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THE FORMATION OF THE NEW
EVANGELICALISM (PART TWO):
HISTORICAL BEGINNINGS

by
Rolland D. McCune*

n the early 1940s there arose notes of dissatisfaction with fundamen-

talism from among those who were within the general pale of the fun-
damentalist cause. Their historical and educational roots were in funda-
mentalism, and organizationally they were within the broader funda-
mentalist movement. Their feelings came to light in various publications
and actions. Over the course of ten to fifteen years they planned, agi-
tated, and eventually launched a coalition self-styled as the “new” evan-
gelicalism. The plan here is to chronicle the rise of the new
evangelicalism through a series of crucial issues and events that reflected
the dissatisfaction with fundamentalism in such a way as to participate
in and promote a new movement. These issues overlap in many cases, so
that it must not be construed that they were separate and unrelated fac-
tors that gave rise to the new thought. For example, dispensationalism
impacted several areas, and the matter of ecclesiastical separation was
found intruding itself into many of the differences that the moderate
evangelicals had with the fundamentalists in the struggles of the 1940s
and 50s.

THE UNITY/SEPARATION ISSUE: THE NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF EVANGELICALS (1942)

With the formation of the National Association of Evangelicals
(NAE) new evangelicalism was conceived if not born. The distinction
between “fundamentalist” and “evangelical” was beginning to take shape
at this point,* and the decisive measure, the “most explosive issue” and
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“dilemma’ for the dissatisfied element within fundamentalism was the
issue of separation from corrupt denominations. The agitators for
change were loyal to the fundamentals of fundamentalism but they also
wanted to be loyal to their own denominations, which were capitulating
to liberalism, and thus infiltrate and recapture them for orthodoxy.?
They as well wanted to present a genuine alternative to other religious
groups, such as the current fundamentalism, neoliberalism, and neoor-
thodoxy, in a positive not negative manner. Ellingsen well describes the
unity/separation issue and its ultimate resolution:

In many ways this desire to present the old fundamentals of the faith in a
positive, not merely defensive way was to set the agenda and rationale for
the emergence of Evangelicalism out of its original Fundamentalist heri-
tage.*

The vision for a cooperative, unified evangelical voice that did not
have the supposed stigma of fundamentalist negativism nor the doctrinal
heresies of liberalism is to be ascribed to J. Elwin Wright, leader of a
group of evangelicals called The New England Fellowship, which he
founded in 1929. Referring probably to the World’s Christian Funda-
mentals Association (begun in 1919) and the American Council of
Christian Churches (begun in 1941), if not also the Federal Council of
Churches (begun in 1908), Wright declared at the organizational meet-
ing of the NAE in April 1942:

Although several movements having similar objectives are in the field, it is
evident that none of these have succeeded in winning the confidence and
support of that vast section of Protestantism still loyal to the historic doc-
trinal positions of the Church.®

Wright had been touring the country from 1939 to 1941 stirring up re-
vival fires and pressing for a new coalition of evangelicals.

Another energetic and capable leader in the efforts to form a new
united evangelical organization was Harold John Ockenga, pastor of
Park Street [Congregational] Church, Boston (1936-1969). He was a
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graduate of Taylor University, attended Princeton Seminary, and was
graduated from Westminster Seminary in 1930. He received the Ph.D.
from the University of Pittsburgh in 1939. In 1936, after serving for five
years as an assistant to Dr. Clarence MacCartney at First Presbyterian
Church, Pittsburgh, Ockenga was chosen as pastor of Park Street
Church. In 1940 and 1941, he and J. Elwin Wright planned and pro-
moted what became the NAE, and Ockenga eventually served for several
years as its first president.®

At the Moody Bible Institute on October 27-28, 1941, some evan-
gelical leaders first met for prayer and discussion concerning the forma-
tion of the new endeavor. An organizational meeting was held in St.
Louis on April 7-8, 1942.7 In the understanding of the evangelicals in
the early 1940s, the three great enemies that they faced were Roman
Catholicism, liberalism/modernism, and secularism (generally in the
form of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s political liberalism, and international
communism).2 Even liberals at the time were concerned about the
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strength of Roman Catholicism.?

Ockenga’s formula for meeting the spiritual enemies of the day
were, first, unity; fundamentalism faced a “terrible indictment” for its
“failures, divisions, and controversies.” Rugged individualism was a
“millstone” that must be repudiated.'® Second, doctrinal purity, an em-
phasis on the cardinal evangelical doctrines of Christianity."* And third,
“consecrated love.™?

Interestingly, some separatist fundamentalists were in sympathy
with the early aims and goals of the NAE despite the recently-formed
fundamentalist American Council of Christian Churches (1941) by Carl
Mclntire, Robert Ketcham, and others. John R. Rice and Bob Jones Sr.
and Jr., for example, worked within the NAE to promote evangelistic
campaigns throughout the country.** However, during the early 1950s
Rice and the Joneses, who “led the fundamentalist faction,” ** and other
fundamentalist leaders dropped out of the NAE because of its weak po-
sition on separation. These departures confirmed the leadership of the
NAE in the hands of those with less restrictive convictions who wanted a
softer stand and a far less militant direction. NAE polemics against un-
orthodoxy accordingly died down.*

The NAE was criticized from both the left and the right. Charles
Clayton Morrison, editor of the liberal Christian Century, noted that “in
the formation of the National Association of Evangelicals For United
Action, the atomistic sectarianism which has long been a scandal of
Protestant Christianity appears to be receiving a new lease on life.”®
Fundamentalist W. B. Riley decried the NAE as a “divisive
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organization.”*” He forcefully reproved the NAE leaders for not joining
in with the World’s Christian Fundamentals Association (in whose for-
mation he had a principal role in 1919) because it did not fully represent
them, and strongly suggested that there was pride of leadership among
the NAE men that only fosters division.*® One of his final comments on
the NAE was that “it has effected some very positive divisions, and
doubtless will itself become just another semi-fundamentalist movement,
iIIustrati?gg afresh the fact that Fundamentalists defeat themselves by di-
visions.”

Carl Mcintire, who was instrumental in starting the American
Council of Christian Churches in 1941, wanted the NAE men to join
the ACCC. Various talks were held between the two groups, but it be-
came obvious that the NAE was less restrictive on ecclesiastical separa-
tion, and thus it refused to join up with the ACCC.? Clyde Taylor, past
general director of the NAE, on its thirtieth anniversary (1972) said
three issues separated the NAE and the ACCC men: ecclesiastical sepa-
ration, the question of creating a council of churches vis-a-vis a fellow-
ship of evangelicals, and the difference between a “polemical” and a
“constructive” approach in dealing with the theological and ecclesiastical
issues of modernism.?* In short, the ACCC fundamentalist separatism
offended the NAE moderates such as Harold Ockenga, Donald Grey
Barnhouse, John Bradbury, Will Houghton, and J. Elwin Wright, and
union was impossible.?? From then on Mclntire was a constant critic of
the NAE. J. Oliver Buswell, Jr., who was part of the original organiza-
tion of the ACCC, reported the difference between the two groups.

Our interests and purposes were similar in many ways. With others of the

1Riley, “The Fatal Weakness of Fundamentalism,” The Pilot (May 1942), p. 227.
The “weakness” was the failure to unite together strong leaders with sound doctrine in
an established organization, doubtlessly meaning the World’s Christian Fundamentals
Association.

BBRiley, “National Association of Evangelicals For United Action,” The Pilot (No-
vember 1942), pp. 53-54. He proposed a clearing house for fundamentalist activities
composed of representatives from the various groups (WCFA, NAE, and ACCC).

BRiley, “National Association of Evangelicals,” The Pilot (October 1943), p. 31.

2Bytler, “Billy Graham and the End of Evangelical Unity,” p. 16. The issue was
the ACCC position of separation from the Federal Council of Churches and from any
denomination which was a member of the Federal Council. One compromise proposal
that was finally rejected by the NAE leaders was that membership in the NAE could be
predicated on the fact that there was at least a willingness formally to go on record as be-
ing opposed to and repudiating the Federal Council.

2iClyde W. Taylor, “NAE Celebrates 30 Years of Service,” Action (Spring 1972), p.

22Carpenter, Revive Us Again, pp. 145-46.
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ACCC | attended the meeting [the NAE organizational meeting in St.
Louis, 1942] and prayed for rapprochement and understanding. But our
differences came clearly to light. The NAE view crystallized in opposition
to the ACCC constitutional provision that constituent membership be
limited to denominations not in the Federal Council. Thus the NAE was
formed of brethren who sincerely desired to spread the Gospel but who did
not see the doctrine of the purity of the visible Church as we believe the
Bible sets it forth.?

While there was criticism from both the left and the right, most
evangelical pastors and leaders were sympathetic to the new group.
Typical were the encouraging words of Lewis Sperry Chafer, editor of
the Bibliotheca Sacra:

There is genuine ground for encouragement in the nationwide movement
which has been styled the National Association of Evangelicals for United
Action, which has as its objective the uniting of the vast evangelical forces
in America for the fair and reasonable expression of their convictions. This
movement was born by the Holy Spirit in the minds of certain prominent
evangelicals in the East.... This new undertaking for united action deserves
the support by prayer and gifts of all those who have a heart for the vital
things of God.?*

The formation of the National Association of Evangelicals was a
watershed event in the rise of the new evangelicalism and in the history
of fundamentalism/evangelicalism. It was part of an agenda that was
clear to certain leaders who were convinced that the fundamentalism of
the 1920s and 30s was not suitable for the new generation of evangeli-
cals and their vision for the future. That being the case, Clyde Taylor’s
observation is significant that most of the agitators for change, and the
majority of those at the first meeting of the NAE, had not personally
been involved in the fundamentalist-modernist controversy.”® With the
NAE the “refurbishing” of fundamentalism had begun.?® Nevertheless,
Carpenter is entirely correct when he writes: “...fundamentalists pro-
vided the initial vision and leadership for ‘united evangelical action.””
Like the Methodists in the early nineteenth century and the holiness
people in the late nineteenth century, “the fundamentalists were the

2Buswell, “The American and International Council of Christian Churches,”
Christianity Today (Jan 29, 1965), p. 9.

2*Chafer, “United Action of Evangelicals,” Bibliotheca Sacra 39 (Oct-Dec 1942):
385-86. See also his testimonial in United Action, p. 144.

5Clyde W. Taylor, “NAE Celebrates 30 Years of Service,” Action (Spring 1972), p.
9. Taylor was the general director of the NAE from 1963-1974, having served in various
other capacities since 1944.

%Marsden, Reforming Fundamentalism, p. 153.
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salient evangelical movement in the 1920s.”%’

One can only speculate what might have been if the separatist fun-
damentalists had prevailed in the progress and direction of the NAE.
Farly Butler muses somewhat pensively:

Had the NAE men, the Baptist fundamentalists led by [John R.] Rice, the
independent fundamentalists represented by [Bob] Jones, and the men of
the American Council been joined together in a strong organization with a
clear platform, the history of evangelicalism in the next years might have
been far different.®

Indeed, there were efforts to unite the two factions (separatists and mod-
erates) within the pale of the new organization. During the early years of
the NAE, most of the leaders hoped for a reconciliation between the two
groups and a merger made possible. Bob Jones and John R. Rice were
heard to discuss the hope of bringing the two groups together.? In fact,
in the Sword of the Lord Rice urged people to pray for such a reconcilia-
tion.* But it was not to be. The separatists were outnumbered. As We-
ber observed,

By the 1940s...many more moderate fundamentalists were convinced that
their movement had become needlessly marginalized. They longed for the
days when evangelical religion really mattered in American culture and de-
cided to rid fundamentalism of its excesses and negative image and create a
“new evangelicalism.”!

ZICarpenter, Revive Us Again, p. 155. Elsewhere he said that the NAE was a “fun-
damentalist-initiated but genuinely inclusive fellowship that signaled the formation of a
new coalition” and “the new evangelical coalition was made possible to a large extent be-
cause fundamentalism, as the era’s most vocal and visible evangelical movement, had in-
fluenced many other evangelical groups” (“From Fundamentalism to the New
Evangelical Coalition,” pp. 12, 13).

2Bytler, “Billy Graham and the End of Evangelical Unity,” p. 30.
2 |pid., p. 19.

®May 24, 1944, p. 6. In 1947 Carl F. H. Henry was suggesting a meeting between
the two groups “in a spirit of mutual love and compassion” to seek a united voice (The
Uneasy Conscience, p. 81). And as late as 1968, in his own words, “I tried to close
ranks...between evangelicals per se and radically independent fundamentalists.” He was
invited, and prepared to go, to address the Seventh World Congress of the International
Council of Christian Churches (1968), intending to speak on “Demythologizing the
Evangelicals.” But, due to correspondence confusion between him and Carl Mclntire, he
never made it (Carl F. H. Henry, Confessions of a Theologian: An Autobiography [Waco,
TX: Word, 1986], p. 300). That would-be address to the ACCC was printed in Christi-
anity Today (Sept 13, 1968), p. 13.

1 Timothy P. Weber, “His Life and Ministry” [referring to former Fuller Theologi-
cal Seminary president David Allan Hubbard], Studies in Old Testament Theology: His-
torical and Contemporary Images of God and God’s People, ed. Robert L. Hubbard, Jr., et
al. (Dallas: Word, 1992), p. 23.
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With the founding of the NAE the basic difference between the
militant fundamentalists and the moderate evangelicals was clear,* al-
though the terms evangelical and fundamentalist would be used some-
what interchangeably for another decade or more.®

THE SOCIAL ISSUE: THE UNEASY CONSCIENCE
OF MODERN FUNDAMENTALISM1947)

Carl F. H. Henry published the above book describing and decrying
the lack of social concern in the fundamentalist movement of which he
generally considered himself a part. He felt it his duty to “perform sur-
gery”® on fundamentalism and call it back to the cultural consciousness
squandered by fundamentalists during their reaction to the threat of
modernism. The “uneasy conscience” was not about the verities of the
faith, but about the “frequent failure to apply them effectively to crucial
problems confronting the modern mind.”* Henry betrayed a keen sen-
sitivity to what others of the time (i.e., non-evangelicals) were thinking
of fundamentalism. He said fundamentalists had “needlessly invited
criticism and ridicule” from liberals and others for majoring on minors
and replacing the primary aspects of the fundamentalist position with
secondary and sometimes obscure aspects. To that extent fundamental-
ists failed to oppose the social gospel with the “full genius of the Hebrew
Christian outlook.”™® This lack of social concern was “almost wholly
unintelligible to the naturalistic and idealistic groups.”™ “From the

32| would have to disagree in principle with George Marsden’s conclusion: “Almost
no one seems to have regarded the formation of the NAE as a sign that ‘evangelicals’
were now breaking from ‘fundamentalists’ over the principle of separatism” (Reforming
Fundamentalism, p. 48). This may have been the understanding of the liberals. It is true
that the terms fundamentalist and evangelical had not yet developed all of their peculiar
connotations and innuendos; and it is also true that some separatist fundamentalists
thought they could work inside and thus direct the new group. And to be sure W. B.
Riley was about the only fundamentalist leader in outspoken, public opposition to the
new body (some would say this was due to his vested interest in the WCFA). But given
the backgrounds, statements, and actions of its organizers of the time, it should have
seemed clear where the NAE’s toes were pointed despite which way its face was turned.

33Carpenter, Revive Us Again, p. 152. In fact, as late as 1978, Harold John Ockenga
said, “Doctrinally, the fundamentalists are right, and | wish to be always classified as one”
(italics added). “From Fundamentalism, Through New Evangelicalism, to Evangelical-
ism,” Evangelical Roots, ed. Kenneth Kantzer (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1978), p. 40.

%The Uneasy Conscience, preface.
*\bid.

*1bid.

*Ihid., p. 17.
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standpoint of not a few religious modernists, ethical idealists and hu-
manists,” humanitarianism had evaporated from fundamentalism.®®
Henry was tuned into the “suspicions on the part of non-evangelicals” of
fundamentalist failures to mount campaigns against social evils. Ac-
cording to him, a [philosophical] world view that has no [social] world
program will not get a hearing from “contemporary speculation” in the
“struggle for a world mind.”* He was anxious that fundamentalism’s
theology of a future millennial kingdom (a “kingdom then” message)
not “identify Christianity further to the modern mind in terms of an es-
cape mechanism” (italics added) [i.e., as an evasion of present social re-
sponsibilities].*

Henry denied that he was influenced in his social views and their
urgency in the post World War 11 era by his encounters with the social
gospel as a graduate student at Boston University and its leading light,
Edgar S. Brightman, a liberal Methodist personalist theologian. How-
ever, one is nearly compelled to agree with Carpenter that “it is hard to
believe that it was only a coincidence that Henry was putting the fin-
ishing touches on The Uneasy Conscience (1947) in the summer of 1946
when he was studying in Boston.”*! Furthermore, Carpenter is probably
well taken when he suggests that there was a strong dislike for the penu-
rious background of fundamentalist Christian service that Henry and his
evangelical graduate school colleagues experienced, in contrast to their
respectable gentlemen teachers and scholars in liberal institutions. That
plus their desire for more upward social mobility undoubtedly contrib-
uted to the new impetus on social betterment.*?

Harold John Ockenga introduced The Uneasy Conscience by saying
that “the church needs a progressive Fundamentalism with a social mes-
sage,”* noting there was a “growing revolt in evangelical circles on ethi-
cal indifferentism.”* He wanted Henry’s book to articulate that revolt.

®pid., p. 20.
®pid., p. 23.
“Ipid., p. 52.
“1Carpenter, Revive Us Again, p. 193.

“|hid., p. 203. Carpenter notes that both Henry and E. J. Carnell were able to buy
new houses and Buicks when they arrived in Pasadena as faculty of the newly-formed
Fuller Theological Seminary (pp. 203, 310). He concludes that this upward mobility was
an “important dimension in the neo-evangelical impulse. Bound up with doctrinal revi-
sions and the recovery of social concern was the determination to stake a fresh claim on
middle-class respectability” (p. 203). This is also an implication of Mark Ellingsen’s note
concerning the contacts of certain evangelicals with the wider culture during and after
World War Il (The Evangelical Movement, pp. 94-95).

“Carl F. H. Henry, The Uneasy Conscience, Introduction.
“bid.
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He reflected the tension in evangelicalism to “vacillate between Funda-
mentalist isolationism and cooperation with the World Council of
Churches.” He believed that a message addressing world questions, the
needs of society, and education, as well as evangelism, should spring
from the Great Commission in Matthew 28:18-20.%

Henry bemoaned the “evaporation of fundamentalist humanitari-
anism™’ and the inveighing of fundamentalists almost exclusively
against individual rather than social evil.” He sensed a growing aware-
ness in broader fundamentalism that “evangelical Christianity [had] be-
come increasingly inarticulate about the social reference of the
Gospel.”® He said that “the rejection of non-evangelical solutions does
not involve—at least not logically—a loss of the social relevance of the
Gospel. A globe-changing passion certainly characterized the early
church....” In rejecting the social gospel, fundamentalism

seemed also to revolt against the Christian social imperative. It was the fail-
ure of Fundamentalism to work out a positive message within its own
framework, and its tendency instead to take further refuge in a despairing
view of world history, that cut off the pertinence of evangelicalism to the
modern global crisis.*

Henry derived his cultural agenda from the social comments of the
Old Testament prophets, John the Baptist, Jesus of Nazareth, and the
Apostle Paul.>? But more to the point theologically, Henry extracted his
social imperative from the central message of Jesus Christ which con-
cerned the kingdom of God. While admitting that he was “broadly
premillennial,” he had no interest in dispensationalism and its “post-
ponement theory of the kingdom.”® He held to what in modern

®hid.
*®pid.
Ipid., p. 16.
“Bpid., p. 20.
“pid., p. 26.

1hid., p. 28. Henry made sweeping, unsupported claims for a social consciousness
of the early New Testament church, such as this quote. He spoke of apostolic Christian-
ity “turning the world upside down,” presumably socially (p. 28). He lamented that “no
voice is speaking today as Paul would either at the United Nations sessions, or at labor-
management disputes, or in strategic university classrooms whether in Japan or Germany
or America” (p. 34, italics added).

bid., p. 32.
*Ibid., pp. 38-43.

Ibid., p. 52. He said there were “remote affinities” between the liberal “consistent
eschatology” [i.e., wholly future] of Johannes Weiss and Albert Schweitzer and the
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parlance is the already/not yet kingdom view; the kingdom exists today
in “incomplete realization,” will be further realized before Christ comes
back, and will be fully realized in the millennium.* It is the “kingdom
now” that has far-ranging social implications for the present day church.
But one legitimately wonders whether for Henry the kingdom came first
and brought its social implications, or if a preconceived social agenda
brought its kingdom implications. It may well have been the latter, for
he says:

Whatever in our kingdom views undercuts [the world relevance of the
Gospel] destroys the essential character of Christianity as such. No study of
the kingdom teaching of Jesus is adequate unless it recognizes His implica-
tion both that the kingdom is here, and that it is not here.%®

It appears that the “world relevance of the Gospel,” which is simply code
language for societal concerns, is that to which kingdom theology must
conform. Thus the view of dispensational futurism that prevailed in
fundamentalism/evangelicalism almost from the beginning had to be ex-
punged as being totally inadequate to carry the social relevance of
Christianity. In Henry’s mind, this view had cut the nerve of social ac-
tivism by placing the messianic kingdom after the second coming, leav-
ing little or no basis for a world wide social mandate for the institutional
church of the New Testament in the present age.

The new evangelical platform for the social implications of the gos-
pel is predicated on a present form of the messianic kingdom of God
with its wide social dimension. To that end, the already/not yet king-
dom theology of George Eldon Ladd became sort of the official view of
the early new evangelicalism.*® Ladd’s view of the kingdom of God and

postponement theory of dispensationalism.
*1bid., p. 53.
1bid.

%) add became a New Testament professor at Fuller Theological Seminary in 1950
and had a profound influence on his generation of students, especially concerning the
doctrine of the kingdom of God. His first book-length contribution to kingdom thought
was Crucial Questions Concerning the Kingdom of God (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952).
With his powerful mental energy and abilities, Ladd almost single-handedly turned the
tide within the new evangelicalism in favor of “historic” (covenant, posttribulational)
premillennialism and against dispensational premillennialism. In the later 1960s, post-
tribulationalism was declared to be the official view of the new evangelical theology
(Millard Erickson, The New Evangelical Theology [Westwood, NJ: Revell, 1968], p. 126).
Some of the second generation new evangelicals, self-styled as “young evangelicals,” vir-
tually canonized Ladd, along with Clarence Bass of Bethel Theological Seminary, St.
Paul, MN, as the theological mentors whose kingdom views emancipated them from
dispensationalism and biblically legitimatized their societal activism. See Richard Que-
bedeaux, The Young Evangelicals (New York: Harper & Row, 1974), pp. 38, 74-81.
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end-times scheme was “more conversant with classic Christian beliefs
and more able to sustain evangelical social engagement.”” “Evangelicals
had to recover a theology of the kingdom that would enable them to be
its advance agents and effect significant social transformation before
Christ’s return to establish the kingdom in its fullness.”®

This surely explains much of the anti-dispensational bias so evident
in the development of the new evangelicalism.* Dispensationalism, with
its doctrine of the professing church and society each growing more
apostate toward the end-times, and its concept of a utopian kingdom of
God that was being delayed until the eschaton, was simply too pessimis-
tic to sustain any hopes of present global betterment through the church
and its gospel. Harold Ockenga saw this clearly as he chronicled the
formation of the new evangelicalism thirty years after The Uneasy Con-
science. He said, “The social theory of the fundamentalists was governed
by eschatology. It was believed that conditions would grow worse and
worse so that until Christ came again, the only effective application of
the gospel could be to the individual.”®® Dispensationalism as an in-
hibitor of the efforts and success of early new evangelical endeavors has
been duly noted (and usually deprecated) by different commentators on
the fundamentalist and evangelical movements.®*

SCarpenter, Revive Us Again, p. 195.
%hid., p. 203.

%Dispensationalism also impacted other areas of the developing new evangelical-
ism. Its rubric of “literal interpretation” was predicated on the verbal inspira-
tion/inerrancy of Scripture, an issue which festered in the new evangelicalism for some
twenty years before reaching a breaking point in the latter half of the 1970s. Dispensa-
tionalism’s doctrine of an apostate church in the end-times and a need for the purity of
the visible church in the present age had a direct bearing on the separatism controversy.
The idea of a pure church also made dispensationalism one of the chief anti-modernist
systems of biblical thought, which tended to retard the success of new evangelical dia-
logue and cooperation with non-evangelicals in various settings. Helpful in understand-
ing these matters and the place of dispensationalism in early fundamentalism is the
sketch by Mark Ellingsen, The Evangelical Movement, pp. 60-72.

%Harold John Ockenga, “From Fundamentalism, Through New Evangelicalism, to
Evangelicalism,” p. 43.

1For example, Carl F. H. Henry, “The Vigor of the New Evangelicalism,” Chris-
tian Life (April 1948), p. 34; E. J. Carnell, The Case For Orthodox Theology (Philadel-
phia: Westminster, 1959), pp. 117-19; Leon McBeth, “Baptist Fundamentalism: A
Cultural Interpretation,” Baptist History and Heritage, 133 (July 1978), p. 32; Carpenter,
Revive Us Again, p. 310, fn. 54; Donald W. Dayton, ““The Search for the Historical
Evangelicalism’; George Marsden’s History of Fuller Seminary as a Case Study,” Chris-
tian Scholar’s Review 33 (Sept 1993): 30-33; “Is Evangelical Theology Changing ?”
(Symposium of Evangelicals), Christian Life (March 1956), p. 18; Marsden, Reforming
Fundamentalism, index, p. 314; Thorwald W. Bender, “What Is New In Theology?”
Bulletin of the Evangelical Theological Society 2 (Summer 1959): 17, 21-22; Millard
Erickson, The New Evangelical Theology, pp. 122-26; Ronald Nash, The New
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THE SCHOLARSHIP/INTELLECTUALISM ISSUE:
FULLER THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY (1947)

A common complaint in the 1940s during the developing new
evangelicalism was fundamentalism’s lack of scholarship and general in-
tellectual ability. It was widely held that the leaders of fundamentalism
were deficient in their educational background if not in their cerebral
energy as individuals, the universally acknowledged exception always
being J. Gresham Machen of Princeton Seminary. A more mature per-
spective, however, shows that much of this criticism was prejudicial and
exaggerated. Many of fundamentalism’s leaders were very well trained
and had taken degrees from academically respectable institutions of the
day.® Nonetheless, the charge was rather routinely made that funda-
mentalism was intellectually challenged.®

The original milieu for this complaint seems to have been the intel-
lectual climate of secular, liberal, and non-evangelical institutions at
which many evangelical scholars were earning graduate and post-
graduate degrees. In the 1940s there was over a dozen evangelical schol-
ars studying for Ph.D.s at Harvard alone.® In this atmosphere many of

Evangelicalism (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1963), p. 178 (philosopher Nash calls dis-
pensationalism, which is a biblical/theological formulation, a “dismal morass”); Alister E.
McGrath, Historical Theology: An Introduction to the History of Christian Thought
(Malden, MA: Blackwell, 1998), p. 251; and Mark A. Noll, The Scandal of the Evangeli-
cal Mind (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), pp. 115-20, 132.

82For example, W. B. Riley (1861-1947) earned degrees from Hanover College and
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary; R. A. Torrey (1856-1928) studied at Yale and
in Germany; and J. Frank Norris (1877-1952) graduated from Baylor University and
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary. More recent fundamentalist leaders likewise
were not educationally deficient. R. V. Clearwaters (1900-1996) took degrees from
Moody Bible Institute, Northern Baptist Theological Seminary, Kalamazoo College, and
the University of Chicago (M.A. and all but a dissertation for the Ph.D.); B. Myron Ce-
darholm (1915-1997) graduated from the University of Minnesota, Eastern Baptist
Theological Seminary, and Princeton Theological Seminary (Th.M. and residence work
completed for a doctorate); John R. Rice (1895-1980) earned degrees from Decatur
Baptist College, Baylor University, and Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary; and
Carl Mclintire (b. 1906) studied at Princeton Seminary and finished at the newly-formed
Westminster Theological Seminary. What was said of James M. Gray, dean of the
Moody Bible Institute, could be said of the leaders of fundamentalism in general: He
“was never one to disparage scholarship” (Carpenter, Revive Us Again, p. 40).

8%t is easily granted that in its basic motif fundamentalism was evangelis-
tically/revivalistically and not scholastically oriented as to ministry, certainly not so in
comparison with the aspirations of the new evangelical complainants in this regard. The
issues, priorities, and bustle of the controversy with modernism did not give fundamen-
talists the leisure to pursue the life of the mind. But the frequent and usual broadside
against the fundamentalist intellect of the time seems greatly overdrawn.

64Carpenter, Revive Us Again, p. 191. Some of them were Harold B. Kuhn, Samuel
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them concluded that their fundamentalist contemporaries simply were
not up to par intellectually, could not interact with modern thought on
an academic level, and consequently were not turning out cogent scho-
lastic material that commanded the attention of non-evangelicals. Fun-
damentalism’s intellectual dimension needed a drastic overhaul if it were
to gain a hearing in the marketplace of ideas and the cultural centers of
the USA and beyond.

The complaint against fundamentalism’s intellectual deficiency took
different forms, but the underlying grievance ran as a common thread
through all of them. As a matter of fact, fundamentalism not only lacked
scholarship, it was charged with despising it.%> Furniss gave as character-
istics of the fundamentalist movement anti-intellectualism, ignorance,
and illiteracy.®® “An increased emphasis on scholarship” was one of the
changes taking place in new evangelical theology’s beginnings.®” Ronald
Nash notes that “during the early years of the orthodox [i.e., funda-
mentalist] reaction [to liberalism], the controversy was generally waged
on a high intellectual level,” but gradually fundamentalists developed “a
spirit of anti-intellectualism.”® Even current evangelical critics of fun-
damentalism still echo the early complaint.®®

It was the prodigious pen of Carl F. H. Henry that in the 1940s and
50s did the most to raise the issue of fundamentalism’s intellectual want
and in turn tried to elevate the standard of evangelical/fundamentalist
scholarship and intellectualism of the day. And it was Henry who did as
much or more early on to set the scholastic tone and academic standards
of the new evangelicalism’s flagship center of learning—Fuller Theologi-
cal Seminary.

In 1946 Henry undertook an extensive (and enlightening) critique
of modern thought in Remaking the Modern Mind.” In it he organized

J. Schultz, Kenneth Kantzer, John Gerstner, Burton Goddard, Roger Nicole, E. J. Car-
nell, Gleason Archer, George Ladd, and Paul King Jewett. Carl F. H. Henry was study-
ing at Boston University at the time. Millard Erickson paints a somewhat idyllic picture
of Henry and Harold Ockenga in this regard as they viewed the intellectual (and social)
scene in 1946 (The New Evangelicalism, pp. 13-16).

®E. M. Blaiklock, “Conservatism, Liberalism, and Neo-orthodoxy,” Eternity
(August 1960), p. 23.

%Norman F. Furniss, The Fundamentalist Controversy, 1918-1931 (Hamden, CT:
Archon Books, 1963 reprint), pp. 38-41.

8715 Evangelical Theology Changing?” (Symposium of Evangelicals) Christian Life
(March 1956), p. 18.

%8Nash, The New Evangelicalism, pp. 22, 26.
%%For example, Alister E. McGrath, Historical Theology, p. 251.
Carl F. H. Henry, Remaking the Modern Mind (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1946).
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his analysis around the then-current, modern (i.e., 1914-1945 era of
world wars) philosophical revolt against the assumptions that had pre-
vailed for the previous 350 years, those assumptions being (1) the inevi-
tability of human progress, (2) the inherent goodness of man, (3) the
absolute uniformity of nature, (4) the ultimate reality of nature, and (5)
the ultimate animality of man. While the book is a polemic against the
modern revolt and not a criticism as such of fundamentalism’s lack of
philosophical input, his goal is still clear and the warning is patent.

It remains that the modern philosophical scaffolding has proved so un-
fruitful and so unempirical that contemporary thinkers must be schooled as
thoroughly in its disillusioning denouement as they were in its utopian
prophecies and, beyond this, they must be driven to a satisfactory meta-
physics for the alternatives demanded by the sobered western mind. Such a
metaphysics will surely be one which is radically different from that to
which the modern mind is accustomed and that evangelical is visionless in-
deed who does not see in such an hour a time ripe for proclaiming his convic-
tions (italics added).™

In a similar volume Henry reiterates compactly much of the same
thought but with a more pointed criticism of fundamentalism."

In 1948 Henry was quite explicit in inveighing against fundamen-
talism’s intellectual and philosophical deficiency, and set forth the new
evangelical agenda in this area. Fundamentalism had “permitted the
philosophic implications of Christianity to become obscured.”” To
avoid fundamentalism’s deficiencies, “the new evangelicalism aims to
clarify the philosophic implications of Biblical theism.”™ “Because the
fundamentalism of the past generation was not interested in a salvation
emphasis formulated in philosophic as well as Biblical terms,” evangeli-
cal students had gone to schools that taught non-Christian philosophy
and had “gradually lost their faith.””

In his Evangelical Responsibility in Contemporary Theology, Henry
was likewise concise and forthright in his dissatisfaction with funda-
mentalism’s failures in the intellectual field, especially in chapter 2, “The

bid., pp. 274-75.

2Carl F. H. Henry, The Drift of Western Thought (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1951), pp. 151-52.

Carl F. H. Henry, “The Vigor of the New Evangelicalism,” Christian Life (March
1948), p. 35.

™bid. Harold B. Kuhn stated that fundamentalism [which he called orthodoxy]
“had not developed a definitive philosophical grounding” (“Philosophy of Religion,” in
Contemporary Evangelical Thought, ed. Carl F. H. Henry [Great Neck, NY: Channel
Press, 1957], p. 217).

Henry, “The Vigor of the New Evangelicalism,” p. 37.



124 Detroit Baptist Seminary Journal

Fundamentalist Reduction.””® Therein he gives at least six criticisms of
fundamentalism in this regard: (1) “Concentration on ‘the fundamen-
tals’ often displaced doctrinal responsibilities of the Church in the wider
dimensions of historic creeds and confessions of faith.””” (2) Funda-
mentalism’s “theological emphasis and temperament were primarily
concerned to correct the social matrix and social philosophy shaped by
liberalism” and thus neglected “to exhibit Christianity as a comprehen-
sive world and life view.”” (3) Fundamentalism “lacked theological and
historical perspective.”” (4) “Fundamentalism neglected the production
of great exegetical and theological literature” relying instead on reprint-
ing “the theological classics of the past.”®® (5) Fundamentalism neglected
“the doctrine of the Church, except in defining separation as a special
area of concern,” leading at times to anti-denominationalism instead of
interdenominationalism.® (6) Fundamentalists “identified Christianity
rigidly with premillennial dispensationalism.”®> He went on to say,
“Fundamentalism paid scant attention to basic principles with which its
theological positions were integrally connected. Had evangelical theol-
ogy pursued the tasks of Christian philosophy, emphasis would not have
been placed upon isolated doctrines.”® “A fresh exploration of the inter-
relations of revelation and reason...is one of [evangelicalism’s] present
imperatives.”®* “Evangelical theology’s best hope for a relevant and ag-
gressive impact in our turbulent times lies in a bold, biblical, emphasis
on the relation of revelation and reason.”®

In many minds fundamentalism was anti-intellectual and anti-
science because it was anti-evolution. The theory of organic evolution
had captured secular philosophical thought and liberal religious opinion
since the last quarter of the nineteenth century. Anti-evolutionism was a
major plank in the fundamentalists’ platform in their clash with mod-
ernism in the great 1920s Controversy. W. B. Riley and the World’s

®Carl F. H. Henry, Evangelical Responsibility in Contemporary Society (Grand Rap-
ids: Eerdmans, 1957).

lhid., p. 32.
hid., p. 33.
"Ibid., p. 34.
®ybid.

&1hid., p. 35.
8hid., p. 36.
®hid., p. 61.
®bid., p. 63.
1hid., p. 66.
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Christian Fundamentals Association (founded in 1919), for example,
held large anti-evolution rallies around the country and entered into
numerous debates with evolutionary scientists and educators.® The apo-
gee of anti-evolutionism was the Scopes Evolution Trial in Dayton, TN,
in 1925. John Scopes had violated the Tennessee law that prohibited the
teaching of evolution in the public schools. Due to media coverage, the
trial was sensationalized and followed nation wide. Press and radio re-
porting of the trial, especially on the aging William Jennings Bryan, the
trial leader for the prosecution and thus in a direct sense for fundamen-
talism, was caustic and hostile. Both Bryan and fundamentalism were
depicted as wallowing in intellectual backwaters totally out of their
depth with reference to modern thought.®” National pundits, such as H.
L. Menchen, were scathing in their denunciations of the fundamentalist
presence and mentality.?® As a result it seems that fundamentalism did
not fare well in public opinion after Dayton, especially since Bryan’s
testimony as a self-professed expert witness on creationism was consid-
erably less than brilliant. Bryan was no match for the ACLU defense at-
torney, Clarence Darrow.

None of this was lost on the budding new evangelicals of the 1940s
and 50s, the leaders and thinkers of which quite evidently were embar-
rassed by the mentality of some of their fundamentalist forebears and
peers. In the landmark article in Christian Life, “a friendly attitude to-
ward science” was the first component put forth in the changing evan-
gelical thought® Thorwald Bender preferred the term “Critical
Conservatism” to describe the new evangelicalism, and went on to criti-
cize the intellectual aspect of “some types” of fundamentalism.

By Critical Conservatism we mean to emphasize the self-critical open-
mindedness of science at its best, as over against the spirit of some types of
Fundamentalism in which criticism and suspicion of others, nursed by an
attitude of self-righteousness, unteachable arrogance, spells the essence of
being orthodox (italics his).*

|t was principally the Darwinian amoeba-to-man evolutionism of the time that
was opposed. Some fundamentalists were sympathetic to an old earth and the rubric of
scientific uniformitarianism.

8"Robert D. Lindner, “Fifty Years After Scopes: Lessons to Learn, A Heritage to Re-
claim,” Christianity Today (July 18, 1975), pp. 7-9.

®Menchen’s wry but devastating witticism was, “Heave an egg out of a Pullman
window, and you will hit a fundamentalist anywhere in the United States today” (Ameri-
can Mercury 6 [1925]: 160, quoted in Norman F. Furniss, The Fundamentalist Contro-
versy, 1918-1931, p. 40).

815 Evangelical Theology Changing?” (Symposium of Evangelicals), Christian Life
(March 1956), p. 17.

\What 1s New in Theology?” Bulletin of the Evangelical Theological Society 2
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Ronald Nash boldly declared, “Fundamentalism’s attitude toward sci-
ence was typical of its deprecation of scholarship in all fields.”*

It was Bernard Ramm in 1954 who more than any other evangelical
chastised the fundamentalists for their attitude toward modern science
and virtually electrified the evangelical community with his synthesis of
the Bible and science called “progressive creationism.”*? He called the
scientism of his fundamentalist forbears an “ignoble tradition.”® They
were the “hyperorthodox.”* Ramm’s book and the kind of thinking it
represented were a great boost to the fortunes of new evangelical vis-a-vis
old fundamentalist mentality. Butler noted, “Orthodoxy was to be ren-
dered intellectually respectable by the appearance of concessions to the
scientific viewpoint. This first surfaced in a book by Bernard Ramm
publisérged in the fall of 1954, The Christian View of Science and Scrip-
ture.”

The foregoing is intended as a general backdrop or framework with
which to appreciate the attempts by the new coalition of evangelicals to
gain academic and intellectual reputability in the founding of the Fuller
Theological Seminary. This institution was not only a tangible effort to
correct the perceived shortcomings of fundamentalism in this area, it
was symbolic of the new evangelical mindset regarding academia itself.

As noted, the leaders of fundamentalism were not adverse to genu-
ine scholarship. Nor did they consider education and training a waste of
time. In fact, Bible institutes and colleges followed in the fundamentalist

(Summer 1959): 17.
INash, The New Evangelical Theology, p. 26.

92The Christian View of Science and Scripture (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1954).
While not original with him, Ramm’s ideas made a tremendous impact on evangelical
thinking. George Marsden noted, “By the next summer [i.e., 1955] Ramm’s book had
indeed caused the largest stir in fundamentalism since the RSV controversy”(Reforming
Fundamentalism, p. 159). | was in Bible College at the time and observed and felt first-
hand this impact. Ramm summarized the principles of progressive creationism on pp.
112-17, and his summary statement on p. 256 says, “we accept progressive creationism
which teaches that over the millions of years of geologic history God has been fiatly cre-
ating higher and higher forms of life.” A similar scheme, described briefly and non-
technically, and termed “threshold evolution,” had been put forth earlier by Edward
John Carnell (An Introduction to Christian Apologetics [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1948],
pp. 238-39). Not all evangelicals accepted Ramm’s synthesis and its presuppositions. See
the quite negative assessments by Joseph T. Bayly, “The Christian View of Science and
Scripture: A Critical Review of Bernard Ramm’s Book,” Christian Life (August 1955), p.
4 1f.

9%The Christian View of Science and Scripture, Preface.
*Ibid., p. 47.
Butler, “Billy Graham and the End of Evangelical Unity,” p. 6.
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train as a matter of course.® Fundamentalists disparaged the godless, pa-
gan, and critical post-Enlightenment presuppositions and philosophical
underpinnings that imbued secular education. They perceived the need
for a distinctively Christian, biblical education for their youth in order
to have a trained ministry and perpetuate the faith of their fathers. And
in so doing they were in the best of company and tradition; the early
schools and colleges in America were just such learning centers. But in
the minds of the new evangelical academes, such education was top-
water, superficial, and inadequate to grapple with modern thought and
leave a mark on the contemporary culture.

The original idea for what became Fuller Theological Seminary
came to Charles E. Fuller in a night in November 1939 when God
awakened him out of his sleep and burdened his heart “for a Christ-
centered, Spirit-directed training school, where Christian men and
women could be trained in the things of God, to become steeped in the
Word, so as to go out bearing the blessed news to lost men and
women.”*” Such a proposal, of course, sounded quite “Bible-institutish,”
although Fuller wanted the school to be on a higher level than the Bible
institute ordinarily was. Actually he wanted something on the college
level but nonetheless oriented to practical Christian service.”® However,
the very capable and seemingly tireless leader and organizer of new evan-
gelical projects, Harold John Ockenga, persuaded him of the need for a
graduate level, scholarly institution where the nation’s top-notch evan-
gelical scholars could work.*® Fuller Theological Seminary was in busi-
ness by the fall of 1947 with Ockenga as the first president.*® It was not
long before the new seminary was being called “a Cal Tech of the evan-
gelical world” and “a research center of evangelical scholarship” engaged
in “rebuilding western civilization” and “redefining the fundamentalist
mission.”** At the school’s opening convocation address in 1947, enti-
tled “The Challenge to the Christian Culture of the West,” Ockenga
eloguently intoned,

%3ee the excellent summary by Joel Carpenter on “Training Leaders,” Revive Us
Again, pp. 16-22. His conclusion is well-taken: “Educational institutions did much to
hold fundamentalism together, form its future leaders, and give expression to its beliefs
and concerns” (p. 22).

"Daniel P. Fuller, Give the Winds a Mighty Voice: The Story of Charles E. Fuller
(Waco, TX: Word, 1972), p. 189.

8Carpenter, Revive Us Again, p. 194.
lhid.

100ckenga went on to serve for eleven years as president in absentia of Fuller
Seminary.

0%\ marsden, Reforming Fundamentalism, pp. 53, 56, 69.
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Now there is a task to be done. And that task is not going to be done by
the ordinary Christian alone. It’s going to be done by those who are pre-
pared to do it. It must be done by the rethinking and restating of the fun-
damental thesis and principle of Western culture. There must be today
men who have the time and energy and the inclination and the ability and
the support to be able to redefine Christian thinking and to fling it forth
into the faces of unbelievers everywhere.... We need men who can once
again in an intellectually respectable way present an apology for God, and
for His creation of the world, and for the soul, and for eternal life, and
these things must be brought so that our young men, and those who are
going to take the places of leadership, will once again believe in the eternal
law of an eternal God.... | envisage a school that can become the center of
missions and evangelism on the basis of a Gospel of which we need not be
ashamed because we can give a reason for the hope that is within us.%?

In keeping with the academic/intellectual philosophy of the new
evangelicalism, the early faculty of Fuller consisted of men with earned
doctorates from accredited and recognized universities: Everett F.
Harrison (University of Pennsylvania), Carl F. H. Henry (Boston Uni-
versity), Harold Lindsell (New York University), George Eldon Ladd
(Harvard), Edward John Carnell (Harvard, Boston University), Charles
J. Woodbridge (Duke), and Gleason Archer (Harvard). The faculty in
the first years of Fuller were mainly Presbyterians or those with a Pres-
byterian background; a few were Baptists. The opening class was to con-
sist of “graduates of accredited universities and colleges.” On the early
faculty was also Wilbur M. Smith, an erudite evangelical who had him-
self in the early 1940s called for a new center of scholarship and aca-
demics that could turn out men “for the powerful defense of the faith in
the great citadels of unbelief in our country,”* and who would produce
a stream of high caliber literature in defense of the faith.

Fuller Theological Seminary emerged as the enfleshment of Smith’s
dream and a showcase of the new evangelical corrective to the philoso-
phy and practice of old fundamentalism. In the eyes of the new evan-
gelical coalition, it embodied what was right in Christian academia and
stood against what was wrong with the old fundamentalist mentality.
Theoretically, what the seminary was, was as it should be. Or so it

Y92Daniel P. Fuller, Give the Winds a Mighty Voice, pp. 209-210. It was in this
same address that Ockenga coined the phrase “new evangelicalism,” a conscious self-
designation of the new coalition of conservatives in distinction from fundamentalism.

10350 stated in an early ad for the seminary in United Evangelical Action (Sept
1947), reproduced in Marsden, Reforming Fundamentalism, p. 55.

10%wilbur M. Smith, Therefore Stand: A Plea For a Vigorous Apologetic in the Present
Crisis of Evangelical Christianity (Boston: W. A. Wilde, 1945), p. 498. See pp. 498-507
for an expansion of his vision of an intellectual penetration of unbelief by evangelicals.
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seemed. But it was not long before tensions arose concerning the motif
of the school. Charles E. Fuller wanted a heavy slant toward the practi-
cal, and the faculty generally were predisposed to the philosophical and
the academic.'® Finding professors for the practical courses “proved to
be the lowest priority.”* Deference was paid to the practical leanings of
Charles E. Fuller, but the ambivalence was felt by the faculty. The same
pull accompanied the separation issue. There was general sympathy for
the separatists’ cause but no sympathy for separatism.’*” The Baptist and
Presbyterian connections of the school’s founders made projecting a
truly interdenominational outreach difficult.’® A tug existed between
the individualism and high expertise of the scholar-teachers and the de-
velopment of a faculty team spirit.® There also was the fact of the dis-
pensational leanings of Charles E. Fuller, Everett F. Harrison, and
Wilbur Smith and the unsympathetic if not hostile attitude toward dis-
pensationalism by Carl Henry, George Ladd, and others in and around
the seminary.™® Perhaps the greatest strain was the need to forge a new
position between fundamentalism and non-evangelicalism (i.e., neo-
liberalism and neoorthodoxy). In this “the seminary faced in two direc-
tions at once.... In the early days, hopes were high that it could carve
out a large middle ground where a healthy third force in Protestantism
coulqlloperate between the separatist fundamentalists and the modern-
ists.”

And so the scholarship/intellectualism issue of the early new evan-
gelicals resolved into the Fuller experiment of the ideal. “The Fuller
professors were renowned for their hard work. They were going to rise to
the top of their professions, fill the Christian world with outstanding
books and popular literature, be great teachers....”**> They were to teach
about eight academic hours a semester, have one month in the summer
for vacation, and two months for research, writing, and outside travel

150ckenga, for example, wanted evangelism backed by “apologetics based on im-
peccable scholarship” (Marsden, Reforming Fundamentalism, p. 36). Marsden notes that
“the tension between Fuller Seminary’s two missions—being a center for apologetic
scholarship and a training base for sending out spiritually empowered missionar-
ies—dominated its quest for a self-image” (p. 83).

1%bid., p. 122.

Wbid., p. 46.

1%bid., pp. 38, 95-98, 76, 103-107, 133.
1%9bid., pp. 28-30.

bid., pp. 6, 71, 72, 76, 81, 189.
bid., pp. 67-68.

21bid., pp. 128-29.
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and speaking. “Each scholar was endeavoring to make a contribution
that the theological world would have to take seriously, that would sig-
nal the emergence of a new evangelicalism, that would contribute to
Christian cultural renewal in the West.”*** Whether the seminary ever
reached those lofty goals is another question. As with most new endeav-
ors, the goals were only partially reached at best. Edward John Carnell,
for example, complained somewhat bitterly:

After pouring the fruit of my philosophical labors into it [A Philosophy of
the Christian Religion, released in 1952], it has received little or no acclaim;
at least not in a measure of what | thought it was deserving in light of the
effort expended.... There is a parochialism in evangelicalism from which 1
must withdraw.... | want to command the attention of Tillich and
Bennett; than | shall be in a better place to be of service to the evangelicals.
We need prestige desperately.”™

Three decades after Fuller’s founding, Carl Henry would still write:
“Evangelical Christianity has not yet in fact very deeply penetrated the
radically secular mentality evident in schoolroom and society today and
reflected by the media.”*" The final chapter in his autobiography, “The
Evangelical Prospect in America,” consisting of nine points, is in the
main quite pessimistic.*

With Fuller Theological Seminary and all it represented up and
running, the distance widened farther between the new coalition of
moderate evangelicals and the old fundamentalist/evangelical alliance.

THE EVANGELISM ISSUE: BILLY GRAHAM (1949-1957)

One ideal that both the fundamentalists and the new evangelicals
held was a commitment to evangelism, revival, and missions.”’ It was a
substantial and integral part of their common heritage. Both groups

U3Carpenter, Revive Us Again, p. 195.

114 etter to Carl F. H. Henry, reported by Henry in his Confessions of a Theologian,
p. 137. Some five years after Carnell’s lament, Henry put forth a more sophisticated
complaint that The Christian Century and the neo-liberals were retaining too much of
the outdated old liberalism and had not taken evangelical criticism seriously, if it had
noticed it at all. Carl F. H. Henry, “Dare We Revive the Modernist-Fundamentalist
Conflict”? Christianity Today (June 10, 1957), pp. 4, 6.

5carl F. H. Henry, “Evangelical Summertime?” Christianity Today (April 1,
1977), p. 38.

8Henry, Confessions of a Theologian, pp. 381-401.

Wcarl F. H. Henry put it this way: “Both the American Council of Christian
Churches and the National Association of Evangelicals cast their weight—in principle at
least—behind mass evangelism” (“Theology, Evangelism, Ecumenism,” Christianity To-
day [January 20, 1957], p. 21).
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assented together and worked in tandem in furthering this mutual con-
viction until the 1950s. It was an issue that was often used to head off or
quell an outbreak of ecclesiastical hostilities in the fundamentalist-
modernist controversy in various provincial settings,"*® and its legacy
kept some fundamentalists within the more moderate National Associa-
tion of Evangelicals for about ten years.*® But it was also the thing that
eventually made the cleavage between the moderate evangelicals and the
militant fundamentalists permanent. The 1957 Billy Graham New York
Crusade was the struggle that finally made the two camps irreconcilable.

The United States (and other parts of the world as well) in the
1940s was in a fearful and chastened frame of mind because of the rav-
ages of the Great Depression and the Second World War, the aggres-
siveness of international communism, and the beginning of the tensions
of the Cold War. There was at least a general mood of God-
consciousness among the populace if not a divinely endowed hunger for
inner peace and the ultimate reality of a meaningful relationship with
Him. Already in the 1930s mass evangelism in the US had reached a low
ebb although there were a few evangelists who were seeing good results
in city-wide campaigns. Local church evangelism, on the other hand,
was being quite successful and continued so into World War 11 But,
“by 1942 a vigorous evangelistically aggressive wing of Fundamentalism
now believed that it stood on the threshold of revival,”** and in the mid
1940s mass evangelism began to ascend again. Hyman Appleman, Bob
Jones, John R. Rice, and Paul Rood had successful city-wide meetings.
Other evangelists entered the field such as Merv Rosell, Torrey Johnson,
Bob Cook, Jack Shuler, Phil Shuler, Chuck Templeton, Percy Craw-
ford, Jack Wyrtzen, T. W. Wilson, Jimmie Johnson, J. Edwin Orr,
Armin Gesswein, and others. There were campus revivals at Northern
Baptist Seminary, North Park College, California Baptist Seminary,
Wheaton College, Asbury College, Seattle-Pacific College, and
Greenville College. Charles E. Fuller’s Old Fashioned Revival Hour

H8eqy example, J. C. Massee, a moderate fundamentalist but a prominent leader in
and first president of the Fundamentalist Fellowship in the old Northern Baptist Con-
vention, grew weary of the denominational infighting over liberalism and ended up
calling for the fundamentalists to lay down their swords and join the liberals in denomi-
national evangelism and missions. See George W. Dollar, A History of Fundamentalism in
America (Greenville, SC: Bob Jones University Press, 1973), p. 157.

9\Mark Taylor Dalhouse, An Island in the Lake of Fire, pp. 53, 73; Marsden, Re-
forming Fundamentalism, p. 159; Butler, “Billy Graham and the End of Evangelical
Unity,” p. 29.

120Bytler, “Billy Graham and the End of Evangelical Unity,” pp. 52-53.

121Carpenter, “The Fundamentalist Leaven and the Rise of an Evangelical United
Front,” p. 266.



132 Detroit Baptist Seminary Journal

weekly radio program was extremely popular. The Christian Business-
men’s Committee was hosting well-attended prayer breakfasts around
the country. These were certainly “extraordinary times” when “evangeli-
cal religion was carving out some new cultural space for itself.”*?? Fun-
damentalist evangelism prospered again as local church and city-wide
campaigns began seeing remarkable results. Evangelism and revival were
“in the air.” Virtually everyone with a heart for souls and a modicum of
evangelistic abilities and techniques was having success.

An important stratum in this religious awakening out of which came
the most far-reaching evangelistic impact was the youth rally movement,
especially Youth for Christ, organized in 1945. Billy Graham, the ac-
knowledged titular head of evangelism since 1949, was a product of the
original Youth for Christ evangelistic thrust, being the first YFC full-
time, traveling evangelist and one of the early popular speakers of the
youth rally movement.’”® Graham held large and successful Youth for
Christ evangelistic rallies in the US, Great Britain, and Europe in
1945-47.* Graham’s evangelistic team was eventually built of former
Youth for Christ evangelists and workers such as George Wilson, Walter
Smyth, Cliff Barrows, and Tedd Smith, among others.

Mass evangelism and the eventual impasse that ended fundamental-
ist/evangelical unity was propelled by the 1949 Christ For Greater Los
Angeles tent campaign of Billy Graham and his team which went from
September 25 to November 20, 1949. After traveling for Youth for
Christ, Graham held city-wide meetings in 1947 at Grand Rapids, M,
and Charlotte, NC. In 1948 he was at Augusta, GA, and Modesto, CA.
In 1949 he held meetings in Miami, FL, Baltimore, MD, Altoona, PA,
and then in Los Angeles. The LA campaign saw unbelievably huge
crowds and an astonishing response, including the conversion of several
well-known celebrities. This crusade was followed in the next several
years by equally amazing campaigns in Boston, MA, Columbia, SC,
Portland, OR, and many others. 1954, 1955, and part of 1956 were
spent holding mammoth crusades abroad.'® But the crusade of greatest
importance in the fortunes of the new evangelicalism and

122Carpenter, Revive Us Again, pp. 229, 231. See also his description of the post-
WWII spiritual awakenings on pp. 213-17.

128 concise but helpful account of the beginnings of Youth for Christ, Young Life,
and Inter-Varsity Christian Fellowship (in the US) is Bruce Shelley, “The Rise of Evan-
gelical Youth Movements,” Fides et Historia 18 (Jan 1986). See also Mel Larson, Youth
For Christ (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1947).

1245ee Billy Graham’s own account of his Youth for Christ years in Just As | Am:
The Autobiography of Billy Graham (San Francisco: Harper Collins, 1997), pp. 92-111.

125506 a complete itinerary of Graham crusades from 1947 to 1996 in Just As | Am,
pp. 736-39.
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fundamentalism was the 1957 New York Crusade which ran from May
15 to September 1. This was a precedent-making campaign because two
issues of extreme importance, over which the moderate evangelicals and
the militant fundamentalists became permanently polarized, came to the
fore—sponsorship and convert referrals.

Billy Graham’s roots were in fundamentalism as well as that of other
Bible believing evangelists before him. Modernism and neoorthodoxy
have no true evangelism and consequently their churches and denomi-
nations wither into irrelevancy. Their strategy in the 1950s was to ride
the crest of the evangelical wave of evangelism and revivalism and thus
fill their empty churches. And this tack proved to be productive once
evangelical evangelists, principally Billy Graham, acceded to the inclu-
sivist idea.'® Both evangelical and non-evangelical churchmen lived off
each other’s wealth to promote a common goal—reaching the masses.

Originally Graham had the policy of being sponsored in evangelistic
endeavors by fundamentalists. That all changed with the New York Cru-
sade when new evangelical evangelism made a calculated about-face and
demanded, and received, broad-based approval and support, including
that of non-evangelicals. The Los Angeles campaign of 1949, while cer-
tainly interdenominational, was sponsored only by evangeli-
cals/fundamentalists, although Graham now seems to demur a bit on
that point.*?” Graham had always solicited fundamentalist support, and
his early years in crusade evangelism reflected this.

He had spoken against ‘apostasy’ as strongly as other fundamentalists, and
there was little to indicate that he would become the struggle which would
cause great bitterness among conservative Christians. Eventually Billy Gra-
ham came to be the issue in the division of conservative evangelicalism.*?

126Njothing is more revealing of this liberal strategy than the report by Michael Bo-
land on the Graham Harringay Crusade in England of 1954 (“Co-operative Evangelism
at Harringay,” The Banner of Truth 42 [May/June 1966]). He said “one constant feature
[of the Harringay campaign] is the participation of leading ministers who could not be
described as evangelical” (p. 7). He then documents the testimonies to liberal gains of
the Archbishops of Canterbury, Michael Ramsey and Geoffrey Fisher, the Anglican
bishop of London, J. W. C. Wand, and the former pastor of City Temple, Leslie
Weatherhead, all liberals. The latter’s assessment is quite plain: “...any Minister who
frequently preaches to small congregations might rejoice that Billy Graham is helping to
fill our churches for us” (p. 10). Boland’s conclusion is apt: “Billy Graham was to non-
evangelical ministers at Harringay, ...a recruiting sergeant filling their churches for them.
He was providing them with congregations in whom they could inculcate their liberal
and Anglo-Catholic teachings” (p. 10).

1271n Just As | Am, Graham says that he insisted that the LA Campaign Committee
broaden its church support to include as many denominations and churches as possible
because the Committee “represented too limited an evangelical constituency to make an
impact” (p. 144).

128Btler, “Billy Graham and the End of Evangelical Unity,” pp. 9-10.
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There is a virtual litany of statements made by Billy Graham and
others around him at the time disclaiming anything but fundamental
sponsorship for his early campaigns. Robert P. Shuler, militant funda-
mentalist pastor of the Trinity Methodist Church, Los Angeles, and
editor of The Methodist Challenge, noted:

None of the great evangelists had ever before accepted the sponsorship of
modernists. Billy himself had not only refused to hold a campaign under
their sponsorship but had openly declared that he never would. In his Los
Angeles campaign, | personally saw and heard him turn down and politely
decline the approval and cooperation of the Church Federation, which rep-
resented the Federal Council, now the National Council.**°

Graham apologized profusely, when president of Northwestern Schools,
Minneapolis, that an ad for a book by liberal Harry Emerson Fosdick
inadvertently appeared in The Pilot, the school’s publication.™® In reply
to Robert T. Ketchem, national representative of the General Associa-
tion of Regular Baptist Churches, who in his travels had been asked
scores of times about some of the statements and practices of Billy Gra-
ham, Jerry Beaven, in an April 20, 1951 letter, said simply, “It grieves
me to the very depths of my heart to think that another fellow servant of
Christ...could suggest any compromise in his [Graham’s] message or
ministry.”** In a letter to John R. Rice (May 10, 1952), Graham said,
“We have never had a modernist on our Executive Committee, and we
have never been sponsored by the Council of Churches in any city, ex-
cept Shreveport and Greensboro,... |1 do not think you will find any
man who has sat under my ministry in any of these campaigns who
would testify that | ever pulled a punch.”*** At the 1948 annual Conser-
vative Baptist Association in Milwaukee, when asked about the upcom-
ing World Council of Churches meeting in Copenhagen, the evangelist

12%20bert P. Shuler, The Methodist Challenge (Oct 1957), p. 3, quoted in Brad K.
Gsell, The Legacy of Billy Graham: The Accommodation of Truth to Error in the Evangeli-
cal Church, revised and expanded edition (Charlotte, NC: Fundamental Presbyterian
Publications, 1996), p. 15.

190He said, “We do not condone nor have fellowship with any form of modernism”
(The Pilot [April 1951], p. 222). On assuming the presidency of Northwestern Schools
and the editorship of The Pilot, Graham noted that the magazine had “indeed been
militant in its stand against Modernism in every form,” and he pledged that there would
be no change under his leadership (The Pilot [March 1948], p. 113.)

81Robert T. Ketcham, “The Billy Graham Controversy,” The Baptist Bulletin (De-
cember 1952), p. 25.

1¥2Quoted by Robert Dunzweiler, Billy Graham: A Critique (Philadelphia: Faith
Theological Seminary, n.d.. This booklet is an address by the author given March 4,
1961.), p. 11.
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replied, “I believe they are going to nominate the Anti-christ.”** In a re-
ply (May 29, 1951) to a fundamentalist committee who wanted to bring
the evangelist to New York for a crusade, Graham said the committee
did not represent the churches in the area, and he wanted an “ecumeni-
cal spirit,” but further stated, “I have never been, nor will I ever be in fa-
vor of a modernist being on the committee or in any way having any
working fellowship in this meeting.”* Replying to Chester Tulga (De-
cember 27, 1951), Graham asserted, “My separation and my theology
have not veered one iota from that of W. B. Riley.”*** In a letter to Bob
Jones Sr. (June 3, 1952), Graham declared, “The modernists do not
support us anywhere.... We have never had a man on our committee
that denied the virgin birth, the vicarious atonement, or the bodily res-
urrection.”* John R. Rice, in a letter to Graham (May 2, 1957), re-
called an earlier conversation they had had: “You told me about the
Atlanta campaign that modernists were put on the committee before you
were there and when you had no control of the situation, and you said,
‘I promised God | will never let that happen again.””**” After Rice visited
Graham at the Scotland Crusade (1954), he reported in the Sword of the
Lord: “Dr Graham...told me frankly that he felt that he must not have
any man speaking for him as an official of the campaign or taking part
on the public program of the campaign who is not true on the great
fundamentals of the Christian Faith.” **® After the fracture in fellowship
between Rice and Graham, Rice would write;

| talked with Dr. Graham again and again about the danger of yoking up
with modernism. Again and again he assured me that he had vowed to God
he would never have a man on his committee who was not right on the

185G, Archer Weniger, “The Position of Dr. Graham Before He Embraced Ecu-
menical Evangelism” (Oakland, CA: Foothill Boulevard Baptist Church, mimeographed,
n.d.).

1% Quoted by James E. Bennett, “The Billy Graham New York Crusade: Why |
Cannot Support It,” A Ministry of Disobedience: Christian Leaders Analyze the Billy Gra-
ham New York Crusade, ed. Carl Mclntire (Collingswood, NJ: Christian Beacon Press,
n.d.), p. 12. The article first appeared in the Christian Beacon (Nov 22, 1956).

185Eycerpt from the letter to Tulga, a copy of which was sent to Bob Jones Sr.,
Fundamentalism Collection, Bob Jones University, Greenville, SC.

1%8£yndamentalism Collection, Bob Jones University, Greenville, SC.

B¥730hn R. Rice, “Billy Graham and Editor Exchange Letters,” Sword of the Lord
(May 24, 1957), p. 2.

1%8Rice, “Questions Answered About Billy Graham,” Sword of the Lord (June 17,
1955), p. 9. On the same page Rice also said: “As | understand Billy, he has definitely
pledged that he will not have any man in leadership in his campaigns to represent him
officially who is not true to the inspiration of the Bible, the deity of Christ, His blood
atonement and such fundamental truths.”
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inspiration of the Bible, the deity of Christ, and such matters.**

In the same vein, there was constant disavowal of the practice of
sending crusade converts back to modernistic and even Roman Catholic
churches, the second issue that permanently divided the evangelicals
from the fundamentalists in 1957. Rumors and charges abounded al-
ready by 1950 about converts being referred to liberal and Catholic
churches,**® but these were routinely denied. Jerry Beaven, for example,
secretary to Dr. Graham, wrote to Robert Ketcham: “That you should
give any credence to the idea that Mr. Graham would ever turn over any
decision cards to the Roman Catholic Church seems inconceivable.”*!
In November 1957, Walter Smyth, from the Billy Graham headquar-
ters, told a group of Conservative Baptist ministers in the San Francisco
Bay Area in view of the upcoming Cow Palace crusade that “the New
York crusade was not sponsored by the Protestant Council of New
York” and that “Billy Graham has never at any time in history given any
cards to the Catholics.”**

Despite the clarity of the all foregoing disclaimers and assertions,
there is evidence that they were at best disingenuous. When John R.
Rice finally broke with Billy Graham, the evangelist wrote Rice, some-
what disbelievingly, that “the sponsorship that has disturbed a few was
far more liberal in Glasgow than in New York, yet you sensed the pres-
ence of God and did not have adjectives enough to describe it.”*** Gra-
ham has implied that there had already been broad sponsorship (i.e.,
some of which was non-evangelical) for the 1949 Los Angeles

1%9Rjce, “Cooperative Evangelism,” Sword of the Lord (June 20, 1958), p. 12.

149R0bert T. Ketcham documented numerous instances of these charges in The
Baptist Bulletin (December 1952), pp. 8, 23-24. Carl Mclintire also asserted the same:
“His [Graham’s] ministry is devoid of any recognition or any consciousness of the apos-
tasy in the church, and the converts which are led to the Lord in the campaigns are left
to go to ‘the church of their choice’ without any instruction or indoctrination. They go
into the modernist, apostate churches, into the National Council of Churches, and some
even, as any number have gone, according to reports, into the Roman Catholic Church
itself” (“Graham, Sockman Meet on America’s Town Meeting: Sockman Wins Round,”
Christian Beacon [Jan 18, 1951], p. 8.

1) etter from Jerry Beaven to Robert T. Ketcham, April 20, 1951,“Graham-
Ketcham Correspondence” (distributed by R. T. Ketcham, 431 S. Dearborn, Suite
1205, Chicago, IL), p. 12.

42| etter of inquiry about these and other assertions by Pastor G. Archer Weniger
to Walter Smyth, December 20, 1957, Fundamentalism Collection, Bob Jones Univer-
sity, Greenville, SC.

“*This was “Dr. Graham’s Kindly Letter” to Rice, April 27, 1957, reproduced in
the Sword of the Lord (May 24, 1957), p. 2. Regarding Rice’s effusiveness over the Scot-
land Crusade, which Rice attended and had private conversations with the evangelist,
Graham is correct. But the admission of liberal involvement is telling.
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campaign.™** Also the Los Angeles practice with reference to convert re-
ferrals was to direct them to the church of choice, a fact that does not
seem to have been known or at least comprehended by fundamentalists
at the time. Nevertheless, J. Edwin Orr was quite forthright about the
policy as he wrote shortly after the campaign:

The Christ for Greater Los Angeles committee handled the distribution of
the cards, sending cards to the pastor of any church specified, or to the
nearest co-operating church of any denomination specified, or to the near-
est co-operating evangelical church if no denomination were specified.'*

The response of the Roman Catholic Church to the 1950 Boston
Crusade was “heartening” to the Graham team, as the evangelist now re-
calls.* In the 1950 ecclesiastical atmosphere, to fundamentalists and
conservatives this would have been an upsetting comment. In 1950,
Graham considered Jesse Bader, then the evangelism secretary of the
Federal/National Council of Churches, and later the chairman of Visi-
tation Evangelism that followed up the New York Crusade, a “wise older
friend.”™*" Willis Haymaker joined the Graham team for the 1950 Co-
lumbia, SC Crusade. “He would also call on the local Catholic bishop or
other clerics to acquaint them with Crusade plans and invite them to the
meetings.” Graham notes that this was pre-Vatican Il, “but we were
concerned to let the Catholic bishops see that my goal was not to get
people to leave their church; rather 1 wanted them to commit their lives
to Christ.”*® In an interview of Graham before the 1954 Paris cam-
paign, the evangelist was asked:

If Catholics made decisions at your meetings will you encourage them to
return to the faith they were born into? Answer: My objective is to get the
people to accept Jesus Christ. The names of the converts will be turned
over to the Evangelistic Alliance which invited us to France. Question: Are
there any Catholic members of the Alliance? Answer: No. (A member of
the Alliance interrupted to say that cards of people requesting reaffirmation
in the Catholic faith would be turned over to the Catholic church).'*

In an interview concerning Graham’s 1954 European Crusade, the

14Graham, Just As | Am, p. 144.

145], Edwin Orr, “Preparing For Revival,” Revival In Our Time (Wheaton: Van
Kampen, 1950), p. 38.

148Graham, Just As | Am, p. 161.
“\bid., p. 186.
“81bid., p. 163.

1%George Burnham, Billy Graham: A Mission Accomplished (Westwood, NJ: Revell,
1955), p. 113.
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evangelist stated: “If a person in one of these campaigns makes a com-
mitment to Christ, we don’t drop him. He is followed up. The ministers
all do that. His name and address and a lot of information about him is
taken, and within 24 hours that is sent to a minister of the church of his
choice, regardless of denomination.”*® Jerry Beaven sort of summed up
the referral policy:

Billy has always adopted the view that he is merely the messenger boy. He
delivers God’s message and what happens to those who receive it is not his
responsibility.... Following each meeting when the invitation to make a
commitment to Christ was given, [the] counselors met with those who re-
sponded. They conducted careful interviews and in turn referred those who
responded to the church they indicated they preferred.’s

So then by the time of the preparations for the 1957 New York
Crusade, when the new inclusive policy was officially acknowledged, an-
nounced, and implemented, it appears that there was a pattern regarding
sponsorship and referrals already well in place. For whatever reason, it
seems that this pattern was not generally known. Carl Mclntire, how-
ever, was perceptive at this point, declaring that “Billy Graham has been
building up to this position over a period of years. The New York cam-
paign, under the modernist-inclusivist Protestant Council of New York
City, the voice of the National Council of the Churches of Christ in the
U.S.A., has brought all these matters into focus.”**

Antecedents for the first New York Crusade can probably be dated
to 1951 when a group of fundamentalist preachers invited the Graham
team for an evangelistic campaign in 1952. They had heard and seen
what had happened in Los Angeles (1949) and Boston (1950). A com-
mittee of 87 was formed, 66 at a breakfast and 21 chosen later by the 66,
“largely at the selection of Billy Graham.”*** John Sutherland Bonnell, a
liberal Presbyterian, among other liberals, was chosen for the committee.
Jack Wyrtzen, a popular and influential youth evangelist in New York
City, objected to the heterogeneous composition of the committee, and
a group of about 10 ministers drew up a statement of faith for the com-
mittee members to sign. Bonnell and others refused to sign. Graham
then felt that the committee no longer represented the area churches. In
a letter of May 29, 1951 he indicated he wanted the committee to

150+Billy Graham’s Story: New Crusade in Europe,” U. S. News and Wold Report
(August 27, 1954), p. 89.

BL3erry Beaven, “The Billy Graham | Know,” Christian Herald (August 1966), p.
72.

152Carl Mcintire, “The Graham Debate,” A Ministry of Disobedience, p. 35.

153James E. Bennet, “The Billy Graham New York Crusade: Why | Cannot Sup-
port It,” A Ministry of Disobedience, p.11.
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endorse an “ecumenical spirit,” but that he had never been in favor of
having a modernist on the committee or of having a working relation-
ship with modernists.*** The group dropped its efforts to bring Graham
to New York. In 1954 Wyrtzen proposed to his friends that Graham
again be invited to New York, and drew up a petition asking him to
come. At about the same time the New York Protestant Council also
asked the Graham team to come. After a long delay, Wyrtzen was turned
down and the Protestant Council’s invitation was accepted, reversing
Graham’s position in his May 29, 1951 letter to the committee of 87.
These maneuverings, however, were still behind-the-scenes and not
public knowledge.

The year 1956 proved to be the year of unveiling for inclusive evan-
gelism as Graham went public with his new policy and precipitated a fi-
nal and complete break with separatist fundamentalists. This public
disclosure was occasioned by two principal events: Graham’s open sup-
port of the Cooperative Program of the Southern Baptist Convention in
April, and an interview with him in Christian Life magazine in June.

Liberalism in the Southern Baptist Convention’s schools, denomi-
national machinery, and some churches was rampant and well-known in
the mid-1950s. The fundamentalist response inside the Convention was
either to withdraw or, more popularly, simply to withhold support of
the Cooperative Program which funded the denominational machine,
including the schools. John R. Rice, who himself had come out of the
Convention in the 1930s but still had an affinity for and close friends
within the Convention, counseled the latter tactic of not supporting the
Cooperative Program. It was quite a blow to Rice, therefore, when Billy
Graham openly announced his loyalty to the Convention and his sup-
port of the Cooperative Program. Rice, an evangelist with a heart for
mass evangelism and personal soulwinning, had been defensive of Gra-
ham in the face of seemingly incontrovertible evidence of the evangelist’s
straying from separatism into inclusivism.**® But support of the Coop-
erative Program was finally too much.

A letter over Graham'’s signature appeared in The Baptist Standard
(April 7, 1956), an organ of the Texas Baptist Convention. It said in
part:

I am proud to be a member of the State Baptist Convention of Texas....
My heart was always with the convention.... | have come to believe that it
is nearer the New Testament church than any other denomination....

154 pid.

1%5For example, “Questions Answered About Billy Graham,” Sword of the Lord
(June 17, 1955), p. 1. See also Butler, “Billy Graham and the End of Evangelical Unity,”
chapter 5, “The Sword and Billy Graham” (pp. 66-91) for an excellent chronicle and
analysis of the relationship between Rice and Graham.
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Concerning the Cooperative Program, | believe it is the greatest means
ever devised by the church for giving one’s tithe.... In private and public
conversation | support the Cooperative Program without hesitation.... |
am proud of our convention and | take my stand with it with an undying
loyalty.*®®

This produced a rift between Rice and Graham that saw Graham resign
from Rice’s board, the removal of his name from the masthead of the
Sword, and a number of articles by Rice that were anti-new evangelical
and anti-inclusivist. For all practical purposes, the Sword turned anti-
Billy Graham as well, although Rice tried to give the impression that he
was not against Graham personally nor his crusade message of salvation
in Jesus Christ alone.”” Butler observed correctly that when Billy Gra-
ham broke with John R. Rice over supporting the Cooperative Program,
“Graham had severed his last tie with separatist fundamentalism.” This
was far more than a personal thing. “Graham would emerge as the chief
public spokesman of the new evangelicalism, and the division of conser-
vative evangelicalism would follow.”**

In an interview with Billy Graham in Christian Life, the evangelist
seemed to be making a public declaration of his new inclusive policy of
ecumenical evangelism.™ He noted the “full retreat” of “extreme liber-
alism” as well as the “fighting, feuding and controversies among God’s
people, even within evangelical circles in the United States and even
abroad.” He was determined “to stay out of these controversies and di-
visions among God’s people and continue to preach Christ and him cru-
cified to sinful men.” In view of the New York Crusade the next year,
Graham noted the “deep cleavages among Christians in New York
City.” When the interview finally came around to sponsorship of the
upcoming crusade, the evangelist said, “What difference does it make
who sponsors a meeting? It is the message that counts,” and he went on
to cite Paul at Mars Hill and Christ in the synagogues as examples of the
inclusive policy. As to his policy on accepting speaking engagements, he
answered, “I shall continue to go wherever | am invited and shall give

156The letter was reproduced by Rice in “Which Way, Billy Graham?” Sword of the
Lord (Nov 23, 1956), p. 2.

B7This distinction by Rice that he would not separate from Graham, because the
evangelist was a Christian and was winning souls, eventually led to the controversy
within the fundamentalist camp in the 1960s of “degrees” of separation. Rice felt that he
was not separating from Graham technically, but from the modernists in his inclusivist
campaigns. Rice’s position on ecclesiastical separation was that one should only separate
from modernists, cultists, and infidels (i.e., 1t degree separation), not from fellow
Christians who do not separate from modernists (2" degree separation).

158Butler, “Billy Graham and the End of Evangelical Unity,” p. 160.
18%\What's the Next Step?” Christian Life (June 1956), pp. 20-23.
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priority to those groups that seem to need the Gospel most.” While
there may be a certain amount of cryptic language in the words, funda-
mentalists who had been following the crusades for five or six years knew
what was being said. It was an open announcement of a sea change in
evangelism policy.

That policy was made unambiguously clear the next year at the
meeting of the NAE in Buffalo, NY, April 3, 1957. There Graham, in
an address entitled “The Lost Chord of Evangelism,” said bluntly:

Our New York campaign has been challenged by some extremists on two
points. First, as to sponsorship, | would like to make myself quite clear. |
intend to go anywhere, sponsored by anybody, to preach the Gospel of
Christ, if there are no strings attached to my message. | am sponsored by
civic clubs, universities, ministerial associations and councils of churches all
over the world. I intend to continue [emphasis his].

Second, we have been challenged on what happens to the converts when
the crusade is over. Apparently these brethren who make these statements
have no faith in the Holy Spirit.... The work of follow up is the work of
the Holy Spirit.... We do all we can in follow up, but ultimately they’re in
the hands of the Holy Spirit. He is more than able [emphasis his].

There is a great swing all over the world, within the Church, toward a
more conservative theological position. The old terms fundamentalism and
liberalism are now passe. The situation is radically changed, since the days
of Machen, Riley and other defenders of the faith a generation ago.'*

In so saying, Graham congealed publicly the inclusive policy of ecu-
menical evangelism which was followed in every Graham crusade there-
after and by all the new evangelical-type evangelists since. The address
was especially timed to inform the public, notably the fundamentalist
community, of the ecclesiastical infrastructure of the upcoming New
York Crusade in May and of the new ongoing policy of sponsorship and
convert referral. Granted, the new policy of convert referral is somewhat
encoded in Graham’s address, but it was easily deciphered by those who
were knowledgeable (fundamentalist, evangelical, and liberal) of crusade
evangelism.

According to plan, the steering committee for the crusade featured
some well-known local evangelicals and fundamentalists such as Jack
Wyrtzen of Word of Life Fellowship youth ministry; John Wimbish,
pastor of the First Baptist Church; Daniel Poling, editor of The Chris-
tian Herald; John Bradbury, editor of the Baptist periodical The Watch-
man Examiner; Frank Gaebelein, headmaster of the Stoneybrook school;
and William Ward Ayer, pastor of the Calvary Baptist Church. The

160Billy Graham, “The Lost Chord of Evangelism,” Christianity Today (April 1,
1957), p. 26.
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committee also displayed a virtual “who’s who” of prominent New York
liberal/neoorthodox churchmen such as Dan Potter, executive director
of the Protestant Council; Jesse Bader, executive secretary of the De-
partment of Evangelism of the National Council of Churches; John
Sutherland Bonnell, pastor of the Fifth Avenue Presbyterian Church;
Norman Vincent Peale, pastor of the Marble Collegiate [Methodist]
Church; Robert J. McCracken, pastor of the Riverside [Baptist] Church;
Henry Pitney Van Dusen, president of the Union Theological Seminary;
and Ralph Sockman, pastor of the Madison Avenue Methodist Episco-
pal Church. Inquirers/converts were duly routed back to “the church of
their choice.” Marble Collegiate church reportedly received the highest
numll%(fr of decision cards (373) with the Riverside Church being sec-
ond.

The New York Crusade permanently put in place a fissure between
the new evangelicals and the fundamentalists. Fundamentalists could not
pull in the harness with modernists and thus they could not collaborate
with Billy Graham and the Billy Graham-type of ecumenical evangel-
ism.**2 Graham truly brought an end to evangelical unity. With the New
York Crusade, Graham’s position of working with non-orthodox or un-
orthodox churchmen and churches was clear. “Some working relation-
ship with the neoorthodoxy that was dominant had been arranged, and
the pattern of New York was followed in city after city.”*®®

OTHER INCIDENTS

While the New York Crusade was in a real sense the cap sheaf to the
formation of the new evangelicalism’s distinction from fundamentalism,
other contributing phenomena should be mentioned at least briefly be-
cause they were also part of the historical milieu of the emerging new
evangelical coalition. These phenomena are the various books and arti-
cles that had their influence in flavoring the fundamentalist/evangelical
atmosphere of the 1950s. Attention has already been called to the publi-
cation of Bernard Ramm’s The Christian View of Science and Scripture in
1954, and Carl Henry’s Evangelical Responsibility in Contemporary The-
ology in 1957.

16lReported by William Ward Ayer, “Aftermath of the Billy Graham Crusade of
New York,” and quoted by Dunzweiler, “Billy Graham: A Critique,” p. 24. Ayer’s re-
view also noted that 159 clergymen reported a total of 3997 referrals, 2552 of which
were already members of churches.

162 few fundamentalists, such as Jack Wyrtzen and William Ward Ayer, did coop-
erate but did so on principles inconsistent with their fundamentalist separatism and pre-
vious concerns about having modernists on the crusade committee.

18%Butler, “Billy Graham and the End of Evangelical Unity,” p. 13.
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In 1956 Vernon Grounds, of the Denver Conservative Baptist
Theological Seminary, wrote an article entitled, “The Nature of Evan-
gelicalism.” After showing how evangelicalism has things in common as
well as differences with “the great faiths of humanity” (Buddhism, Hin-
duism, Taoism, Confucianism, Judaism, Mohammedanism), liberal
Protestantism, neoorthodoxy, and Roman Catholicism, he concluded:

Undeniably evangelicalism is fundamentalism, if by fundamentalism is
meant a tenacious insistence upon the essential and central dogmas of his-
toric Christianity. Yet as undeniably evangelicalism is not fundamentalism
as fundamentalism is ordinarily construed. A thoroughgoing evangelical
recognizes with a wry smile the truth in the liberal jibe: ‘Fundamentalism is
too much fun, too much damn, and too little mental.’***

In the opinion of one analyst, this article “contained the first sustained
public attempt by an evangelical scholar to dissociate himself from fun-
damentalism.™

Another major factor in the fundamentalist/evangelical struggles was
the creation in 1956 of Christianity Today, a fortnightly publication that
carried the new evangelical cause on intellectual and practical, as well as
newsy, informative planes. It was designed to be “an evangelical Chris-
tian Century [the leading liberal mouthpiece].”*® Carl F. H. Henry was
the first editor, and in his maiden editorial he outlined the purposes of
the periodical. In forthcoming issues, an enlarging group of evangelical
scholars “will expound and defend the basic truths of the Christian faith
in terms of reverent scholarship and of practical application to the needs
of the present generation.”*®” “Christianity Today will apply the biblical
revelation to the contemporary social crisis, by presenting the implica-
tions of the total Gospel message for every area of life. This, Funda-
mentalism has often failed to do.”*®® The new publication “will set forth
the unity of the Divine revelation in nature and Scripture,” and will
further “seek to supplement seminary training with sermonic helps,
pastoral advice, and book reviews, by leading ministers and scholars.”**®

184\/ernon Grounds, “The Nature of Evangelicalism,” Eternity (Feb 1956), pp. 12,
13.

185Butler, “Billy Graham and the End of Evangelical Unity,” p. 116. He reiterated,
“With the publication of this article by Vernon Grounds, the process of the division of
evangelical orthodoxy into evangelicalism and fundamentalism came into the open” (p.
122).

188\ arsden, Reforming Fundamentalism, p. 157.

7Carl F. H. Henry, “Why Christianity Today?” (Oct 10, 1956), p. 20.
188 bid.

8% bid.
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The original idea for the new magazine was given by Billy Graham who
recalled: “During 1953, | was beginning to be attacked from both the
left and the right.” At 2 a.m. one morning late in 1953, he was awak-
ened and went to his desk and wrote out his ideas for “an evangelical
counterpart to The Christian Century.”*”® The editorial stance had to
tread a middle road between the extreme left and extreme right. But
while slanted toward evangelicalism, it was a given that “the magazine
would be useless if it had the old, extreme fundamentalist stamp on
it.”*"* With money from J. Howard Pew (board chairman of the Sun Oil
Co.) and the Billy Graham Evangelistic Association, the magazine was
launched. Harold John Ockenga was the chairman of the board of
Christianity Today for the next twenty-five years (1956-1981).

Allusion has already been made to the watershed article, “Is Evan-
gelical Theology Changing?” an evangelical symposium in the March
1956 issue of Christian Life. The point of the article was that evangelical
theology definitely was changing; “fundamentalism has become evan-
gelicalism.”*"? Eight areas of change were listed. (1) “A friendly attitude
toward science,” (2) “ a willingness to re-examine beliefs concerning the
work of the Holy Spirit,” (3) “a shift away from so-called extreme dis-
pensationalism,” (4) “an increased emphasis on scholarship,” (5) “a more
definite recognition of social responsibility,” (6) “a re-opening of the
subject of biblical inspiration,” (7) “a more tolerant attitude toward
varying views of eschatology,” and (8) “a growing willingness of evan-
gelical theologians to converse with liberal theologians.”*”® As might be
expected, there were numerous responses from fundamentalists, all quite
negative in the main.'"

171 the Beginning : Billy Graham Recounts the Origins of Christianity Today,”
Christianity Today (July 17, 1981), p. 26. For another of Graham’s personal recollections
of the origin of the magazine, see his Just As | Am (pp. 184-94).

1Graham, Christianity Today (July 17, 1981), p. 26.
17215 Evangelical Theology Changing,” Christian Life (March 1956), p. 17.

121hid., pp. 17-19. This article was followed by a similar one the next month, “Is
Liberal Theology Changing?”

145uch as, Richard V. Clearwaters, “The Bible: The Unchanging Evangelical Vol-
ume,” Sword of the Lord (May 4, 1956), p. 1; Robert T. Ketcham, “A New Peril in Our
Last Days,” Christian Beacon (May 17, 1956), p. 2; William F. Culbertson, “Swing of
the Pendulum,” Sword of the Lord (May 25, 1956), p. 5; John R. Rice, “Letter To the
Editor,” Christian Life (May 1956), p. 3; Bob Jones Sr, “Letter To the Editor,” Christian
Life (June 1956), p. 4; Chester A. Tulga, “Baptists Are More Than Evangelicals,” The
Baptist Bulletin (June, July, Aug 1956); “Is Evangelical Christianity Changing?” A sym-
posium article edited by Charles L. Feinberg, The King’s Business (Jan 1957), p. 23; Alva
J. McClain, “Is Theology Changing in the Evangelical Camp?” The Brethren Missionary
Herald (Feb 23, 1957), p. 123; and John F. Walvoord, “What’s Right About Funda-
mentalism?” Eternity (June 1957), p. 6.
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On December 8, 1957, Harold John Ockenga gave a news release in
which he stated that “the New Evangelicalism is the latest dress of or-
thodoxy as Neo-Orthodoxy is the latest expression of theological liberal-
ism.” He stressed the differences between the new evangelicalism and
fundamentalism in that new evangelicalism had “a willingness to handle
the social problems which Fundamentalism evaded,” a change of strategy
“from one of separation to one of infiltration,” a willingness to “face the
intellectual problems and meet them in the framework of modern
learning,” and a “positive proclamation of the truth in distinction from
all errors without delving into the personalities which embrace the er-
ror.” New evangelicalism also had a united front, in Ockenga’s opinion,
consisting of a series of factors such as the National Association of Evan-
gelicals articulating for the new movement on a denominational level,
the World Evangelical Fellowship which unites national organizations in
26 countries into a world organization, a “stream of apologetic litera-
ture” expounding the movement’s point of view, Fuller Seminary and
other seminaries committed to orthodoxy, Christianity Today to explain
further the positions of the movement, and evangelist Billy Graham,
“who on the mass level is the spokesman of the convictions and ideals of
the New Evangelicalism.” Some 21 years later, Ockenga formulated a
slightly different wording for the emergence of the new group, putting
more of an onus on fundamentalism than the news release. He thought
that “the fundamentalists were not Christian in their attitude toward
defending the faith,” the “strategy of the fundamentalists was wrong. He
raised a shibboleth of having a pure church, both as a congregation and a
denomination,” and the “social theory of the fundamentalists was gov-
erned by eschatology.™"

In 1958 a 100-page book entitled Cooperative Evangelism, an apolo-
getic for inclusive evangelism of the Billy Graham variety, appeared and
was sent free to thousands of ministers and ministerial students.
While there had been attempts to justify the new policy of sponsorship
and convert referrals,"’ this was the first, if not only, book-length en-
deavor to give it some kind of scholastic and intellectual respectability.

Harold John Ockenga, “From Fundamentalism, Through New Evangelicalism,
to Evangelicalism,” pp. 42, 43.

178Robert O. Ferm, Cooperative Evangelism: Is Billy Graham Right or Wrong? (Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 1958).

1775uch as those by William K. Harrison, “General Harrison Answers Graham
Critics,” Christianity Today (Jan 21, 1957), p. 28; Paul S. Rees, “Billy Graham Crusades:
What About the Criticism?” Christian Life (April 1957), p. 14; Carl F. H. Henry, “Op-
position to Evangelism A Strange Phenomenon,” Christianity Today (Feb 18, 1957), p.
23; Joe Bayly, “Editorial on the Billy Graham New York Crusade,” His (Oct 1957), pp.
39-40; and Donald Grey Barnhouse, “ Billy in Manhattan,” Eternity (May 1957), p. 7.



146 Detroit Baptist Seminary Journal

Agai?7,8fundamentalist and even some evangelical response was unfavor-
able.

In 1959 a book written by Fuller Seminary professor Edward John
Carnell, The Case For Orthodox Theology,*”® came as a bombshell in the
evangelical and fundamentalist communities, creating all manner of
concern and question to fundamentalists and considerable anxiety and
headache to evangelicals. The book was an intemperate, bitterly caustic
attack against fundamentalism. Westminster Press put out a trilogy of
“case” books, and Carnell was to present the case for orthodoxy.™® In
many minds, Carnell, for whatever reason, not only did not make a case
for orthodoxy, he did not even make a case. He especially was unclear on
where he stood on the linchpin doctrine of fundamentalism and conser-
vative orthodoxy—uverbal inerrancy,"® and this was the main problem
that inerrantists (fundamentalist and evangelical) had with the book. So
dissatisfied was Cornelius Van Til with Carnell’s contribution that he
wrote his own volume critiquing the trilogy of case books and presenting
his own case for orthodoxy under the title, The Case For Calvinism.*
Carnell’s Case book stirred up enough controversy among evangelicals

1®8Gordon H. Clark, “Letter To the Editor,” Christianity Today (May 26, 1958), p.
18; John R. Rice, “Cooperative Evangelism,” Sword of the Lord (June 20, 1958), p. 1,
Phil Foxwell, “Book Review: Cooperative Evangelism,” Bible Presbyterian Reporter
(June=July 1958), p. 15; Gary G. Cohen, Biblical Separation Defended: A Biblical Cri-
tique of Ten New Evangelical Arguments (Philadelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed,
1966), and William Culbertson, “Review of Cooperative Evangelism,” Moody Monthly
(Aug 1958), pp. 54-55.

1philadelphia: Westminster, 1959.

18The other two were The Case For A New Reformation Theology [neoorthodoxy]
by William Hordern, and The Case For Theology in Liberal Perspective by L. Harold
DeWolf.

BlEor example, he maintained that “orthodoxy has never devised an official view of
inspiration” (p. 99), or “orthodoxy may never officially decide whether the Holy Spirit
corrected the documents from which the Chronicler drew his information” (p. 111).
This point was not lost on non-evangelical theologians. John B. Cobb Jr. noted it in his
review of Carnell (Interpretation [June 1960], pp. 94-96). L. Harold DeWolf himself
thought the new evangelicals were in a “noticeable, though indecisive change” on inspi-
ration and biblical authority and cites Carnell’s Case as evidence (Present Trends in
Christian Thought [New York: Association Press, 1960, pp. 45, 55-56). More pointedly,
DeWolf felt that with the Case book, Carnell “advanc[ed] to a new position which [had]
brought him into opposition, not only to the self-declared fundamentalists but also to
many of the more conservative representatives of the new evangelicalism. In fact he
might not now care to be identified as a new evangelical at all” (letter to Pastor Vernon
Lyons, Ashburn Baptist Church, Chicago, dated May 11, 1962). William Hordern ob-
served: “It has been evident for some time that the new conservatives have had difficul-
ties with their concept of inerrancy,” citing Carnell, among others, as evidence (New
Directions in Theology Today [Philadelphia: Westminster, 1966], pp. 80-89).

182philadelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1963.
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that in December 1959 Wheaton College hosted a roundtable discussion
of the book consisting of George Ladd (Fuller Theological Seminary);
Arthur Holmes, Robert D. Culver, and Samuel J. Schultz (Wheaton
College); and John C. Whitcomb (Grace Theological Seminary), among
others. Grace Theological Seminary’s faculty had its own evaluation ses-
sion of the book that same month, concluding that Carnell’s work was
inadequate and disappointing.*® Other negative scholarly analyses of the
book were also made.**

Donald Grey Barnhouse figures largely in the emergence of the new
evangelicalism in the 1950s. One historian/biographer noted that
“theologically, Barnhouse will be remembered as one...who late in life
contributed to the early development of twentieth century neo-
evangelicalism.”® Barnhouse was the pastor of the Tenth Presbyterian
Church, Philadelphia, from 1927 to his death in 1960 at age 65. He
studied at the Bible Institute of Los Angeles, the University of Chicago,
Princeton Theological Seminary, the University of Grenoble (France),
and the University of Pennsylvania. He was a Presbyterian fundamen-
talist of the general vintage of J. Gresham Machen, though a non-
separatist. In 1932 he was “admonished” by the Philadelphia Presbytery
for breaking the ninth commandment about bearing false witness and
for breaking his ordination vows by charging fellow clergymen with her-
esy without going through the designated ecclesiastical channels to reg-
ister his protest.’® Nevertheless, he retained a life-long affiliation with
the Presbyterian Church in the USA.

Barnhouse’s personality was difficult to take. His intellectual genius
made him at least appear somewhat arrogant and high-minded both to
conservatives and liberals. However, in his early years he was a great de-
fender of the faith. He showed support for Dr. Machen by having him
preach at Tenth Church, ignoring the presbytery’s edict against Ma-
chen.™® He stood against liberalism in his preaching, as editor of Revela-
tion, later Eternity, magazine, and on his national radio program, The
Bible Study Hour. He opposed error and unbelief in his own denomi-
nation, and was vocal against the liberal conciliar movements.

185The Brethren Missionary Herald (Jan 23, 1960), pp. 59-62. See especially the
analysis of John C. Whitcomb, “Present Trends in Evangelical Theology,” pp. 61-62.

184Robert E. Nicholas, “Review of The Case For Orthodox Theology,” Westminster
Theological Journal 22 (Nov 1959); J. Oliver Buswell, “Book Review: ‘The Case For
Orthodox Theology,” Bible Preshyterian Reporter (Dec 1959, p. 16, and Jan 1960, p.
15); and John F. Walvoord, “A Trilogy of Theology,” Moody Monthly (Feb 1960), p. 70.

8¢, Allyn Russell, “Donald Grey Barnhouse: Fundamentalist Who Changed,”
Journal of Preshyterian History 59 (Spring 1981): 54.

8)bid., pp. 45-48.
¥\bid., p. 47.
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However, in 1953 he issued a “New Year’s Resolution,”®® and took
a decided turn in his attitude and actions toward fundamentalists and
liberals. He noted about his early ministry: “I conceived the idea that |
must strike out against all error wherever | saw it.” He now wanted to
have “Christian fellowship with a much wider circle of people.” He
wanted to “make his circle of fellowship on the basis of the fact that a
man is going to be in Heaven with me.” He also confessed that he “did
not recognize that some of the things that have been accomplished by
the National and World Councils are truly magnificent achievements for
the Lord Jesus Christ.” Barnhouse went from there to apologize to the
Presbyterian Church (USA) and to the National Council of Churches
for his past belligerence and bellicose attitude toward them. As a result
the National Council offered to sponsor an opportunity for him to
preach a series of national television messages.® He found fellowship
with Seventh-day Adventists,*** declaring them to be evangelical Chris-
tians. He discovered a oneness with the Assemblies of God Pentecos-
tals.’" He defended the National and World Councils of churches.'*?
He castigated fundamentalists’ practice of separation over Bible doctrine
as completely unbiblical, Pharisaical, and sinful.**®* He printed an article
in Eternity by Vernon Grounds that charged the fundamentalists with

188Eternity (Jan 1953), inside front and back covers.

e as much as announced this forthcoming series in “Where Am | Going?”
Eternity (June 1954), pp. 39-40. Later that year he accepted the invitation. See also his
“One Church,” Eternity (July 1958), p. 20.

1%0Barnhouse, “Are Seventh-day Adventists Christians?: A New Look at Seventh-
day Adventism,” Eternity (September 1956), p. 6. Also his “Postscript on Seventh-day
Adventism,” Eternity (November 1957), p. 22, and “One Church, Eternity (July 1958),
p. 20.

1Barnhouse, “Finding Fellowship With Pentecostals,” Eternity (April 1958), p. 8.
This was actually the first celebrated new evangelical contact of fellowship with Pente-
costals. While the Pentecostal-oriented Assemblies of God was in the National Associa-
tion of Evangelicals, Pentecostals were second class citizens in the minds of some
elements of the NAE. As late as 1967 Carl F. H. Henry lamented the number of Pente-
costals in the NAE (35%), and went so far as to suggest starting another movement sepa-
rate from the NAE (Evangelicals At the Brink of Crisis [Waco, TX:Word, 1967], pp.
107-108). Pentecostals received formal welcome into the new evangelical ranks when
Oral Roberts was officially invited to the 1966 Berlin World Congress on Evangelism
and Billy Graham was the featured speaker at the dedication of Oral Roberts University
in 1967.

1%2Barnhouse, “Evanston: What It Was,” Eternity (Oct 1954), p. 8; “Who’s Putting
Religion Off the Air?” Eternity (April 1957), p. 14; and Walter R. Martin, “Oberlin Re-
port: The World Council of Churches and Christian Unity,” Eternity (Nov 1957), p. 14.

1%%Barnhouse, “Twentieth Century Pharisaism,” Eternity (Aug 1957), p. 6;
“Thanksgiving and Warning,” Eternity (Sept 1957), p. 9; and “One Church,” Eternity
(July 1958), p. 20.
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not believing in the great commandment to love.** Though a loner by
instinct, Barnhouse’s influence in the changing evangelical scene in the
1950s was pronounced.

The 1950s decade of the turbulent struggles between the new evan-
gelicals and the fundamentalists was capped with some articles by evan-
gelicals in the liberal Christian Century. The symbolism as well as the
content of these announcements must not be missed. It is not only what
was said, but where it was said. Here were nationally-known evangelical
leaders declaring to the liberal community through its own mouthpiece
their change in status from fundamentalism to a more progressive and
irenic new evangelicalism. Edward John Carnell noted that “through a
series of subtle internal changes, fundamentalism shifted from an af-
firmation to a negation. The result was a cunning pharisaism that con-
fused possession of truth with possession of virtue.” “Fundamentalism
often took on the mannerisms of a pugnacious cult.” “Fundamentalism
made its crowning error when it enlisted the doctrine of the church in its
quest for negative status.... It was by discovery of this pompous theo-
logical error that | awoke from dogmatic slumber.”*%

Billy Graham, in the Christian Century series, “How My Mind Has
Changed,” noted seven areas where his mind had changed.*® He began
by stating, “How I wish | could take back some of the statements made
in those early days because of immaturity or a lack of knowledge and ex-
perience.” He listed some of the changes as being the narrow limits of
evangelism, the realistic results of mass evangelism, and his “increasing
confidence in the ultimate triumph of the kingdom of God.” Also his
“belief in the social implications of the gospel [had] deepened and
broadened.... (Naturally, there are some statements that | made a few
years ago on socio-political affairs that | would like to retract).” He also
noted:

My concept of the church has taken greater dimension. Ten years ago my
concept of the church tended to be narrow and provincial,... 1 am now
aware that the family of God contains people of various ethnological, cul-
tural, class, and denominational differences. | have learned that there can
even be minor disagreements of theology, methods and motives but that
within the true church there is a mysterious unity that overrides all divisive

1%%\/ernon Grounds, “Is Love In the Fundamentalist Creed?” Eternity (June 1954),
p. 6. He wrote: “This supreme fundamental [to love one another] has been grossly ig-
nored. And perhaps that neglect explains to a large degree why fundamentalism in many
quarters degenerated into a legalistic Phariseeism, hard, frigid, ineffective, unethical and
loveless.”

1%Carnell, “Post-Fundamentalist Faith,” Christian Century (Aug 26, 1959), p. 971.

1%Graham, “What Ten Years Have Taught Me,” Christian Century (Feb 17, 1960),
pp. 186-89.
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factors.... | have also come to believe that within every visible church there
is a group of regenerated, dedicated disciples of Christ.*’

The words in and of themselves are evangelical and right-sounding; but
given the historical and literary context in which they were written, a
discerning reader, whether liberal or conservative, could not fail to hear
the still small voice of ecumenical inclusivism.

Edward John Carnell, in another bitter, whining, first-person sin-
gular parting shot at fundamentalism, wrote in the Christian Century an
article entitled, “Orthodoxy: Cultic vs. Classical.” Fundamentalism, he
said, was “cultic.” “A cult lives by mores and symbols of its own devis-
ing; it makes no effort to join fellowship with the church universal.”%®
After criticizing fundamentalism for its view of a pure church and sepa-
ratism, he closes with what must be one of the most pompous and con-
descending diatribes in all the fundamentalist-modernist and
fundamentalist-new evangelical controversies.

Perhaps the day will come when the fundamentalist will temper his separa-
tism by the wisdom of the ages. Perhaps not. But in the meantime let us
not be too disturbed by his vanity. The fundamentalist means well. He
wants status in the church, but he errs in the way he goes about getting it.
Having missed the way, he needs our pity, not our scorn.*®

And so in nearly twenty years, i.e., the 1940s and 1950s, funda-
mentalism endured the new evangelical agitations, birth, and subsequent
spasms of childhood and adolescence. It had to abide almost another
four decades of tension, acrimony, and criticism from the new evangeli-
cal coalition. In the meantime the new movement itself went through
upheavals and convulsions that left it in a state of malaise and theologi-
cal depletion. Measured by its own complaints against fundamentalism
in the 1940s for not penetrating and capturing the general culture for
Christ, the new evangelicalism at the end of the twentieth century ap-
pears to have drifted into irrelevancy. Fundamentalism itself suffered
setbacks in its struggles, and has pockets of diminished vitality and an
overall diminution in numbers. But it has managed to retain the integ-
rity of its heritage. Having fought off the inroads of modernism in the
1920s, having regrouped itself and made a fresh start in the 1930s, and
having suffered the internal upheavals of the 1940s and 1950s, funda-
mentalism has had to anticipate and prepare for the next in a never-
ending series of clashes with the enemy of the Cause and everyone’s
eternal soul.

¥bid., p. 188.

1%8Carnell, “Orthodoxy: Cultic vs. Classical,” Christian Century (March 16, 1960),
p. 377.

%bid., p. 379.



