrons and
friends of the school, and to all congregations in west Texas.
Students were urged to write their parents and invite them to
the campus for the week. In building the program, Sewell
hoped to interest the general church membership as well as
the preachers of the area. The morning prior to the Lecture-
ship’s opening, the Abilene newspaper reported: “The pro-
gram consists of a number of splendid subjects with equally

as many well-known and capable speakers. All of the speak-
ers are out-of-town except two . ... %2

Dr. George A. Klingman of the Abilene faculty opened
the series on Monday, January 7, with a 7:00 p.m. lecture,
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“Destructive Higher Criticism.” The program, featuring morn-
ing, afternoon, and evening lectures, concluded on Friday,
January 11. While Klingman, who also discussed “Verbal In-
spiration,” explored theological issues, most of the speakers
confined their remarks to such practical aspects of church
work as: “Organization of the New Testament Church,” by
A. B. Barret; “The Work of the Evangelist,” by W. G. Cypert;
“Public Worship,” by T. W. Phillips; “Church Discipline,” by
Liff Sanders; “Church Finance,” by O. E. Phillips; “The
Country Church Problem,” by Tice Elkins; and “The Large
Town Church Problem,” by Ben West. Completing the pro-
gram were special addresses on “Missions,” by C. C. Kling-
man; ‘Christian Education,” by H. E. Speck; and “The Three
States of Man,” by H. W. Wyre.?

The 1918 audience was the largest which had assembled
at the college during its twelve-year history. The local news-
paper described the keynote lecture:

Interest is running high at the Abilene Christian
College Bible Lecture course. Some of the ablest speak-
ers in the city were present, and pronounced the ad-
dress on “Destructive Higher Criticism” by Dr. George
A. Klingman, one of the greatest ever delivered in this
city. Dr. Klingman held his audience, which more than
filled the auditorium, spellbound from start to finish.24

Later in the week the newspaper reported large crowds
in attendance for morning, afternoon, and evening sessions.
Toward the close of the series, however, a traditional harass-
ment, the west Texas winter weather, began to plague this
first annual Lectureship. The last evening’s lectures had to
be canceled as the Reporter-News stated that the area was
“in the grip of one of the most severe blizzards in history. Two
inches of snow is driven by high north winds. The temperature
at 7:00 p.m. was nine degrees above zero and still falling at
half a degree an hour.”? Despite these adverse conditions,
Sewell announced that the same type of program would be
scheduled for 1919, and that it would be called the second an-
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nual Bible lecture week. Stating that the Lectureship would
be a regular feature on the college calendar, he summarized
the 1918 event:

Not a low note was sounded the entire week. The
entire faculty was very greatly pleased with the out-
come of the course. Every program was witnessed by a
good audience, even to overflowing part of the time.
However, the program attendance fell slightly when the
blizzard arrived. The last program had to be omitted
when the speaker failed to arrive being detained by the
weather. The students, however, were inspired and in-
structed, and many visitors were present from towns all
over the state.2¢

Before the snows of the 1918 winter had melted, Sewell
launched plans to improve the 1919 program. Some of the fac-
ulty urged scheduling of the series during the spring of the
year in order to avoid the wrath of the winter season. But
Sewell disagreed, contending that the winter months provid-
ed “an ideal time for the three classes of people most interest-
ed in the lectures.” He argued that a relatively relaxed winter
school calendar allowed teachers and students an opportun-
ity to attend the sessions. There would also be no “gospel
meeting conflict” so that the preachers could be present.
Church schedules were much less active in the winter months.
Finally, he reasoned, “the farmers of the Texas plains would
be able to leave their fields to attend a winter program,
whereas a fall or spring Lectureship would interfere with
planting and harvesting.”?"

After much discussion, the 1919 series was scheduled six
weeks later in the year than the 1918 program had been con-
ducted. The dates were fixed for the last full week in Febru-
ary, Sunday through Friday, and Sewell inaugurated the “prin-
cipal speaker” tradition by inviting G. Dallas Smith to deliver
a series of five addresses on the study and interpretation of
the Bible. George A. Klingman and H. E. Speck, both of whom
had lectured in 1918, were re-scheduled for the 1919 series.
The rest of the program included M. D. Gano, A. R. Holton,
Joseph U. Yarborough, Cled E. Wallace, F. L. Rowe, F. L.
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Young, John Straiton, Batsell Baxter, G. H. P. Showalter, and
F. B. Shepherd. Sewell summarized the program’s purpose:

This week was inaugurated for the purpose of
deepening and strengthening the teaching and influence
of the college with its students. The service proved to
be so rich that we decided to invite our patrons and
friends to be our guests during the time to enjoy it with
us. Large numbers have accepted this invitation and
our memories are filled with sweet association and com-
munion. In this, the service has been greatly expanded.28

If there were ever any question about the permanence of
the Abilene Christian College Lectureship, all doubt was re-
moved in February of 1919. The audience was among the large-
est ever assembled in the interest of the American Restoration
movement. Visitors were present from all parts of Texas and
many other states. A news headline shouted: “BIG CROWDS,
FINE ADDRESSES, GOOD TIMES AT ACC,” and the open-

ing day activities were etched in historic terms:

Sunday, February 23, was an epochal day in the
history of Abilene Christian College. When the history
of this institution is written, the day will be honored as
one of the greatest occasions for the forward looking
friends of the college. The auditorium was filled to ca-
pacity for Judge Gano’s address....Many members of
the bar association in Abilene heard Gano’s address. All
pronounced the services as being highly profitable.?®

By the time plans were formulated for the 1920 session,
the Lectureship had achieved the type of program that it was
to perpetuate for more than four decades. Resting securely
upon the foundation of thirteen years of midwinter “preach-
ers’ meetings,” the first two Abilene Christian College Bible
lecture weeks served official notice of the birth of a new
American public address platform. Even more significant, the
loosely-knit churches of Christ, still dazed and disillusioned
by the disciples’ division, had now discovered their crucial
rallying center—soon to become a national forum to reflect
and defend the distinguishing features of their faith. Or to
put it more succinctly, the movement had found its mirror.
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Churches of Christ

and the Mainstream

“Perhaps at no time in its American development,”
wrote Arthur M. Schlesinger, “has the path of Christianity
been so sorely beset with pitfalls and perils as in the last quar-
ter of the nineteenth century.”' As the new century ap-
proached, the American Restoration movement had no corner
on the market of schismatic misery. The bold pronounce-
ments of science and scholarship appeared to impeach the
validity of the Bible itself. A mass epidemic of spiritual doubt
was sweeping across Christendom infecting, to some degree,
every religious organization in the nation.

The Science-Religion Controversy

As might be anticipated, the icy fingers of doubt first
seized the academic precincts and theological centers. But the
infection quickly spread to the circumference, afflicting a mul-
titude of practicing preachers and earnest but skeptical occu-
piers of the pews. To the irreligious and unchurched the doubt
came as welcomed confirmation to long held suspicions. But

18
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to the believer whose life had been explained in terms of com-
plete reliance upon the Bible as God’s inerrant decree, the
doubt was agonizing. “At the heart of it,” Walter Lippmann
moaned, “are moments of blank misgiving in which he finds
that the civilization of which he is a part leaves a dusty taste
in his mouth. He may be very busy with many things, but he
discovers one day that he is no longer sure they are worth do-
ing. He finds it hard to believe that doing any one thing is bet-
ter than doing any other thing, or, in fact, that it is better than
doing nothing at all. It occurs to him that it is a great deal of
trouble to live.”?

To the once simple faith of millions the doubt posed
strange new anxieties and grotesque, unthinkable possibilities.
Could Wellhausen and his breed really be right? If so, the Bi-
ble was clearly amiss in the field of history, geology, and cos-
mology. And if untrustworthy there, could it be trusted as a
rule of religious faith and practice. Lippman called the spirit-
ual nightmare the first age “in the history of mankind when
the circumstances of life conspired with the intellectual habits
of the time to render any fixed and authorative belief incredi-

ble to large masses of men.”? But those perplexed by the conse-
quences of professional irreligion were not nearly so fright-

ened as those whose religious profession was riddled with
doubt. And from curious-minded little boys persuing their
first biology text, to the sophisticated clergymen digesting
Lyman Abbott’s Theology of an Evolutionist.even folks with
considerable religion were suddenly plagued by grave suspi-
cions about the very book of religion. Yes, even suspicions a-
bout the very God of religion.*

As the twentieth century turned, the disciples were not
then, to grossly understate the case, the only segment of
Christendom to groan and bleed in the futile attempt to keep
the peace between “things new and old.” In fact, the breach
within the restoration tributary was virtually smothered and
obscured by a mighty tidal wave of turbulence within the
mainstream of Christian thought. Fifty years of cataclysmic
scientific change had honed sharp the edge of the theologi-
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cal axe which now threatened to rend asunder Christendom
itself. By 1900 the intensity of the strife had reached the
breaking point. The changes and threats, the doubts and suspi-
cions, the groaning and bleeding, were set to explode into a
full scale theological war between conservatives and liberals,
sometimes called the science-religion controversy. And the
violent_controversy spawned an organized militant reaction
within the mainstream of American Protestantism known his-
torically as the Fundamentalist movement.

For more than half a century the determined discoveries
of science and philosophy had been fashioning the battlefield.
Although the sixteenth century scientific revolution fur-
nished the momentum, and Lyell's The Principles of Geology
drew, in 1830, some early rounds of fire, the real vanguard
of the fight was Charles Darwin's 1859 publication of The
Origin_of Species. The public sensation which it immediately
stirred in England was not duplicated in America, but an ulti-
mate showdown was unavoidable.

The Darwinian theory appeared to initiate impeachment
proceedings against God himself. From the first, however,
there were numerous efforts to temper the theory so that it
and God could live in the same world together. The Harvard
botanist Aza Gray, a friend of Darwin's who had examined

104 i -
terpret evolution as God’s method in creation—the purposes
of providence unfolded on the installment plan.® Across the
Atlantic, Herbert Spencer, from a background of physics rather
than biology, had circulated his own concept of evolution in-
dependent of Darwin. In an 1857 essay, “Progress, Its Laws
and Causes,” he enunciated as an equivalent of Darwin’s “nat-
ural selection,” the theory of “survival of the fittest.”® John
Fiske, Spencer’s leading American disciple, was influential in
the efforts to prove that this “survival” theory eliminated the
sting of blind chance from evolution. But the 1871 appearance
of. Darwin’s The Descent of Man, made clear his contention
that man was only one of the many species of animals, a spe-
cies which might in time be surpassed, and which would def-
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initely, like all others, suffer eventual extinction. The issue
was clear. If Darwinism were true, traditional biblical the-

ology was false. The Christian world braced itself for the on-
coming storm.

dn_Germany, a school of theologians, earlier influenced
by Kant and Hegel and then Jater by Schleiermacher, became
immediately entranced in the spell of the evolutionary hypoth-
esis and the empirical method of modern science. They pro-
ceeded at once to reconstruct biblical theology accordingly.
Their approach was a devastating tool of scholarship called
higher criticism. Processed and perfected at such institutions
as Bauer’s Tubingen School, the method summarily reduced
much of the Bible to myth and legend.

While the tempo of Darwinian reaction was delayed in
America by the coming of the Civil War, by 1875 its prestige
had mushroomed to colossal dimensions. The awesome image
of science and its religious off-spring, the German technique
of textual criticism, found strong allies among the Protes-
tant clergy and theological faculties. All informed men of re-
ligion agreed that the questions posed by evolution and by
higher criticism were dramatically antagonistic to orthodox
theology. The great national, as distinct from denominational,
division issued from the two sharply divergent convictions re-
garding the removal of the antagonism. In many intellectual
circles, harmony was thought possible oﬁnly by renovating and
remodeling the archaic doctrines of the Bible. Thus Christian-

ity could be made more compatible with science and contem-
porary to the wonderful new age of test tubes.

The modernists, therefore, had a real sense of mission.
To the leaders of the liberal cause true Christianity would
not be destroyed, but actually saved, by an honest trimming
away of biblical fat by the unbiased blade of scholarship. The
truths of science could not be ignored. These truths did not
destroy God, the liberals contended, but made him relevant to
the modern world. Washington Gadden, Henry Fairchild Os-
born, Lyman Abbott, Shailer Matthews, Kirsopp Lake, Her-
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bert L. Willett, A. C. McGiffert, Walter Rauschenbusch, Ger-
ald Birney Smith, Harry Emerson Fosdick and Clarence Dar-
row were but a few of the American voices which plead for
a departure from what was termed the impossibilities of bib-
liolatry and orthodox theology. Though they often disagreed
with one another, the modernists concurred that a vital Chris-
tianity would not survive if confined to the straight jacket of
first century mythology.

As the Bible became suspect, the mind of man was sub-
stituted as the final court of appeal. Many cardinal doctrines
of classical Christianity appeared to be headed for the ash
heaps of history. In a sense, every vestige of the supernatural
was abandoned. The verbal inspiration and infallibility of
the Bible were vehemently rejected. God was relieved of any
concreteness or definite personality. . The virgin birth and the

unique diety of Christ were denied. Other traditional tenets
of the faith—the validity of the miracles, the resurrection of

Christ, his second coming, the literalness of heaven and hell
—all were openly indicted and judged as unfit for the new
theology of the twentieth century. These drastic doctrinal al-
terations inevitably affected the concept of the church and
its role in the world. Evangelistic urgency and personal re-
demption were translated into programs of social reform and
institutions for human progress.

The Fundamentalist Movement

The conservatives, meanwhile, had neither capitulated
nor gone to sleep. Not by a long shot. An army of stunned
clergymen and horrified lay members rose to protest. Hues
and cries of outrage were heard from every quarter of Protes-
tantism. They agreed with the liberals on one point—ortho-
dox Christianity could not countenance the iconoclastic al-
legations of modern science. One or the other must yield. ‘Lhe
conservatives contended that it was the new theories of sci-
ence, not the changeless verities of the gospel, which needed
to be challenged and changed. The issue was sharply pitched.
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Bitter battle lines were soon drawn within every major Amer-
ican denomination. In a sense it was to be an age-old struggle
Every generation’s conservatives and liberals had carried on
its own fight over some form of this issue. But there was now
something new. A widespread conservative movement was
taking shape—an organized cause whose advocates were will-
ing to_ignore minor differences and align together against a
common foe over issues transcending sectarian lines.

Before establishing, for the first time ever incidentally,
the role of the churches of Christ in this early century science-
religion conflict, it is necessary in the interest of clarity to
carefully define terms. In recent years, the term Fundamental-
ism has been so casually bandied about that it has been bereft
of its real meaning. At least in the usage of many, it has been
corrupted from a historical into a popular term, and has come
to embody a very vague and generalized sense. As a result,
it is now used broadly to suggest any bizarre brand of reli-
gious_hyper-conservatism. It is commonly employed as a nebu-
lous catch-all expression used handily to label any and all se-
verely reactionary or abusively extreme religious sects. It has
thus come to carry a singularly unfavorable connotation. Un-
fortunately, its historic denotative meaning has been shroud-
ed in this fog of ignorance and ambiguity. Because it has been
incorrectly used to mean so much, it has inevitably come to
mean very little.

It is prerequisite to our present task that the real mean-
ing of the term Fundamentalism be rescued and clearly un-
derstood. In its accurate historical and strictly theological
sense, Fundamentalism is a_technica ' 10DROI
specific_religious movement. Williston Walker’s prodigious
Tgstory focuses on the movement: “By the dawn of the twen-
tieth century, the liberals had won a place for themselves in
many denominations. In the early decades of the new century
militant conservatives made a resolute drive to oust them in
the bitter fundamentalist-controversy. Largely failing by 1931
.... conspicuous leadership was provided for the fundamen-
talists by Presbyterian professor J. Gresham Machen, and for
the liberals by Baptist minister Harry Emerson Fosdick.”?
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Harold B. Kuhn carefully defined the term Fundamentalism:
““The term denotes a movement in theology in recent decades
designed to_conserve the principles which lie at the founda-
tion of the Christian system, and to resist what were consid-
ered dangerous theological tendencies in the movement call-
ing itself Modernism. Its tenets are not those distinctive of
any Protestant denomination, but comprise the verities essen-
tial to the Christian gospel as inherited from all branches of
the Reformation.”® While it is often applied, in general lay-
man’s usage, to the holiness groups and other doctrinally pe-
culiar or extremely devout cults and sects, such application is
abject misapplication. It is an abuse of the term and a hin-
drance to communication to use it carelessly as a handle for
any particular doctrine or denomination. It _does not denote a
religious practice, but a religious movement. It is not a descrip-

tion, but a name.

The movement derived its name from the publication, be-
gun in 1909, of a widely-distributed series of pamphlets

called, The Fundamentals: A Teitimony to the Trath. Our use,
therefore, of the term Fundamentalism has exclusive and
rigid reference to the organized historical Fundamentalist
movement which rose and then subsided in America between
the years 1900 and 1935. In its heyday of the 1920’s, the ava-
lanche of publicity it received on the front pages of the Amer-
ican press was called by Ralph H. Gabriel, “both a novel and
unexpected phenomenon.”®

While the Fundamentalist movement was certainly novel
enough, it was not entirely unexpected. Throughout the latter
half of the nineteenth century and for the first few years of
the twentieth, the alarmed conservatives had been in definite
retreat, fighting for the most part a holding action. Then, and
as Gail Kennedy suggests “for reasons which no historian has,
as yet, satisfactorily explained,” they began to marshal forces
for an all-out offensive.® As an organized movement Funda-
mentalism may be said to have started from The Fundamentals

pamphlets published from 1909 to 1912, Eventually bound

into twelve august volumes, three million copies of the tracts
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were financed by two wealthy laymen and mailed free of
charge to “every pastor, evangelist, missionary, theological
student, Sunday School superintendent, Y.M.C.A. and Y.W.
C.A. secretary in the English speakmg world.”** The follow-
ing “five points of Fundamentalism” were endorsed:the iner-

rancy of the Bible. the virgin birth, the atonement, the resur-
1ection and the second coming of Christ.

Organizationally, Fundamentalism took shape as a conse-

quence of the World Conference of Christian Fundamental-
hia_in May of 1919. Adopt-

ism which convened at Philade]phi

ing the name, the_World's Christian Fundamentals Associa-
tion, this inter-denominational organization required of its
members adherence to nine points of doctrine, namely: (1) the
inspiration and inerrancy of Scripture, (2) the Trinity, (3)
the deity and virgin birth of Christ, (4) the creation and fall
of man, (5) a substitutionary atonement, (6) the bodily resur-
rection and ascension of Christ, (7) the regeneration of be-
lievers, (8) the personal and imminent return of Christ, and
(9) the resurrection and final assignment of all men to eter-
nal blessedness or eternal woe.

Alarmed by the steady growth of liberalism, leaders of
many different denominations banded themselves together
under these tenets of faith in a determined drive to stay the
rising tide of apostasy within their separate communions.

It was in 1920 that the burgeoning reaction served sol-
emn notice to the nation that its angry voice would have to be
heard. For in that year William Jennings Bryan, who three
times had campaigned for the American presidency, took up
the conservative banner and the movement assumed national
significance. Like the modernists, the leaders of Fundamental-
ism were an illustrious but motley corps. They represented
various denominations and divergent intellectual strata. The
accepted notion that they were merely an amalgamation of
rabble-rousers is untrue. There were men of competent schol-
arship like B. B. Warfield, Robert Dick Wilson and J. Gresham
Machen, whose sense of dignity and justice was praised by the
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most liberal of their foes. Then there was the political figure
and national populizer, Bryan. While few liberals were awed
by the vastness of his gray matter, his character and incen-
tives were never subject to suspicion. The whole fabric of Fun-
damentalism was not dyed the color of ludicriousness. Hu-
manist Walter Lippmann, no comforter of the conservatives,
described Machen as “both a scholar and a gentleman,” and
of his Christianity and Liberalism said: “For its acumen, for
its saliency, and for its wit this cool and stingent defence of
orthodox Protestantism is, I think, the best popular argu-
ment produced by either side in the current controversy. We
shall do well to listen to Dr. Machen.”*?

But unfortunately, there were some who were not so
scholarly, others who were not so gentlemanly, and a very suf-
ficient number who were endowed with neither trait. There
were many influential clergymen like Clarence E. Macartney
and John R. Straton. There were a few alleged scientists like
Harry Rimmer and George McCready Price. There were some
league builders and organization promoters like William Bell
Riley, R. A. Torrey, Gerald B. Winrod, and Edgar Young
Clarke. Finally, there were the opportunistic and flamboyant
evangelists like Gypsy Smith, Cyclone Mack, Billy Sunday,
Amiee Semple McPhearson, and J. Frank Norris. Some of
these were, at their worst, only extravagant and bizarre. Oth-
ers were more offensive. The barbarous behavior of a few of
the movement’s chief personalities was a malodorous repellent
to more moderate men.

Deserving first mention in point of the dubiousness of
his antics is the example of Edgar Young Clartke, a refugee
from the Ku Klux Klan who founded in 1926 the Supreme
Kingdom. His enthusiasm for Fundamentalism was only bet-
tered by his predilection for making easy money. As a conse-
quence of this tendency, his pious protests against the evils of
evolution were dampened with an accumulation of legal
charges including mishandling church funds, disorderly con-
duct, theft, use of the mails to defraud, adultery, bootlegging
whiskey (in his suitcase), and a violation of the Mann Act.
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Gerald Winrod of Kansas, while avoiding entanglement
with legal authorities, was another Fundamentalist whose ap-
petite for highly questionable techniques was ample. An un-
surpassed promoter of hatred and bigotry, Winrod organized
in 1926 the Defenders of the Christian Faith as a tool to manip-
ulate racial and religious prejudice. Meanwhile, in Arkansas
Ben Bogard the bizarre Baptist intimidated every state legisla-
tor with the warning that any who dared vote against his anti-
evolution bill would be blacklisted, and ‘‘the evolution issue
will enter every race from governor to constable in subsequent
elections.”** Fosdick’'s New York antithesis, John Roach
Straton, was known affectionately as the “Pope of Funda-
mentalism.” In 1927 Clarke invited him to deliver a series of
addresses in Macon, Georgia, on the theme, “The Responsibil-
ity for the Moral Collapse of the Youth of the Country.”
When the Macon Telegraph circulated the report that Straton
was to receive exorbitant payment for the brief appointment,
a smelly scandal ensued. Straton eased out of town without
delivering a speech, but there were some who questioned the
completeness of his parting explanation: that he had been mo-
tivated to speak, not for filthy lucre’s sake, but strickly for
Clarke’s sake, and “for the sake of my noble, old-fashioned
Christian mother.”**

Perhaps the most flamboyant Fundamentalist of them all
was the Fort Worth Baptist, _J. Frank INorris. Through the
venomous pages of his_Searchlight, he scathingly attacked

ambling, drinking. dancing, i ress. Catholicism, and
the_Southern Baptist Association with which he was constant-
ly at war. But his chief grudge was with evolution and modern-
ism. Norris’ sensational career was punctuated by numerous
scrapes with the law. When his church building was destroyed
by fire in 1909, the district attorney summarily charged him
with arson. At the trial, Norris was accused of such theatrics
as writing himself threatening notes and hiring a detective to
shoot at him—all for the alleged purpose of gaining public
sympathy. Although acquited on grounds of insufficient evi-
dence, an irritated band of citizens largely composed, it is
said, of Baptists, gave him thirty days to clear out of “cow-
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town.” But he stayed and by 1925 had maneuvered his flock in-
to the largest Baptist congregation in the world.

But the harrassment of Norris by the law’s long arm was
only beginning. The tragic climax came in 1936 when D. E.
Chipps, a local politician, came to the church office to contest
the pastor’s charges of graft and corruption in City govern-
ment. Norris promptly reached for the gun he kept under the
date book in his desk and shot Chipps to death. Although the
jury ruled in favor of Norris’ p%ea of self defence, public opin-
ion in general looked with distavor upon the fact that the un-
armed politician had been shot, not once, but three times.
When within the next two years Norris again lost not only his
church but also his house by fire, the suspicion grew that he
would resort to any means to gain popular sympathy for his
Fundamentalist programs. B —

The Liberal “Victory”

To see Fundamentalism’s full profile, it is no exaggera-
tion to say that Machen had very little in common with Ma-
cartney, who had still less in common with Bryan, and that
neither Machen nor Macartney nor Bryan had anything at all
in common with J. Frank Norris. Nothing at all, that is, save
one unifying cord of fellowship—a deep disavowal of the gos-
pel of modernism. Even before these strange bedfellows
could form their inter-sectarian alliances for defense, early
setbacks to their common cause were suffered within the sepa-
rate denominational confines. In the Presbyterian Church the
controversy centered about Dr. Harry Emerson Fosdick and
such affrontery as his May, 1922, sermon, “Shall the Funda-
mentalists Win?"” Fosdick, a displaced Baptist, chose in 1924
to resign from the prestigeous pulpit of New York’s First
Presbyterian Church rather than conform to a mandate by the
General Assembly that he subscribe to the Confession of Faith.
Liberal policies were ultimately adopted by the Presbyterians,

however, despite the able and articulate opposition from men
like Macartney and Machen.'®
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In the Baptist, Episcopal, and Methodist Churches the
storm centered about such questions as tests of ministerial fel-
lowship, doctrinal qualifications for missionaries, and literal
adherence to denominational creeds. “Scarcely a single evan-
gelical Protestant denomination anywhere in the world,”
wrote Murch, “escaped the devastating apostasy.”'®* His own
Christian Church denomination certainly did not. The Chris-
tian Standard and its writers who earlier had sown to the winds
of liberalism—swinging much of the disciples movement
from the conservative position urged by the Gospel Advocate
—now reaped the whirlwind. Herbert L. Willett and the Chris-
tian Century rose to put the shoe on the other foot and, iron-
ically, the Christian Standard found itself pleading the conser-
vative cause. And the Christian-Evangelist turned the tide to-
ward liberalism by aiding the Christian Century position. Tran-
sylvania and the College of the Bible were soon saturated with
modernism, and the Christian Church created by the 1906
Restoration split plunged full-throttle down the theological
trail leading to the left—and leading to nowhere. From 1900
to 1930 the Christian Church reported an exiguous membet-
ship gain totaling less than 435,000. Murch admits that “the
old-time drive was gone” and that there was even some talk
of “a disappearing brotherhood.”"

As within the Christian Church, educational institutions
within all of the denominations became focal points of the
undamentalist struggle. Almost the entire academic machin-
ery of Protestantism came under liberal control during the

)

hen and several colleagues resigned distinguished positions
at Princeton Theological Seminary and founded Westminis-
ter Theological Seminary. As virtually all of the ministerial
training schools were lost, other men less able than Machen
established a battery of much less creditable propaganda and
preacher training institutions. The Moody Bible Institute in
Chicago and the Bible Institute of Los Angeles were the most
significant of this species.

Although the handwriting of defeat was on the wall, the
tide of Fundamentalism continued to rise until it reached its
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on July 10, 1925. On that day William Jen-
nings Bryan and Clarence” Darrow squared off in a sultry
courtroom of sleepy Dayton, Tennessee, in a tug-of-war over
the paternity of mankind. The famous "monkey trial__was more
than a test of the constitutionality of “Tennessee’s anti-evolu-
tion law, and John Thomas Scopes, the tow-headed science
teacher, was not the only one on trial. It was Fundamental-
ism’s golden opportunity to expose modernism and to witness
to the waiting world. It was also Fundamentalism's acid test
and greatest challenge. Young Scopes was convicted of violat-
ing a state law by teaching evolution to his high school stu-
dents, but that doesn’t tell all of the story.

Although Bryan won the conviction, Darrow clearly won
the trial. The technical verdict went to the cheering Funda-
mentalists, but the verdict of the on-looking world and the
subsequent assessments of history favored the liberal cause —
not because of the incredibility of conservative Christianity,
but because of its inept defense. Admittedly no Bible scholar,
Bryan’s zeal for the righteousness of his cause led him to sev-
eral untenable positions. Using Bishop Ussher’s calculation,
Bryan testified on the witness stand that the world was creat-
ed, unequivocably, in 4004 B.C, Ussher also figured the day as
October 23 and the time at nine o’clock in the morning, to
which some liberal voice in the audience piped, “‘Eastern Stand-
ard Time.” Bryan dated the flood at 2348 B.C. Though ad-
mittedly never having studied philology, Bryan traced all lan-
guage to the Tower of Babel in 2218 B.C. When interrogated
as to why the earth was not converted into a molten mass when
Joshua made the sun stand still, Bryan confessed that he had
never considered the problem.’* The night the trial closed,
the Dayton High students honored Darrow at a dance.

Though a master in the political arena, the Great Com-
moner was a fluke on the Pentateuch. His silver tongue was
no match for Darrow’s cynical intellect and incisive wit. Fun-
damentalism had long been hampered by ill-prepared men
and dubious techniques. But at Dayton, Tennessee, through
the vast and not so sympathetic coverage of the national press,
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the whole of America watched as, at the unwitting hands
of its friends, the case for conservative Christianity was ren-
dered a staggering blow. 1t was Fundamentalism, however, and
not biblical Christianity which had invited the fight and which

was unable to stand beneath its fury.

Almost as a mute symbol of the turning tide of the bat-
tle, the Tennessee Supreme Court reversed the judgment a-
gainst John T. Scopes. Fundamentalism, as an organized move-
ment, was on the way out. One barometer of the decline could
be clearly read in the state legislatures as the drive to create
laws prohibiting the teaching of the theory of evolution in
public schools began to sputter. Within twenty-four months
after the trial, the states of West Virginia, Missouri, New
Hampshire, Arkansas, Delaware, Texas, Louisiana, South
Carolina, and Mirnesota rejected anti-evolution bills. Tennes-
see, Mississippi, and Oklahoma, the only states to pass such
laws, slowly began to ignore them. As discouragement mount-
ed at the political level, conservatives were concomitantly los-
ing the heated skirmishes staged in upper echelons of the in-
dividual churches. With the exception of the Southern Baptist
Association, by 1935 all major denominational apparatus was
controlled by majorities sympathetic toward the liberal views.
Only the Bible Institutes and Anti-Evolution Leagues re-

mained as an organized echo of the once mighty voice of Fun-

damentalism.

R

Ironically, the rotundous William Jennings Bryan fell
dead after consuming a heaping platter of Southern fried
chicken, just one week after his Dayton defense. Fundamental-
ism, in its hour of greatest crisis, was impoverished of its pop-
ularizer and stripped of its one nationally prominent personal-
ity. The straw had struck the camel’s back. And, as an organized
movement, the spine of the most significant conservative pro-
test of the century was mortally broken. As the ever leftward
winding theological trail between 1925 and 1965 is traced,
one can but speculate about the potentially different course
which the mainstream of American Christianity might have
charted if, at Dayton, Darrow had faced, not Bryan, but the
erudite Dr. J. Gresham Machen. One can, at least, speculate.
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Abilene, Texas, and Dayton, Tennessee

As a prelude to the following chapter which sketches the
relationship between churches of Christ and Fundamental-
ism, it is appropriate now to point out the arresting chronolog-
ical coincidence between the establishment of the Abilene
Christian College Lectureship and the formal organization of
Fundamentalism as a movement. Or was it more than coin-
cidence? In 1919, during the very next year after the first Ab-
ilene Christian College Bible Lectureship, more than six thou-
sand conservatives from scores of faiths gathered in Philadel-
phia for the World’s Conference of Christian Fundamental-
ism. Eighteen nationally known exponents of orthodox theol-
ogy addressed the massive audience which represented the or-
ganized, militant mind of reactionary evangelism.® At the
opening session, William B. Riley described the occasion as of
more historic moment than the nailing up of Luther’s theses
at the Wittenberg Cathedral. His speech heralded the birth
of a “great new movement.” As a result of the conference, the
World’s Christian Fundamentals Association was born.?

It should be carefully noted that just as Sewell and his
Abilene colleagues were laying the Lectureship cornerstone,
all across the nation many other “distressed conservatives or-
ganized in reaction.”** Williston Walker reveals that many of
those who “were shaken by the new ideas. . . reacted by hold-
ing to their view of Biblical infallibility with greater rigidity.”
Walker adds that the shaken conservatives “founded a series
of important Bible conferences in defense of their views—
Niagara, Winona, Rocky Mountain.”?? Stewart G. Cole even
described the establishment of such Bible conferences and lec-
tureships as a general movement which became one of the
chief means of organized reaction to liberal Christianity.
Rather than being a mere sequestered complaint, therefore,
the Abilene Lectureship appears to be but one clarion voice in
a loud conservative chorus of vigorous protestations.

No annual retreat or lectureship did more to reinforce
orthodox Prostestantism than the Niagara Bible Conference.
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Founded in 1876, the Niagara platform put forth in 1895
the famous “five points” of doctrine which eventually came
to represent the creedal statement of Fundamentalism. In ad-
dition to Niagara, the Winona and Rocky Mountain Bible
conferences became the rallying centers for Midwest and Far
West conservatives, respectively. Cole revealed some of the in-
gredients which had converged by 1920 to transform the Bi-
ble lectureship movement into a permanent type of social in-
stitution within Christianity—ingredients not entirely un-
known to the infant Abilene Lectureship:

The hearty singing of revival hymns, the spirit of
deep piety, the vigorous doctrinal convictions awak-
ened by different types of preachers, and the develop-
ment of suspicion and distrust toward progressive
churchmen, empowered the company with a sense of
Christian invincibility and with one of divine commis-
sion to champion the threatened faith.23

Many of the conferences and lectureships which cropped
up around the country were sponsored by educational insti-
tutions quite similar to Bible schools like Abilene Christian
College. Such Bible schools were described by Cole as “‘the
normal centers of appeal for this pattern of religion” during
the great controversy.?* So right was the timing and so strik-
ing the similarities, that Fundamentalism’s Bible conference
begins to look like the master pattern from which the Abilene
lectureship was cut. But such was not the case. “Some time
after 1918 I learned about the Niagara, Winona, and Rocky
Mountain meetings,” wrote Jesse P. Sewell. “I had not attend-
ed any of these meetings and did not know of them at the
time.”?® Sewell was not seeking an Abilene carbon-copy of
Fundamentalism’s original Bible lectureships, nor was he at-

tempting to duplicate the programming of the national assem-
blies.

Furthermore, while there existed definite likenesses be-
tween Fundamentalism’s Bible conferences and Abilene’s Lec-
tureship, there were also some salient differences. The Abi-
lene emphasis was biblical rather than prophetic; its ends
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were informational rather than revivalistic. The Lectureship
was designed to encourage a specific religious movement rath-
er than a widespread national reaction. Fundamentalism’s con-
ferences and retreats attracted large audiences from every sec-
tion of the country. They enjoyed the loyalty of conservative
believers from various denominational bodies. The Abilene
Lectureship was designed to serve a particular religious group
and its appeal was made to a more localized constituency.

Despite these differences, the social and spiritual forces
which gave rise to the nationally prominent meetings contrib-
uted to the birth of the Abilene assembly. “I was aware of
the Fundamentalist movement,” remembered Sewell, “in fact,
I actively participated in it, attending meetings and reporting
to the college.” The Lectureship founder also wrote: “William
Jennings Bryan honored me by including me in what he called
his ‘inner circle of friends.” He invited me with a small num-
ber of others to Dallas to discuss the question as to whether
he should resign as Secretary of State. During the Dayton de-
bate,” added Sewell, I received a note from him, written with
a pencil on a sheet of common note paper.” *¢

In the interest of historical relevancy, the Abilene Lecture-
ship must be interpreted against the bold backdrop of the sci-
ence-religion controversy being waged within the mainstream.
Its speechmaking must be analyzed as a contribution to this
homogeneous national reaction. And any valid historical in-
terpretation must seek to evaluate the impact of that speech-
making in the light of the Fundamentalist movement. To be
sure, any serious effort to historically identify churches of
Christ with, or for that matter, even relate them to the main-
stream of twentieth century Christian thought, must first of all
come to grips with the intriguing potentiality of a relation-
ship between Fundamentalism and churches of Christ. And

some most intriguing potentialities are lying all about the very
surface of the case.
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Churches of Christ

and Fundamentalism

If the story of Christianity can best be told by follow-
ing its transition from crisis to crisis, the colorful chapter
called “Fundamentalism”  dare not be discarded, nor even
hurriedly scanned. In the first three decades of the twen-
tieth century this was Christianity’s crisis. As an organized
cause it was clearly a lost cause but it dare not be ignored.
Like many another battle which was not won, its importance
cannot be measured in the winning or the losing. Since
this is true, churches of Christ, with their own immediate
past lying so close to this chapter, should be the last to ig-
nore it. And they should be the first to challenge the charge
of guilt by oblivion such as that made by James DeForest
Murch: “The rank-and-file members were for the most
part oblivious to the scientific and theological influences
which were undermining the faith of millions.”* But chal-
lenge the charge we dare not. For if not actually oblivious
to Fundamentalism, the members of churches of Christ
have certainly ignored this colorful chapter of church
history.

37
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Two Corresponding Contests

The stormy years from 1875 to 1900 witnessed within
the ranks of the Restoration movement an acute reaction to
the same virulent fruits of religious liberalism which sprang
from the fecund seedbed of scientism. Furthermore, the years
from 1900 to 1930— those same “first three decades” of crisis
—were the very formative years of independence for the
churches of Christ. These recollections should at once make
poignant the fact that churches of Christ were compelled to
declare that independence from their restoration relatives be-
cause of brothers they considered digressive and tendencies
they regarded as liberal and modern. During the last quarter
of the nineteenth century the Restoration movement was thus
beset with “pitfalls and perils” of its own. But not 4l/ its
own. The fight for survival was shared with other conser-
vatives, who, on a similar but decidedly larger battlefield,
had gone forth to challenge the prophets of modernism.

The deluge of disillusionment flooding the American
mainstream was, therefore, paralleled by a miniature disas-
ter swelling the banks of the restoration tributary. These
two inundations of strife, a big one and a little one, wheth-
er rising from separate sources or from the same fountain.
head, reached their respective flood-tides and issued into
two spiritual contests. A big one and a little one. The
contests were held in vastly different arenas. One was a
widespread theological struggle. The other was much more
of a church fight. The widespread struggle began in renowned
theological centers; was fanned by celebrated books and
prolific pamphlets; spread from cities to towns to com-
munities and from Bangor to Los Angeles; and ultimately
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tightened its brawny arms of belligerence about the very neck
of Protestantism. The smaller fight was much more contained.
It took the form of congregational infighting between “the
sound” and “the digressives,” heated skirmishes to determine
which point of view would maintain control of the various con-
gregations. The issues at stake divided congregations and even-
tuallyknifed bisectionally through the heart of the brotherhood.
While different, both the big struggle and the small fight were
started at about the same time, though as with all fights,
it is quite difficult to say precisely when. The very term
“started” is perhaps misleading. It would be more accurate
to say that the two contexts of hard feelings, which grew
from small and uncertain beginnings, broke out into the
open at about the same time. But the hard feelings erupted
into actual fights at slightly different times. The one of
more moment was officially engaged about 1910, reached
full bore by 1920, and staged its donnybrook in 1925. The
less conspicuous one got underway more briskly, peaked
out sooner, and was pronounced finished by 1906. Neither
was terminated by an armistice or peace treaty.

And now the plot thickens. For while the outcome
of the smaller contest was announced in 1906, the contest
itself was not held that year. A fight is never quite as tidy
as its press report. To see the real fight in the restoration
ranks one must begin watching at least as early as 1875, and
the first wvilifications were exchanged even before then.
They started, interestingly enough, back about the very
moment Darwin’s theory first began to disturb the larger
arena of Protestantism. Therefore, while the combatants
and the specific battlegrounds were obviously different,
the war in the mainstream and the war in the tributary
were conducted at essentially the same time. And for gen-
erally the same reasons. And in much the same way. Both

were executed in the name of God. Both were waged around

questions _involving the treatment and interpretation of
the Bible. Both were engaged by arch foes separated into
embattled camps called “liberal” on the one hand, and “con-
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servative” on the other. In both battles, the suspicion and
censorship, the tons of tracts and scads of sermons, the
charges and counter-charges, all had a most familiar ring. If
one but listens long enough—and carefully enough—to
the giant reverberations in the mainstream, the tremors of
the tributary begin to take on the sound of a faint echo.
And there seems in all of this to be reasonable basis for the
following legitimate conjecture: that in its embryonic stage, the
new conservative cause known as churches of Christ might have
been affected by, perhaps even organically related to, Ameri-
ca’s large organized inter-communion outcries against religious
liberalism.

It would seem only logical, as the new century came,
for churches of Christ to be greatly interested in the Funda-
mentalist controversy. After all, their leaders had been lately
aroused to the menace of modernism by digressives who had
arisen from among their own number. In the disciples’ struggle
which ensued, these conservative leaders had given no quarter
and spared no cost in defence of their biblical convictions.
Theirs had been a trial by fire. They had been through the
crucible of controversy and were tempered by bitter experience.
They had been schooled to identify the subtle overtures and to
combat the open onslaughts of the liberal enemy. It would
seem only logical that these preachers now would sense a
familiar, rancid odor as the acids of modernism moved
noxiously across the nation. And it would seem only logi-
cal, due to their conditioned, if not constitutional reaction
to liberalism, for these preachers to leap forth and volunteer
eager reinforcement._Not reinforcement to any conservative
denomination, they would, of course, hasten to explain. But
teinforcement to the cause of conservative biblical Christian-

ity as a whole. It would, at least on the surface of the case,
seem logical.

On grounds, therefore, involving both chronology and
theology, one might legitimately expect to find preachers
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and elders of churches of Christ among the active combat-
ants in the far-reaching Fundamentalist fight. After all,
the Fundamentalists were defending principles similar in
kind to the cause for which the restorers had recently di-
vorced from the Christian Church. Was the close chronolog-
ical proximity ot the emergence of Fundamentalism to the
birth of the churches of Christ as an independent American
body merely a strange coincidence of events? Or was it
more than mere coincidence? And as the passing years
brought increased tension, was the establishment of a
Winona-type lectureship at Abilene Christian College,
within a scant fifteen months of the formation of the
World’s Christian Fundamentals Association, only another
coincidence? Were these merely, and thus remarkably, con-
current events lacking causal connection? Or were they
more than coincidental? Was there some significant rela-
tionship between these two militantly conservative move-
ments? It may be impossible to fully uncover and unravel all
of the intricate chronological threads woven in common
through the fabrics of the two movements. But what is pos-
sible, even mandatory, is the exposure of any formal doctrinal
alliance or any organic theological affinity which may have
existed between Fundamentalism and the churches of Christ.

A Significant Silence

Were the churches of Christ an official voice in the
organized early-century conservative protest against the
sweeping conclusions of science and higher criticism? For
two concrete reasons, one chronological and the other
theological, they at least ought to be doggedly curious about
the rise and fall of Fundamentalism. Its surging influence at
the very hour of the church’s birth as a separate American
body arouses that curiosity; and the striking doctrinal simi-
larities between the two movements insist that it be satisfied.
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The relationship deserves to be exhumed and made known.
However, the initial thrusts of the researcher’s spade produce,
not satisfaction, but deepened curiosity. The authoritative
histories of Fundamentalism by S. G. Cole, Maynard Shipley,
and Norman F. Furniss make no mention whatsoever of the
role played by churches of Christ in the controversy.” The mass
of official literature of the movement is distrubingly sileat
about the mgi_ti_o_g_g_f_th;c_hu.r_ch_j;ging the entire science-

1gi y. How curious, indeed, that while expected
to be found entrenched on the front lines, the church cannot
even be found at the supply depot—or for that matter, any-
where else in the battle.

Is it likely that the church and its preachers were there
but were merely overlooked inadvertantly? Weakened by
the split of 1906, the church was, of course, a numerically
insignificant body. The students of Fundamentalism may have
concluded that the disciples of Christ—liberals and conserva-
tives alike—could be adequately covered in one treatment. They
may have assumed that in their analyses of the con-
troversy's impact upon the Christian Church, they were at the
same time justly representing the smaller, more diverse con-
servative bloc. If so, it was an unfortunate assumption. Though
insignificant, the churches of Christ were tenaciously indepen-
dent during this era, steadfastly refusing to consider themselves
a_branch of the Christian Church. No, the yawning absence

cannot be neatly explained as a clerical oversight on the part of
the movement’s chroniclers.

Churches of Christ have been left out of every report
of the Fundamentalist controversy for the most obvious
reason _of all. They were simply never a part of it. The
convincing rationale of timing and doctrinal commonalty
notwithstanding, it must be concluded that they were in no
manner organically related to Fundamentalism. —
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Moreover, neither were they officially involved in
any substantial phase of the science-religion controversy.
The church’s course charters were either unaware of,
or disinterested in, the fight; or both. A fight into the very
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