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From the founding of Harvard in 1636 until the end of nineteenth century, the old-

time college model of higher education was pervasive throughout the fledgling American 

republic.  Christian morality was foundational to the curriculum as was the formation of 

virtuous citizens who would consistently contribute to the common good of American 

society through the pursuit of the culture-forming professions of medicine, law, and the 

ministry.  Although evangelization and spiritual growth were viewed as important goals 

of the old-time college, they were not the primary educational aims.  By contrast, Bible 

institutes placed such emphases above other educational aims.  These institutions were 

founded by conservative evangelicals in large part as a defensive reaction to modernist-

informed liberal Protestantism beginning at the end of the nineteenth century.   

C.I. Scofield was Philadelphia Biblical University’s primary founder and first 

president.  His dispensational leanings were central to the institution’s educational aims 

from the founding of the institution in 1914 (then called Philadelphia School of the Bible) 

to the 1950s and through the present.  There are two significant consequences of 



 

Scofield’s dispensationalism that are relevant to PBU.   First, Scofield’s dispensationalist 

leanings were central to his educational philosophy and in the way the early PBU 

curriculum represented a break from the old-time college model of higher education.  

Instead of adopting the old-time college philosophy of forming virtuous citizens whose 

focus would hold together an earthly as well as a heavenly telos, Scofield intended to 

form citizens of heaven only. Second, Scofieldian dispensationalism at PBU was stronger 

in the 1950s than it is now.  As the institution moved from that decade into the 1970s, 

1990s, and finally to the present, its classic historic Scofieldian-dispensational identity 

has diminished while the characteristics that suggest it is increasingly committed to the 

common good and forming virtuous citizens of earth—not just citizens of heaven—have 

strengthened.   
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

Introduction, Methodology, and Literature Review 
 
 

Introduction 
 

Prior to the Civil War, most leaders of American politics, religion, and education 

assumed that a flourishing American republic grew best in the soil of historic 

Christianity.  Higher education historian William Ringenberg has shown that from the 

founding of Harvard in 1636 until the end of nineteenth century, American college 

leaders were committed to the “old-time college” model of higher education, where 

institutional leaders “sought to create an environment in which the Christian faith and 

Christian morality influenced every aspect of the collegiate experience.”1  

Evangelization, although an important goal of the old-time college, was not the only 

educational aim.  Citizen formation, meaning the preparation of students to be citizens of 

virtue who would have the internal resources of character to build society and contribute 

to the common good in a democratic republic, was also an important goal.  The 

preparation of virtuous citizens who would go into culture-forming professions, including 

medicine, law, the professorate, and the ministry was at the heart of the old-time college 

mission.2  The language of virtue as it relates to citizenship became particularly strong 

around the time of the American Revolution, and at the heart of the old-time college 

                                                
1 William C. Ringenberg, The Christian College: A History of Protestant Higher Education in 

America, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2006), 61.   

2 Ibid., 63. 
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educational philosophy was the assumption that an educated person was one who sought 

to contribute to social order and cohesion in the American republic.3   

Although old-time colleges remained, they were joined by a growing number of 

research universities and land-grant institutions following the Civil War.  Some old-time 

colleges even sought to become research institutions.  As a result of the rise of the 

American research university and the fundamentalist-modernist controversy in the post-

Civil War era, yet another kind of institution was born, namely the Bible Institute.  The 

theologically conservative fundamentalists grew increasingly concerned with liberal 

Protestantism and its attempts to bring Christianity into congruence with science and a 

progressive American culture.  The Bible institute (later known as the Bible college) 

movement was born out of this concern, and the conservative fundamentalist strategy was 

two-fold.   

First, the Bible institutes would provide a proper shield against liberal 

Protestantism in the effort to remain orthodox, and second, they would use these new 

institutions to battle liberal theology through training an army of new conservative lay 

Bible teachers and missionaries who would hold to biblical inerrancy and whose chief 

mission would be to win converts to Christianity.  Although piety and Bible study were 

rich, liberal learning was greatly diminished, if not totally absent in these new 

institutions.  The net effect was that students were formed spiritually and were 

encouraged to know as much as possible about the Bible, but they became so other-

worldly in their focus that they were not encouraged by their institutions to think deeply 

                                                
3 Mark A. Noll, “The Revolution, the Enlightenment and Christian Higher Education in the Early 

Republic,” in Making Higher Education Christian: The History and Mission of Evangelical Colleges in 
America, ed. Joel A. Carpenter and Kenneth W. Shipps (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans and Christian College 
Consortium, 1987), 70.   
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about the world through the lens of the liberal arts or participate in public life as once was 

the case in the old-time college.  The broader American cultural landscape was becoming 

increasingly populated with Christians who were so heavenly-minded that they were of 

no earthly good, at least according to more moderate Christians.   

Soon after the founding of the first Bible institute in 1882 by A.B. Simpson in 

Nyack, New York, Yale president Noah Porter identified this new emphasis on 

otherworldly matters that had begun to infiltrate the ranks of professional clergy.  In his 

1884 article for The Andover Review entitled “THE CHRISTIAN MINISTRY AS A 

PROFESSION AND A SACRED CALLING,” Porter affirmed the sacred character of 

the ministry profession but laments a noticeable narrowing of its scope and reminds his 

audience that a proper understanding of ministry will also include due emphasis on 

citizenship and social welfare:   

Much has been lost, in the view of the writer, in looking at this profession 
exclusively upon its spiritual side.  It certainly has an earthly side which is 
sometimes painfully conspicuous, and it is not wise to leave this out of 
view, or to thrust it into the background… [Rather his] convictions and 
desires for moral and social betterment enlarge immensely the sphere and 
opportunities of the clergyman’s activity.  He is expected to take a 
prominent part in all these movements for individual and social welfare, 
and to show his fellow-men his invention, his enterprise, and his practical 
wisdom.4 
 
In short, as a college president who held firmly to the old-time college model of 

higher education, Porter upheld the centrality of a rigorous liberal arts education and was 

convinced that ministers were to be model citizens who demonstrated virtue not just in 

other-worldly spiritual matters such as the saving of souls, but also with respect to how 

God’s kingdom on this earth is manifested through culture itself.  The minister’s 
                                                

4 Noah Porter, “The Christian Ministry as a Profession and a Sacred Calling. A Few Thoughts for 
Students in Our Colleges, and Their Friends,” Andover Review I, no. IV (April 1884): 345, 355.  
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education, therefore, was to include liberal studies in philosophy, history, and 

literature5—subjects that were almost completely abandoned in the curricula of the early 

twentieth century fundamentalist Bible institutes.   

The fundamentalists’ motivations in building these new Bible institutes were not 

entirely without cause or justification.  To be sure, liberal Protestantism had been having 

deleterious secularizing effects on Christian institutions such as Harvard and Yale for 

over one hundred years. They continued to secularize, and the academic revolution that 

Christopher Jencks and Phillip Riesman have chronicled all but erased the deep 

commitment to a rigorous faith and learning informed by historic Christianity.6  By the 

late 1800’s when Harvard president Charles Eliot popularized the elective system the 

orthodox Christianity that once pervasively informed student citizen-formation in old-

time colleges began to experience decline with regard to how it informed student-citizen 

formation in institutions that were seeking to become research universities.  Furthermore, 

for old-time colleges who were on the path to becoming research universities, the elective 

system was a contributing factor in the decline of the fully prescribed liberal arts 

curriculum.  As higher education historian Christopher Lucas has pointed out,  

The elective system…had borne bitter fruit.  Its application had resulted in 
fragmentation, in courses taken in isolation from one another, the whole 
lacking any overall unity or design.  Specialization of interest and 
professionalism, many warned, had advanced to the point where general 
education of more liberal character was suffering neglect and might soon 
disappear entirely.  The traditional concept of liberal learning had assumed 
a common humanity, a belief that despite differing abilities, interests, 
needs, and vocations, people should share in the accumulated wisdom of 
the past.  Within society there were certain responsibilities—for example, 

                                                
5 Ibid., 349-51.   

6 Christopher Jencks and David Riesman, The Academic Revolution (Garden City, NY: 
Doubleday, 1968).   
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those concerned with citizenship—which could be discharged only in the 
exercise of a type of understanding possessed by all.7   
 

In short, the values that led to the rise and proliferation of the research institutions did not 

include the formation of virtuous citizens to the same degree as that of the old-time 

college.  Similarly, the values that led to the rise and proliferation of the Bible colleges 

did not encourage the kind of virtuous citizen that was concerned about this-worldly 

affairs.  

A few of the scholarly works that follow in the literature review have addressed 

the impact of the religious, political, and cultural dynamics leading up to the 

fundamentalist-modernist controversy from 1880-1930 with respect to the changing 

assumptions within the American academy and how its leaders, faculty, and students 

related faith to broader American culture.8  To a much lesser degree these works focus on 

what it meant to cultivate a virtuous citizenry of faith that contributed to the common 

good of the American republic.  No scholarly work to date, however, has focused 

specifically on the effects of dispensational theology and how fundamentalist educators 

in the wake of the fundamentalist-modernist controversy thought of the common good 

and citizen-formation in American colleges and universities.  The original research in this 

dissertation will be an exegesis of key writings of Philadelphia College of Bible founder 

C.I. Scofield.  As of the time of this writing there was no comprehensive scholarly 

                                                
7 Christopher J. Lucas, American Higher Education: A History (New York: St. Martin’s Griffin, 

1994), 210-11.    

8 George M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth-Century 
Evangelicalism 1870-1925 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980); George M. Marsden, The Soul of 
the American University: From Protestant Establishment to Established Nonbelief (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1994); Ringenberg, The Christian College; Larry J. McKinney, Equipping for Service: A 
Historical Account of the Bible College Movement In North America (Orlando: Association for Biblical 
Higher Education, 1997). 
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biography of Scofield, thus much of the primary source material used for this project 

represents works that for the first time have been analyzed from a scholarly historical 

perspective.  

The thesis of this study is two-fold.  First, Scofield’s strong dispensationalist 

leanings were highly influential in his educational philosophy and in the way PCB’s 

curriculum represented a break from the old-time college model of forming virtuous 

citizens for the sake of leadership in society.  Instead of forming virtuous citizens whose 

focus would keep both an earthly and heavenly telos in mind, Scofield intended to form 

citizens of heaven only, and his educational philosophy as discerned through his sermons 

and other writings and the actual PCB curriculum give evidence to this claim.  Second, 

Scofieldian dispensationalism at PCB was stronger in the 1950s than it is now, and as 

PCB moved from that time period to the 1970s, 1990s and finally through the new 

millennium it appeared to shed its classic historic Scofieldian-dispensational identity 

while simultaneously taking on the characteristics of an institution that is committed to 

the common good and forming virtuous citizens of earth, not just citizens of heaven.   

 
Methodology 

 The primary research method employed in this study is canvassing historic 

primary documents, including books, articles, pamphlets and notes from the original 

Scofield Reference Bible that pertain to C.I. Scofield’s fundamentalist and 

dispensationalist assumptions as well as the growth and development of Philadelphia 

College of Bible over the decades.  Chapter two will provide historical background for 

the old-time American college as a haven for forming virtuous citizens and understanding 

the common good.  Chapter three will explore key challenges from modernism beginning 
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in the late nineteenth century that are relevant to the changing nature and historic 

purposes of a college education in the United States.  I will show how those challenges 

paved the way for some fundamentalist American Christians to adopt a dispensational 

theological foundation for the Bible institutes.  Chapter four will provide an in-depth 

analysis of early twentieth-century fundamentalism.  Primary sources from 

fundamentalist leaders including W.B. Riley, R.A. Torrey, and D.L. Moody will be 

surveyed.  In chapter five I will analyze pamphlets, books, articles and Bible curricula of 

C.I. Scofield in the attempt to outline his dispensational theological convictions, and 

chapter six I will demonstrate significant ways in which those convictions in turn likely 

shaped the philosophy of education at Philadelphia College of Bible.  In chapter seven I 

analyze PCB college catalogues beginning in 1958 through the present and I show how 

the evidence seen in changes of course descriptions, doctrinal statement, and institutional 

mission point to a declining dispensational influence but an increased emphasis on 

educating students to be virtuous citizens of this world who contribute to the common 

good, not just citizens who are focused on the afterlife.   

 
Literature Review 

 Currently there are few works, published or unpublished, whose content has 

significant overlap with the figures and events of the fundamentalist-modernist 

controversy as well as a focus on citizen-formation in American colleges during this time 

period.  Some works have appreciable overlap with this project with respect to the 

controversy and its antecedents, while others focus almost exclusively on citizenship 

theory as a relatively new sub-discipline of political philosophy.  
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This project will draw from and interact significantly with works written by 

historians of American religion, including, among others, George Marsden, Mark Noll, 

Nathan Hatch, and F.M. Szasz.  In his book Fundamentalism and American Culture: The 

Shaping of Twentieth-Century Evangelicalism 1870-1925, Marsden seeks to demonstrate 

that fundamentalism as a distinct version of American evangelical Christianity was 

“shaped by the circumstances of America in the early twentieth century.”9  Marsden’s 

focus, while relevant to the current project, is “primarily on how individuals who were 

committed to typically evangelical versions of Christianity responded to and were 

influenced by the social, intellectual, and religious crises of their time.”10  Unlike the 

current project, it does not focus on how the dynamics of the fundamentalist-modernist 

controversy affected citizen-formation in American higher education.   

Another work by Marsden that will receive considerable attention is his 

magisterial book The Soul of the American University:  From Protestant Establishment to 

Established Nonbelief. This work gives some attention to the subject of citizen-formation 

insofar as Marsden’s historical analysis of the secularization of the American academy 

takes into account the role of colleges and universities in inculcating virtue within 

students, but its purpose is to document the secularization of the academy in a 

comprehensive way rather than to provide a specific study of the changing understanding 

of the common good and how it influenced—and was influenced by—the contours of the 

fundamentalist-modernist controversy.11   

                                                
9 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 3.   

10 Ibid.   

11 Marsden, Soul of the American University.   
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Mark Noll’s book The Scandal of the Evangelical Mind has import for the present 

study, especially with regard to his treatment of the changing nature of evangelical 

intellectual culture.12 Noll's thesis is simultaneously simple and strong:  “The scandal of 

the evangelical mind is that there is not much of an evangelical mind.”13  More 

specifically, although it is clear that modern evangelicalism has enjoyed tremendous 

success at the popular level, “modern American evangelicals have failed notably in 

sustaining serious intellectual life.”14  Despite the intellectual influence of Jonathan 

Edwards and Puritan influence, a synthesis of Christianity and American ideals resulted 

in the tendency for evangelicals to uncritically adopt concepts (e.g., republican theories 

of politics, liberal views of economy, etc.) from American culture in order to effectively 

reform the culture.  As Noll suggests, “there seemed to be no need for reexamining the 

nature of politics itself.  It could simply be assumed that the American way was the 

Christian way.”15  The same dynamic was true of the synthesis of evangelicalism and 

Enlightenment methods of science; the former was uncritically paired with the latter.  

This synthesis was not sufficient to sustain the life of the Christian mind as America 

progressed.  The uncritical embrace of Enlightenment assumptions, which were often 

antithetical to traditional Christianity, gave impetus to a new movement, which would 

later be called “fundamentalism.”  Noll shows how fundamentalism's “major theological 

emphases had a chilling effect on the exercise of Christian thinking about the world.”16 

                                                
12 Mark Noll, The Scandal of the Evangelical Mind (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994). 

13 Ibid., 3.   

14 Ibid.  

15 Ibid., 71. 

16 Ibid., 115.   
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Noll’s book does not provide an in-depth analysis of the effects of the controversy on 

citizen-formation within the American academy, but several chapters in the book will 

prove helpful for purposes of historical background, including chapter three “The 

Evangelical Mind Takes Shape—Revival, Revolution, and a Cultural Synthesis,” chapter 

five “The Intellectual Disaster of Fundamentalism,” chapter six “Political Reflection,” 

and chapter seven “Thinking about Science.”   

James Burtchaell’s book The Dying of the Light is a comprehensive work that 

shows how church-related colleges regardless of denominational affiliation have had a 

tendency to abandon their ecclesiastical moorings.17  Burtchaell canvasses seventeen 

institutions from different church traditions—including Evangelical, Catholic, Lutheran, 

Methodist, Presbyterian, Baptist, and Congregational—and demonstrates that in each 

case religious identity at these institutions eroded to such a degree that the relationship 

between church and institution is now either a mere formality or is severed altogether.  

Common among these accounts is a tendency on the part of administrators and faculty 

members to assume that faith in the higher education context has mostly to do with 

proper and sincere piety and little to do with critical intellectual engagement with respect 

to faith and the academic disciplines.  Burtchaell’s work is essential to gaining a fully 

orbed understanding of church-related higher education in the United States, and it lends 

itself well to the larger discussion of how theology should be brought to bear on the 

formal academic disciplines.  However, it does not focus on dispensationalism and its 

effects on citizen-formation in the academy.   

                                                
17 James T. Burtchaell, The Dying of the Light: The Disengagement of Colleges and Universities 

from their Christian Churches (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998). 
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Ferenc M. Szasz’s work The Divided Mind of Protestant America, 1880-1930 

covers the same time period as the present study, and has some significant areas of 

overlap with respect to the history of Christianity in the United States.18  Although the 

book highlights the fundamentalist-modernist controversy from 1918-1930 as well as the 

historical precursors to the conflict, the focus is more generally on the evolution and 

development of American mainline Protestantism itself rather than a more specific focus 

on how the conflict’s dynamics effected a change in the American cultural psyche 

regarding the common good and its relationship to higher education.   

Training God’s Army:  The American Bible School, 1880-1940 by Virginia 

Brereton is the first comprehensive study on the American Bible College movement.19  

She provides an in-depth historical analysis of the rise of Bible colleges as well as a 

detailed study of curricula and ethos.  Although Brereton’s work will coincide with the 

present study in some key areas, absent from her work is a focus on a changing 

understanding of the common good in some American higher education circles as a result 

of dispensationalist thinking. 

Larry McKinney’s book Equipping for Service:  A Historical Account of the Bible 

College Movement in North America is similar to Brereton’s work insofar as it is an 

historical account of the rise of Bible Colleges across the United States beginning in the 

1880s. Its distinctiveness is found in its emphasis on future direction for Bible colleges in 

the twenty-first century.  Although McKinney takes into the account the effects of the 

                                                
18 Ferenc M. Szasz, The Divided Mind of Protestant America, 1880-1930 (Tuscaloosa: University 

of Alabama Press, 1982). 

19 Virginia L. Brereton, Training God’s Army: The American Bible School, 1880-1940 
(Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1990). 
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fundamentalist-modernist controversy in the rise of the Bible college movement, he does 

not explore the outcomes of dispensational theology on the project of educating virtuous 

citizens.   

William C. Ringenberg’s The Christian College:  A History of Protestant Higher 

Education in America, is a historical accounts of Christian liberal arts institutions and 

Bible colleges in the United States.  Ringenberg’s work focuses more generally on the 

historical development of Christian higher education as an important feature of American 

culture, while McKinney focuses exclusively on the rise of the Bible college movement, 

beginning in 1882 with evangelist A.B. Simpson’s Missionary Training Institute (now 

Nyack College).  While Ringenberg’s account is more general with regard the history of 

Christian higher education in the United States, McKinney and Brereton’s work differ 

significantly in their aims as well.  McKinney is approaching the topic as an advocate for 

the movement and seeks to bring history to bear on the present for the sake of the 

movement’s successful future whereas Brereton approaches the topic from a more 

scholarly and disinterested perspective who seeks to place the American Bible College 

story within the larger context of American higher education history.   

Lorraine S & Thomas L. Pangle’s book The Learning of Liberty:  The 

Educational Ideas of the American Founders is a valuable treatment of the American 

founders’ vision for educating towards a virtuous citizenry in the nascent republic.20  The 

ideas of Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Jefferson, George Washington, and others are 

explored with respect to the essential link between the ideal of the common good and the 

means of achieving that ideal through proper education.  However, because this historical 
                                                

20 Lorraine S. Pangle and Thomas L. Pangle, The Learning of Liberty: The Educational Ideas of 
the American Founders (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1993).    
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work is limited to analyses of 18th century American leaders and their thought, it does not 

address the religious and cultural influences that were brought about by the 

fundamentalist-modernist controversy.   

 Christopher Jencks and David Riesman’s book The Academic Revolution is a 

broad sociological survey of the American higher education landscape.21  They briefly 

chronicle the transformation of the old-time college into the research university and then 

canvass a wide array of dynamics that affect the existence and effectiveness of American 

colleges and universities.  Issues related to education and social stratification, nationalism 

vs. localism, professional education, religious higher education (both Protestant and 

Catholic) and historically Black higher education are covered.  Although their work 

touches on the connection between higher education and virtue, their purpose is not to 

explore that connection in depth.  Additionally, the role of dispensational theology in 

shaping the course of colleges and universities in the United States is not within the scope 

of their research.   

 D.H. Meyer’s book The Instructed Conscience: The Shaping of the American 

National Ethic is a study of American college texts written on moral philosophy in the 

mid-nineteenth century.22  He provides an analysis of the curriculum of the old-time 

college in an effort to understand better the ways in which American colleges 

intentionally educated towards a virtuous citizenry.  Meyer shows the relevance of 

Scottish Common sense philosophy to the old-time college’s understanding of how 

individuals and society as a whole become and remain virtuous.  The way that nineteenth 

                                                
21 Jencks and Riesman, Academic Revolution.   

22 D. H. Meyer, The Instructed Conscience: The Shaping of the American National Ethic 
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 1972).   
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century educators understood this was through the concept of human conscience 

connected to biblical revelation.  As helpful as Meyer’s work is to understanding how 

moral philosophy was leveraged to inculcate virtue into student-citizens, its focus does 

not include the role of American fundamentalism or the phenomenon of Bible institutes.   

 Professors and Public Ethics by Wilson Smith also covers the role of moral 

philosophy in American colleges.23  Like Meyer, Smith covers the bearing that moral 

philosophy had on how student-citizens were educated to become virtuous citizens.  The 

difference between Meyer’s work and Smith’s is that Smith focuses more on significant 

moral philosophers themselves as well as the range and depth of their influence in 

building a nation of virtuous citizens.  Smith’s work is useful in gaining perspective on 

the role and importance of key pre-Civil War moral philosophers who were oftentimes 

college presidents, but its historical scope stops short of the late nineteenth century when 

American fundamentalism began to produce the first Bible institutes.   

 Michael Parker’s study The Kingdom of Character: The Student Volunteer 

Movement for Foreign Missions shows how the organizing principle of the Student 

Volunteer Movement was that of character, specifically a Victorian understanding of 

character.24  He contends that “as important as the concept of grace was to the Protestant 

reformers, or the concept of virtue in classical republicanism was for the generation that 

fought in the American Revolution, so the concept of character was for the ideology of 

                                                
23 Wilson Smith, Professors and Public Ethics: Studies of Northern Moral Philosophers before the 

Civil War (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1956).   

24 Michael Parker, The Kingdom of Character: The Student Volunteer Movement for Foreign 
Missions, 1886-1926 (Lanham, MD: American Society of Missiology and University Press of America, 
1998).   
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the middle-class Victorians.”25  Although Parker gives attention to the subject of 

character formation, his work is not intended to focus specifically on the influence of 

dispensationalism.   

Julie Reuben’s book The Making of the Modern University:  Intellectual 

Transformation and the Marginalization of Morality is a major historical exploration of 

the separation of knowledge and morality in American universities.26  The first book of 

its kind to explore the history of moral education in the American research university, 

Reuben canvasses eight key institutions—University of California at Berkeley, 

University of Michigan, Stanford, Chicago, Harvard, Yale, Columbia and Johns 

Hopkins—and argues that the attempt by university educators to modernize moral 

education through the application of scientific principles to moral education ultimately 

failed.  Reuben’s book is somewhat helpful in covering the connection between higher 

education and the making of virtuous citizens, but the focus of her work does not lend 

itself to in-depth exploration of late nineteenth and twentieth century fundamentalism—

much less dispensationalism—and their bearing on the education project itself.   

Douglas Frank’s book Less Than Conquerors:  How Evangelicals Entered the 

Twentieth Century is a historical account of the spiritual significance of the rise of 

secularism, industrialism and modernism in the early twentieth century.27  Frank critiques 

three movements that in his view ultimately led to evangelicals losing influence in the 

culture:  revivalism, victorious life theology and premillennial dispensationalism.  While 
                                                

25 Ibid., 5.   

26 Julie Reuben, The Making of the Modern University: Intellectual Transformation and the 
Marginalization of Morality (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996).   

27 Douglas Frank, Less Than Conquerors: How Evangelicals Entered the Twentieth Century 
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986).   
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Frank’s work covers key aspects of the fundamentalist-modernist controversy and some 

of its long-term effects on evangelicalism, he does not explore the direct bearing of 

dispensational theology on the ways in which colleges and universities thought about 

educating towards a virtuous citizenry.   

Paul Boyer’s book When Time Shall Be No More: Prophecy Belief in Modern 

American Culture is a treatment of the ways in which prophecy belief has shaped 

contemporary culture in the United States.28  Throughout the book Boyer explores an 

aspect of American life and thought that received little attention, namely the conviction 

among Bible-believers that Holy Scripture foretells the unfolding events that will lead to 

the end of the world.  Boyer’s argument is two-fold:  that prophecy belief is more central 

in American thought than what most historians have acknowledged, and that the rise of 

premillennial dispensationalism was an important factor that influenced public attitudes 

on a wide range of social and political topics often included in eschatological discussions 

including the Middle East, the Soviet Union and the environmental crisis.  As with other 

works relevant to evangelicalism, dispensationalism is again a common thread.   

Joel Carpenter’s book Revive Us Again:  The Reawakening of American 

Fundamentalism is a treatment of the resurgence of fundamentalism that occurred in the 

1940s and 1950s.29  Carpenter shows that fundamentalists during this period faced 

tension and “indecision as to whether they were alienated outsiders or quintessential 

Americans” (xii).  The relevance of influential populist leaders such as Billy Graham as 

                                                
28 Paul Boyer, When Time Shall Be No More: Prophecy Belief in Modern American Culture 

(Cambridge, MA: Belknap, 1992). 

29 Joel Carpenter, Revive Us Again: The Reawakening of American Fundamentalism (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1997).   
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well as new non-denominational ministries such as Youth for Christ is brought into focus 

throughout the course of the book.  Although Carpenter addresses the role of 

dispensationalism in the resurgence of American fundamentalism and draws some 

conclusions that have helpful application to the question of fundamentalism’s survival in 

American culture as well as influence on the culture, he does not specifically address the 

question of dispensationalism’s effects on the formation of virtuous student-citizens 

within the context of American higher education.    

Nathan Hatch’s work The Democratization of American Christianity (New 

Haven, CT:  Yale University Press, 1989) analyzes five religious traditions in colonial 

America:  the Methodists, Baptists, Christian Movement, black churches and the 

Mormons.30  In each tradition Hatch demonstrates the centrality of democratization as a 

driving force in American Christianity at the time of the American Revolution, and he 

uses each case to show how popular religious movements emphasized democratic values 

such as equality.  The Christianization of American society in Hatch’s view owes its due 

primarily to the “wave of popular religious movements that broke upon the United States 

in the half century after independence” (3).  With respect to the current project, Hatch’s 

book is an invaluable resource for the sake of historical context.  It does not, however, 

address the dynamic of American dispensationalism or the advent of the American Bible 

college.   

Douglas Sloan’s book Faith and Knowledge:  Mainline Protestantism and 

American Higher Education is a study of mainline Protestant churches in America 

following the fundamentalist-modernist controversy and how they engaged the American 
                                                

30 Nathan Hatch, The Democratization of American Christianity (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1989). 
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college and university with respect to faith and knowledge.31  Sloan focuses primarily on 

the ways in which American mainline churches dealt with—or failed to deal with—the 

relationship between faith and knowledge.  He effectively points out key ways in which 

the faith-knowledge relationship was expressed in the American college as well as how 

that relationship “would determine the place of religion in modern culture generally” 

(viii).  Unlike the current study, however, Sloan’s purpose is to analyze higher education 

from the side of American mainline Protestantism, not to mine the depths of American 

fundamentalist thinking about higher education.   

The Dominance of Evangelicalism: The Age of Spurgeon and Moody by David 

Bebbington is a scholarly study of evangelicalism in the English-speaking world 

beginning in the mid-nineteenth century.32  One of Bebbington’s central themes is that of 

cultural engagement.  He shows how, despite their characteristic heavenly-mindedness, 

for the most part evangelicals did not withdraw from culture in the way that American 

fundamentalists did.  Although Bebbington’s work is helpful in understanding the 

historical development of Anglo-evangelicalism, it is not intended to provide a detailed 

account of the effects of the fundamentalist-modernist controversy in the United States 

nor dispensationalism’s influence on the development of American higher education.   

Barry Hankins’s book American Evangelicals:  A Contemporary History of a 

Mainstream Religious Movement is relevant to the current study in that it provides a 

needed historical analysis of evangelical Christianity in the United States with respect to 

                                                
31 Douglas Sloan, Faith and Knowledge: Mainline Protestantism and American Higher Education 

(Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1994).   

32 David Bebbington, The Dominance of Evangelicalism: The Age of Spurgeon and Moody 
(Downers Grove:  InterVarsity, 2005).   
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key issues of the day.33  Hankins’s purpose is to “explain historically who evangelicals 

are and where they have come from while organizing that effort around the issues that 

make evangelicals so interesting.”34  Distinguishing itself from other works that attempt 

to canvass broadly the history of American evangelicalism, the book focuses on topics 

towards which American evangelicals find themselves drawn, including end-times 

prophecy, Intelligent Design, issues related to gender, race and gay rights, the mixing of 

religion and politics and the battle for the American academy.  Although the last chapter 

“Back to the Academy:  Evangelical Scholars and the American Mind,” has relevance to 

the current study, Hankins leaves ample room for a study whose purpose is to look 

specifically at the specific role that Scofieldian dispensationalism played on the larger 

stage of American higher education following the fundamentalist-modernist controversy.   

James Mannoia, Jr.’s book Christian Liberal Arts:  An Education That Goes 

Beyond is relevant to the current study in that he addresses higher education’s historic 

concern with forming virtuous citizens.35  Mannoia points out that preparation for 

citizenship is “perhaps the oldest argument for the usefulness of a liberal arts 

education.”36 He goes on to explain that, although the idea that education as a necessary 

condition for true freedom goes back to the days of Cicero and his predecessors in 

Greece, the value of liberal education is even more important in the present day.  He 

explains that “Unlike forms of government that restrict decision making to a few, modern 

                                                
33 Barry Hankins, American Evangelicals: A Contemporary History of a Mainstream Religious 

Movement (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2008).   

34 Ibid., x.   

35 James Mannoia, Jr., Christian Liberal Arts: An Education That Goes Beyond (Lanham, MD: 
Rowman & Littlefield, 2000).   

36 Ibid., 27.   
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liberal democracy requires everyone to envision frameworks for justice, discern 

assumptions, relate principles to particular concrete situations, make connections with 

precedent, revise hypotheses, form judgments independently, articulate opinions to 

others, and so on.”37  Although Mannoia's argument from antiquity supports a key 

assumption of this original research, namely that the common good, higher education, 

and the character of the citizenry that result from such education are inextricably linked, 

he does not explore dispensationalism’s effects on American colleges and universities.     

D.G. Hart’s study The University Gets Religion:  Religious Studies in American 

Higher Education is an historical examination of the rise of the formal study of religion 

in American universities.38  Hart ably shows that mainline Protestant clergy and 

academics were principally responsible for the strategic proliferation of religion on 

university campuses, first through mainline denominational campus ministries, followed 

soon after by the formal creation of academic departments of religion.  His work is 

focused largely on the effects of mainline Protestant modernism on academy is not 

intended to study the effects of fundamentalist dispensationalism on American colleges 

and universities.   

 A general history of higher education work by Christopher Lucas, American 

Higher Education:  A History chronicles the development of higher education in the 

United States, beginning with its roots in the European and British traditions.  The central 

question driving Lucas’s narrative is “What preceded American higher education within 

the Western cultural tradition and how did the modern American college or university 

                                                
37 Ibid.   

38 D. G. Hart, The University Gets Religion: Religious Studies in American Higher Education 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1999).   



 
 

21 

come to be what it is today?”39  Although Lucas refers to the emphasis on civic education 

and citizenship training in relation to the classical liberal arts curriculum, he does not 

refer at all to the advent of the Bible institutes, thus omitting a key constituent in the 

American higher education landscape.    

 Lawrence Veysey’s historical work The Emergence of the American University 

shows how social, political, and economic factors led to the rise and growth of American 

research universities.40  Veysey’s focus is on key institutions and key historical figures 

whose involvement shaped the institutions’ future.  His study “tries to define what the 

officers of the new university wanted it to become and then to appraise, by way of at least 

partial contrast, what it did become.”41  Similar to Lucas’s account, Veysey makes 

appropriate references to civic education and citizenship insofar as their inclusion is 

important to understand the changing nature of higher education in the era of the research 

university.  And, like Lucas, Veysey makes no mention of the Bible institutes in his 

account.  The only reference he makes to fundamentalism and its connection to higher 

education is a brief comment about the founding of Bob Jones University.42   

 Orators and Philosophers by Bruce Kimball is an historical account of liberal arts 

education.43  The book’s title is aptly named given Kimball’s argument that embedded in 

the history of liberal education is a debate between two main traditions:  that of the 

                                                
39 Ibid., xxi.   

40 Lawrence R. Veysey, The Emergence of the American University (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1965).   

41 Ibid., ix.   

42 Ibid., 55.   

43 Bruce A. Kimball, Orators and Philosophers: A History of the Idea of Liberal Education (New 
York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1995).   
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philosophers and that of the orators.  The former believed that knowledge is the ultimate 

good, whereas the latter held that the highest good is realized in the public expression of 

what is known through the skillful and persuasive use of language, texts, and tradition for 

the sake of building communities of knowledge and learning.  The orators asked “that a 

philosophy make a difference in the world, that it enhance virtue by persuading others.”  

Furthermore, the orators understand “that all teaching at some level is a moral 

enterprise.”44  In the current American higher education context, argues Kimball, the 

“philosophers” are the scientists who assume that the highest value in the educational 

project is free inquiry and the gaining of new knowledge—an assumption that has taken 

hold throughout much of curriculum.  Lost in this assumption is the ideal of gleaning 

from the great texts the virtues needed for educating citizens of character who will 

provide leadership in society.  What is needed, says Kimball, is a renewed vision of the 

orators for the sake of creating genuine communities of learning.  Kimball’s work is 

helpful in providing historical context for educating virtuous citizens who are sensitive to 

the common good, but similar to other works in this literature review he does not cover 

nineteenth or twentieth century fundamentalism or its effects on American higher 

education. 

 Campus Life:  Undergraduate Cultures from the End of the Eighteenth Century to 

the Present by Helen Horowitz is an historical description of the ways in which college 

students have defined themselves, viewed others (e.g., professors, student colleagues, 

etc.) in college culture and created meaning in general while on campus.45  Horowitz’s 

                                                
44 Ibid., xviii-xix.   

45 Helen Lefkowitz Horowitz, Campus Life: Undergraduate Cultures from the End of the 
Eighteenth Century to the Present (1987; repr., Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988), ix.   
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work is helpful in understanding how students have understood the purposes of a college 

education, including their perspective on how their education helps define their citizen 

obligations to society and places them to capitalize on opportunities for leadership in 

society.  However, like other books surveyed here, nothing is mentioned about the effects 

of nineteenth or twentieth-century fundamentalism on college life.   

 Frederick Rudolph’s work Curriculum:  A History of the American 

Undergraduate Course of Study Since 1636 is an historical account of the evolution of 

undergraduate curriculum in the United States.46  Rudolph traces the development of 

curriculum from the English-influenced colonial model of Harvard to the rise of the 

elective system in the late 1800s to the proliferation of professional and vocational 

studies in the current era.  Even though his last chapter covers more recent developments 

in the history of American higher education such as the advent of community colleges, he 

does not make mention of Bible institutes or fundamentalism as an influence on 

American colleges.   

 
Conclusion 

 In summary, one outcome of the fundamentalist-modernist controversy was that 

of dispensational theology, which was taught and propagated by fundamentalists in their 

churches as well as many of the Bible institutes founded by fundamentalist leaders.  

There is a need in the body of historical scholarly literature for a work that explores 

Scofield’s dispensationalist assumptions and his dispensationalist-driven philosophy of 

education.  Additionally, it is valuable to study the long-term effects of dispensationalism 
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on Scofield’s own institution to determine the degree to which Scofieldian 

dispensationalism has historically informed and continues to inform the methods by 

which Philadelphia College of Bible educates students to become virtuous citizens. This 

is what the current study will accomplish.   

For historical reference the following chapter will provide an historical account of 

how the concepts of virtue, citizenship and the common good have been bound together 

since the American founding. That analysis will show the importance of Puritan 

theological assumptions as well as Scottish Common Sense philosophy for the stability of 

the old-time college philosophy of education.   
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CHAPTER TWO 
 

The Historical Basis of American Higher Education as a Virtue-Forming Enterprise 
 

Introduction 

The concepts of virtue, citizenship, and the common good have been inextricably 

tied to one another since the founding of the American republic.  Puritan and Scottish 

influences have been central to this enterprise, forming both thick and thin conceptions of 

the common good.  Although the old-time college leaders and teachers were not always 

as intentional as they could have been in their thinking about citizen-formation, the 

curriculum and extracurricular activities were nonetheless a sincere attempt to educate 

students to be virtuous citizens of faith who sought to build a thick conception of the 

common good in the early American republic.   

The analysis in this chapter will show that the old-time college philosophy of 

education rested primarily on Scottish Common Sense philosophy, which in turn had 

important implications for the integration of Christian and republican principles 

following the American Revolution.  Specifically, Scottish Common Sense realism and 

the teleological assumptions about the nature and destiny of humanity that flowed from it 

permitted a commingling of Christian and democratic values following the American 

Revolution and into the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.  Although Common Sense 

realism provided a basis for preserving some sense of the Puritans’ understanding of the 

common good, for reasons this chapter will make clear the former version was indeed a 

thinner conception than that of the latter.  
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Christianity and the Common Good in the Early Old-Time College:  Puritan Influences 
 
 
The Founding of Harvard College 

That the seeds of American higher education were planted in the pious soil of 

Christianity—and the Protestant Church in particular—is without dispute. Harvard 

University (then Harvard College) was established in 1636 in the context of what 

historian George Marsden calls “the post-Reformation boom.”1  Harvard’s philosophy of 

education was made clear in its published rules:  “Every one shall consider the main end 

of his life and studies to know God and Jesus Christ, which is eternal life…and therefore 

to lay Christ in the bottom, as the only foundation of all sound knowledge and learning.” 2 

Each scholar was to read the scriptures twice daily so that he “shall be ready to give such 

an account of his proficiency therein, both in theoretical observations of Language and 

Logic, and in practical and spiritual truths and their tutor shall require according to their 

several abilities respectively, seeing the Entrance of the word giveth light. Psalms 199, 

130.”3   

Higher education historian Christopher Lucas notes that, from this distinctly 

Christian presupposition the nascent university—often referred to as the "old-time" 

college by scholars—known as Harvard College came a two-fold purpose.  The first was 

to raise up a literate and pious clergy.  Secondly, the new school was entrusted with the 

                                                
1 George M. Marsden, The Soul of the American University: From Protestant Establishment to 

Established Nonbelief  (New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), 39.    

2 “Statutes of Harvard, 1646,” in American Higher Education: A Documentary History, ed. 
Richard Hofstadter and Wilson Smith (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961), 1:8.  Also in 
Christopher J. Lucas, American Higher Education: A History  (New York:  St. Martin’s Griffin, 1994), 
104. 

3 Ibid.   



 
 

27 

task of preparing refined and cultured men who were destined to positions of 

responsibility and leadership in society.4  Lucas references a commencement orator in the 

1670s who commented on the importance and effectiveness of the institution for civic 

virtue in the colonies, later to become the United States.  “’Had the first Puritan settlers 

not founded Harvard,’ he avowed, ‘the ruling class would have been subjected to 

mechanics, cobblers, and tailors, the gentry would have been overwhelmed by lewd 

fellows of the baser sort, the sewage of Rome….’”5  Essential to civilization-building in 

the new land for the Puritans was a rigorous higher education.  In fact, to their way of 

thinking it was so crucial to the life of early America that they established Harvard 

College only six years after settling in Massachusetts.6 

 
Puritans and the Common Good:  A Covenantal Understanding 

The seventeenth century New England Puritans knew that in order to glorify and 

serve God to the fullest, they would have to be vigilant about remaining pure.  Thus they 

recognized they had a responsibility to the future of the church, the state, and the culture 

at large.  The common good, they realized, could not be achieved if these institutions 

were corrupt, and integrity in these institutions would be impossible in the absence of 

personal purity.  As Frederick Rudolph argues, “They could not afford to leave its 

shaping to whim, fate, accident, indecision, incompetence, or carelessness.  In the future 

the state would need competent rulers, the church would require a learned clergy, and 

                                                
4 Lucas, American Higher Education, 104. 

5 Samuel Eliot Morison, The Founding of Harvard College (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press, 1935), 250.  Quoted in Lucas, American Higher Education, 105.   

6 Marsden, Soul of the American University, 33.  
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society itself would need the adornment of cultured men.”7  At the same time, they 

recognized that part of what it meant to glorify God was to advance society through the 

study of his created order in accordance with biblical principles in order to usher in the 

kingdom.  The Puritans, whose leadership included Increase Mather (1639-1723) and 

Cotton Mather (1663-1728), believed that society ought to be built upon a biblical 

worldview and that the visible participants in God’s salvation defined what was good for 

all according to Puritan standards.  Thus these visible participants, also known as “the 

elect,” sought to build a community of visible believers—a “Holy Commonwealth” in 

Massachusetts Bay—who were bound together in covenantal relationships.  The model of 

government was theocratic, and citizenship and office holding were only for individuals 

who proved their own “Divine Election.”8   

The Puritan understanding of the common good, then, was grounded in 

covenantal theology which had implications not only for church, but also the state and 

society.  Holding to a covenantal framework meant that individuals and communities 

could be virtuous only to the degree that the Holy Spirit had transformed the souls of the 

elect so as to minimize the presence of sin and maximize the ultimate good of glorifying 

God publicly as well as privately.  Historian Mark Noll explains that the relevance of the 

covenantal system was that it simultaneously explained the relationship between divine 

grace and human duty through reference to biblical narratives.  Drawing from the Old 

                                                
7 Frederick Rudolph, The American College and University: A History  (New York: Vintage, 

1962), 5-6. 

8 Frank Lambert, The Founding Fathers and The Place of Religion in America (Princeton:  
Princeton University Press, 2003), 100.  Also see Mark A. Noll, America’s God: From Jonathan Edwards 
to Abraham Lincoln (New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), 59-60.  Using 17th century British Puritan 
Richard Baxter as his prime exemplar of what it meant to be a thoroughgoing Puritan, Noll argues that the 
Puritan mindset yielded a theocratic form of government that “was not republican in the least” (60).   
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Testament, Puritans referenced God’s unconditional choice of Israel and the privileges 

that resulted from obedience to divine law.  In the New Testament, by contrast, Noll 

points out that the Puritans found a new covenant through Christ, which was inclusive of 

non-Jews such as themselves.  Historical creeds such as the Westminster Confession of 

Faith show that the covenantal system was a holistic one in that it taught there was no 

distinction between the sacred and the secular; all was under God’s sovereignty.9 

For the Puritans, then, the common good consisted in the proximate goods that 

were simply the natural outcomes of the covenantal system.  Such proximate goods 

included laws, mores, education, churchly activities and social services which made the 

Puritan community what it was.  This was the genius of the Puritan covenantal system, 

namely that it provided an integrative motif whereby the themes of personal salvation, a 

unified society, and the church as the major link between personal salvation and public 

reform—were held together.10  There was no dichotomy between sacred and secular, fact 

and value.  All was under the sovereignty and Lordship of the one true Creator.  With this 

conceptual framework, Mark Noll explains:   

To be accepted by the community of the faithful was to live in church 
covenant.  To follow God’s law was to keep covenant.  To support 
holiness in society was to improve the national covenant….[The language 
of covenant] also provided an expansive vocabulary for embracing large-
scale social, political, and even economic realms.  Because the sense of 
social cohesion was expressed in terms of covenant, Puritans always were 
ready with doctrinal explanations for political and social events.11 
 

                                                
9 Noll, America’s God, 38.   

10 Ibid., 38.   

11 Ibid., 39.   
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Noll explains further the importance of the covenantal concept for early New 

England.  First, it provided biblical language for the basic Christian doctrines.  This 

language was a key element in the covenantal system’s success in tying together 

individual faith commitment with corporate worship and public responsibility.  Second, 

the covenantal system provided vernacular for incorporating larger realms of society 

including the social, political and economic realms.  Even natural disasters were seen 

through the lens of covenant.  When epidemics, earthquakes, economic crises and 

international conflicts arose, the explanation for tragedies was that sinful humans had 

been covenant breakers.  Large-scale blessings, including full harvests, military victory, 

and resolution of disputes with Britain occurred because God was faithful in keeping 

covenant.  “Covenant” in the citizenry’s vernacular was highly prominent in seeking to 

understand the mistakes and successes of New England, thus providing an intellectual 

canopy under which political, social, and economic affairs could be analyzed and 

addressed through a framework of a systematic and well-reasoned faith.12 

Central to a Puritan understanding of the common good were the Calvinist 

concepts of covenant and salvation, which eschewed any hint of individualism or 

choosing one’s own destiny.  Just as they were bound to God by virtue of being the 

“elect,” or chosen by Him for salvation, Puritans believed that they were bound to one 

another under God by means of a covenant, and not just in the “meetinghouse” (the local 

parish).  They held that they were bound in the same way to each other in civil 

government as well.13  Thus the notion of covenant had import for personal salvation and 
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worship as well as the structuring of society.  Through the covenant God had made his 

design for society clear, namely a society of solidarity that would be governed in all its 

facets by a coordinated set of authorities.14  Duty to the community was of far greater 

importance than individual choice or conviction.  This being the case, the social cohesion 

of which Noll speaks was at its core a balance of deontological and teleological concerns.  

That is, it was informed by a meaningful sense of an eternal ultimate end—namely the 

reality of an increasingly new earth followed by the return of Christ—while still 

incorporating duty to neighbor.   

The teleological aspect of this balance was informed by Puritan eschatology, 

which was postmillennial in its outlook.  Postmillennialism held that Christ would return 

to establish his kingdom on earth only after a prolonged period of social progress and 

spiritual blessings.  The millennial kingdom on this view was not an entirely new age, but 

rather was understood to be an extension of the spiritual kingdom established by Christ 

following his resurrection.  The Church, according to this view, was Christ’s agency 

through which the Holy Spirit would be made manifest, with the millennium being 

“marked by a great revival of Christianity and a conversion of all the nations of the 

world, so that the numbers of saved would far exceed those of the lost.”15  The 

millennium was also expected to be defined by significant social reforms including the 

cessation of wars and oppression, victory over all forms of vice,  

                                                
14 Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2001), s.v. 

“Puritanism.” 

15 George M. Marsden, The Evangelical Mind and the New School Presbyterian Experience:  A 
Case Study of Thought and Theology in Nineteenth-Century America (1970; repr., Eugene, OR: Wipf & 
Stock, 2003), 185.   
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and a great proliferation of learning and the arts.16  Therefore, given that their 

postmillennial outlook included an expectation that these social reforms would serve as 

precursors to Christ’s second-coming, the Puritans had a natural and ongoing interest in 

this-worldly endeavors. 

So long as community members held to Puritan standards, convictions and 

traditions, and so long as their covenant theology informed all aspects of their society, 

including family life, church, and politics, a thick conception of the common good was 

maintained.  For the purposes of this study a thick conception of the common good is an 

understanding that a flourishing society must operate on the basis of a worldview held 

consistently and pervasively by its members, where virtue as understood by that 

worldview is held as the essential ingredient for a maximally meaningful way of life.17  In 

the case of the Puritans, that worldview was the Christian faith.  Furthermore, a thick 

conception of the common good is one that assumes, as did the Puritans, that all aspects 

of society are to be shaped by that worldview and that all members of the community 

participate in, agree to, and live out those principles.  Finally a thick conception is holistic 

in its telos, meaning it aims at the good of this world for God’s glory as well as promise 

of the life beyond a this-worldly existence.  A thin conception of the common good by 

contrast allows for some or all aspects of society to go uninformed by any single 

worldview, while still seeking to identify ethical commonalities between the multiplicity 

                                                
16 Ibid.   

17 See Lambert, Founding Fathers, ch. 4:  “A ‘Holy Experiment’ in Religious Pluralism.”  Also, 
Sydney Ahlstrom’s A Religious History of the American People (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1972) 
chronicles this trend in chapters 22-27.  Also see George M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American 
Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth-Century Evangelicalism 1870-1925 (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1980), 12.   
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of worldviews informing society that would prima facie serve to provide a moral 

framework for building a virtuous citizenry.   

That the Puritan understanding of the common good was thick suggests that what 

was common in the community was considerable—not just piece-meal.  In other words, 

the framework for understanding one’s place in the community was built on assumptions 

shared with and lived out publicly with other members of the community.  Furthermore, 

this understanding of the common good carried with it the quality of exclusivity.  That is, 

Puritans reserved the right to exclude from the community those who broke community 

standards as well as those who would never agree to them in the first place. 

Few communities in colonial America remained true to ideal Puritan standards 

after 1692 when Increase Mather failed to win the case in London to renew the old 

charter for the Holy Commonwealth, which granted enormous power to the Puritans to 

exclude from their society individuals who did not subscribe to Puritan ideals.  Mather 

and the Puritans were forced to accept a charter that granted guaranteed religious liberty 

to all Protestants.18  This development was just one step in the direction of “Christian 

republicanism” at the expense of the covenantal system.  The shift from covenant to 

Christian republicanism will receive more thorough treatment in the sections that follow.   

Even after republican ideals began to mix and even compete with Puritan ideals, 

woven into the fabric of American society was a thick understanding of the common 

good.  Additionally implied in this view of the common good were key assumptions that 

knitted the fabric of society together, including the reality of absolute truth, duty to one’s 

fellow man (as stated earlier), self sacrifice, and viewing the ecclesiastical community 

                                                
18 Lambert, Founding Fathers, 99.  
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and the colony as prior to the individual with respect to authority.  The family unit was 

seen as the basic building block of society.  A thick understanding of the common good, 

therefore, ruled out the possibility that church, colonial government, and schools would 

remain neutral with respect to the moral character of its citizenry.  Although the Puritan 

and Calvinist ideals shaped colonial American higher education and colonial American 

society more generally, communities continued to place a high value on the local 

minister’s intellectual leadership, as well as spiritual leadership.  The assumption, of 

course, was that a sharp intellect was one of the keys to cultural—and by extension, 

spiritual—influence.19   

Given these cultural norms it was only reasonable that college presidents in the 

post-Reformation age were almost always clergymen.  As George Marsden has pointed 

out, in “Protestant lands for centuries to come, the clergyman would be the best educated 

citizen and education would be the key to his authority.”20  Jonathan Edwards was such 

an exemplar and has been deemed by Marsden as “the most acute early American 

philosopher and the most brilliant of all American theologians.”21  Edwards’s 

contribution and relevance to the discussion of virtue will become clear in the following 

section.   

 
Jonathan Edwards, Virtue, and the Importance of the Converted Individual 

As the primary historical exemplar of Puritan life in eighteenth-century America, 

Jonathan Edwards (1703-1758), believed on the basis of common grace that conscience is 
                                                

19 George M. Marsden, Reforming Fundamentalism: Fuller Seminary and the New Evangelicalism 
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), 273.   

20 Marsden, Soul of the American University, 37.   

21 George M. Marsden, Jonathan Edwards: A Life (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003), 1.   
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still present in unbelievers and permits some degree of societal stability, and that the 

unbeliever can still apprehend certain natural truths about the world.  For Puritan moral 

and intellectual sensibilities, however, common grace alone was not sufficient for 

establishing true virtue.  True virtue was grounded only in God’s saving grace.22  Thus 

the common good—what was truly good for all with respect to daily life in the 

community—was present only to the degree that the individuals and communities that 

comprised society at large were transformed by God’s saving grace as well.  At the core 

of the Puritan psychology of the common good was the assumption that virtue consisted 

essentially in love for God.  Edwards put it this way:  

And therefore certainly, unless we will be atheists, we must allow that true 
virtue does primarily and most essentially consist in a supreme love to 
God; and that where this is wanting, there can be no true virtue.  But this 
being a matter of the highest importance, I shall say something further to 
make it plain, that love to God is most essential to true virtue; and that no 
benevolence whatsoever to other beings can be of the nature of true virtue 
without it.23 

 
Edwards resisted any notion that virtue, or true virtue, could obtain by way of reasoning 

capacities alone, and he resisted the early ideas of the Scottish Common Sense 

philosophers who implied otherwise:   

And therefore, let it be supposed, that some beings, by natural instinct, or 
by some other means, have a determination of mind to union and 
benevolence to a particular person, or private system, which is but a small 
part of the universal system of being: and that this disposition or 
determination of mind is independent on, or not subordinate to, 
benevolence to being in general. Such a determination, disposition, or 
affection of mind is not of the nature of true virtue.24 

                                                
22 Mark A. Noll, “Introduction,” in William C. Ringenberg, The Christian College:  A History of 

Protestant Higher Education in America, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids:  Baker Academic, 2006), 19-21.   

23 Jonathan Edwards, A Dissertation on the Nature of True Virtue,  in The Works of Jonathan 
Edwards, vol. 1 (1757; repr., Edinburgh: Banner of Truth Trust, 1995), 755.  

24 Ibid. Edwards explains in a footnote that, by “private system” he means “any system or society 
of beings that contains but a small part of the great system, comprehending the universality of existence.” 
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Against Scottish thinker Francis Hutcheson, Edwards held that true virtue and the 

ability to apprehend moral beauty was, in the end, a spiritual matter. In Edwards’s view it 

was ultimately a spiritual sensibility wholly dependent on God’s saving grace.  

Furthermore, he believed that this sensibility is what distinguished the regenerate from 

the unregenerate.  Hutcheson, by contrast, had argued that God had bestowed on all 

humanity a sense of morality and virtue sufficient to lead them to a life of virtue and 

eternal rewards if they would merely follow its dictates.25   

Interestingly, Edwards’ emphasis on the importance of the converted individual 

for the purity of the church had the unintended consequence of weakening the concept of 

covenant as a larger integrative concept that had previously held together the individual, 

the church, and society.  Noll observes that, although his intention in emphasizing the 

covenant in the way that he did was to reattach the “converted individual to a purified 

church,” the net effect “was to weaken the covenant as a general canopy for theological 

reflection.”26  It was not the case that Edwards had rejected the strong emphasis on God’s 

sovereignty in all spheres of knowledge, which served as the foundation of his Puritan 

Calvinist tradition.  In fact historical evidence shows that he actively sought to hold 

personal piety together with his studies of the world and natural philosophy.27 

Unintended though it was, Edwards’s emphasis on the converted individual was a 

reflection of a shift away from the notion of covenant as the integrative canopy for 

                                                
25 Marsden, Jonathan Edwards, 465.  

26 Noll, America’s God, 50.   

27 Marsden observes that Edwards had a love for theology, metaphysics, and natural science, 
although the former two interests would eventually overshadow the latter one.  He “was a polymath 
interested in all knowledge and fascinated by how things worked.” See Marsden, Jonathan Edwards, 67-
68.   



 
 

37 

thinking theologically about all of life.  Given up through the disintegration of the 

covenantal system was a historic and specifically biblical construct for connecting God, 

church, and society.  As the Puritan and covenantal way of holding together self, God, 

church, and society fragmented, another integrative paradigm began to replace it, namely 

a Christian republicanism informed by Scottish Common Sense philosophy.   

 
The American Founders:  Holding Together Republicanism  

and Faith with Common Sense 
 

The American Founders overwhelmingly agreed with the Harvard-establishing 

Massachusetts Puritans that a virtuous citizenry was essential for a thriving nation, and 

that it was in the best interests of the political community to support education that would 

lead to that end.  However, their integrative motif for understanding virtue was different 

from the Puritan covenantal framework.  As we will soon see, Scottish Common Sense 

philosophy provided the integrative intellectual framework upon which rested important 

assumptions about how a free American republic would best flourish.  One of those 

assumptions was about the role of higher education in American society.   

A popular historical analysis of the instability of republican government focuses 

on education as the core problem.  This argument simply asserts that republics require a 

tremendous amount of public spiritedness, self-restraint, and practical wisdom in the 

citizenry, which in turn rests on the assumption that the citizenry would embrace virtue 

and abandon vice.  Although the formation and cultivation of virtues, both heart and 

mind, are essential in the education of America’s youth, such education is rarely achieved 

with excellence and is easily corrupted.28   

                                                
28Lorraine S. Pangle and Thomas L. Pangle.  The Learning of Liberty: The Educational Ideas of 

the American Founders (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1993), 1. 
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America’s founders accepted the conclusion that virtue was necessary and a basic 

understanding of the common good through formal learning was essential in order for the 

fledgling republic to grow and flourish.  Although their view applied only to a relatively 

small group of people who owned property, its perpetuation was important for the healthy 

growth of the country.  Noll points out that Scottish-born American founder Reverend 

Dr. John Witherspoon and his Princeton colleagues saw higher education as a way of 

laying a foundation of virtue for the republic.  Noll states “With great optimism they 

affirmed their ability to discern the ends and means of social well-being and to engineer 

events for the perpetuation of public virtue.”29  As president of the College of New 

Jersey, Witherspoon appealed to would-be donors on the basis of the potential for a 

proper higher education to be “a preservative from vices…by giving easy access to more 

refined pleasures, and inspiring the mind with an abhorrence of low riot and contempt for 

brutal conversation.”  Moreover, Witherspoon argued that this kind of education is a 

necessity “for those who do not wish to live for themselves alone, but would apply their 

talents to the service of the public and the good of mankind.”30   

Early in the nation’s history, therefore, it is clear that the same commingling of 

Christian and democratic values that was present in the formation of government was 

also established as an essential foundational component of the American college.  The 

assumption was that higher learning depended on the Christian faith, and, when done 

properly, higher education would impart a correct understanding of the common good 

                                                
29 Mark A Noll, Princeton and the Republic, 1768-1822: The Search for a Christian 

Enlightenment in the Era of Samuel Stanhope Smith (1989; repr., Vancouver: Regent College Publishing, 
2004), 297.   

30 John Witherspoon, “John Witherspoon’s Account of the College of New Jersey, 1772,” in 
Hofstadter and Smith, American Higher Education, 1:137-38. 
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that would issue in a virtuous citizenry and government.  The record of Witherspoon’s 

leadership is additional evidence of this mutual dependence.  On May 17, 1776, 

Witherspoon, president of the College of New Jersey from 1768-1794 and signer of the 

Declaration of Independence, preached a sermon on campus entitled “The Dominion of 

Providence Over the Passions of Men.”  As an American founder, a college president, 

and a Presbyterian minister, Witherspoon's influence in late eighteenth-century America 

should not be underemphasized.  Chief on his mind at this time in the nation’s history 

was the Revolution, and as president of the college of New Jersey he felt obligated to 

exhort the student body with respect to the role of the Christian religion in their lives and 

its value in sustaining the American republic.   

 A good form of government may hold the rotten materials together for 
some time; but beyond certain pitch, even the best constitution will be 
ineffectual and slavery must ensue.  On the other hand, when the manners 
of a nation are pure, when true religion and internal principles maintain 
their vigor, the attempts of the most powerful enemies to oppress them are 
commonly baffled and disappointed.  What follows from this?  That he is 
the best friend to American liberty, who is the most sincere and active in 
promoting true and undefiled religion, and who sets himself with the 
greatest firmness to bear down profanity and immorality of every kind.31 

 
For Witherspoon, the sustainability of the American experiment in ordered liberty was 

dependent on the virtue of its citizens, which in turn was dependent on “true” religion—

Christianity.  That he was simultaneously a minister, a college president, and an 

American founder put him in a unique position to identify connections among faith, the 

common good, and higher education in the new republic.   

                                                
31 John Witherspoon, “The Dominion of Providence Over the Passions of Men.  A Sermon 

Delivered at the College of New Jersey at Princeton, May 17, 1776,” quoted in John Witherspoon: An 
American Leader, ed. Matthew Rose and Alan R. Crippen, II (Washington, D.C.: Family Research Council, 
1999), 72.  
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George Washington, concerned about the number of students who were 

dissatisfied with the smaller colleges and were leaving America to be educated in Europe, 

argued for the establishment of a well-endowed elite national university.  Compared to 

the underfunded old-time colleges, Washington made the case that in a well-funded 

national university “the arts, Sciences, and belles lettres, could be taught in their fullest 

extent,” and would provide students “the means of acquiring liberal knowledge which is 

necessary to qualify our citizens for the exigencies of public as well as private life.”32   

Thomas Jefferson, founder of the University of Virginia, favored a nonsectarian 

atmosphere with respect to religion because he believed that such an environment would 

soften prejudices of students and thus provide a better foundation for peace, reason, and 

morality in broader society.33  Like Washington, Jefferson supported the cause for a 

national university and during his presidency (1801-1809) and he even commissioned 

two architects to draw up plans for an institution in Washington, D.C.  One set of plans 

was considered by Congress in 1806 but never acted on.34  Jefferson’s deep interests in 

higher education, however, were mostly tied to his home state of Virginia.  Before 

serving as president Jefferson drafted “A Bill for the More General Diffusion of 

Knowledge,” the intent of which was to create public funding for Virginia citizens to 

send their children to school.  Although versions of the bill were presented to the Virginia 

state legislature in 1778 and 1780, it was not until 1796 that a much-revised bill known as  

                                                
32 George Washington, Letter to the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, January 28, 1795.  

Quoted in Pangle and Pangle, Learning of Liberty, 150.   

33 William C. Ringenberg, The Christian College: A History of Protestant Higher Eduation in 
America, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2006), 80.   

34 Pangle and Pangle, Learning of Liberty, 155.  
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the “Act to Establish Public Schools” was passed.35  Where higher education in Virginia 

was concerned, in addition to being the primary founder of the University of Virginia—

which opened its doors in 1825, Jefferson also engineered legislation that put the Board 

of the College of William and Mary under the authority of the Virginia state legislature, 

reasoning that the institution would be on more stable financial footing.36 

Political theorist Michael Sandel points out “No phrase except ‘liberty’ was 

invoked more often by the Revolutionaries than ‘the public good,’ which for them meant 

more than the sum of individual interests.  The point of politics was not to broker 

competing interests but to transcend them, to seek the good of the community as a 

whole.”37  Along these lines John Adams pondered how citizens develop the proper civic 

sensibilities that contribute to the common good.  He asked which was most fundamental 

to the common good:  “a good legal constitution, whose rules and practices regulate the 

actions of individuals in and out of the office; or the inner spiritual disposition of the 

citizens, especially those who fill the highest offices?”38  Furthermore, how can 

individuals be made sufficiently trustworthy public servants by regulating and modifying 

behavior via incentives and sanctions; and to what extent is character formation the 

essential presupposition of even the best legal institutions?   

                                                
35 Julian P. Boyd et al., eds., The Papers of Thomas Jefferson (Princeton: Princeton University 

Press, 1950). Also see “A Bill for the More General Diffusion of Knowledge,” Jefferson Encyclopedia, 
http://wiki.monticello.org/mediawiki/index.php/A_Bill_for_the_More_General_Diffusion_of_Knowledge 
(accessed January 23, 2010).   

36 Pangle and Pangle, Learning of Liberty, 153, 160.  

37 Michael J. Sandel, Democracy’s Discontent: America in Search of a Public Philosophy  
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1996), 127.   

38 Pangle and Pangle, Learning of Liberty, 2. 
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Classical republicanism answered this question by insisting on the priority of 

character formation.39  Education that focused on raising a virtuous citizenry was the key 

to such a republic.  Sandel agrees with this conclusion and explains that “If liberty cannot 

survive without virtue, and if virtue tends always to corruption, then the challenge for 

republican politics is to form or reform the moral character of its citizens, to strengthen 

their attachment to the common good.  The public life of a republic must serve a 

formative role aimed at cultivating citizens of a certain kind.”40  In this sense the 

Founders appear to have placed as much importance as did the Puritans on the essential 

role of virtue in contributing to the common good.  However, assumptions about the way 

in which character was best cultivated were substantially different.  As we will soon see, 

unlike the Puritan covenantal system which emphasized conversion as an essential 

ingredient of true character change, Common Sense philosophy-influenced American 

Founders and educators tended to place primary emphasis on education.   

In 1790, only a few years after the Constitution of the United States had been 

ratified, Noah Webster commented on the significance of education for building a 

citizenry equipped with a thick understanding of the common good:   

Our national constitutions of civil government are not yet firmly 
established; our national character is not yet formed; and it is an object of 
vast magnitude that systems of education should be adopted and pursued, 
which…may implant in the minds of the American youth, the principles of 
virtue and of liberty; and inspire them with just and liberal ideas of 
government, and with an inviolable attachment to their own country.41   
 

                                                
39 Sandel, Democracy’s Discontent, 127.   

40 Ibid. 

41 Lucas, Amerian Higher Education, 113. 
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Benjamin Rush had articulated similar musings only four years prior to Webster’s 

remarks.  “The business of education,” he observed, “has acquired a new complexion by 

the independence of our country.  The form of government we have assumed, has created 

a new class of duties to every American.  It becomes us, therefore, to examine our former 

habits upon this subject, and in laying out the foundations for nurseries of wise and good 

men, to adapt our modes of teaching to the peculiar form of our government.”42   

The assumption implicit in Webster’s words and explicit in Rush’s, is that the 

very form and content of education needed to promote the common good of the citizenry, 

thus serving the interests of the nascent democratic nation.43  Regarding Benjamin Rush’s 

commitment to education and its importance for the fledgling nation, higher education 

historian Douglas Sloan points out that  

Rush’s faith in the power of education provided him with the assurance 
that his vision for America was a real possibility.  Rush hoped for a 
society in which, to employ one of his favorite phrases, “liberty, learning, 
and the Gospel” would flourish.  Not only learning, but liberty and the 
Gospel as well, depended for their realization, in Rush’s view, upon 
education.  He assigned to education, therefore, a threefold task related to 
the political, social and religious dimensions of his national ideal:  to 
instill republican principles of government, to spread and promote useful 
knowledge, and to inspire religious commitment and a love of virtue.44  
 

Rush was convinced that the only sort of education that would ensure a free nation was 

an education that inculcated both republican and religious principles in the youth of the 

new nation.  Furthermore, “Rush often declared that without the pervasive influence of 

Christian principles free government was doomed” and, in his view “civil and religious 
                                                

42 Benjamin Rush, “Benjamin Rush on Republican Education, 1798,” in Hofstadter and Smith 
American Higher Education, 1:170.   

43 Douglas Sloan, The Scottish Enlightenment and the American College Ideal (New York: 
Teachers College Press, 1971), 199.   

44 Ibid. 
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liberty alike had their roots in Christian principles.”45  As one of the early republic’s most 

thoughtful enthusiasts of education that would sustain the fledgling nation, Rush 

remarked that “the only foundation for a useful education in a republic is to be laid in 

Religion.”  Moreover, as stated by Sloan previously, Rush believed that the religion of 

New Testament Christianity specifically was essential for the citizenry to flourish.  

“Without this,” claimed Rush, “there can be no virtue, and without virtue there can be no 

liberty, and liberty is the object and life of all republican governments.”  He even went so 

far as to make a moral argument that Christians ought not be anything other than wholly 

committed to republican government.  “A Christian,” he passionately argued, “cannot fail 

of being a republican, for every precept of the Gospel inculcates those degrees of 

humility, self-denial, and brotherly kindness, which are directly opposed to the pride of 

monarchy and the pageantry of a court.”46 

For American founders such as Rush and Webster, then, the Christian religion 

was the guarantor of civic virtue that sustained a thick understanding of the common 

good in the new republic.  Although they did not cease to rely on the moral character of 

the citizenry, they also wisely concentrated attention on the “new arrangements of legal 

and political institutions that would focus, check, and balance power in such a way as to 

foster the efficacious vigor of government while preventing its oppressive misuse.”47  

The founders thus agreed that the separation of powers outlined in the United States 

Constitution was the most reasonable way to safeguard against the possibility of the 
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abuse of governmental authority by any one branch.  They reasoned that, although virtue 

was essential for the nation to flourish, there would always be those corrupt individuals 

and communities who sought power for their own selfish ends rather than for the sake of 

the common good, thus a way for each branch to “check” the other was necessary.  The 

separation of powers, however, was designed only as a safeguard, and not as a way to 

justify governmental neutrality with respect to the moral character of the citizenry and, by 

extension, the meaning of the common good.   

 
Evidence from Early American Higher Education Leaders:  Scottish Influences and 

Moral Philosophy 
 

Just as the American founders believed Christianity was essential in laying the 

groundwork for a flourishing republic, so did eighteenth and nineteenth century college 

leaders and educational theorists.  Regarding the religious character of American higher 

education, Marsden points out that most of the major universities evolved directly from 

the model of the old-time college, and that even as late as 1870 the vast majority of these 

were remarkably evangelical.  Moreover, most of them had clergymen-presidents who 

taught senior-level capstone courses in moral philosophy and “Biblicist Christianity,” in 

addition to encouraging periodic campus revivals.48   

For these college presidents, the capstone moral philosophy course was essential 

to the strategy of educating students to be virtuous and to graduate with a solid 

understanding of how to contribute to the common good as society’s leaders.  Nineteenth-

century higher education in America has been described as “Protestant Scholasticism” 
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because of its effort to organize all areas of knowledge, including knowledge of the 

cosmos, humanity, and society into a coherent whole and thereby establishing 

correspondence between scientific knowledge and basic Christian principles.  The senior 

capstone course in moral philosophy was intended to “cap” all the scientific, rhetorical, 

and logical instruction that had taken place previously in college.  Moreover, as a course 

that was usually taught in a manner that was not so much analytical as it was inspirational 

and exhortatory, its intended effect was to produce committed intellects, pious hearts, and 

dedicated wills.49   

Interestingly, not all education proponents at that time agreed that the teaching of 

moral philosophy was sufficient to inculcate the necessary virtues that would in turn 

sustain the republic.  For example, Benjamin Rush was not comfortable with the use of 

moral philosophy in the secondary schools, although he supported the use of the capstone 

course in moral philosophy at the college level.50  He thought that only explicit biblical 

instruction had the power to inculcate the needed virtues for younger, pre-college 

students.  Rush insisted that the Bible should be taught in schools because more than 

other books it ‘favours that equality among mankind, that respect for just laws, and all 

those sober and frugal virtues, which constitute the soul of republicanism.”51  Rush 

believed such courses in moral philosophy to be inadequate to this task in pre-college 

                                                
49 D. H. Meyer, The Instructed Conscience: The Shaping of the American National Ethic 

(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1972), 4.   

50 Sloan, Scottish Enlightenment, 208, 211-12.  

51 Benjamin Rush, “A Defense of the Bible as a School Book,” In Benjamin Rush, Essays, 
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studies because he held it had separated morality from its essential religious grounding.  

Only religion, thought Rush, could sustain the social virtues.52   

Through John Witherspoon’s leadership, the College of New Jersey became the 

first American intellectual bastion of Scottish Common Sense philosophy.  The basic 

theme of Common Sense philosophy was “things are as they seem to be” in that sense 

experience can be trusted to correctly apprehend the external world directly, and, against 

John Locke, that the moral faculties were innate in all normal human beings.53  

Witherspoon's understanding of Common Sense, however, included the time-tested 

traditions and values of society.  Scottish Common Sense philosophy provided the 

intellectual basis for inculcating social virtues within the citizenry which in turn issued in 

settled and orderly human relationships.54  Absent from much of Common Sense thinking 

was the Puritan emphasis of the noetic effects of the Fall.  Without this emphasis the 

Common Sense adherents did not, as did the Puritans, sense the same need for God’s 

grace in all spheres of life, including the intellectual and societal realms.  Common Sense 

thinkers, with the American Founders and college leaders among them, assumed that the 

truths of revelation (Scripture) would conform to the facts established through the 

discoveries of reason and science and vice-versa.   

The college’s leaders were seeking principles by which republicanism and 

Christianity might be reconciled, thus they were eager to embrace Witherspoon’s ideas.  

They believed that Common Sense philosophy was the key to identifying connections 
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between private principles and the common good.55  Witherspoon’s contribution to the 

Princeton educational community, therefore, was more than merely intellectual.  He also 

brought a clear understanding of the kind of person a liberal education should produce, 

namely a citizen who has sufficiently blended faith and reason such that he has both the 

knowledge and the will to promote the common good.  Central to Witherspoon’s 

philosophy of education was his belief that higher education should teach students how to 

become virtuous leaders in society.56   

Higher education historian William Ringenberg argues that Witherspoon “was 

easily the most important force in bringing Scottish thinking into American higher 

education.”57  Resulting from Witherspoon’s influence at Princeton was the spreading of 

Common Sense philosophy across the college and university landscape in America, thus 

becoming the dominant strand of philosophical thought in American higher education for 

the next one hundred years.  Scottish Common Sense philosophy found a natural home in 

the late eighteenth-century college in part because it provided explanatory power for the 

Christian ideals found in the Scriptures while simultaneously defending those ideals from 

popular anti-Christian assumptions championed by George Berkeley (idealism), David 

Hume (skepticism), and John Locke (quasi-materialism).58 

Witherspoon’s successor at the College of New Jersey, Samuel Stanhope Smith, 

was of a similar mindset.  He served as president from 1795-1812 after having served as 

a professor at Princeton from December of 1779 to May of 1795.  With respect to his 
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belief in the power of education, Smith taught seniors that “It is education chiefly which 

makes a man what he is; whether it be well, or ill considered.”59  Even to a greater degree 

than Witherspoon who had preceded him, Smith and his Princeton colleagues believed 

that the principles of Enlightenment science and Common Sense realism provided a 

framework for moral philosophy and evidences for Christianity.  Scottish Common Sense 

philosophy was the “science of morality,” the soil in which the new republic’s social 

ideal could grow.60  Smith held that an education could be “an infallible maxim in 

morals, that right principles truly understood, and firmly believed, will ever be followed 

by right conduct; and that false principles, on the other hand, tend to vitiate the fountains 

of virtue and piety in the heart, and lead to many pernicious errors in the habits of life.”61  

Such a statement is emblematic of the key difference in the way that Common Sense 

thinkers thought about the common good in comparison to Puritan covenantal thinking.  

Strong Common Sense thinkers such as Stanhope Smith assumed that education was the 

near-ultimate guarantor of virtue.   

Stanhope Smith was among the first Americans to develop Scottish Common 

Sense principles into a fully-orbed educational vision that would be successful in solving 

problems at the intersection of science and religion.62  With respect to the flourishing of 
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the still-young American republic, Smith held that a virtuous citizenry was essential.  

Smith defined virtue as “living according to nature,” which for him meant the proper 

functioning of the various components of human nature, including “corporeal powers and 

appetites, the social affections, the intellectual faculties, and the moral sentiments—all 

under the direction of reason.”63  He held that the two most important components to 

national progress were useful learning and the development of virtuous character.  Both, 

he believed, were primary concerns of the educator.64  Like his predecessor, Smith 

believed that in order for the American republic to thrive, colleges had a responsibility to 

inculcate virtue into their students.  So strongly did Smith believe in the power of 

education to inculcate virtue that at least one scholar has noted that it appears “to have 

nearly displaced conversion as the most desirable influence in forming human 

character.”65   

Douglas Sloan points out that one strength of Common Sense was that it gave its 

adherents a firm grip on the world around them, in part because it appealed to the 

citizenry’s common experience.  Faith and reason need not be in conflict with one 

another; in fact, what we know from Holy Scripture is confirmed through our Common 

Sense experience of the world itself.  The danger in making Common Sense central to a 

worldview, Sloan suggests, was that it might grip the world too firmly and be unable to 

let go.  Common Sense was not only a way of apprehending and acting upon the world, 

but also included another feature to which its adherents were somewhat blinded, namely 
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the fact that Common Sense thinking determined social aspects of reality that can be 

apprehended, including the customs, mores and cultural heritage of the immediate 

society.  Sloan suggests that in most cases this perspective would be expected to yield 

conservative tendencies.  In the case of the American Revolution, however, two social 

groups were battling to determine whose values would prevail.  Common sense, 

therefore, “could outfit men for strikingly radical undertakings.”66   

Unlike the Puritans, whose understanding of the common good by comparison 

was informed by a stronger theological understanding of covenant and salvation, 

Common Sense evangelicals were guided more by Enlightenment rationalism and appeal 

to the innate moral sense, even though many of them, such as the Puritans, were 

themselves Calvinists.  As we will see in the following section, these Common Sense 

assumptions paved the way for evangelicals to read democratic ideals into the Bible 

democratic assumptions, with the result being the adoption of democratic religion as a 

part of their understanding of what it meant to be “Christian” as well as “virtuous.” These 

changes in turn led to a transformation in the overall understanding of the common good.   

 
Evangelical America:  An Empire of Democratic Religion 

 
A proper understanding of the American psyche with respect to the changing 

meaning of the common good requires a basic understanding of how the American 

Revolution permanently changed the American religious landscape through the (mostly) 

unintentional blending of Christian and democratic values.  This historical “blending” 

phenomenon has been well documented by historians of American evangelicalism 
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including Mark Noll, George Marsden, and Nathan Hatch.67  The chief importance of the 

following historical sketch is in understanding that as the commingling of Christian and 

democratic values continued over time, more and more of American culture was built 

upon this combination, including American evangelical subculture.  One of the 

ramifications of this long-term dependency of evangelical culture on the unstable 

integration of Christian and democratic values is the continued thinning conception of the 

common good.  

Before the Revolution, American Christianity had been characterized by tradition 

and respect for authority based upon an establishmentarian model of church and state.  

The chief shapers of the religious landscape in pre-revolutionary America from the 

founding of Harvard in 1636 were the Congregationalists, the Anglicans, and the 

Presbyterians.  Each of these Protestant traditions held to an understanding of Christianity 

that was intellectual, traditional in worship style, and non-flamboyant in its outreach 

efforts.  Clergy and laypeople alike assumed that matters of faith, while heart-felt, should 

be lived out decently and in order.  The intellect was prized over and above the emotions 

in worship as well as in matters of doctrine.  As discussed in chapter one, higher 

education’s primary purpose at this point in American history was to prepare ministers 

for church leadership as well as to cultivate laypeople to be virtuous citizens and 

community leaders.68 
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 Resulting from the American Revolution, however, was a groundswell of 

citizens—and by extension, church members—who considered themselves free thinkers 

about equality, sovereignty, representation, and freedom in general.  The respect 

historically accorded to authority, tradition, station, and education especially as embodied 

by the Puritans gave way to these Enlightenment values, and, consequently, the citizenry 

began to use this new vocabulary regarding matters of faith.  Arguably, this newfound 

rhetoric of liberty and democracy would not have occurred among such a high number of 

American Protestants were it not for the Revolution.69  This new vocabulary carried with 

it the added benefit of serving to expand rapidly the number of ministers in the fifty years 

following the Revolution.  Hatch points out that “American Christianity became a mass 

enterprise.  The eighteen hundred Christian ministers serving in 1775 swelled to nearly 

forty thousand by 1845.  The number of preachers per capita more than tripled; the 

colonial legacy of one minister per fifteen hundred inhabitants became one per five 

hundred.”70   

Along with the burgeoning population of ministers came the diversification of 

religious traditions.  No longer could the Presbyterians, Congregationalists, and 

Anglicans assume that they had the corner on the religious market.  New commitments to 

democratic values such as egalitarianism, freedom of conscience, and individual choice 

led church members to explore new options.  As Hatch puts it, “It was this upsurge of 

democratic hope that characterized so many religious cultures in the early republic and 

brought Baptists, Methodists, Disciples of Christ, and a host of other insurgent groups to 
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the fore.”71  The religious pluralism that the American founders had in theory assumed 

would serve as a check on any one denomination’s attempt to garner a religious 

monopoly was now a sociological fact.72   

Throughout the nineteenth century religious pluralism became an increasingly 

prominent feature of American culture.  Moreover, by the time Alexis de Tocqueville 

arrived in the United States in May of 1831, it was clear that American religion had 

become one of democracy’s greatest advocates.  Tocqueville stated that “in the United 

States no religious doctrine displays the slightest hostility to democratic and republican 

institutions.  The clergy of all the different sects there hold the same language; their 

opinions are in agreement with the laws, and the human mind flows onwards…in one 

undivided current.”73 

After 1800, churches existed in a religious environment where the establishment 

model of church was in serious decline.  The federal government was still very small and 

had almost no internal functions, thus allowing little room for the social and political 

pressures that had plagued Great Britain—pressures that often forced Christianity and 

liberty to march in opposite directions.  Although America had never adopted a national 

church, the states had long established religions in the sense that state tax dollars 

supported the work of a selected tradition.  This practice was supported by theological 
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conservatives and liberals alike on the basis that tax-supported churches were necessary 

for preserving morality in society.74   

The decline of the establishment model of religion in the United States gave way 

to an increasingly popular and less formal understanding of Christianity.  Such an 

environment encouraged religious outsiders to understand their personal destiny as 

essential to the meaning of citizenship in America.75  This increasingly nonrestrictive 

environment allowed the coexistence of evangelical fervor and popular sovereignty, 

which in turn accelerated the process of Christianization within American popular 

culture.  Religious lay leaders were empowered more than ever before—a dynamic that 

had the unexpected effect of empowering women to lead in various ministry efforts 

beginning in the 1820s.76  Thus the contours of Christianity in America were redefined by 

common people who molded it in their own image and who were zealously committed to 

increasing its influence.  The cry from the average church member demanded that the 

simple truth be preached in a way that confirmed the unique authority of the individual 

conscience.77     

The emphasis on personal destiny and popular sovereignty facilitated a cultural 

change in evangelical Christianity between 1800 and 1900.  No longer was American 
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Christianity associated with establishment, tradition, and the intellectual life.  That there 

was a dramatic increase in religious pluralism across the American landscape during this 

time is evidence of the spirit of democracy pervading American Protestantism, as Nathan 

Hatch has argued persuasively.  However, such pluralism was also the result of religious 

liberty granted by the states.  Constitutional scholar John Witte shows that by the latter 

part of the nineteenth century, thirty-six state constitutions contained clear guarantees of 

equality for various denominations and religious institutions.  Of this number, thirty-two 

used the language of “no preference” with regard to the respective states’ religious 

commitments.78  For example, the Arkansas state Constitution of 1874 read “Religion, 

morality and knowledge being essential to good government, the General Assembly shall 

enact suitable laws to protect every religious denomination in the peaceable enjoyment of 

its own mode of public worship…and no preference shall be given, by law, to any 

religious establishment, denomination, or mode of worship above any other.”79   

These legal guarantees of religious freedom paved the way for other influential 

factors in the transformation of American Christianity, including preaching that was 

increasingly populist in its theological content, the primacy of the individual conscience, 

and a rejection of traditional modes of church authority.   Ministers from the periphery of 

American culture sought to reconstruct Christianity and in so doing exhibited three main 

tendencies.  First, there was a tendency to mix diverse and contradictory sources which 

the polite culture of the eighteenth century had attempted to keep separate.  Popular 

theology exhibited combinations of high and popular culture as well as of 
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supernaturalism and rationalism.  Mystical elements were combined with biblical 

literalism, and evangelicals used Jeffersonian rhetoric.   

Second, such an environment led to the splintering of Christianity such that as 

increased numbers of ministers without formal theological training attempted to explicate 

religious matters for themselves, the number of religious options increased.  The common 

principle that made such diversity possible was the primacy of the individual conscience, 

which relates to a third distinguishable pattern, namely the diminishment of traditional 

modes of religious authority.  These populist preachers did not revere tradition and 

learning as did their predecessors.  Instead, they “exalted youth, free expression, and 

religious ecstasy,” and “they explicitly taught that divine insight was reserved for the 

poor and humble rather than the proud and learned.80  

The evangelical ethos in America thus became more activist, populist, pragmatic, 

and utilitarian—emphases which live on in present-day American evangelicalism, as Noll 

has forcefully argued.81  This newer kind of evangelicalism allowed “little space for 

broader or deeper intellectual effort because it [was] dominated by the urgencies of the 

moment.”82   Timothy Smith explains further that between 1840 and 1865 in particular, 

four fundamental changes in the “inner life” of Protestantism in America were 

observable.  First, the traditional predominance of the clergy in the work of the churches 

gave way to participation and control by laypeople.  Second, a spirit of 

“interdenominational brotherhood” developed and captured the imagination of influential 
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evangelical churchmen.  Third, ethical concerns (drinking, dancing, smoking, and sex, for 

example) replaced doctrinal concerns in evangelical preaching and writing.  Finally, 

Arminian views successfully crowded out Calvinism in many evangelical circles where 

doctrine still mattered.83   

One likely corollary of this pushing-out effect on Calvinism is that Arminian 

assumptions pervaded the culture to an even greater degree where emphasis on doctrinal 

awareness and reflection was minimal or absent.  Arminian theology had been growing in 

popularity since the American Revolution, particularly in New England, and was a 

precursor to the rise of American Unitarianism.  Northeastern intellectuals and ordinary 

citizens alike began to sympathize with Arminianism because of its inherently egalitarian 

and individualistic tendencies, i.e., each person had the ability to choose God or not, over 

against the Calvinist Puritans who emphasized God’s sovereignty as the sole elector of 

men and women to salvation.  Furthermore, Arminianism and the Unitarianism to which 

it gave way in intellectual circles became identified with a more attractive cosmopolitan 

way of life.  Ahlstrom notes that “With an economic life constantly strengthened by a 

world at war [i.e., the American Revolution], it had brought forth an impressive merchant 

aristocracy that preferred a religious stance looking out on wide contemporary horizons 

rather than back to old Puritan ideals.”84 
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Thus it was that common citizen-church members demanded that their leaders be 

unpretentious, which in many cases meant that ministers who had no formal theological 

training were seen as more desirable, and that their doctrines be self-evident.85  American 

Christianity had indeed become “a religion structured according to the free enterprise 

system.”86  Given these new contours—which were an amalgam of Christian, democratic, 

and revivalist tendencies—and the vastly increased population of ministers, it is not 

surprising that in 1870 most American Protestants thought of America as a Christian 

nation.87  By 1890, church membership in the Midwest was over 70 percent, with more 

than half of this number being new converts to revivalist sects and denominations.88 Also 

not surprisingly, given these new democratic and populist social and religious dynamics, 

is the fact that the antiquated Puritan understanding of virtue and the common good 

grounded in the notion of covenant had become extinct in American culture.   

That Puritan ideals by this point in history had faded away from the American 

religious and cultural landscape and were replaced by a more populist religious pluralism 

is not to say, however, that American religion’s influence on the citizenry’s 

understanding of the common good was somehow immediately in total jeopardy.  

Tocqueville remarked adroitly and at length about how American religion, diverse as it 

was, could support a common morality based on Christianity.  He commented on how the 

“innumerable” sects fundamentally agree with each other on the inherent worth of the 
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human person.  Although the worship of God differs from sect to sect, all “preach the 

same moral law in the name of God.”  Tocqueville deemphasized the importance of 

distinguishing doctrines while simultaneously trumpeting the value of American 

Christianity for the sake of keeping a strong moral baseline.    

In the United States the sovereign authority is religious, and consequently 
hypocrisy must be common; but there is no country in the world where the 
Christian religion retains a greater influence over the souls of men than in 
America; and there can be no greater proof of its utility and of its 
conformity to human nature than that its influence is powerfully felt over 
the most enlightened and free nation of the earth.89 
 
Tocqueville admitted that he could not possibly know who was sincere in their 

faith and who was not, but he expressed certainty that the American public held religion 

“to be indispensable to the maintenance of republican institutions,” and that this view “is 

not peculiar to a class of citizens or to a party, but it belongs to the whole nation and to 

every rank of society.”90  His observations suggest that the Christian faith at that time in 

the United States was still providing a rich moral soil for citizens’ common life together, 

and he clearly attributes this to the obvious and powerful presence of Christianity. 

Nevertheless, Tocqueville’s language of “all the sects” in the United States having a 

Christian foundation for a common morality is indicative of the presence of a thinning 

version of the Puritan vision of the common good.  “All the sects” as used by Tocqueville 

denotes a pluralistic social dynamic that the Puritans did not tolerate. As argued earlier in 

this chapter, if exclusivity was a key component in maintaining the thick Puritan vision 

for the common good, it follows that a thinner version was becoming more prominent.  

As stated earlier in this chapter, a thin conception of the common good allows for some 
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or all aspects of society to be informed by numerous worldviews while still allowing 

ethical commonalities between the multiplicity of worldviews to provide a moral 

framework for building a virtuous citizenry.   

There was also recognition that a thick understanding of the common good 

depended on religion providing guidance for families as the basic unit of society.  In 1873 

the Rev. William Plumer, a professor at Columbia Theological Seminary in Columbia, 

South Carolina, reminded his audience that the true knowledge of God was preserved and 

made public by prophets, priests, and men such as Noah and Enoch, the family was 

God’s primary chosen means in society for being “a great power for good.”91  In order for 

this power to be a true force, however, several key ingredients were necessary in 

Plumer’s view, including an orderly household, Scriptural instruction in the home, good 

habits of devotion, and strong parental example to children.  Only if these ingredients are 

present would the power of “family religion” be felt in the broader community.92 

In summary, the democratization of American Christianity, as Hatch has aptly put 

it, was a two-edged sword.  On the one hand, the explosion of popularity among 

Protestant lay leadership and the simple Gospel message that was cast in terms of 

individual choice served to Christianize America quickly, at least in terms of citizen 

perception.  On the other hand the theme of individualism inherent in the popularized 

faith as well as an almost exclusive focus on a faith of the heart defined by personal 

experience and personal choice called into question whether American Protestants could 
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sustain the kind of community that was required for a thick understanding of the common 

good to survive.  The characteristics of Puritan communities, including a strong 

metaphysical commitment to the reality of objective truth, self-sacrifice for the sake of 

community, and individual submission to the will of the community were still observable 

but would be gradually eclipsed by the individualism inherent in Scottish Common Sense 

influenced post-revolutionary America.   

One possible reason for this eclipse is the way that the Puritan understanding of 

covenant began to fragment under the increasing cultural and political dynamics of the 

American revolution.  Noll’s analysis of the contributing social and religious dynamics is 

helpful to this case. He observes that the alliance between Christianity and republican 

views has its roots in a coalition of Puritans and commonwealthmen in the 1640s.  The 

latter were not as concerned about purifying the Anglican Church as they were interested 

in defending against tyrannical government that would seek to enslave free citizens.  The 

former concentrated much more intentionally on mitigating monarchical efforts to squash 

Puritan practices.  Although the two groups did not share the same ultimate ends, they did 

share compatible ethical values and found it helpful to become cobelligerents in 

accomplishing their respective goals.93  This was the impetus for the Puritan-republican 

alliance, which would more easily accommodate the adoption of the Enlightenment 

influences inherent in Scottish Common Sense.   

 After 1750, however, as a result of American citizens’ increased desire for 

freedom from British control, the concept of the Puritan covenant gave way to republican 
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political theory such that evil became “vice” and piety became “virtue.”94  As discussed 

in chapter one, Jonathan Edwards’s vision for reconnecting the converted individual with 

the purity of the church had the unintended consequence of encouraging this shift.  More 

specifically, it had the effect of “weakening one era’s theological canopy without offering 

anything to take its place and so opened thought to a subtle, yet powerful, move from 

theology to politics, and intellectual leadership to a shift from the clergy to men of 

state.”95  Despite similar ethical values, including their shared opposition to monarchical 

tyranny and the promotion of morality, “Puritans and republicans nonetheless inhabited 

different moral universes.”96  Noll argues that “in their forthright supernaturalism, 

Puritans were more medieval than modern,” and that although “Puritans did promote 

reason, learning, and careful attention to the world, their main concern was superrational 

fellowship with God.”97   

Noll points out an important social and political dynamic of the American 

Revolution, namely that citizens, leaders, and clergy exhibited a strong tendency to pair 

specifically religious language with the language of republicanism.  He argues that such a 

commingling of concepts was in the end inherently unstable.  For example, in 1822 a 

former Methodist minister who had converted to Unitarianism wrote to Thomas Jefferson 

saying he had abandoned “priestly” religion but instead had found “shelter under the mild 

and peaceable Gospel of Jesus Christ, the most perfect model of Republicanism in the 
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Universe.”98  Such statements were common by the end of the Revolution, and were 

reflective of political influence on religion and vice-versa.  As Noll puts it, “religious 

values migrated along with religious terms into the political speech and so changed 

political values.  But the migration also moved the other way:  a religious language put to 

political use took on political values that altered the substance of religion.”99   

Additionally, there was enough of a residual Puritan influence by the time of the 

American Revolution to inspire colonists to believe that the fledgling nation might be a 

specially-elect, chosen nation of God akin to ancient Israel.100  The main point here is to 

show that the values that eventually flowed from the Enlightenment and influenced the 

Puritan/Republican marriage and were present in Common Sense philosophy—namely 

those of pragmatism, activism, populism, utilitarianism, and individual conscience—were 

strikingly similar to the values held by fundamentalist dispensationalists.  That these 

values created room in evangelical culture for dispensationalism to take hold with firm 

roots in the early twentieth century will be explored further in subsequent chapters.    

 
Virtue and American Colleges:  Nineteenth-Century Exemplars 

 
1827:  Baptists, Brown, and Wayland 
 

Common sense philosophy, then, was deeply rooted in American culture at the 

time of the Revolution and beyond.  One exemplar of Common Sense thinking in the 

academic world was Francis Wayland, who served as president of Brown University 
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from 1827-1855.  As leader of the most prestigious Baptist institution of that era, 

Wayland authored several nationally recognized texts in intellectual and moral 

philosophy, including Elements of Moral Science, which he published in 1835.  Wayland 

stands as an icon of Scottish Common Sense thinking in the history of American higher 

education.  His ideas and teaching on moral philosophy were heavily influenced by 

Common Sense realism, and by means of this philosophy he sought to deduce the truth of 

evangelical Christianity.101  Typical of Common Sense thinkers was the tendency to 

speak of knowledge of the world in terms of correspondence.  We have knowledge, they 

claimed, insofar as our senses (both physical senses and moral sensibilities, or 

conscience) correspond to the way things actually are in the external world.  The dual 

commitments to church and state signal an assumption that educating students for 

church—from the Bible, or special revelation, ought to go hand-in-hand with educating 

students for service in larger society, which required studies about the world itself 

through “natural religion,” or general revelation.  As stated earlier, the truths of the 

Scriptures are confirmed through what is revealed in natural religion.   

Wayland’s most recognized scholarly contribution to the subject of citizen-formation was 

Elements of Moral Science, which provides insight into how Wayland himself taught the 

capstone moral philosophy course to the seniors at Brown.   

In the essay, Wayland labored to connect the concepts of civil society, law and 

God.  Following a brief review of the nature of the laws of science, including those of 

physics, mathematics and chemistry, Wayland argued that the meaning of “law” as it 
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applies to society is no less scientific.  “The meaning of law, when referring to civil 

society” he explains, “expresses an established order of sequence between a specified 

action and a particular mode of reward or of punishment.”102  Wayland went on to show 

that, with respect to such sequences, “there may exist in the actions of men a moral 

quality, and that there are certain sequences connected by our Creator with the exhibition 

of that quality.”  A moral law, according to Wayland, is a form of expression of those 

sequences that shows the moral quality of actions as well as their results.  Having 

established these assumptions, Wayland reasoned that moral philosophy “is the science 

which classifies and illustrates moral law.” 103  

 
1834:  Noah Porter and Yale 

Yale president Noah Porter is another institutional leader who held that there was 

an inextricable link between the Christian faith, higher education, and a virtuous citizenry 

that contributes to the common good.  In 1834 Porter reflected on the importance of the 

teaching of moral philosophy for the sake of society’s well being.  He argued that, just as 

astronomy provides a description of the earth’s relationship to the larger solar system, in 

the same way the study of moral science describes humanity’s relationship to the larger 

moral order of the universe.  Furthermore, he held that a critically important function of 

the moral science course was to take the Christian message to the citizenry as a proactive 

measure to stave off skepticism and to provide a moral backdrop for society-at-large.104 

                                                
102 Francis Wayland, “Elements of Moral Science” (1835), in McLoughlin, American 
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Porter also affirmed the necessity of providing ministers-in-training with an 

understanding of the common good through sound liberal learning.  He explained how 

the knowledge from these studies—including Greek, Hebrew, church history, literature, 

and metaphysics—should affect broader society: “The preacher prosecutes these 

researches not merely nor chiefly to gratify his personal curiosity or to add to the 

accumulations of exegetical research, but that he may use the results for the guidance and 

help and uplifting of his fellow-men.”105  President Porter’s words demonstrate the 

degree to which he and other higher education leaders of the late nineteenth century 

believed that the Christian faith had significant positive bearing on the common good of 

society.  If faith was to pervade culture and, in some sense, inform the common good of 

society, then colleges had to educate according to a Christian worldview.  This is what 

the capstone course in moral philosophy was intended to provide.      

 
State Universities 

The long-term influence of old-time college leaders such as Witherspoon, 

Stanhope Smith, Wayland and Porter on the development of American higher education 

is incalculable.  Because of these leaders and others like them a philosophy of higher 

education informed by Christian principles continued to undergird the efforts of most 

colleges and universities through the late nineteenth century. As had been the case with 

the presidencies at Harvard, Yale, Princeton, and other private institutions of higher 

learning, 106 state institutions of higher education signaled their concern for connecting 

                                                
105 Noah Porter, “The Christian Ministry as a Profession and a Sacred Calling. A Few Thoughts 

for Students in Our Colleges, and Their Friends,” The Andover Review I, no. IV (April 1884): 350.   

106 See Marsden, Soul of the American University, chapters 1-7. 
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higher education with faith and virtue by calling upon clergymen to take the top 

administrative post.  William H. Scott of Ohio State (1883-1895) and chancellors James 

Marvin (1874-1883) and Joshua Lippincott (1883-1889) of the University of Kansas were 

ministers from the Methodist traditions; presidents Lemuel Moss (1875-1884) of Indiana 

University and John Gregory (1867-1880) of the University of Illinois were Baptist 

ministers.107   

Even non-clergy presidents often had steeped themselves in formal theological 

training.  President John Bascom of the University of Wisconsin (1874-1887), who 

refrained from pursuing pulpit ministry in order to devote his life to the world of 

academia, had degrees from Auburn University and Andover Theological Seminary.  

Moreover, University of Michigan president James Angell (1871-1909) and University of 

Kansas Chancellor Francis Snow (1890-1901) had both considered full-time careers in 

the ministerial profession.108  Angell unashamedly endorsed the Christian commitment of 

all Midwestern state universities when he proclaimed that “Michigan is a Christian State, 

and her University can be true to her only by cherishing a broad unsectarian but earnest 

Christian spirit.  I think that her sister universities in the Northwest are pervaded by the 

same spirit, and that they are contributing their full share to the dissemination of a 

Christian culture.”109 

                                                
107 Bradley J. Longfield, “From Evangelicalism to Liberalism:  Public Midwestern Universities in 

Nineteenth-Century America,” in The Secularization of the Academy, ed. George M. Marsden and Bradley 
J. Longfield (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), 49.   

108 Ibid., 50.   

109 James Angell, “The Relation of American Colleges to Christianity,” Providence Journal, 
December 1, 1877,  quoted in Longfield, “From Evangelicalism,” 46. 



 
 

69 

As had been the case from the founding of the church-related universities, 

including Harvard, Yale, and Princeton, state university presidents and faculties also 

believed that intellectual growth ought to be paired with moral development.  As 

evidence of this, they viewed religious worship—mandatory chapel and Sunday worship 

attendance—as an essential feature of student life.  More specifically, they thought that 

these activities provided opportunity for the moral and spiritual growth necessary for 

students to become citizens of exemplary character.   

So strongly did state university officials hold this view of religion in the role of 

educating the “whole person” that chapel and Sunday church attendance were mandatory 

for all students.  For example, the University of Minnesota as late as 1906 sponsored a 

voluntary assembly led by the president or a faculty member for purposes of daily  

worship, hymn-singing, Scripture reading and prayer.110  In 1858, University of Michigan 

president Henry Tappan, himself a seminary-trained minister in the Dutch Reformed 

tradition, declared that “with respect to religious duties, every student is required to 

attend public worship on the Sabbath in whatever church his parent or guardian shall 

direct.”111  Tappan, however, was also concerned about the manner in which students 

would be influenced by faculty.  Thus he added, “In addition to this, the Faculty are 

required to have daily prayers for the students.”112  Being quite concerned with the kind 

of moral and religious education being provided at the University of Michigan, Tappan 

                                                
110 See Clarence P. Shedd, The Church Follows Its Students (New Haven: Yale University Press, 

1938). 

111 Henry P. Tappan, The University; Its Constitution, and Its Relations, Political and Religious:  
A Discourse (Ann Arbor: Board of Regents of the University of Michigan, 1858), 28. 
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made sure that there was plenty of opportunity for students to be positively influenced by 

the Christian faith, as evidenced by his following remarks: 

There, certainly, are various ways in which religious instruction can be 
given; by graceful and apt episodes in the classroom when the subject 
naturally suggests them; by employing scientific truths to illustrate natural 
theology; by the easy familiarity of daily converse opened by the relation 
of teacher and pupil; by visitations in sickness; by rendering themselves 
accessible to the students as religious advisers; by habitually manifesting a 
parental interest in them; by maintaining the attitude of experienced and 
earnest friendship; by a pure and upright example; and by the exercise of 
all those tender charities which are as remote from sectarian bigotry, they 
are near the vital heart of christianity.113 
 

Unwilling to completely pass off to faculty the responsibility of spiritually nurturing 

students, Tappan took it upon himself to lead effectively in the effort.  With regard to his 

own involvement, he noted that: 

As to myself I may be permitted to say that I have conscientiously 
endeavored to make the daily religious services as effective as possible.  
Beyond this, at the Sabbath morning prayers, I have always given brief 
practical remarks drawn from the passage read.  And on Sabbath 
afternoon, I have generally given a lecture either on natural theology, or 
the evidences of Christianity, or morals, or on some point of practical 
Christianity.114 
 

His remarks here betray a preference for teaching and lecturing from the perspective of 

natural theology instead of thoroughgoing Bible study.  Still, that a state university 

president would voluntarily lead students in spiritual formation is significant.  Tappan 

was not alone in his conviction of the importance of Christianity for the success of state 

university education.  With Tappan, many state university officials thought that the 

propagation of Christianity was in the best spiritual interests of all students, and there is 

little doubt that state university administrators in the mid to late 1800's did everything 
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possible to avoid endorsing any one denomination.  The main reason for this was that 

founders and administrators of state universities, while agreeing that such institutions 

ought to be Christian, believed that the pursuit and communication of knowledge would 

be done in a more responsible way if a nonsectarian stance were adopted.  Furthermore, 

as agents of the state, university presidents and regent boards rightly recognized their 

main purpose was to educate students, not indoctrinate them with sectarian ideals.  

Tappan made this point clear when he said: 

The University as an institution of the State, open to all the people of the 
State, and affording to them the means of the highest education, is a 
symbol of the essential union of all religious sects, and of all political 
parties.  We are all Christians, we are all American citizens.  Whatever 
may be our differences, we have a common agreement—a common 
interest in the great subject of education.  It is the part of wisdom to 
preserve the University intact from the questions on which we differ, and 
to maintain and foster it purely as an educational institution.115 
 

Although Tappan's apparent identification of Christian citizenship with American 

citizenship is problematic, it is obvious from this statement that he viewed the state 

university as a forum in which people from many sects could, without fear of 

discrimination or ostracism, come together for educative purposes.  Further, it 

demonstrates his conviction that the most basic American values could be inculcated 

within the lives of students only if individuals, churches, and the state itself cooperated 

with institutions of higher education. 

 
Advancing the Project through Curriculum and Co-curriculum 

One of the intentions for curriculum of the old-time college was the establishment 

of a firm foundation for achieving the goal of a virtuous citizenry, and most American 
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educators believed that a classical curriculum provided the best intellectual framework 

for an educated person.116  They held that a virtuous citizenry that has concern for the 

common good and not private interests only must be schooled both from special 

revelation (i.e., the Holy Scriptures through personal daily Bible reading and mandatory 

church and chapel attendance) and general revelation (i.e., the liberal arts curriculum).  

As Lucas notes, the university curriculum was basically a combination of medieval 

learning, devotional studies that would preserve religious piety, and studies in the arts 

and literature.  Proficiency in the fundamental disciplines of Latin and Greek were 

required for admission, so as to achieve the ideal of a clergyman-scholar and gentleman.   

The prescribed curriculum was based on the medieval learning model of the 

trivium (grammar, rhetoric and logic) and the quadrivium (arithmetic, astronomy, 

geometry, and music).  Students were introduced to their first year with Greek, Hebrew, 

logic, and rhetoric.  Logic and natural philosophy were taught in the second year, and the 

third year typically brought moral philosophy (ethics) and Aristotelian metaphysics. The 

fourth and final year included mathematics and advanced philological studies in classical 

languages which were often supplemented by Syriac and Aramaic.117 Few colleges 

officially introduced the teaching of written composition and literature before the Civil 

War, for many educators believed that moral evil resulted from reading novels.  

Additionally, although rarely did a course in the English Bible appear in the official 
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W. Shipps (St. Paul: Christian University Press, 1987), 86.   

117 Lucas, American Higher Education, 109. 
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curriculum, study of the Bible nearly always appeared as an essential part of the 

unofficial curriculum.118   

Taken as a whole, this entirely prescribed course of study was regarded as a fixed 

body of absolute, immutable truths which was, for the most part, untainted by notions of 

modernist autonomy assumed by the “elective” curriculum later popularized by Harvard.  

It was a corpus or repository of knowledge to be absorbed and committed to memory, not 

to be criticized or questioned.  Suffice it to say that all academicians, whatever their 

sectarian persuasion, assumed that classical learning was essential for success in the 

various learned professions of law, medicine, or theology.119  The curriculum of the old-

time college, then, was at the same time simple and substantial.  As long as there was 

nothing to teach beyond the trivium and quadrivium, colleges would remain colleges 

instead of evolving into large universities.120   

Old-time college educators believed that holding together liberal arts and Bible 

study was important for citizen-formation.  Such a curriculum assumed belief in an 

objective natural order to which humanity must conform in order to flourish properly.  

The study of both God’s Word and God’s world were necessary to educating toward a 

virtuous citizenry that would promote the common good because Scripture provided a 

plumb line for divine truth, while the liberal arts helped students to discern truth about 

the world through reasoning capacities and human experience.  The liberal arts were also 

useful in teaching students about human nature itself.  As the Common Sense thinkers 
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such as Witherspoon believed, the two always supported and confirmed each other, 

albeit through different methods.  Scripture was God’s Word and wholly true—which 

was borne out and confirmed through the liberal arts and scientific aspects of the 

curriculum.  Students educated in this way would hold to a robust understanding of truth 

which would then issue in the ability to participate properly in the life of a democratic 

republic. 

 
Analysis and Conclusions 

From the historical evidence cited in this chapter, it should be clear that the 

Puritan colonists, the American founding fathers, and early college leaders alike believed 

that higher education was a critical feature of American society for inculcating virtue 

within students such that they might form a virtuous citizenry for the sake of sustaining 

the new republic.  Furthermore, the evidence shows that from 1636 through the middle 

1800s higher education leaders believed that religion—and in most cases Christianity—

was essential in order for a virtuous citizenry to obtain.  Thus they sought to instill within 

students a thick conception of the common good from their studies of the Christian 

religion as well through a rigorous course of liberal arts study.   

Learning, then, was seen holistically by the Founding Fathers and early American 

college leaders.  If the new republic were to flourish, then the Christian religion would 

have to supply the virtue needed for the citizenry to rule justly and participate properly.  

As has been shown in this chapter, studying both God’s Word and his world were 

assumed to be the sine qua non of a robust higher education that prepared graduates to 

become such citizens.  The covenantal system referred to at the beginning of this chapter 

is predicated on a specific telos:  God’s glory and His glory alone.  Nineteenth-century 
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Common Sense rationalists thought that this emphasis could be preserved while still 

seeking to square Enlightenment thinking with Christian thought.  However, by the end 

of the nineteenth century, colleges and universities were so pervasively informed by 

Common Sense rationality that it is difficult to see how a thick covenant-based 

understanding of the common good could be preserved.   

Several relevant questions resulting from the preceding historical analysis remain.  

Were there intellectual vulnerabilities in Scottish Common Sense philosophy that may 

have permitted knowledge itself to supplant God’s glory as the telos of a college 

education and if so, what were they?  Were there other significant cultural and 

intellectual changes occurring on the landscape of American intellectual culture and 

higher education that challenged the old-time college model?  How did these changes in 

turn affect colleges’ ability to help students understand and live out a thick understanding 

of the common good?  Furthermore, what were the key cultural conditions that made 

these changes possible?  Further exploration and analysis of these questions will receive 

due attention in chapter three.   
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CHAPTER THREE  
 

Teleology, Virtue, and the Common Good in America:   
Shifting Intellectual and Cultural Ground 

 
 

Introduction 
 

This chapter will identify changing cultural and intellectual assumptions that 

challenged the prevailing old-time college model of education following the end of the 

Civil War in 1865.  It was then that Charles Darwin’s Origin of Species began to take 

root among America’s scholarly elite in ways that challenged the intellectual moorings of 

Scottish Common Sense philosophy.  As was established in the previous chapter, since 

the early 1800s Common Sense had been the integrative paradigm in the old-time college 

for understanding how faith, learning and virtue were related to God’s divinely ordained 

telos for humankind. These changing assumptions include:   

1) an evolving understanding of the relationship between faith and science due to 

the effects of Darwinism, namely the diminishment of the concept of final cause—or  

teleological explanations that had been compatible with biblical revelation—in scientific 

inquiry in favor of scientific expertise and progress as defined by modernism;  

2) new ideas about biblical authority due to German biblical higher criticism, 

namely a shift from the Bible as the ultimate authority for answering the question “What 

is the chief end of man?”1 to an ethics textbook; and  

                                                
1 “Catechismus Westmonasteriensis Minor (A. D. 1647),” in Philip Schaff, ed., “The Creeds of the 

Evangelical Protestant Churches,” Christian Classics Ethereal Library, 
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/creeds3.iv.xviii.html (accessed December 13, 2009).   
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3) changing views of the purposes of higher education, namely from a classical, 

virtue-inculcating model that was informed by a biblical worldview to that of a scientific 

and social progress model.  These include changes in the higher education landscape 

through the advent of the Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862, the rise of the American 

research university, Harvard president Charles Eliot’s popularization of the elective 

system, and the formalization of academic freedom as a value within the university.  

As will be shown in this chapter, each of these three changes threatened the 

traditional, Common Sense-informed Christian understanding of human nature and 

humanity’s telos and why a higher education should be sought at all.  Surveying these 

changes will provide the proper context for understanding in subsequent chapters why 

some fundamentalists adopted a dispensationalist outlook and why that development 

mattered for American higher education beginning in the 1880s.  In short, 

fundamentalists who were paying attention to these cultural and intellectual changes that 

challenged the old-time college model sought alternative ways to make Christian sense of 

the world and educate their children accordingly.  Hence, dispensationalism and the Bible 

institutes that were built on its theological foundation were an attempt on the part of 

fundamentalists to salvage some sense of a God-centric teleology.  A final result of these 

changes was an increasingly ghettoized evangelical subculture whose points of 

commonality centered around dispensationalist beliefs.  As we will see in following 

chapters, dispensationalism pointed humans primarily to heavenly, not earthly, ends.   

 
Religion and Science in the Wake of Darwin:  Princeton as a Case Study 

Until the Civil War, Common Sense philosophy had provided intellectual 

resources sufficient to hold faith, knowledge and virtue together within the walls of the 
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old-time college. With Charles Darwin’s publication of Origin of Species in 1859, 

however, a war between religion and science was sparked among America’s intellectual 

elite.  At stake in this war were competing assumptions about human nature and 

humanity’s telos.  Although his ideas had almost no cultural impact until after the 

conclusion of the Civil War,2 his theory of natural selection would eventually become 

one of the greatest intellectual challenges faced by American Protestants.3  Historian 

Ferenc Szasz argues that until this time, most Americans held to a young earth view of 

origins, namely the view that the earth is only a few thousand years old: 

Most Americans believed the planet on which they lived to be only a few 
thousand years old.  This world, moreover, was fundamentally static.  It 
was bounded by two specific events—Creation and the Last Judgment—
and it was one in which each species brought forth only its own kind.4 
 

Everything that existed could have come about only through the forethought and design 

of the Creator, they argued, just as William Paley (1743-1805) argued that there could be 

no such thing so complex as a watch unless there was a watchmaker.5  As a Christian 

thinker in the modern period, Paley advanced a teleological argument for God’s existence 

using the analogies of machines (such as watches) as well as the human eye.  A watch 

demonstrates the kind of complexity that could be explained only by a human designer in 

                                                
2 Ferenc M. Szasz, The Divided Mind of Protestant America, 1880-1930 (Tuscaloosa: University 

of Alabama Press, 1982), 4-5.   

3 Another major intellectual sea change at that time was the higher criticism of the Scriptures, 
which had its origins in Germany.  Szasz argues that, compared to the challenge of higher criticism 
“evolution and the comparative study of religion—which might have been equally disruptive—were 
absorbed with relative ease and seemed only mildly threatening to most fin de siècle churchgoers” (Ibid., 
1).   

4 Ibid., 2.   

5 Ibid, 2-3.   
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the same way that the complexity of the human eye can be explained only by an 

intelligent designer.6   

Both Paley and the American public were ultimately concerned with the same 

end, namely the maintaining of a cultural assumption that the universe was designed.  

The difference between Paley and the average twentieth-century American citizen in the 

church pew on this issue was that the former drew on general revelation and reason in 

making his argument, while the latter accepted the literal truths of Scripture from the 

pulpit.  Although evolutionary theory as such was not new with Darwin’s Origin of 

Species, the advent of his work forced reasoned arguments from design as well as a literal 

reading of the book of Genesis into near-obsolescence.  Darwin’s theory of natural 

selection in particular threatened to disintegrate the intellectual as well as popular 

foundations of Christianity in America as the twentieth century approached.7   

The introduction of Darwin’s scientific theory for origins became a point of 

departure between Christian scholars who held that natural selection was incompatible 

with teleology and those who sought to reconcile Darwinist thinking—and natural 

selection in particular—with Christian faith in such a way that did not diminish a robust 

concept of final cause.8  However obscure it might have been at that time in academic as 

                                                
6 Phillip L. Quinn, “Philosophy of Religion,” in The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, ed. 

Robert Audi (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 609.   

7 Szasz, Divided Mind, 2-9.  Szasz notes that in the decades prior to 1900, “If an American 
believed in evolution, it was most likely to be in a benign, optimistic, theistic variety of the theory.  By the 
1890s, evolution had become almost a fashionable creed.  It was equated with progress, advance, and 
improvement.  Those who opposed it as atheistic had all but disappeared” (9).   

8 Final cause, or the sake for which an organism is striving (i.e., it’s purpose), is an Aristotelian 
category that had been assumed in most scientific circles through the Enlightenment.  Teleological 
explanations are scientific explanations which include an account of the final cause of the phenomenon 
under investigation.  These explanations typically use the expression "in order that" to refer the 
phenomenon's end, or telos.  The use of teleological explanations, however, need not presuppose conscious 
deliberation and choice on the part of the phenomenon being investigated.  The assertion that "chameleons 
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well as popular culture of late nineteenth-century America, this difference was a 

reflection of the burgeoning religious and intellectual pluralism that would ultimately 

have its effects on the academy’s assumptions about what it meant to form virtuous 

student citizens.  As it will be shown later, this was particularly evident in the changing 

nature of the curriculum itself.   

The difference of perspective regarding the compatibility between Christianity 

and Darwinian theory is well-illustrated by a comparison of Charles Hodge and James 

McCosh, two conservative Presbyterian scholars who served together at the College of 

New Jersey—renamed Princeton University in 1896—in the late nineteenth century.  

Both men were Common Sense realists who defended the authority of the Scriptures on 

intellectual grounds.  However, as the following analysis will show, McCosh was far 

more optimistic than was Hodge about the possibility of a deep compatibility between a 

Christian worldview and the essential components of Darwinian theory.   

James McCosh was recruited from Scotland to become Princeton’s president in 

1868.  As a scholar par excellence and an expert interpreter of Scottish Common Sense 

realism, he was the most academically distinguished president since John Witherspoon’s 

tenure.9  In the first year of his presidency, McCosh optimistically proclaimed that the 

                                                
change color in order to escape detection" is not a claim regarding conscious activity on the part of 
chameleons.  Aristotle held that teleological explanations were required of the growth and development of 
living things as well as the motion of inanimate objects, and that these explanations presuppose a future 
state of affairs that determines the manner in which a present state of affairs unfolds.  For example, an 
acorn develops the way it does in order that it should realize its end as an oak tree, and a stone falls in order 
that it achieve its natural end of being in a state of rest as close as possible to the center of the earth.  See 
John Losee, A Historical Introduction to the Philosophy of Science (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1993), 72, 117-18.   

9 George M. Marsden, The Soul of the American University: From Protestant Establishment to 
Established Nonbelief (New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), 196-97.  Marsden notes more 
specifically that McCosh was “a significant interpreter of the central Scottish philosophical debates, while 
the tradition of Common Sense realism was being modified in a Kantian direction by William Hamilton 
and attacked by the empiricism of John Stuart Mill” (196-97).    
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“doctrine of development,” that is, evolution, could be reconciled with Christianity 

without denying that God was the ultimate creator of human beings.  McCosh’s Common 

Sense assumptions—namely that science properly done would confirm biblical truth— 

paved the way for this compatibility.  Regarding the origin of life, McCosh said “The 

inspired record tells us, what anthropology confirms, that man has a two-fold nature—a 

body formed out of the dust of the ground, and a spirit after the image of God breathed 

into him.”10  McCosh’s way of understanding the means by which God “breathed” this 

spirit into human beings was amenable to much of Darwin’s theory of origins because 

McCosh argued that Darwinian mechanisms of development could be separated from 

Charles Darwin’s erroneous philosophy.11  Using Paley’s example of the eye in arguing 

for the existence of a cosmic designer who created human beings, McCosh then argued 

that God’s use of identifiable mechanisms (such as Darwinian evolution) as means for 

implementing that design did not diminish the plausibility of design itself.  The relevant 

question with respect to McCosh’s thinking, explains historian George Marsden, was 

whether God used means or not.  Discovering efficient causes did not exclude the 

existence of final causes.  The eye, for example, was designed to see, thus the means by 

which God adapted it to its environment were not incompatible with design.  McCosh 

argued instead that evolution was simply the actualizing of potentialities that God built 

into creation itself.  Using William Paley’s famous watchmaker analogy, McCosh argued 

                                                
10 James McCosh, “Religious Aspects of the Doctrine of Development,” in History, Essays, 

Orations, and Other Documents of the Sixth General Conference of the Evangelical Alliance, Held in New 
York, October 2-12, 1873, ed. Phillip Schaff and Iranaeus Prime (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1874), 
268.   

11 Marsden, Soul of the American University, 203.   
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that “If man could construct…a watch which should produce other watches telling the 

hour through all time, our admiration of the skill of the artist would not be diminished.”12 

Although McCosh used Paley’s argument for design to his advantage, he sought 

to incorporate in his thinking the Darwinian mechanism of natural selection in a way that 

resembled Paley’s watchmaker analogy.  David Livingstone shows that before McCosh 

was appointed president at Princeton he argued for the “principle of special adaptation” 

in a book entitled The Method of the Divine Government.  In it he makes the case that this 

principle, when paired with the “principle of Order,” explains how “the agents of nature 

are so arranged into a system, or rather a system of systems, that events fall out in an 

orderly manner.”13  Livingstone suggests that McCosh was calling for a more deeply 

organic understanding of design than did Paley.14  Put another way, McCosh’s 

understanding of creation made more extensive use of secondary causes than did Paley’s.  

For McCosh, then, the bulk of Darwinian evolutionist thinking did not threaten the 

credibility of the Christian account of creation since evolution “is merely an exhibition of 

order running through successive ages,”15 as well as the fact that the natural laws 

observed in evolution are evidence of a divine lawgiver.16 

                                                
12 Ibid.  Quoted from James McCosh, Christianity and Positivism: A Series of Lectures to the 

Times on Natural Theology and Apologetics (New York, 1875).   

13 James McCosh, The Method of Divine Government: Physical and Moral, 3rd ed. (Edinburgh: 
Sutherland & Knox, 1852), 115.  Quoted in David N. Livingstone, Darwin’s Forgotten Defenders: The 
Encounter between Evangelical Theology and Evolutionary Thought (Vancouver: Regent College 
Publishing, 1984), 107. 

14Livingstone, Darwin’s Defenders, 106-07.  

15 McCosh, “Religious Aspects,” 267.   

16 Livingstone, Darwin’s Defenders, 107.   
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Seeking to build bridges between Protestant evangelical theologians and the 

scientific community, McCosh advised the former that  

It is useless to tell the younger naturalists that there is no truth in the 
doctrine of development, for they know that there is truth, which is not to 
be set aside by denunciation.  Religious philosophers might be more 
profitably employed in showing them the religious aspects of the doctrine 
of development; and some would be grateful to any one who would help 
them to keep their old faith in God and the Bible with their new faith in 
science.17   

 
For McCosh, evolution did not pose a threat to traditional Christian orthodoxy.  Rather, 

he contended that Darwinism supported Calvinism.18  More importantly for the 

theologically conservative Princeton at that time was the fact that McCosh had 

successfully navigated a middle ground between scientific obscurantism on the one hand 

and a science-driven liberal Protestantism on the other.19  What made McCosh’s view 

unsatisfactory to his colleague Charles Hodge was the fact that it relied too heavily on 

Darwin’s mechanism of natural selection.20 

Charles Hodge’s (1797-1878) perspective on Darwinian theory was shaped 

largely by his doubts about the intellectual merits of reconciling natural selection with the 

teleology inherent in the Christian doctrine of creation.  As principal at Princeton 

                                                
17 McCosh, “Religious Aspects,” 270.   

18 Szasz, Divided Mind, 5.  Also see George M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture: 
The Shaping of Twentieth-Century Evangelicalism, 1870-1925 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980), 
19.   

19 Marsden, Soul of the American University, 204.  Marsden explains that “McCosh’s openness to 
at least a limited version of biological evolution helped the Princeton community weather the sensation of 
Darwinism.  McCosh’s views were too solidly rooted in the traditional Presbyterian paradigm and his 
personal presence too impressive for him to be easily labeled a heretic.  At the same time he kept the 
Princeton faculty from being written out of the scientific community” (204).   

20 Ibid.  Marsden’s conclusion regarding McCosh’s view of the compatibility between Christianity 
and Darwinism is that it “was thus a limited version of natural selection, punctuated by special creative 
interventions” (204).   
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Theological Seminary from 1851-1878, like McCosh, Hodge lived and breathed the 

Scottish common-sense culture of Princeton.  However, he was much less accepting of 

Darwinism as an explanatory system for origins than was McCosh.  Historian of science 

Edward Larson points out that Hodge played a significant role in the intellectual 

counterattack against Darwinian theory “in the name of religion,” and argues that 

Hodge’s “Darwinism as atheism” thesis was based on the assumption that Darwin denied 

design in nature.21  Larson’s observation in this regard is consistent with the observation 

that Hodge was not an anti-evolutionist thinker.  He argued that evolution as an 

explanatory concept was not identical with Darwinism, and held that one could, on firm 

intellectual footing, accept the former without the latter.  For Hodge evolutionary theory 

could assume design in the universe and to the degree that it did he considered evolution 

to be a plausible Christian explanation of origins.  However, evolution without design, 

that is, without regard for teleology, was thoroughly atheistic in his view.22  Convinced 

that Darwin’s theory of natural selection as described in Origin of Species was of an 

atheistic character, Hodge argued in the section covering anthropology in his Systematic 

Theology that  

…the system is thoroughly atheistic, and therefore cannot possibly stand. 
God has revealed his existence and his government of the world so clearly 
and so authoritatively, that any philosophical or scientific speculations 
inconsistent with those truths are like cobwebs in the track of a tornado.  
They offer no sensible resistance. The mere naturalist, the man devoted so 
exclusively to the study of nature as to believe in nothing but natural 
causes, is not able to understand the strength with which moral and 
religious convictions take hold of the minds of men.23 

                                                
21 Edward J. Larson, Summer for the Gods: The Scopes Trial and America’s Continuing Debate 

Over Science and Religion (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2001), 18.   

22 Livingstone, Darwin’s Defenders, 104-05.   

23 Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology, vol. 2 (1871; repr., Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1940), 27.   
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While taking care to admit that Darwin himself was not an atheist, Hodge goes on 

to argue that Darwin’s assumptions regarding nature and secondary causes were 

nonetheless atheistic in their character.  Theism, claimed Hodge, 

…is not Darwin’s doctrine. His theory is that hundreds or thousands of 
millions of years ago God called a living germ, or living germs, into 
existence, and that since that time God has no more to do with the 
universe than if He did not exist. This is atheism to all intents and 
purposes, because it leaves the soul as entirely without God, without a 
Father, Helper, or Ruler, as the doctrine of Epicurus or of Comte. Darwin, 
moreover, obliterates all the evidences of the being of God in the world. 
He refers to physical causes what all theists believe to be due to the 
operations of the Divine mind.24 
 
It is important to note that Hodge was not an anti-Darwin activist.  Historian 

Barry Hankins points out that Hodge held Darwin in high regard as “a fine naturalist and 

a fair-minded thinker.”25  Furthermore, Hodge was open to the possibility that the earth 

was far older than the biblical genealogical studies suggested.26  Hodge’s chief concern 

with Darwinian theory was the fact that it relied ultimately on the assumption of natural 

selection, which to his way of thinking eschewed a meaningful, divinely-directed sense of 

teleology.  As Livingstone observes, for Hodge it was atheistic “precisely and solely 

because it was inimical to design.”27  In Hodge’s own words, “Darwin rejects all 

teleology, or the doctrine of final causes.  He denies design in any of the organisms in the 

vegetable or animal world….As it is this feature of his system which brings it into 

                                                
24 Ibid., 28.   

25 Barry Hankins, American Evangelicals: A Contemporary History of a Mainstream Religious 
Movement (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2008), 56.   

26 Ibid.  Hankins notes that Hodge “was delighted when a colleague argued conclusively that 
dating the age of the earth using the Old Testament chronologies was not sound biblical scholarship” (56).   

27 Livingstone, Darwin’s Defenders, 104.   
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conflict not only with Christianity, but with the fundamental principles of natural 

religion, it should be clearly established.”28   

In 1873, two years after the publication of Hodge’s Systematic Theology, McCosh 

admitted that even Darwin himself could not account for the first appearance of life in the 

absence of a divine mind.  “Greatly to the disappointment of some of his followers,” 

reasoned McCosh, “Darwin is obliged to postulate three or four germs of life created by 

God.”29  Although Hodge’s description of Darwin’s system may be more compatible with 

some version of deism than atheism, Hodge clearly parted ways with McCosh with 

regard to Darwin’s main ideas in Origins. Hodge thought of the new theory as naturalistic 

in that the laws of nature themselves are (on the Darwinian view) first causes brought 

about by impersonal blind forces rather than secondary causes used by God to 

accomplish his purposes in the created order.  Supernatural phenomena, thought Hodge, 

were ruled out by such blind, purposeless forces if Darwin’s theory of natural selection 

account were true, and on that basis Hodge concluded that biblical Christianity was 

incompatible with it.30  Regarding the philosophical divide between McCosh and Hodge 

on the issue of Darwinian compatibility with a Christian worldview, historian of science 

David Livingstone has noted that 

McCosh’s thirty years of efforts to work out an evolutionary natural 
theology brought him to an assessment of Darwinism quite at variance 
with that of his colleague Charles Hodge—though…Hodge was really 
opposed only to a Darwinian theory opposing teleology.  Their different 
appraisals stemmed from the way in which each framed their arguments 
from design.  Indeed, more than anything else, their divergent 

                                                
28 Charles Hodge, What Is Darwinism? (New York: Scribner’s, 1874); 48, 52.  Quoted in 

Livingstone, Darwin’s Defenders, 104.   

29 McCosh, “Religious Aspects,” 270.   

30 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 19.   
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interpretations of that philosophical question determined their evaluations 
of the “evidence” for Darwinian science.  Yet for both of them, the idea of 
a designed universe constituted both the foundation and fabric of a truly 
biblical philosophy of science.  Their assessments of the precise character 
of the relationship between natural history and natural theology might 
have been different, but they were both convinced that it was a marriage 
made in heaven.31 
 
The external similarities between McCosh and Hodge are ironic, however, given 

their differences over the compatibility of Christianity and Darwinism. Both were 

Princeton scholars and both were conservative Presbyterian churchmen.  On the basis of 

Common Sense, McCosh held that it was absurd to deny the existence of a God who 

created human beings and the world around them, but he believed that a Christianized 

version of natural selection could be adopted without conceding that the world was the 

result of blind forces.32  Hodge, however, rejected natural selection as incompatible with 

the God of the Bible who continues to interact supernaturally with the world.  In the final 

analysis, although he remained an evangelical Presbyterian, McCosh more than Hodge 

adopted a progressive stance toward reconciling scientific Darwinism with a traditional 

Christian understanding of origins.   

The same point of departure that differentiated McCosh from Hodge also divided 

the larger Protestant culture of that time period.  Protestant thinkers who had wholly 

bought into an accommodationist mindset with respect to how faith and natural selection 

might be reconciled were more likely than “Hodgeites” to attempt to reconcile points of 

conflict between traditional Christian faith and new theories or discoveries from the 

world of science.  For Hodge and those who followed him, to attempt such a 
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32 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 18-19.   
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reconciliation would be to compromise not just the abstract concept of teleology but also 

the integrity of the Holy Scriptures whose creation account assumed a deep sense of 

teleology, namely that the created order was headed in a divinely ordained direction.  

Livingstone notes that Hodge’s assessment of the situation was sound, namely that 

Darwinian natural selection was being advanced as a method to dispel the notion of final 

cause from the discipline of biology.33  Given the philosophical commitment to Common 

Sense realism in the academy at that time, this result may have been inevitable.  Marsden 

observes that since Jonathan Edwards’s time American theology had not challenged the 

Scottish Common Sense doctrine that truth could be discovered reliably and objectively 

simply by examining the facts as nature presented them.  American scientific 

methodology and philosophizing about science had been permitted to “operate on a 

naturalistic basis free from theological assumptions, except for the assumption that 

objective investigation of nature would confirm what was revealed in Scripture.”34   

As this comparative analysis of Hodge and McCosh suggests, differing 

conclusions regarding how to reconcile faith and science in the intellectual wake of 

Darwin forced an apparent dilemma upon Protestant thinkers. Either they could remain 

committed to “theology-free” scientific inquiry and risk having their faith completely 

undermined, or they could side with Hodge and remain resolute that Darwinism was 

infidelity by another name and was irreconcilable with Christianity.  The solution, to 

which McCosh’s middle course eventually and unwittingly led, as Marsden notes, was to 

redefine the relationship between faith and science.  Even though McCosh was making a 
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sincere attempt to preserve the best of both current scientific thinking and orthodox 

Christian faith, his formulation was only one step away from the redefinition of the faith-

science relationship had already taken place in the ideas of Kant, Schleiermacher, and 

Ritschl, the practical outworkings of which meant that religion would be shielded from 

the “objective” assessment of science.  On this view faith would hereafter have to do with 

matters of the heart and morality brought about by religious experience, and would not be 

open to investigation by science.35  

 
Biblical Higher Criticism and the Modernist Impulse 

 
The influence of Darwinian science was profound not only in the realm of science 

itself but also on the methods of study in other disciplines, including religion.  As 

demonstrated by Princeton president James McCosh, even theologically conservative 

able-minded Protestant scholars were deeply influenced by Darwinian science.  In 

combination with the new German methods in biblical higher criticism, biblical 

scholarship took on a new naturalistic flare.  As Marsden notes, “The implications of 

Darwin’s theory, particularly concerning impersonal natural process as opposed to 

divinely guided order, went far beyond biology.  The new Biblical criticism which gave 

naturalistic historical explanations of cultural development was based on virtually the 

same assumptions.”36  This marked a seismic shift in the landscape of the academic 

world.  Until this time a distinctly self-conscious approach to the study of Scripture was 

nonexistent since the majority of American Protestants, including Bible scholars, shared 

                                                
35 Ibid.  Marsden concludes that under such a formulation that “science could have its autonomy, 

and religion would be beyond its reach” (20).   

36 Ibid.   
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the belief that the Bible was God’s infallible recorded word to humanity.  Furthermore, 

the Bible-reading public assumed that, in general, the Scriptures could be interpreted 

according to Common Sense principles.  Under this interpretational scheme, events 

described in the Bible were reliable accounts of history, and biblical claims about matters 

of fact were considered to be just that—matters of fact.37   

Until the 1880s, then, Scottish Common Sense principles had served the 

American public well with respect to embracing the Reformation principles of the 

“priesthood of all believers” and the “perspicuity of Scripture.”  Common sense thinking 

supported the notion that even laypersons could understand the basic message of the 

Bible because they could trust that, through the senses and rational capacities, they were 

interacting directly with the actual intent of the biblical authors.   

The advent of the modernist impulse threw these Common Sense assumptions 

about the Bible into doubt.  Marsden points out that, although the term “modernism” did 

not arise until the early twentieth century, leaders of American Protestantism were 

endorsing the idea by the late nineteenth century.38  In order to rescue Christianity from 

the new methods of biblical criticism leaders of mainline Protestant denominations 

asserted that Christian faith was not as dependent on the accuracy and authority of Bible 

as most had previously assumed.  Instead, they argued that the Bible “was the seed from 

which a higher Christianity evolved in modern civilization.”39  The modernist principle 

that henceforth influenced biblical and theological scholarship “reflected the optimistic 
                                                

37 Mark A. Noll, Between Faith and Criticism: Evangelicals, Scholarship, and the Bible in 
America, 2nd ed. (Vancouver: Regent College Publishing, 1991), 11.   
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39 Ibid.   
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and progressive principles of the era:  A higher Christianity had evolved from the Bible 

and could be found in the best of modern civilization.”40   

American historian Barry Hankins has defined theological modernism as 1) an 

adjustment of religious ideas to modern ways of thinking, 2) the notion that God is 

immanent (i.e., close to humanity) and is revealed through cultural development, and 3) a 

belief that world civilization was progressing toward the kingdom of God.  In short, then, 

Hankins defines modernism as “adjustment, immanence, and progress.”41  Leaders of the 

modernist movement in theology included theologians such as Horace Bushnell (1802-

1876), Albrecht Ritschl (1822-1889), Adolf von Harnack (1851-1930), and preacher 

Harry Emerson Fosdick (1878-1969).   

By the late 1870s and early 1880s several important developments occurred that 

signaled just how powerful the modernist impulse was.  Johns Hopkins University was 

founded in 1876 as the first American graduate university based on the German research 

model, and just a few years later Harvard adopted the elective curriculum and began 

making advances toward becoming a research university as well.  The founding of the 

Society of Biblical Literature in 1880 was evidence that the professionalization of the 

academy was already having effects on the study of the Bible.42   

The most important way in which the modernist principle affected the formal 

study of Scripture in the American context was the way in which the new research 
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universities, such as Johns Hopkins, were bringing new methods of historical 

interpretation to bear on biblical hermeneutics.  Mark Noll explains as follows: 

The Germans seemed to have demonstrated conclusively that facts were 
always relative to historical context, each stage of history was always the 
product of what had gone before, minds were always a function of 
cultures, and divinity (where it existed) was always immanent in human 
experience….Historical consciousness of this sort had revolutionary 
implications when applied to Scripture.  The Bible might retain its status 
as a revered document, but only because it was a unique expression of 
religious experience.  The Bible might remain a book in which to hear the 
voice of God, but those who accepted the new views thought they were 
hearing it within history rather than from the outside.43 
 

According to the German-influenced scholarship of the new American research academy, 

then, the “Word of God” was relative to the reader’s time and place as well as his own 

experience created by the reading of the biblical text itself.  This relativizing dynamic 

effectively displaced the common-sense view of Scripture, which had been the default 

view in American academia up until that time.  The objectivity of Scripture’s truth based 

on facts verified in the external world would no longer prevail and Sola Scriptura—the 

Reformation concept of Scripture being the final court of appeals with regard to its 

functional authority over all matters of faith and life—was largely abandoned in the 

academy by the beginning of the twentieth century.   

Even as early as 1873, evangelical ministers were sensing that the Bible’s grip on 

larger culture was loosening due to modernist science and the liberal theological impulses 

that inevitably followed.  Rev. W.W. Patton, a presenter that year at the General 

Conference of the Evangelical Alliance, attempted to make the case that a solution to the 

Bible “crisis” was revival.  “[N]ow that faith in the Bible is losing its hold on many 

minds,” argued Patton, “and a supernatural religion is pronounced in high quarters to be 
                                                

43 Noll, Between Faith and Criticism, 13.   



 
 

93 

an absurdity, there is a moral sublimity in the aspect of carnest souls, who value revivals 

because in them the presence and agency of the Holy Spirit are manifest, and the modern 

as well as the ancient Gospel is seen to be ‘in demonstration of the Spirit and of 

power.’”44 As evangelicals would soon witness, however, the revival was powerless to 

stave off the forces of the new faith in science that would soon catapult the old-time 

college to a new status—that of the American research university.   

With respect to the challenges the new scientific mindset posed to the authority of 

the Bible, there were two major cultural effects of the modernist impulse.  First, mainline 

Protestant preachers began to proclaim that Christianity was really a matter of the heart, 

and that anyone who knew Jesus in their heart need not fear modern scientific challenges.  

Religion, after all, dealt with a higher level of truth than science.  Second, pastors and 

scholars in mainline denominations emphasized a theology which said that the core of 

Christianity was morality.  Popular Protestantism, having stressed action over theology 

embraced this new theological emphasis quickly, and modern theology thus became a 

theology of action.45 
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The Changing Landscape of American Higher Education 
 
 
The Morrill Act  

While the authority of Holy Scripture appeared to be weakened in America as a 

result of newer and more scientifically progressive interpretational methods developed by 

German academicians, another important change was taking place in American higher 

education, namely the passage of the Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862, which was 

evidence of an increasingly popular desire to advance the United States’s position in 

industry and agriculture through a more practical form of higher education than had been 

valued in the nation’s past.  The act established legal grounds for the sale of public tracts 

of land with the proceeds being directed to the states for the enhancement and support of 

colleges with programs in the mechanical and agricultural arts.46  The result of the 

legislation was that it underscored and capitalized on an increasing American interest in 

practicality and progress with respect to the development of new useful products and 

methods of efficient agricultural work.47  Intellectual historian Richard Hofstadter and 

education historian Wilson Smith point out that “the best use of the funds made available 

under the act came, in fact, where the land-grant funds were added to a pre-existing state 

university endowment,” whereas “in states where funds were divided among a number of 

competing colleges, the results were less happy.”48  The Morrill Act of 1890 further 
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strengthened the land grant colleges by providing annual appropriations from the federal 

government.49   

 Cornell University is trumpeted by education historians as an institution that 

capitalized well on the provisions of the Morrill Act, with Andrew Dickson White named 

as the founding president of Cornell when it was formally organized in 1865.50  Although 

White believed in keeping some classical elements of the trivium and quadrivium in the 

curriculum at Cornell, his appreciation for the traditional curriculum did not extend to the 

way in which faculty were hired at the church-related old-time colleges.  He was ardently 

opposed to any religious litmus tests for trustees and faculty, and on one occasion 

declared that “my university should be under control of no single religious organization; 

it should be free from all sectarian or party trammels; in electing its trustees and 

professors no questions should be asked as to their belief or their attachments to this or 

that sect or party.”51 

 The main point to be gleaned here is that the Morrill Act created a mechanism for 

an alternative kind of higher education institution to populate the collegiate landscape.  

As White’s comments make clear, no longer could it be assumed that the old-time college 

and the values inherent within it solely defined what it meant for citizens to be educated.  

The land grant universities had a radically different telos in view versus the old-time 

college, namely one that was largely defined by social progress.  The landscape of 

                                                
49 Ibid.   

50 Even though Cornell was formally organized in 1865, White was not named president by the 
board of trustees until 1867.  Regarding the delay, he said “Although my formal election to the university 
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American higher education was becoming more diversified as the once-pervasive values 

of the old-time college diminished as new ideas took form regarding what it meant to be 

educated.  

 
The Scientific Spirit, the Research University, and the Elective Curriculum 

The new spirit of science and social progress that inspired the rise of the land-

grant universities was also having an effect on institutions already in existence.  Higher 

education leaders as well as public officials had, since the era of the old-time college, 

recognized the value of a college education for educating virtuous citizens who 

contributed to the common good.  Lawrence Veysey points out three hopes that post-

Civil War politicians had concerning how higher education would affect the conduct of 

public affairs.  The first hope was that institutions would educate each student such that 

all graduates would have a deep concern for civic virtue.  Second, they would train 

political leaders who would purpose to solve the social problems of “real life” in 

American society.  Finally, via scientific scholarship, it was hoped that rational 

substitutes could be found for political procedures subject to personal influence.  

Although the call to public service within the halls of the university was often an 

unspecified sermon, some of the tangible fruit of this emphasis was the advent of political 

science schools at Columbia, Michigan, and Wisconsin between 1880 and 1892.52   

The hope that public officials placed in the potential of science to spark a cultural 

revolution committed to new knowledge eventually found full expression in Charles 

Eliot.  The Harvard president in 1877 provided perhaps “one of the clearest and most 
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succinct expressions of the new faith synthesis.”53   The first of Eliot’s “central tenets of 

the new faith” was that science was recognized and proclaimed as the dominant mode of 

knowing in the modern world.  Secondly, the “scientific spirit” and the scientific method, 

prevails in every field of study.  Thirdly, the new science ought to be offered as the 

solution to humanity’s most pressing social problems—a point which spoke to the aspect 

of public affairs and the need for a virtuous citizenry.  Finally, the basic characteristic of 

the new faith was a synthesis of faith in science, progressive human ideals and cultural 

values, and in God—and each was thought to lead to and require the others.54   

Eliot’s vision for Harvard, then, was driven by a progressive faith in the power of 

science—a similar vision to the one Andrew Dickson White had for Cornell University 

when he declared soon after its founding in 1865 in Ithaca, New York, that Cornell would 

be an “’asylum for Science—where truth shall be sought for truth’s sake, where it shall 

not be the main purpose of the Faculty to stretch or cut sciences exactly to fit ‘Revealed 

Religion.’”55  A mathematician and chemist by training, Eliot had served at the 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology as a professor of chemistry before ascending to the 

presidency of Harvard in 1869.  In his inaugural address, his skepticism regarding the 

humanities, including religion, as a body of true knowledge became evident when he 

boldly proclaimed:  

Philosophical subjects should never be taught with authority.  They are not 
established sciences; they are full of disputed matters, open questions, and 
bottomless speculations.  It is not the function of the teacher to settle 
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philosophical and political controversies for the pupil, or even to 
recommend to him any one set of opinions as better than another.  
Exposition, not imposition, of opinions is the professor’s part.  The student 
should be made acquainted with all sides of these controversies, with the 
salient points of each system; he should be shown what is still in force of 
institutions or philosophies mainly outgrown, and what is new in those 
now in vogue.  The very word “education” is a standing protest against 
dogmatic teaching.56 

 
In making these remarks, he parted company with over two centuries of Harvard 

predecessors who placed prime importance on the truth that is revealed through the 

teaching of moral and natural philosophy.  Furthermore, in making his case he identified 

himself as an educational “progressive,”one who rejected the old-time college 

understanding of education as primarily a “mental and moral discipline.”  Rather, Eliot 

stood with the new elite educational theorists who held that the primary objective of a 

higher education was to garner as much knowledge as possible and, whenever possible, 

to specialize in an area of knowledge.57  Knowledge, however, for Eliot was defined by 

modern scientific standards.  Douglas Sloan notes that these standards were built on the 

assumption that only primary qualities, including mass weight, extension, number, etc. 

could be known with objectivity, since they could be “counted.”  Secondary qualities 

included color, sound, form, meaning, and anything else not easily quantifiable.  Sloan 
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99 

explains that these “secondary qualities, were thought to exist mainly in the human mind 

and, hence, to be too tinged with subjectivity ever to be known with any certainty.”58  

Another of Eliot’s educational convictions worked itself out in observable and 

permanent ways when Eliot made the case for a full-fledged elective system at Harvard in 

1885.59  It was in that year that Harvard’s Nineteenth Century Club invited Princeton 

president James McCosh and Yale president Noah Porter to a “three-cornered debate” 

with Eliot on the subject of the Harvard elective system.  Porter, however, did not attend, 

thus it was a contest between McCosh and Eliot.60  That evening Eliot made the case that 

a university of liberal arts and sciences must give its students three things:      

I.  Freedom in choice of studies. 
II. Opportunity to win academic distinction in single subjects or 

special lines of study. 
III. A discipline which distinctly imposes on each individual the 

responsibility of forming his own habits and guiding his 
own conduct.61 

 
These new principles were part and parcel of Eliot’s Harvard becoming a research 

university.  In the higher education community, they were a clarion call that the era of the 

old-time college was over and the dawn of the research university had come.  Freedom of 

choice, specialization, and an “inner” sense of moral responsibility were to be the 

essential components of the refashioned American university.  These values would soon 
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become codified principles under the auspices of the American Association of University 

Professors.   

McCosh occupied something of a middle position between Eliot and Porter on the 

subject.  He was open to curricular improvements and innovations and was not strictly 

beholden to the classicist model as was Yale’s Porter.  Still, he was ardently “opposed to 

Eliot’s revolutionary philosophy of virtually total curricular freedom for 

undergraduates.”62  In response to Eliot’s rhetorical flourish on the need for elective 

curricula which permitted nearly complete freedom of the student to choose his or her 

own course of study, McCosh replied: 

Freedom is the catch-word of this new departure.  It is a precarious and 
attractive word.  But, O Liberty!  what crimes and cruelties have been 
perpetrated in thy name!  It is a bid for popularity.  An entering Freshman 
will be apt to cheer when he hears it—the prospect is so pleasant.  The 
leader in this departure will have many followers.  The student infers from 
the language that he can study what he pleases.  I can tell you what he will 
possibly or probably choose.  Those who are in the secrets of colleges 
know how skilful certain students are in choosing their subjects.  They can 
choose the branches which will cost them least study, and put themselves 
under the popular professors who give them the highest grades with the 
least labor.  I once told a student in an advanced stage of his course, “If 
you had shown as much skill in pursuing your studies as in choosing the 
easiest subjects you would have been the first man in your class.”  I am for 
freedom quite as much as Dr. Eliot is, but it is for freedom regulated by 
law.  I am for liberty but not licentiousness, which always ends in 
servitude.63 
 
Yale president Noah Porter in New Haven, Connecticut, for some years before the 

Eliot-McCosh debate had been holding the line regarding the role of traditional 

Christianity as well as a classics-based curriculum in higher education.  Furthermore, for 

                                                
62 Marsden, Soul of the American University, 199.  

63 James McCosh, “James McCosh Attacks the New Departure and President Eliot, 1885,” in 
Hofstadter and Smith, American Higher Education, 2:716-17.  
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the sake of the common good in society he favored a longer period of required study 

towards a degree versus the shorter period that the elective model suggested.  It was in 

this spirit of concern that Porter, years before the Eliot-McCosh debate, made his case for 

a kind of higher education that was intentional in building the common good through 

building a liberal culture.  He contended that  

What this country demands is a larger number of educated men who are 
elevated and refined by a culture which is truly liberal; men whose 
convictions are founded in manifold reading and comprehensive thought; 
men with the insight which comes only from a larger converse with 
history, a profound meditation on the problems of life and speculation, and 
a catholic taste in literature.  The more such men mingle in the concerns of 
life, the more do they soften our controversies and dignify our discussions, 
refine upon our vulgarities and introduce amenities into our social life.  
They are needed in our politics and literature, at the bar and in the pulpit, 
in our newspapers and journals.  We have plenty of cheap glitter, of 
tawdry bedizenment and showy accomplishments; plenty of sensational 
declamation, coarse argument, and facile rhetoric; much moral earnestness 
which needs tolerance and knowledge, and religious fervor which runs 
into dogmatism and rant.  We need a higher and more consummate 
culture, in some of the men at least whom we educate for the work of life, 
and for this reason the arrangements for the university education should 
contemplate a prolonged period of study….64 
 
In making his case for liberal culture he was thus affirming the classic view of 

liberal studies as a means to that end.  Regarding his observation of the effects of the new 

science on culture, Porter argued strongly against the science-driven Christianity that 

Eliot favored.  Christianity, thought Porter, provides the intellectual foundation by which 

science climbs to heights where culture itself is refined, and, unlike Eliot and White, he 

was firm in his resolve not to bracket faith, culture, and science.  Porter contended that 

supporters of higher education at the time were entrenched in talk of science and culture 

“as separate agencies, that we forget that they only represent the theories and convictions, 
                                                

64 Noah Porter, “Noah Porter Rejects the Elective System, 1871,” in Hofstadter and Smith, 
American High Education, 2:699-700.   
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the aspirations and imaginative power of living man,” and further argued that the popular 

theories of materialistic and metaphysical development of the day—namely Darwinian 

natural selection—“sublimate God into a metaphysical formula,” and do not leave room 

for a divine agent in the world.65 

Porter was not interested in education that promoted blind faith, however.  Rather, 

he was intentional in his thinking about how faith commitments and faithfulness to the 

creeds of orthodoxy were to be held together with academic excellence.  He firmly 

believed that one important function of life at college was the rigorous testing of the 

student’s “religious and philosophical creed in the light of all that science and history and 

philosophy and criticism can say in their latest discoveries and reports,” and held that “to 

withdraw them from this light would dwarf his intellect and enfeeble his convictions.”66 

In none of this was Porter suggesting that students simply allow their faith to be 

swept aside by the rising tide of progressive modernist science.  On the contrary, he 

admitted that the process of the “fusing crucible,” while an essential part of higher 

education, such a process carries with it the risk of students jettisoning the Christian faith 

of their youth.  The reality of this risk, he explained, demands that the faculty be ready to 

help students through the process.  While the process of the fusing crucible is proceeding, 

then, “the college or university becomes, of necessity, the church, and the teachers and 

associates are, for the time being, priests and oracles; for it is in the light of what these 

attest and prove that the old creed is reaffirmed or questioned or renounced.”  In making 

his case, Porter rhetorically asked his audience to consider what would happen if this 

                                                
65 Noah Porter, “The Christian College.”  An Address Delivered at Wellesley College, May 27th, 

1880 (Boston: Frank Wood, 1880), 17-18.   

66 Ibid., 12.   
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“church” had no religion and its priests no consecration.  On the other hand, what if they 

were “thoroughly and unaffectedly Christian?”  He held that the crisis caused by the 

educational crucible necessitated the proper disposition on the part of faculty members 

who would help students to address doubts about their faith.67 

Of utmost importance in the life of the academy, then, was the teacher-pupil 

relationship, whereby a student’s faith may be supported during times of intellectual 

crisis and doubt.  Porter elsewhere in the same address gives evidence of having 

postmillennial leanings in saying that “Christianity is true as a history” and “that it is 

supernatural in its import,” and that, regarding education, these truths should compel a 

conviction that “in the progress of society towards this consummation, the appliances of 

education must inevitably be molded more completely and confessedly by the power of 

Him who shall subdue all things to himself.”68 

At Yale, therefore, president Porter rejected the central tenets of the new scientific 

faith championed by Charles Eliot.  Porter saw the inherent danger of embracing Eliot’s 

view; it was a path that inevitably led to a pernicious scientific reductionism that, in 

effect, denied religion and the supernatural world.  Such a path could not be followed for 

the college or university that believed traditional Christianity to be essential to 

maintaining a thriving American society, since, in his view education, church, and family 

are the outworking of Christianity itself:   

Christianity presupposes the family and the Church. . . .While it addresses 
man as an individual, it presupposes that he draws much of his life from 
his social relations.  Society implies letters and laws and manners and 
morals; religion, that God is manifested through nature, and, perhaps, in 

                                                
67 Ibid., 12-13.   

68 Ibid., 8.   
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history.  Society and religion presuppose schools—which can do more 
than home or neighborhood in teaching language and history, science and 
art. . . .The college trains and teaches the young on a still higher scale than 
the family or the Church.  If the elementary instruction of the lower should 
be positively Christian, why should not that of the higher?69 

 
Despite Porter’s efforts, however, his vision for a distinctly Christian higher 

education was never fully realized under his administration at Yale.  The rise of the 

American research university and the advent of the elective system erected a near-

indestructible barricade against such a dream.   

Important to note, however, is the fact that Eliot did not deny that one of the 

university’s purposes was to build character in the life of students.  In this regard, the new 

university and the old-time college held a common value.  The means by which character 

building was accomplished, however, had changed substantially.  From Eliot’s 

perspective character was not ideally shaped from without by constraints, as the old-time 

college did through rules, but freely and voluntarily by the dictates of one’s own 

conscience.70  For Eliot and his colleagues (such as Andrew Dickson White at Cornell), 

the future of America depended on new knowledge, and new knowledge depended on 

science and academic specialization.  Character-formation was still important, but it took 

a back seat to what could be known with certainty, namely the knowledge flowing from 

science.  Science-as-knowledge had become the overarching purpose of the new higher 

education in America.   

Because of the newfound purpose of the university, faculty hires would 

henceforth be made primarily on the basis of academic expertise and potential to become 
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nationally-recognized researcher/scholars, while their concern for inculcating virtue 

within students was at best a secondary consideration.  In this regard Daniel Coit Gilman, 

founding president of Johns Hopkins University in 1876, remarked that “the Trustees 

have determined to consider especially the devotion of the candidate to some particular 

line of study and the certainty of his eminence in that specialty; the power to pursue 

independent and original investigation, and to inspire the young with enthusiasm for 

study and research; the willingness to cooperate in building up a new institution; and the 

freedom from tendencies toward ecclesiastical or sectional controversies.”71  Such was 

the thinking that gradually influenced most American colleges to abandon one of Noah 

Porter’s main concerns with regard to faculty—that they model the correct values to 

students. 

   
Academic Freedom   

As Harvard’s president Eliot’s emphasis on freedom of choice in studies for the 

individual student began to take hold in the late nineteenth century, a natural and 

corresponding freedom began to take hold in faculty ranks as well.  This freedom upheld 

the right of professors to conduct research and generate new knowledge in the various 

fields of academic inquiry.  Additionally, this new freedom placed on professors minimal 

constraints in teaching students, both in terms of style and content.  The value that was 

held out was a commitment to truth, which meant following the evidence wherever it led, 

even if it led to unpopular conclusions.  Known as academic freedom, this new value 

quickly became a standard for rank and file professors by the turn of the century and by 
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1915 was proclaimed by American Association of University Professors (AAUP) as an 

ideal essential to the definition of a university. The AAUP was organized in 1915,72 and 

its 1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure entitles scholars to 

“full freedom in research and in the publication of the results,” as well as to “freedom in 

the classroom in discussing [the] subject.”73   

Higher education critic Robert Hutchins articulated what is perhaps the simplest 

and clearest expression of academic freedom’s essence:  “Academic freedom is simply a 

way of saying that we get the best results in education and research if we leave their 

management to people who know something about them.”  Hutchins explained further 

that “Attempts on the part of the public to regulate the methods and content of education 

and to determine the objects of research are encroachments on academic freedom.”74  

George Marsden briefly chronicles the development and the uncritical acceptance of the 

AAUP's understanding of the concept: 

At first some academic administrators resisted aspects of the due process 
in hiring and firing that the AAUP insisted their ideal implied; but within 
the next two decades academic freedom, more or less as the AAUP had 
defined it, was widely accepted.  By 1940 when an important restatement 
of the AAUP principles was widely adopted, the ideal had become a 
standard assumption in American academic thought.  Certainly by the end 
of the era of McCarthyite repression of the early 1950s academic freedom 
had attained sacred status among the professoriate and was spoken of as 
though it were an ancient absolute, associated with universities since time 
immemorial.75 
 

                                                
72 Marsden, Soul of the American University, 296. 

73 “1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure,” in Freedom and Tenure in 
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74 Robert M. Hutchins, The Higher Learning in America (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
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The AAUP has regularly conducted investigations into alleged violations of its principles, 

and, in cases where there is sufficient evidence, the organization censures the guilty 

institutions.  Despite its provision in the 1940 Statement that it is permissible to limit 

academic freedom based on religious considerations, the AAUP has in some cases 

censured religious institutions that have terminated tenured faculty or denied tenure to 

faculty who have not held to clearly articulated institutional religious requirements.76   

 
Conclusion 

By the end of the nineteenth century, there were three major cultural indicators 

that the American psyche regarding human nature and the ultimate end towards which 

human nature strives (telos) was changing.  First was the radical readjustment of the 

American cultural psyche (particularly in academic circles) with respect to the 

relationship between faith and science.  Darwinian thinking, paired with ever-increasing 

German scholarly emphasis on scientific knowledge, pervaded many quarters of formerly 

traditional and orthodox Christian thinking in America in a way that facilitated a more 

progressive understanding of science.  The old-time college, Common Sense way of 

thinking about science as a truth-seeking tool that would confirm scriptural truth came 

under scrutiny by naturalist science and a growing obsession with scientific progress.   

The second and third major changes, which are to some degree corollaries of the 

first, are the major shifts in the way American theologians began to think about the 

authority of the Bible and the rise of the American research university following the 

                                                
76 The “1940 Statement” reads “Limitations of academic freedom because of religious or other 

aims of the institution should be clearly stated in writing at the time of the appointment” (407).  For an 
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“Academic Freedom and Tenure: Brigham Young University,” Academe (September-October, 1997): 52-
68.  Also see the response from the Brigham Young administration in the same issue, 69-71.  
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Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862 and Harvard president Charles Eliot’s popularization of 

the elective system in the 1880s.  Concerning the Bible, German-influenced progressivist 

scientific approach to biblical scholarship threw the Bible’s authority into doubt in a 

cultural milieu that had not deeply questioned its authority.  With respect to the changes 

in the landscape of American higher education, the new emphasis on scientific inquiry 

brought with it the promise of social progress, which in turn influenced the changing 

purposes of higher education.  Specifically, the land grant institutions and Eliot’s elective 

curriculum and the formalization of academic freedom as a value of the academy are 

evidence of a more practical emphasis that flowed out of the promise of progress in the 

name of science. That these changes took root in American culture before the turn of the 

century is evidence for a major cultural shift in thinking about the nature of human 

beings, their end, and the means to get there.  For the purposes of this study’s focus on 

the changing American cultural psyche with respect to the common good, two key 

conclusions can be drawn from this chapter.   

First, the results of scientific investigation as defined by science proponents such 

as Eliot were, by definition, objective and publicly accessible.  If religion were no longer 

susceptible to revision by scientific theory or discovery, then in what sense was religion 

still publicly accessible?  If it could not be judged by science, which was publicly 

accessible and “objective,” then perhaps religion was supposed to be primarily a matter 

of the heart.  If it was now a matter of the heart and otherworldly spiritual experience, 

then it follows that everyone could have their own private experiences not subject to 

objective standards.  The only possible objective standard remaining was the Bible, but 

higher criticism had successfully planted seeds of doubt in the American cultural psyche 
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regarding the long-held assumption that scripture was historically and scientifically valid.  

So if faith was largely privatized and a matter of the heart, then in what sense could the 

morality that flowed from faith itself be governed by public and objective standards?  

Morality as knowledge was on its way to becoming privatized, as was the virtue-

inculcating education that had sustained an objective, public, and thick understanding of 

the common good.   

Second, the diminishment of a God-centric teleology has historical import for the 

popularization of dispensationalism in the United States.  As we will see in subsequent 

chapters, dispensationalist theology was an attempt to salvage a meaningful sense of 

teleology.  Similarly, the Bible institutes were an attempt by fundamentalists to preserve 

some meaningful Christian understanding of teleology, meaning that by design the world 

is headed toward a divinely-authored end.  As an intellectual system, it allowed for the 

uncoupling of science and faith so that the Christian faith had an orthodox telos that was 

shielded from the effects of modern science and modernist-influenced biblical 

scholarship.  
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CHAPTER FOUR  
 

The Relevance and Influence of Early Twentieth-Century Fundamentalism 
 

Introduction 

The combination of Darwinian assumptions in science, theological modernism 

with respect to the Bible, and the rise of the research university in the United States 

meant that the American college was undergoing fundamental changes.  It could no 

longer be taken for granted by theological conservatives that their children were being 

educated “Christianly,” at least in the way they once knew.  From the 1880s to the 1930s, 

one of the strategies used by conservative evangelicals (eventually referred to as 

“fundamentalists” by the 1920s), to stave off theological liberalism was to establish Bible 

institutes.   

Higher education historian Larry McKinney points out that, in most cases, these 

conservative evangelical leaders were not professional educators despite the fact that they 

founded Bible institutes.1  However, these leaders are significant in American religious 

history for two main reasons.  First, they reacted to modernism by way of building 

enormous evangelistic crusades.  Second, they separated from traditional American 

higher education and formed their own alternative educational enterprises, namely the 

Bible institutes. Of the former, George Marsden has pointed out that the chief 

institutional expressions of fundamentalist antimodernism were the evangelistic empires, 
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for which Dwight L. Moody set the pattern in the late 1800s.”2  Of the latter, Marsden 

explains that Moody supported other means of fostering the gospel cause, including 

evangelistic publications and schools, including the Moody Bible Institute (MBI).  MBI 

was founded in Chicago in 1886, only four years after A.B. Simpson founded the very 

first Bible institute in the United States known at that time as the Missionary Training 

Institute in Nyack, New York.3  Marsden explains that Bible institutes sprang up as 

alternative educational options to the denominational colleges and seminaries that 

demonstrated increased commitment to theological modernism.  A May 1919 

fundamentalist document published by the World Conference on Christian Fundamentals 

for the sake of rallying support for conservative evangelicalism supports Marsden’s 

rather modest “alternative option” thesis: 

We believe that progress has been made by the Committee on Bible 
Schools which looks to a closer co-operation of these institutions, and a 
further development and standardization of their various curricula.  We are 
confident that the Bible training schools of this country are to be the 
subjects of God’s special favor and medium for the defense of “the faith 
once delivered.”  While deploring the wave of skepticism that has wrecked 
many theological seminaries and so rendered them unfit places for the 
education of our ministry, we rejoice that in the Bible school God has 
again raised up a standard against the enemy.  We recommend to the 
young men and women of our land who wish training for religious work 
the Bible training schools of the country.  We urge that they secure this 
training in these Bible schools and in the remaining safe colleges and 
seminaries.  We propose to catalog such Bible schools as we believe to be 
worthy of commendation and support, and we advise that the central 
committee at Philadelphia stand ready to furnish information to all young 
people who are giving consideration to the matter of education.  We also 
wish to call the attention of all consecrated men, to whom God has given 
large means, to the modern Bible training schools as a medium of defense 
against modernism.  We heartily advise them to give such financial 
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(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), 5.    
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assistance to these schools as will make possible their largest work.  We 
feel that these schools, if properly strengthened, will provide a faithful 
ministry to both the home and foreign fields, and will develop from that 
great body of laymen who remain untouched by modernism, fit 
representatives of the faith—men and women, who when commissioned to 
home or foreign field may be depended upon to stand for the great 
fundamentals of our Holy Word.4 
 

One interpretation of this passage that is consistent with Marsden’s thesis is that the 

fundamentalists in fact gave up academic territory in the elite academies for the sake of 

protecting young minds from modernist effects.  The emphases of the Bible institutes 

were primarily evangelism, missions, and dispensationalist Bible study.5   

This chapter will identify key themes within the early fundamentalist movement 

that had bearing on how citizen-formation was ultimately understood and implemented in 

the broad landscape of American higher education.  The Bible Institute founders of the 

fundamentalist movement claimed an other-worldly understanding of the relationship 

between their faith and broader American culture than had been the case before the 1880s 

when the old-time college represented the prevailing model of higher education.  Toward 

this end this chapter includes analyses of important fundamentalist leaders whose major 

influence spans from approximately 1880-1930.  Moreover, for the sake of the current 

study this analysis will show how these leaders’ theological convictions encouraged an 

other-worldly or heavenly kind of citizenship more than a citizenship that was equally 

concerned with this-worldly affairs.  Key leaders such as A.C. Dixon, Charles G. 

                                                
4 “Report of the Committee on Resolutions,” World Conference on Christian Fundamentals 

(Philadelphia, May 1919), quoted in W. B. Riley, Fundamentalism vs. Liberalism, unpub. ed. vol. 
(Minneapolis: Northwestern College Archives, n.d.).  The committee’s signatories included the following 
fundamentalist leaders: W.H. Griffith Thomas, D.D. (Chairman Resolutions Committee), Wm. B. Riley, 
D.D., L.W. Munhall, D.D., James M. Gray, D.D., Charles L. Huston, Charles A. Blanchard, J.R. Schaffer, 
Charles G. Trumbull, Orson R. Palmer, Wm. L. Pettingill, and J. Davis Adams, Secretary.  

5 Marsden, Reforming Fundamentalism, 5.  
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Trumbull, A.B. Simpson, Reuben Torrey, J. Gresham Machen, William Jennings Bryan 

and others will be surveyed with respect to their assumptions about the relationship of 

faith, culture and formal academic learning. The work of Mark Noll, Nathan Hatch, and 

George Marsden—among others—will provide a helpful historical background here.  

 
Early Twentieth-Century Fundamentalism:  What Was It?  

This study will refer henceforth at times to the fundamentalist-modernist 

controversy.  Briefly, the controversy was both a theological and cultural struggle that 

had as its centerpiece the challenges to biblical authority and accuracy, which, as shown 

in the previous chapter, had been posed by encroaching Darwinian assumptions and 

German-influenced higher critical methods of biblical scholarship.  Advocates of the 

posture of “progress” in order to keep the new scholarship from totally destroying 

Christianity were known as the modernists, while those who sought to defend the faith 

against the perceived challenges of modernism became known after 1920 as the 

fundamentalists.6  Historian Barry Hankins has noted that the theological modernists 

“believed that if not adjusted in light of modern science and literary criticism, Protestant 

theology would suffer an ignominious defeat and become the virtual laughingstock of the 

modern world.”7  As stated in the previous chapter, a handy definition of modernism is 

captured in the terms adjustment, immanence and progress.  Evangelicals, by contrast, 

held fast to the authority of the Bible in all areas of faith and practice and “viewed 

                                                
6 Barry Hankins, American Evangelicals: A Contemporary History of a Mainstream Religious 

Movement (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2008), 30.    

7 Ibid., 27.  Also see George M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture: The Shaping of 
Twentieth-Century Evangelicalism 1870-1925 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980), 21-26; William 
R. Hutchison, The Modernist Impulse in American Protestantism (Durham: Duke University Press, 1992), 
113-15.   
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modernism as an attack on the Christian faith more serious than anything else in 

history.”8 

Perhaps the most well-known intellectual on the fundamentalist side of the 

controversy was Princeton New Testament scholar J. Gresham Machen.  He held fiercely 

to the importance of doctrinal truth, a loyalty shaped in large part due to the 

fundamentalist-modernist controversy itself.  “In the sphere of religion, as in other 

spheres,” he claimed, “the things about which men are agreed are apt to be the things that 

are least worth holding; the really important things are the things about which men will 

fight.”9  Speaking of the institutional church, he said “no institution is faced by a stronger 

hostile presumption than the institution of the Christian religion, for no institution has 

based itself more squarely up on the authority of a by-gone age.”10   

According to Machen, the modernist or “liberal” Protestants, as they would 

eventually be called, had compromised the distinctiveness of the Christian religion in the 

effort to keep their role as cultural custodians.  He argued in Christianity and Liberalism 

that the modernists had so compromised the integrity of the gospel that “despite the 

liberal use of traditional phraseology modern liberalism not only is a different religion 

from Christianity but belongs in a totally different class of religions.”11  Biographer D.G. 

Hart demonstrates Machen’s belief that there is an inverse relationship between cultural 

authority and theological correctness, such that a theology seeking public influence 

invariably will compromise the historic Christian faith.  A principled theology, which 
                                                

8 Hankins, American Evangelicals, 27.   

9 J. Gresham Machen, Christianity and Liberalism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1923), 1-2.   

10 Ibid., 4.   
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Machen favored, could only benefit society indirectly.12  Others in the fundamentalist 

camp followed Machen’s lead in defending the purity of Christian truth.  One such leader 

was the outspoken fundamentalist Baptist minister and Northwestern Bible and 

Missionary Training School founder William Bell Riley (1861-1947). 

Riley once said that three major themes must appear in any adequate reply to the 

question “What is Fundamentalism?”  In a document of the same title, Riley argued on 

behalf of key fundamentalist leaders that “It is the Christian Creed.  It is the Christian 

Character, It is the Christian Commission.”13  Riley made this argument only eight years 

after the first annual convention of the World’s Christian Fundamentals Association in 

1919 in Philadelphia where fundamentalist leaders drew a crowd of 6500 and over which 

Riley was named secretary and later president.  Written for delivery at the ninth annual 

convention of that association, this document articulates that, for the fundamentalists 

themselves, first and foremost fundamentalism was Christianity in its simplest and purest 

form.  But it was more than that to most fundamentalist leaders.  More than just a cadre 

of theologically conservative groups, fundamentalism was nothing short of a movement.  

Commenting on the nature and scope of late nineteenth and early twentieth century 

fundamentalism, Marsden has pointed out that fundamentalists were evangelicals defined 
                                                

12 D. G. Hart, Defending the Faith: J. Gresham Machen and the Crisis of Conservative 
Protestantism in Modern America (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian & Reformed, 2003), 8.   

13 William Bell Riley, “What Is Fundamentalism?”  (lecture, Ninth Annual Convention of the 
World’s Christian Fundamentals Association, Atlanta, GA May 1, 1927), 4.  Riley had been frustrated for 
some time with the fact that, whenever the press sought a definition or defense of fundamentalism, from his 
perspective they never sought any of the movement’s significant leaders.  “On the contrary,” he said, “they 
have sought men to speak on this subject whose names are unknown to our circle and have never appeared 
on our membership list, and have palmed off these upon their readers as the exponents and even the 
mouthpieces of fundamentalism itself” (4).  As a corrective, in this document Riley attempted to define and 
defend clearly the essentials of fundamentalism, and for the sake of conveying an appropriate sense of 
gravitas to the public, he named key fundamentalist leaders who collectively agreed to the essentials as he 
lays them out in this document.  Some of the key leaders for whom he speaks here include Lewis Sperry 
Chafer, Reuben Torrey, Paul Rader, C.I. Scofield, William Pettingill, John Roach Straton, and himself.   
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by revivalist practices and opposition to theological modernism.  It was not, however, a 

single stream of denomination or tradition, but rather, as Marsden wrote in 1980:  

[Fundamentalism] was a ‘movement’ in the sense of a tendency or 
development in Christian thought that gradually took on its own identity 
as a patchwork coalition of representatives of other movements.  Although 
it developed a distinct life, identity, and eventually a subculture of its own, 
it never existed wholly independently of the older movements from which 
it grew. Fundamentalism was a loose, diverse, and changing federation of 
co-belligerents united by their fierce opposition to modernist attempts to 
bring Christianity into line with modern thought.14 
 

Marsden’s identification of the fundamentalist movement as a co-belligerency of several 

major evangelical groups is helpful for the purposes of this study.   

Riley, however, did a remarkable job in speaking for fundamentalism as a 

movement when he expounded further on his “creed, character, commission” definition.  

The following exposition of his position paper is important because the categories 

presented in his document are representative of the actual thinking of key figures who 

self-identified with the fundamentalist movement at the time of the fundamentalist-

modernist controversy.  Thought of another way, Riley’s work “What is 

Fundamentalism” represents an up-close sociological analysis by a movement insider 

who was attempting to clarify the fundamentalists’ principles and purposes to movement 

outsiders and the broader public.   

It is no surprise that Riley would be the one to deliver such an address.  His 

opposition to modernism and advocacy of biblical inerrancy, premillennial 

dispensationalism, and evangelism and revivalism as the antidote to modernist liberal 

Christian thought in America placed him squarely in the fundamentalist camp.  The 

modern institutional church, according to Riley’s premillennial dispensationalism, was 
                                                

14 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 4.   
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growing more and more apostate, thus winning souls to Christ through evangelism and 

revivalist ministry was to his way of thinking the primary corrective means.  By 1902 the 

First Baptist Church of Minneapolis membership base had been solidified, and Riley 

sought to continue his evangelistic ministry through founding the Northwestern Bible and 

Missionary Training School.15 

 
Fundamentalism as Christian Creed 

 
To Reaffirm the Great Doctrines.  In explaining further his first point, “It is the 

Christian Creed,” Riley stated that, although fundamentalism made no attempt to set the 

parameters of every Christian doctrine, it did seek to reaffirm the most important 

doctrines, of which nine were selected for emphasis by the fundamentalist movement.  

Riley offered a prefatory note and then launched into the nine points themselves:   

I. We believe in the Scriptures of the Old and New Testament as 
verbally inspired of God, and inerrant in the original writings, and 
that they are of supreme and final authority in faith and life. 

II. We believe in one God, eternally existing in three persons, Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit. 

III. We believe that Jesus Christ was begotten by the Holy Spirit, and 
born of the Virgin Mary, and is true God and true man. 

IV. We believe that man was created in the image of God, that he 
sinned and thereby incurred not only physical death but also that 
spiritual death which is separation from God; and that all human 
beings are born with a sinful nature, and, in the case of those who 
reach moral responsibility, become sinners in thought, word and 
deed.   

V. We believe that the Lord Jesus Christ died for our sins according to 
the Scriptures as a representative and substitutionary sacrifice; and 
that all that believe in Him are justified on the ground of His shed 
blood. 

                                                
15 William Vance Trollinger, Jr., God’s Empire: William Bell Riley and Midwestern 

Fundamentalism (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1990), 23-29.   
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VI. We believe in the resurrection of the crucified body of our Lord, in 
His ascension into heaven, and in His present life there for us, as 
High Priest and Advocate.   

VII. We believe in “that blessed hope,” the personal, premillennial and 
imminent return of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ.   

VIII. We believe that all who receive by faith the Lord Jesus Christ are 
born again of the Holy Spirit and thereby become children of God. 

IX. We believe in the bodily resurrection of the just and the unjust, the 
everlasting felicity of the saved and the everlasting conscious 
suffering of the lost.16 

 
Riley then concluded his articulation of the nine points of fundamentalism by locating 

their genesis in the New Testament itself.  “Certainly as to what we believe,” he argued, 

“the above declaration leaves no doubt, and only the man ignorant of the Bible, or utterly 

indifferent to its teachings, could ever call into question that these nine points constitute 

the greater essentials in the New Testament doctrinal system.”17   

 
Plain Intent of Scripture.  In addition to his emphasis on doctrine, Riley also 

emphasized the plain intent of Scripture in making his case for fundamentalism being the 

Christian Creed.  “Verbal inspiration” was the correct term for the justification of 

Scriptural authority, which for the fundamentalists meant the Scriptures are inerrant, or 

without error in the autographs.  Fundamentalist leader and editor of The Fundamentals 

A.C. Dixon (1854-1925) applied his understanding of the Bible’s authority in his essay 

“The Scriptures,” where he used 2 Timothy 3:16, “All scripture is given by inspiration of 

God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in 

righteousness.” From this passage Dixon argued that doctrine “is the teaching, not of the 

man as he may express his opinion in social converse, but of the ambassador who carries 

                                                
16 Riley, “What Is Fundamentalism?” 5.   

17 Ibid., 5-6.   
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with him the weight of his government’s authority; and in the Bible we find God’s 

official proclamation of love, pardon, cleansing, righteousness and peace.”18  He viewed 

Holy Scripture as not only the plumb line by which objective divine truth is to be 

discerned, he also held with the other fundamentalists that the Bible provides proper 

correction to doctrinal error.   

The word “correction” means restoration, and gives a thought in advance 
of doctrine and reproof.  It has in it the thought of making right what we 
have found to be wrong.  The plumb-line may show that the wall leans, 
but it cannot straighten it.  The yard-stick may reveal that the cloth is too 
short, but it cannot lengthen it.  The Bible, however, not only shows us 
wherein we are wrong, but it can right us.  When Canova saw the piece of 
marble which, at great expense, had been secured for a celebrated statue, 
his practiced eye discovered a little piece of black running through it, and 
he rejected it.  He could discover the black, but he could not make the 
black white.  The Bible discovers the black and makes it white.19  
 

Like his fundamentalist colleagues, Dixon held that the Bible was the epistemological 

and ethical standard for all humanity. 

The relevance of dispensationalism to fundamentalism will be covered more 

extensively in the following chapters.  For the purposes of this chapter, however, it is of 

no small significance that one of dispensationalism’s key contributions to 

fundamentalism is the way in which dispensationalist Bible study methods unreflectively 

incorporated Common Sense and Baconian assumptions into their view of Scriptural 

inerrancy.  “Baconian” refers to the investigative method of seventeenth-century thinker 

Francis Bacon, who insisted that the scientific practitioner ought to be freed from 

prejudice and presuppositions in observing nature.  He held that the careful collection and 

                                                
18 A. C. Dixon, “The Scriptures,” in The Fundamentals:  A Testimony to the Truth, vol. 4 (1917; 

repr., Grand Rapids:  Baker, 2003), 267.   

19 Ibid.   
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arrangement of facts establishes a firm foundation for proper scientific inquiry.  

Furthermore, because he held that man is to recover the dominion over nature that was 

lost in the biblical account of the fall, the ultimate goal of scientific knowledge for Bacon 

was to gain power over nature.20   

The fundamentalist application of Bacon’s method to understanding Scripture is 

well articulated by Marsden, who has noted that Bacon’s “objective empirical 

method…sounded a note that still rang true to many American Protestants.”21  Marsden 

explains that fundamentalists approached their study of Scripture with the assumption 

that the facts would be self-evident and that the truth would then be immediately obvious.  

This approach to Scripture study was rooted in the Baconian tradition and Scottish 

Common Sense philosophy.22   

An article in the Bible Institute of Los Angeles’ publication King’s Business is 

additional evidence of the fundamentalist understanding of the plain intent of Scripture: 

By “verbal inspiration” is meant:  The originals of the Old and New 
Testament Scriptures were word for word the words of God.  How “holy 
men of God” were led to freely write His very words we need not inquire.  
We have to do with the result.  This view of inspiration, we are told, is 
past.  It is not so.  Men of first rank still hold it.  Nor can it be given up.  
When it goes all goes.  Mere human opinion is all that is left.  If it is false, 
let it go—let all go.  But age-long criticism has failed to convict Holy 
Scripture of error.  History and Christian experience have verified it.  But 
what says the Book of itself?  What does it claim to be?  That settles the 
question for us.23   

 

                                                
20 John Losee, A Historical Introduction to the Philosophy of Science (New York: Oxford 

University Press, 1993), 71.   

21 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 55.    

22 Ibid.   

23 “Verbal Inspiration,” King’s Business 3, no. 2 (1912): 25.   
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In a more provocative tone than the defense presented in King’s Business, 

regarding interpretational method Riley took a slap at the modernists when he said “The 

members of this [Fundamentalist] movement have no sympathy whatever for that weasel 

method of sucking the meaning out of words and then presenting the empty shells with an 

attempt to palm them off, as giving the Christian faith a new and another 

interpretation.”24 This quote reveals an important assumption held not just by Riley but 

by the fundamentalists as a cohort, namely the assumption that proper Scripture 

interpretation was scientifically factual in its character.  Marsden notes that 

dispensational fundamentalists held to a dual emphasis on both the supernatural and the 

scientific, although the same is true for other non-dispensational fundamentalists as 

well.25  To the fundamentalist way of thinking, this dual emphasis provided a solid 

foundation for the doctrine of inerrancy, of which Riley made mention in the first of his 

nine points.  Interestingly, he claimed that the firm adoption of the premillennial view is 

essential for remaining true to this standard of “plain intent.”  He explained this position 

by an argument from consistency.  Fundamentalism, he said, “insists upon the plain intent 

of Scripture-speech and knows no method by which it can logically receive the multiplied 

and harmonious teachings of the Book concerning one doctrine and reject them 

concerning another.”26 

 

                                                
24 Riley, “What Is Fundamentalism?” 6.   

25 Marsden, Fundamentalism & American Culture, 55.  Non-dispensational fundamentalists who 
embraced a scientific “fact-like” approach to Scripture study included Common-Sense influenced Princeton 
scholars J. Gresham Machen and B.B. Warfield.   

26 Riley, “What Is Fundamentalism?” 6.   



 
 

122 

Antimodernist Agenda.  As a corollary of his second point, Riley’s third point 

supporting his Christian Creed platform was that fundamentalism was, and would always 

be, by its nature antithetical to modernist theology.  He explained that unlike 

fundamentalism which places the Bible in the supremely authoritative position for faith 

and life, modernism’s method allows a capricious approach to biblical interpretation.  If 

someone does not like a certain teaching of the Bible, he may reject it and “accept 

another portion as from God because its sentences suit him, or its teachings inspire 

him.”27  Riley’s disdain for modernist liberal Protestantism occasioned his writings and 

sermons on why the faithful must beware the dangers of modernist theology.   

One theological distinction in particular may help in understanding the difference 

between the way fundamentalists and modernists viewed the Kingdom of God and 

participation in it.  In his sermon “The Church and the Kingdom:  A Distinction,” Riley 

argued that the key to differentiating the fundamentalist agenda from the modernist one 

was in understanding the use of terminology:  

There are certain words that distinguish the liberal theologian as perfectly 
as ever the ranchman’s brand indicated his ownership.  Among them no 
word is more suggestive of loose thinking and liberal theology than the 
word “kingdom.”  They not only employ it as a synonym for the church, 
but as an all-inclusive term that covers every spiritual, moral, 
ecclesiastical, social and now even party and political interest….The 
strangest feature of this distinguishing mark is in the circumstance that 
nine out of ten of those who wear it are as unconscious of its meaning as 
ever a maverick was of the meaning of his ranch mark.  When, some years 
since, I talked with the leading liberal American on the subject, and called 
his attention to their constant employment of the term “kingdom,” and to 
its similar use by all his liberal associates, he answered:  “I see it but I 
never before knew that we speak a shibboleth entirely separate from you 
strict evangelicals.”  The constant use of a term tends to popularize its 
employment, but not necessarily helps to the understanding of its meaning, 

                                                
27 Ibid., 7.   
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hence this subject of this address, “The Church and the Kingdom:  A 
Distinction.” 28 
 

Riley put daylight between the modernist and fundamentalist notion of the Kingdom.  

The modernist understanding of Kingdom was a broader canopy than that of the 

fundamentalists.  They included this-worldly aspects of human culture (politics, 

education, etc.) in their understanding of the Kingdom.  Although C.I. Scofield’s 

understanding of “Kingdom” will be analyzed later, fundamentalists in general held that 

the Kingdom was merely the sum total of saved souls who would experience heavenly 

citizenship in the life to come.  Riley’s commentary on what the Church actually is and 

its relationship to his understanding of the Kingdom forced him to discuss the abuse of 

certain terms such as “disciples,” “all nations,” and “the end of this age.” 

Unfortunately for the use of the terms, those who now talk of “the 
Kingdom,” who urge “the advancement of the Kingdom,” who plead “the 
interests of the Kingdom,” who speak of “the triumph of the Kingdom,” 
are in fact thinking of the visible, outward organized Body of believers 
only.  Being apostates themselves they recognise no apostasy in the 
Church.  To them the organised society—or the great body that wears the 
church’s name, including the various denominations—is God’s increasing 
Kingdom on the earth; and, judging by their deliverances for the last 
fifteen years, they have shifted entirely from evangelism—which looks to 
“a called-out people,” –a Church—to the bringing in of the Kingdom of 
God in the form of some higher civilisation.29 
 

Riley’s dispensational assumptions are obvious here.  Holding to the conviction that 

Israel is distinct from the Church, he believed that earthly blessings were intended for the 

former while heavenly blessings were promised to the latter.  Therefore, although Riley 

seems to have acknowledged the distinction between the “already” and “not-yet” aspect 

                                                
28 W. B. Riley, “The Church and the Kingdom: A Distinction,” in The Only Hope of the Church or 

World: What Is It? (London: Pickering & Inglis, 1936), 33-34.  

29 Ibid., 38.   
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of the Kingdom, his dispensational assumptions led him to the conviction that the “not-

yet” aspect is what mattered most for Christians in the present age.  He perceived that the 

modernists were concerned primarily with earthly blessings and earthly citizenship, while 

fundamentalists were focused on the heavenly blessings that resulted from evangelism.30   

In Riley’s view, then, the modernist stance on the scope of God’s Kingdom was 

unreflective and far too inclusive.  Moreover, the modernist view of the Kingdom was too 

this-worldly when compared to the fundamentalist interpretation of the biblical notion of 

“Kingdom.”  The mistake made by the modernists, according to Riley, was one of 

confusing ends with means.  Moreover, from the fundamentalists’ perspective earthly 

citizenship and earthly blessings appeared to be the modernists’ telos, a conclusion which 

frightened the fundamentalists in light of the fact that they saw where too much of an 

earthly focus led, namely Darwinism, the liberal university and the weakened authority of 

the Bible.  Furthermore, the modernists seemed to equate society with the Kingdom, 

which in turn meant that efforts such as evangelism—which were related to eternal 

heavenly blessings and heavenly citizenship—were seen as matters of secondary 

importance.  By contrast, the fundamentalists’ primary understanding of their citizenship 

was in terms of heaven itself, thus the production of heavenly citizens on earth until 

Christ returns was the means to this other-worldly telos.   

Another significant fundamentalist leader who served as editor of the famous 

fundamentalist publication The Sunday School Times, Charles Trumbull, did not hesitate 

to take aim at one specific aspect of modernism, namely what he perceived to be a broken 

and woefully inadequate approach to education.  Among his concerns was the religion-

                                                
30 More analysis on the actual content of dispensationalism will be given in chapter six.   
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free citizenship-training that students were getting in 1923 through the “modern 

education” establishment.  He wrote: 

The aim of modern education is efficiency irrespective of morality or 
religion.  In our zeal for efficiency the soul life is forgotten, and our 
students are not being trained in those great fundamentals that make for 
sound citizenship and clean living.  Modern education substitutes for God 
dead materialism and chance evolution.  A belief in His reign is 
eliminated.  Personal responsibility for actions is lowered.  Modern 
education teaches that the home life, bound and constrained by the 
marriage vow, is but the result of custom with no foundation in religious 
or moral laws.  Often free-love-ism is set up as an ideal before our 
students in institutions of higher learning.  With such teaching there comes 
a trail of atheism, unbelief, skepticism, crime, divorce, broken homes, 
debilitated characters, and “brain storm” actions of which America is 
reaping the fruits just as all reaped the fruits of German materialistic 
education in the World War.31 
 
For Trumbull, modern education’s goal of social progress came at the expense of 

the mores that promote godliness and virtuous living.  He argued that “Socially the dance, 

and sexual immorality, are rampant in our leading universities and colleges.  To morals 

there is practically no guard whatever.”32  Although he was clearly committed to 

evangelism as a means of cultural engagement, even with his antimodernist disposition 

Trumbull was more reflective than some of his fundamentalist colleagues about the value 

of a holistic education as a method for engaging culture.   

As important as creed and antimodernism was to the fundamentalists, creed was 

empty in the absence of true Christian character.  In Riley’s words, “Creed alone is 

neither competent nor convincing.  Creed, in the abstract, is cold and dead, but creed 

incarnate constitutes Christianity as positively as the Word incarnate constituted the 

                                                
31 Charles G. Trumbull, “The Breakdown of Modern Education,” The Sunday School Times 65, 

no. 2 (October 20, 1923): 617.   

32Ibid., 618.   
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Christ.”33  Riley then moved on to his second assertion, namely that fundamentalism was 

also Christian Character, and he supported this view with three points.   

 
 
Fundamentalism as Christian Character 
 
 

Christianity roots in a creed and fruits in character.  Fundamentalists believed 

that mere exemplary observable behavior was insufficient for membership in true 

Christian faith.  Riley stated, “He is not a true Christian, then, whose conduct is 

exemplary, but who doubts or denies the Christ and disputes the revelation to be found in 

His Holy Word.”34  Rather, the fundamentalist understanding of Christian living claimed 

that proper behavior issuing from true faith in Christ was the standard.  “The man who 

combines an unshaken faith in the authority and integrity of the Bible with an aggressive 

uprightness in conduct, is the man who approaches, in some measure, the perfect copy in 

the Christ life, for in His words the most watchful enemies were unable to catch Him, and 

against His works no worthy objection was ever urged.”35 

A.B. Simpson exemplified this fundamentalist trait in the way he sought to 

educate full-time Christian workers.  As stated earlier, Simpson (1843-1919) founded the 

first Bible institute in North America, The Missionary Training Institute, in Nyack, New 

York in 1882.  It is now known as Nyack College.  Character formation of youth was 

extremely important to Simpson, and his own words on the subject give insight into some 

important aspects of his philosophy of education: 

                                                
33 Riley, “What Is Fundamentalism?” 8.   

34 Ibid.   
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Character is that subtle inner quality which constitutes our personality.  
Very early the die is cast and the formative influences are operating to 
make that character either false or true.  The little man in the nursery has 
his Waterloos long before he wears long pants, and the little woman there 
has decided her future career long before her teens.  Look for a moment at 
some of the things that constitute character.  The first is the education of 
conscience and the discriminating between right and wrong. . . . Thus 
Jesus learned as every other boy must learn.  “He learned obedience by the 
things which He suffered, and being made perfect (or mature) He became 
the Author of eternal salvation”. . . . Not all at once did He learn these 
lessons, but day by day His character was developed and established.36 
 

Simpson further emphasized the importance of discerning truth from falsehood, one’s 

spirit—or what he calls “decision of character,” and self-restraint.  Regarding self-

restraint, he said it “is perhaps the climax of moral discipline.  To be able to say No to 

passion and desire; to learn to wait; to suffer in silence and to have the moral courage to 

rectify a wrong or undo a mistake—these are things that every true boy or girl must early 

learn.”37  

Simpson then went on to affirm the importance of the mind, or what he called the 

“culture of the mind,” which he connected with character and “inner life.”  In comparison 

with physical growth, said Simpson, 

It is the culture of the mind, the character, the inner life that takes 
precedence.  The other has its place, but it has an undue place in too many 
of our modern schools.  The growth of that lad at Nazareth was 
symmetrical growth.  Our atmosphere is composed of elements such as 
oxygen, hydrogen and nitrogen.  But they are in exact proportion, and the 
slightest change in the proportion of these elements would bring 
destruction to the race.  So human character requires proper relation to the 
parts.  Mere athletic culture will just make you a splendid animal.  Mere 
mental culture will make you a book worm.  Mere emotional feeling will 
make you a sentimentalist.  Extreme common sense will make you hard as 
flint and mere religious experience perhaps a fanatic and a crank.  
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Therefore, God has blended our life and given to us all the touches of 
business, home, school, occupation, thought, education, spirituality and 
the true symmetry of character is a blending of every element in the spirit 
of love and power and a sound mind.  The people that accomplish most in 
life are not unduly strong in one or two extreme directions, but all round 
lives adjusted both for earth and heaven.38 
 

From Simpson’s remarks about education and character it appears that he believed that a 

certain kind of education would properly form character, although it is not clear from his 

writings that he analyzed this connection in any great depth.  He did, however, claim that 

the “secret” of attaining the right kind of character “is to have Christ Himself within us.  

“He only can bring such heavenly radiance into our own dark hearts and make us shine as 

lights in this dark world.”39  It is fairly clear that Simpson’s understanding of character 

formation as stated above would be compatible with the old-time college’s emphasis on 

forming virtuous citizens of character for earthly as well as heavenly ends.  As will be 

shown in subsequent chapters, however, the kind of character formation on which 

Scofield’s institution—Philadelphia College of Bible—was primarily focused on personal 

purity for the sake of becoming worthy citizens of heaven as well as influencing others to 

live likewise. 

R.A. Torrey also commented on Christian character.  His sermons on character 

and conscience give some indication of how he saw the relationship between character 

and being an upstanding person in society.  In a sermon entitled “Found Out,” Torrey 

articulated in detail the corrosive effects of sin on one’s moral being:  

For every sin you commit, you will suffer in character.  Sin breeds a moral 
ulcer.  A diseased character is worse than a diseased body.  You can’t tell 
a lie without your moral blood being poisoned by it and your moral health 
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undermined.  Do you think you can cheat a man in business and not suffer 
in your character more than he suffers in his pocket?  Do you think you 
can wrong an employee in his wages and not suffer more in what you 
become than in what he gets?  Do you think you can wrong a man 
regarding his wife and not have a deadly cancer develop in your own 
character?  Do you think you can read an impure book or listen to an 
obscene story and not breed corruption in your own moral nature?  Do you 
think you can violate those laws of purity that God has written in His 
Word and on your heart and not reap the consequences in your own 
character?  Sin always finds people out in their characters—in what they 
become.  Again, your sin will find you out in your own conscience….An 
accusing conscience means hell on earth.40 
 

From the way in which he relates sin to “moral nature,” “character,” and “conscience,” it  

is clear that Torrey believed that humanity had been completely encumbered by the moral 

consequences of sin.  Regarding sin’s effects and the way to remedy them, he said that 

Nothing blinds the spiritual vision like self-will or sin.  I have seen 
questions that bothered men for years solved in a very short time when 
those men simply surrendered to God.  What was as dark as night before 
became as light as day….Are you filled with doubts and questions? Would 
you like to get your feet on the solid rock?  Yield yourself to God.  Are 
you trying to feel your way along in the dark?  Would you rather see your 
path clearly before you?  Yield yourself to God.  The greatest truths—
eternal truths—cannot be learned by mere investigation and study.  They 
cannot be reasoned out.  They must be seen.  And the only one who can 
see them is the one whose eye is cleared by absolute surrender to God.  “If 
therefore your eye is good,” said Jesus, “your whole body will be full of 
light.  But if your eye is bad, your whole body will be full or darkness” 
(Matt. 6:22-23).  A surrendered life and will is the secret of light and 
knowledge.41 
 
Torrey’s solution to the problem of sin’s corrosive effects on character was the 

same as his fundamentalist brethren, namely the yielding of oneself to God’s saving 

power.  If God’s saving power was the only true hope of redeeming individuals from the 

power of sin, then for Torrey it followed that the best kind of cultural engagement was 
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ed. R. A. Torrey (New Kensington, PA: Whitaker House, 1998), 662-63.   
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evangelism and forthright preaching of the truth of God’s word.  Nothing else, in 

Torrey’s view, had the power to transform hearts, and by extension culture.  As he put it 

himself, “Character building should be done according to the Word of God.  In 2 Peter 

1:5-7, we have a picture of a seven-story Christian built on the foundation of faith.  The 

great trouble today is that we have too many one-story Christians because of their neglect 

of the Word.”42 

 
Proofs of fundamentalism are not in words but rather in deeds.  Riley made the 

case on behalf of the fundamentalist movement that, not only are deeds a defining feature 

of the World’s Christian Fundamentals Association, but of the history of Christianity 

itself.  “Deeds” in this context is a function of the fundamentalists’ activist mindset.  As 

historian David Bebbington puts it, one of the distinguishing marks for leaders such as 

Riley “was an eagerness to be up and doing.”43  It is worth quoting Riley at length here 

for the sake of emphasis: 

It was fundamentalism that produced the book of Acts.  You will find 
every essential feature of our creed in Peter’s sermon at Pentecost, even to 
the Second Coming.  It was fundamentalism that conquered the Roman 
Empire, and in one hundred years revised the conduct of men and brought 
in established laws of righteousness, including regard for the Sabbath, the 
rights of the church in the state, and the recognition of law vs. anarchy.  It 
was fundamentalism that challenged corrupt Rome in Martin Luther’s 
time and called out a people whose clean and wholesome conduct became 
the condemnation of foul papal practices….It was fundamentalism that 
faced the heresy of Deism one hundred and forty years ago, and in an open 
and fair field fought the battle to the finish, and slew that infidel monster 
as effectually as Saint George was ever imagined to have trampled the 
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43 David W. Bebbington, The Dominance of Evangelicalism: The Age of Spurgeon and Moody 
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dragon.  And it was fundamentalist evangelists who so uniformly led the 
common people back to the “faith once delivered” as to practically bury 
atheism out of sight for one hundred years.  But, to battling 
fundamentalism has forever added building.  Of all the colleges that 
Congregationalism, of nearly one hundred years ago, contributed to 
America, commencing with Harvard in the East, dotting practically every 
state in the Union with at least one, fundamentalism built the entire line.  
The same remark applies to the Baptist, Presbyterian, and Methodist 
institutions known to the whole American continent.44   

 
A modest interpretation of Riley’s argument suggests that at least some of the 

fundamentalists believed that they had been leading the charge for orthodoxy since the 

death and resurrection of Christ and establishment of the New Testament church.  An 

important observation that Riley himself makes implicitly is that, with the exception of 

his “building” example, all of his other examples from history are instances of theological 

battles.  Moreover, he claimed that historic fundamentalists were responsible for planting 

the seeds of American higher education.  This claim, regardless of its historical accuracy, 

illustrates the degree to which fundamentalists themselves valued higher education.  The 

fact that Riley, on behalf of the fundamentalist movement, would claim credit for the 

seed planting work of American colleges demonstrates that there was at least the 

perception among some fundamentalists that higher education was important for 

advancing their work.  Riley put it even more strongly later in the essay when he 

confidently said “Fundamentalists will never need to apologize for the part they played in 

education; they have produced it; for their relationship to colleges and universities and 

theological seminaries, and all forms of social service, they have created them!”45 
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 With respect to deeds, Trumbull emphasized the necessity of churches doing 

service to local communities through Sunday School.  He believed that Sunday School 

was essential to the proper spiritual growth of Christian individuals and families, as well 

as for the benefit of society. 

As we speak of ‘the Sunday School’ today, we refer to the very limited 
opportunity for Bible study offered in the session of an hour or so on 
Sunday, where the actual Bible studying, Bible teaching period is about 
thirty minutes.  This is the church’s chief and only Bible teaching service, 
at present, in the vast majority of churches.  To give any other form of 
material than the Bible the right of way in this restricted period is a 
perilous thing.  The church must have a service of Bible study and Bible 
teaching.  Its very life, and the life of the home and the community, 
depend upon this.46 
 
Convinced as he was of the necessity of the Bible’s centrality in Sunday School, 

Trumbull also held to an unwavering conviction that Sunday School was an “evangelistic 

agency.”  “If the Sunday School isn’t evangelistic,” he claimed, “it isn’t Sunday 

School.”47 

 
Fundamentalism’s future is in its conquests, not with its claims.  In supporting 

this point Riley argued that fundamentalism was responsible not just for spreading the 

gospel abroad but also for increased sensitivity to civil liberties and social justice, 

including women’s rights and increased aid for the poor and needy.  He then accused the 

modernists of their intention to “come in to filch from us these creations of our creed,” 

with the implication that liberal Protestantism was seeking to take credit for all the good 

that fundamentalism had done in society to that point.  Riley then posed a challenge to his 
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Testimony to the Truth, ed. R. A. Torrey and A. C. Dixon (1917; repr., Grand Rapids: Baker, 2003), 3:212.   

47 Ibid., 201.   
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fundamentalist colleagues regarding the fruits of their labor that had been stolen by the 

modernists:  “[W]e must either wrest them from bandit hands or begin and build again.”48  

Regarding the liberalizing of American colleges as a result of modernism, he said:  

[T]he modernist highwayman rose up to trouble the church and snatch its 
dearest treasures….Today there are one hundred schools and colleges 
connected with our Fundamentalist Association, some of which have 
escaped the covetous clutches of modernism, but most of which have been 
brought into being as a protest against modernism itself.  Their growth has 
been so phenomenal as to prove that the old tree is fruitful still, and that 
the finest fruit is to be found upon its newest branches, orthodox churches, 
fundamentalist colleges, sound Bible training schools, evangelical 
publication societies, multiplied Bible conferences and staunch defenders 
of the faith in ever increasing numbers in each denomination.49   
 

No fundamentalist leader was more clear and accurate about the genesis of the Bible 

institutes as well as their purpose.  In Riley’s own words, they were founded as a protest 

to modernism.   

The genesis of Moody Bible Institute illustrates Riley’s “conquest” theme in a 

constructive way.  By 1886 Dwight Moody (1837-1899) was convinced that the 

efficiency and efficacy of winning converts to Christianity would increase if a Chicago-

based Bible training institute were founded—a project he determined to complete if the 

funds could be found.  He challenged the citizenry of Chicago to contribute to the 

$250,000 goal by making the case for such training: 

I believe we have got to have gap-men—men who are trained to do city 
mission work.  Every city mission in this country and Europe has been 
almost a failure…because the men are not trained.  If a man fails at 
anything put him in city mission work.  We need the men that have the 
most character to go into the shops and meet these hardhearted infidels 
and skeptics.  They have got to know the people and what we want is men 
who …go right into the shop and talk to men.  Never mind the Greek and 
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Hebrew, give them plain English and good Scripture.  It is the Sword of 
the Lord that cuts deep.  If you have men trained for that kind of work, 
there is no trouble about reaching the men who do not go into the 
church.50 

 

Fundamentalism as Christian Commission 

 
The commission is preaching only the Gospel of Christ, and not another. 

Fundamentalists wanted to ensure that the centrality of the Christian message stayed on 

point, which meant ensuring the preaching of Christ and his death on the cross.  

Bebbington has called this emphasis “crucicentrism,” which was yet another defining 

feature of evangelicalism and not just fundamentalism as a sub-group of the former.51   

In attempting to convey the importance of preaching the gospel of Christ, Riley 

took another shot at modernism by attempting to show that it was preaching a different 

gospel.  “There is not a week but brings us some report from foreign fields of division on 

the field itself over the promulgation of ‘another gospel,’ ‘which is no gospel’; of foreign 

mission schools that scoff Moses and exalt Darwin; that reduce Christ to the level of a 

man and degrade him to the descendant of a monkey and of mission secretaries that hold 

to scorn the precious blood He shed.”52 

Although fundamentalist leaders were consistent in demonstrating this principle, 

they unequivocally exhibited different approaches to implementing it.  Reuben A. Torrey 

(1856-1928), contemporary of Moody and long-time dean of the Bible Institute of Los 
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Angeles, believed in attacking error that in his judgment rivaled the Gospel of Christ. 

Torrey was once asked by way of a survey, “What was the teaching of Christ regarding 

his disciples’ attitude towards error, and towards those who held erroneous doctrines?”  

He responded in a way that Marsden describes as “an unmistakable fundamentalist 

answer.”53  Said Torrey, “Christ and His immediate disciples immediately attacked, 

exposed, and denounced error.  We are constantly told in our day that we ought not to 

attack error but simply teach the truth.  This is the method of the coward and trimmer; it 

was not the method of Christ.”54   

Moody’s response to the same question demonstrates a stark difference in 

philosophy of ministry.  “Christ’s teaching was always constructive. . . . His method of 

dealing with error was largely to ignore it, letting it melt away in the warm glow of the 

full intensity of truth expressed in love. . . . Let us hold truth, but by all means let us hold 

it in love, and not with a theological club.”55  Given their stark differences in their 

approach to error, it is ironic that Torrey was one of Moody’s lieutenant’s before the 

former was named Dean at the Bible Institute of Los Angeles in 1908.  From these quotes 

one could get the impression that Torrey was insulting the approach of his mentor.   

Even though his tone was less strident than Riley’s or Torrey’s, like the rest of the 

fundamentalist leaders Moody believed that the only true way to change culture in a 

permanent and positive way was the personal salvation of individuals through the 

preaching of the Gospel of Christ.  For Moody, anything less was mere moralism.  He 
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even went so far as to point out what he considered to be the flawed moralism-without-

conversion type thinking of the modernists in this regard: 

There is a class of men who say that special religious meetings are very 
good for a certain class of people.  They would be very good if you could 
get the drunkard there, or get the gambler there, or get other vicious 
people there—that would do a great deal of good.  But “we do not need to 
be converted.”  To whom did Christ utter these words of wisdom, that “ye 
must be born again” (verse 7)?  To Nicodemus.  Who was Nicodemus?  
Was he a drunkard, a gambler, or a thief?  No!  No doubt he was one of 
the very best men in Jerusalem.  He was an honorable counselor; he 
belonged to the Sanhedrin; he held a very high position; he was an 
orthodox man; he was one of the very soundest men.  And yet what did 
Christ say to him?  “Except a man be born again, he cannot see the 
kingdom of God”….We tell you it is utterly impossible to make a man 
better without Christ; but that is what men are trying to do.  They are 
trying to patch up this “old Adam” nature.  There must be a new creation.  
Regeneration is a new creation; and if it is a new creation, it must be the 
work of God.56 
 

As was the case with A.B. Simpson, in Moody’s estimation any hope for meaningful 

education and social reform was grounded primarily in the transforming power of faith in 

Jesus Christ.   

 
The commission is to make disciples, not denominational adherents.  Riley argued 

that disciples are those believers who have been instructed in the faith.  He cited the 

Matthew 28 passage “Go ye, therefore, and disciple all nations,” as his biblical 

justification for disciple-making.  Regarding denominations, he argued, nothing in the 

New Testament advocates or justifies the existence of them.  In making this case he said 

“The Bible is not a book so difficult of understanding as to separate men into factions.  

The trouble is they have come to it with their prejudiced opinions with their fixed 
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philosophies and have tried to find in its sacred pages the difference of inherited heresies, 

and denominationalism has been the result.”57 

Once again Moody was an exemplar of this emphasis.  Although he would 

become the most popular fundamentalist evangelist of his era, he never was ordained—a 

fact that shows the decline of the importance of denominational controls within the 

American religious psyche at the time.  Regarding this dynamic William McLoughlin 

argues that this lack of formal ministerial credentials “indicates both the decline of 

denominational orthodoxy, the measurement of divine calling by the pragmatic test of 

soul saving, and the rise of the laity to positions of prominence in American religious 

life.”58 

 Although Moody believed and presented himself as a fundamentalist in most 

ways, including his opposition to alcohol and tobacco as well as his commitment to 

biblical inerrancy and premillennialism, Marsden asserts that Moody’s disdain for 

controversy was the only characteristic that kept him from being a stereotypical 

fundamentalist.  He opposed controversy on the basis that nothing, including quibbling 

over doctrine, should obstruct the effective preaching of the Gospel.59  Because he shied 

away from controversy, he did not display as much overt hostility toward modernism as 

did many of his evangelical colleagues.   

 Moody’s first interest in Christian ministry was ignited through his contact with 

the Boston YMCA, which had originated in England to minister to young men in the 
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urban areas.  In 1860 he abandoned a successful shoe business in order to devote himself 

fully to ministry, and his primary formal contact with any Christian community was 

through the YMCA.  This fact is a notable one because it shows a tendency in American 

evangelicalism at the time, namely a shift from denominationalism to ministry through 

parachurch organizations.  As Marsden notes, this tendency allowed for the possibility of 

“personal empire-building,” since ministry through such organizations could be led by 

laypersons and volunteers, and no formally-trained ordained minister was needed.60   

Moody maintained good relationships with a variety of evangelical denominations 

but did not make any formal connections with any particular one.   Many of his 

colleagues in ministry followed a similar pattern.61  Even with fundamentalist leaders 

who maintained their formal denominational affiliations, “the organizational dynamic of 

the movement was built around individual leaders and empires made up of agencies 

dedicated to specific causes.  It was a religion structured according to the free enterprise 

system.”62 

A.B. Simpson is another exemplar of the “disciples not denominations” thesis, 

although his words indicate more in the way of disciple-training than they indicate anti-

denominational sentiment.  His institution was a “missionary training college,” and to 

Simpson’s way of thinking there was a tangible difference between the kind of education 

students should receive at such an institution in comparison to the education typical at a 

more classical liberal arts college or theological seminary.  In his own words they were 
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“less technical and elaborate  than the ordinary theological seminary, and designed to 

afford the same specific preparation for direct missionary work, and to meet the wants of 

that large class, both men and women, who do not wish formal ministerial preparation, 

but an immediate equipment for usefulness as lay workers.”63   

 In making the case for the Missionary Institute, Simpson argued that Christ 

himself had three years of preparation in his own “college” before his ministry began, 

thus establishing “scriptural warrant” for the kind of education offered by the Institute.  

Simpson then criticized the typical course of higher education as inadequate preparation: 

The training of Christian workers therefore rests upon a Scriptural 
warrant. We have no fault to find with the principles of the trained 
ministry.  The only criticism is about the kind of the training.  How 
often it is merely intellectual, scholastic, traditional and, many of 
us have found by sad experience, that God has to put us to school 
again to unlearn much of what man had crammed into our brains 
and then to sit at the feet of Jesus and learn of Him.  We would 
please for the special work of training which is represented by this 
Missionary Institute.64 

 
Simpson’s remarks here reveal something important about his philosophy of education, 

namely that an essential element of education is preparation specifically for practical 

future Christian service and activity.  In his remarks there is clearly a de-emphasis on that 

which is merely intellectual and not immediately useful.  Charles McKaig points out that, 

although Simpson did not necessarily despise formal education of the traditional old-time 

college, he believed that the soul’s “awakening” depended upon practical work.  
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Furthermore, Simpson’s idea of proper education included the notion that the physical 

and spiritual aspects of the person must be cultivated, not just the intellect.65   

 Like Simpson and Moody, the founder of the Missionary Training School in 

Boston, A.J. Gordon (1836-1895), held a deep conviction that there was a great need for 

more lay workers who would devote themselves to the full-time Christian service of 

evangelism and world missions.  He was far less concerned with raising up an educated 

clergy for the denominations than he was with equipping zealous men and women with 

the tools to spread the Gospel of Christ around the world.  Agreeing with Simpson and 

Moody that training for such service ought to be focused, practical and relatively short in 

time span, Gordon once said “I think of those whom we hesitated over and at first 

rejected [for Christian service] because of a want of the qualifications which we 

considered of first importance.  And then to see how God has rebuked us by showing 

how wonderfully he could use them.”66 

Not surprisingly, Riley believed that the only way to cultivate a truly virtuous 

citizenry and ensure its basic morality was to evangelize it.  “’The future of your city, and 

the future of any city,’” he passionately claimed, “’depends upon how many may be 

numbered among the redeemed of the Lord….Every time a soul is snatched from the 

moral sinks of the metropolis, the evil power of those sinks is reduced, and good 
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citizenship is increased.’”67  Unlike many of his fundamentalist leader counterparts, Riley 

had reflected in greater detail on the value that the transforming power of the Gospel had 

for the common good in urban living.   

 
Analysis and Historical Relevance to American Higher Education 

This survey of key fundamentalist leaders bears out several poignant conclusions.  

First, against the modernists, fundamentalists held that because of the fall of man into sin 

society would remain flawed until individuals were made new by conversion.68  Thus it 

was of the essence of the true business of the Kingdom not only to convert individuals to 

Christ, but to convert them in the most efficient way possible.  This penchant for 

efficiency is explained by an urgency that drove the fundamentalists to spread the Gospel 

message, namely an urgency which was itself driven by dispensational assumptions—

which will be explored in greater detail in the following chapter—related to their outlook 

of the future.  For the purposes of this chapter, J. Gresham Machen, A.C. Dixon and 

Charles Trumbull were the exceptions to the dispensational characteristics that defined 

the fundamentalist movement.   

From the previous survey and analysis of fundamentalist leaders, it appears that 

fundamentalists did see it as their duty to effect some kind of change in society, although 

societal change itself was not necessarily the telos.  The change they were seeking to 

effect was the salvation of individual souls through the proper implementation of the 

Great Commission; thus their primary way of engaging culture was through 
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evangelism.69  A changed earthly society was not the goal but was merely a byproduct of 

changed individuals whose focus was towards heaven and the afterlife.  A fundamentalist 

advertisement of The Great Commission Prayer League of Chicago supports this 

conclusion.  The League’s emphases, “The Word—The World—The Work:  A Challenge 

to the Church,” is supported by arguments stating the “THE ABSOLUTE 

UNIVERSALITY OF REDEMPTION.”  The use of Scripture passages including John 

3:16, “God so loved THE WORLD,” and 2 Corinthians 5:15 “Christ died FOR ALL” 

served to undergird the emphasis on evangelism as the most effective form of cultural 

engagement and societal reformation.70   

Second, as a result of their dispensationalist assumptions which emphasized the 

urgent, the immediate, and the practical, the fundamentalists surveyed here appear to 

have given little, if any, thought about the nature of citizen-formation for the sake of a 

thriving American nation.  A few of them had done due diligence in recognizing the 

dangers to society if Christ-loving citizens did not take a stand.  As has been shown, both 

A.C. Dixon and Charles Trumbull demonstrated genuine concern for an America whose 

Christian values seemed in steep decline.  Although their diagnosis may have been 

correct, their fundamentalist brethren’s gospel-as-the-only-antidote solution to moral 

decline was less than adequate for the times.  The fundamentalist educational approach 

fostered brevity, practicality, and efficiency—themes that pervaded the Bible institutes 

founded by Simpson, Moody, and Scofield.  The older and more classical educational 
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approach of the Common Sense-influenced old-time college educators was not helpful or 

desirable for getting men and women onto the mission field.  The Bible institute leaders 

believed that the classical approach took too long and had a tendency to dull the zeal of 

students who were ready to convert the world for Christ.  As stated previously, Simpson’s 

own words on this point are telling.  “How often it is merely intellectual, scholastic, 

traditional,” he remarked in 1897, “and many of us have found by sad experience that 

God has to put us to school again to unlearn what man had crammed into our brains.”71  

Moody’s view on this subject supported Simpson’s.  He once pointed out that a boy 

[i]s kept at school until he is ready to go to college and then to college, 
and from college to theological seminary, and the result is he comes out of 
a theological seminary knowing nothing about human nature, doesn’t 
know how to rub up to these men and adapt himself to them, and then gets 
up a sermon on metaphysical subjects miles above these people….What 
we want is men trained for this class of people.72 
 

Simpson, Moody, and the other Bible institute leaders assumed that student “zeal” for 

spreading the Gospel should be preserved, thus the curriculum at these institutes was 

abbreviated so that students understood the basics of Bible knowledge and effective 

evangelism techniques.  The urgency for increased social progress that modern education 

held so dear and that Trumbull criticized seems to have been trumpeted as a virtue in 

Bible institute education, although with its own fundamentalist distinctiveness. In 

contrast to the modern education project, the fundamentalist version of urgency that 

drove the Bible institute leaders was intended to promote progress towards a Christian 

understanding of morality in the student culture of their respective campuses.  

Nevertheless, the urgency to get laypersons trained for full-time Christian service meant 
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that the very liberal arts education that had been the basis for inculcating virtue within 

students since 1636 was seen as a distraction to the main business of Christ’s Kingdom—

namely, getting converts to Christianity, and getting them as quickly as was humanly 

possible.   

 Third, the fundamentalist approach to scripture study was a factor insofar as it 

was also influenced heavily by dispensationalist methodology. Paired with the 

dispensationalist tendency to emphasize the supernatural over the natural in explaining 

the meaning of human history, the heavy emphasis on objective Scripture study meant 

that fundamentalists had no need to study the created order itself with much regard to 

possible natural explanations for various phenomena including human nature itself.  If 

Scripture was inerrant, and if it was the supreme and final authority for human 

flourishing (as indicated in point I in Riley’s section on Reaffirming the Doctrines), then 

why look to the natural order at all for study and inquiry?  Obviously, this kind of 

thinking had implications for the kind of character formation that was implemented in the 

fundamentalist Bible institutes.   

Fourth, the education of the fundamentalist leaders themselves is significant.    In 

a study of forty prominent fundamentalists, Robert Wenger has shown that 

fundamentalists’ education levels were quite broad in scope, but they were not as highly 

educated as their modernist counterparts.  While 12.5% of fundamentalist leaders held a 

doctoral degree, 30% of their modernist counterparts did.  22.5% of the fundamentalist 

leaders held a university masters degree plus a seminary degree, while 32.5% of the 

modernist leadership did.73  Furthermore, occupations held by fundamentalists reflected a 
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more evangelistic and ministry emphasis than did their modernist opponents, who tended 

more towards academic positions.  Although modernist and fundamentalist pastors were 

equal in terms of numbers, only half as many fundamentalists were full-time educators 

and the remainder spent their careers in evangelism, editorial work, and popular 

lectures.74  This comparative analysis of education levels is of importance to this chapter 

in that the fundamentalists clearly did not value the same kind of higher education as did 

the modernists.  The effort to achieve doctrinal correctness through a conviction-driven 

faith, often devoid of careful thinking and argumentation defined a large segment of the 

fundamentalist movement.  This dynamic was, to a significant degree, a product of the 

less-than-impressive formal higher education that the fundamentalists had received.  In 

this regard Norman Furniss has noted that  

Except for J. Gresham Machen and a few others, the conservatives had no 
leader with an impressive training.  Its champions were men whose 
principal assets were conviction and zeal, not erudition, and whose 
followers came primarily from rural and southern regions where academic 
standards fell far below those existing in other sections of the country.  
Whereas the controversy in the nineteenth century had been chiefly the 
concern of the educated clergy, the dispute in the 1920’s and later 
involved enlightened ministers and laymen on the one hand, and less 
tutored preachers and people on the other.75 

 
Marsden’s conclusions are consistent with these claims.  He points out that, with regard 

to the type of writing and public speaking to which the fundamentalists devoted their 

time, at least seventy-five percent was intended for pious and evangelistic purposes, such 

as personal Bible study and soul-winning.76 
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Fifth, most of the fundamentalists surveyed in this chapter came from the 

revivalist stream of the movement, which inevitably influenced the way they interpreted 

and reacted to the changing religious landscape of America.  As indicated by the 

frequency and magnitude of their well-intended efforts to evangelize the world through 

itinerant evangelism crusades and tent revivals, the majority of the fundamentalist leaders 

appear to have abandoned church tradition almost entirely in favor of parachurch or 

extra-ecclesiastical modes of cultural transformation.  Puritan influences with respect to 

theology and culture were almost nowhere to be found.  Unlike the Puritans, whose 

unifying doctrine of covenant held together conceptions of God, self, church, and society 

such that communities were oriented toward God in all aspects, the fundamentalists were 

primarily concerned with how to change the world through the proper communication 

and understanding of God’s word only and to the exclusion of this-worldly social 

concerns about which virtuous citizens in the Puritan colonies would have thought.  

Indeed most fundamentalists had long forgotten the Puritans and the distinguishing 

theological and cultural mark they made on eighteenth century America. 77   

The point here is not to say that the fundamentalists actively disagreed with the 

Puritans with respect to how biblical and theological assumptions were brought to bear 

on culture.  The point, rather, is to say that the fundamentalists and the early Bible 

institute leaders in particular maintained a very individualistic and narrow understanding 

of culture itself in comparison to the Puritans whose notion of “covenant” (as was argued 
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in chapter two) enriched their understanding of culture and broadened it rather than 

narrowing and impoverishing it.78   

Sixth, the fundamentalists did not keep in view the Common Sense principles of 

republican virtue that their evangelical ancestors left to them.  As discussed in the 

previous chapters, although Scottish Common Sense realism was driven by 

Enlightenment principles that were compatible with Christian orthodoxy, it was a useful 

construct for evangelicals to hold together the Christian faith, an appreciation for culture, 

and love for country.  As Mark Noll has pointed out, the language of American 

republicanism centered around two main themes:  resistance to illegitimate authorities 

who were prone to the abuse of power and “a nearly messianic belief in the benefits of 

liberty.”  The very central republican conviction, however, was the conviction that 

society would flourish if there were a rich “reciprocity of personal morality and social 

well-being” of the citizenry.79  With few exceptions the fundamentalist leaders appear to 

have abandoned robust intellectual work on this-worldly citizenship in late nineteenth 

century America in favor of practical work to increase heavenly citizenship.   

Seventh, and related to points four and five, the fundamentalists’ concern for 

evangelization appears to have eroded any awareness of and concern for what they 

otherwise would have recognized as everyday life.  In other words, the time that one was 
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not reading the Bible, teaching Sunday School, or actively sharing one’s faith was valued 

little and was viewed as virtually unredeemable in God’s sight.  To the degree that this is 

correct, missing from their cultural framework was the Reformation doctrine of vocation, 

which was realized at least somewhat in America’s early colleges.  Although one of 

Harvard’s purposes, for example, was to raise up an educated clergy, the institution was 

also entrusted with raising new leaders in broader American society.   The doctrine of 

vocation was arguably implied in a statement in its 1636 student handbook “Every one 

shall consider the main end of his life and studies to know God and Jesus Christ, which is 

eternal life. . . and therefore to lay Christ in the bottom, as the only foundation of all 

sound knowledge and learning.”80  

Vocation, as it turns out, is an essential component of intentional living as a 

virtuous citizen, as well as in the effort to educate students toward a virtuous society.  If 

one assumes that the only way for culture to be redeemed is through winning Christian 

converts, which then translates into an ever-increasing need for full-time Christian 

service, then it stands to reason that the doctrine of vocation would become increasingly 

irrelevant.  Even if the fundamentalists agreed in principle that the doctrine of vocation 

still held its integrity, namely that every calling truly is a sacred calling, their actions 

clearly said otherwise.  Full-time Christian service among clergy and laypersons was the 

superior order of the day, and, indeed, the age.   

Popular Christian scholar Os Guinness notes that this understanding of calling 

“has often been distorted to become a form of dualism that elevates the spiritual at the 

                                                
80 Christopher J. Lucas, American Higher Education: A History (New York: St. Martin’s Griffin, 

1994), 104.   



 
 

149 

expense of the secular.”81  He explains further that early church father Eusebius, bishop 

of Caesarea, stands as the earliest example of the “Catholic distortion:” 

Eusebius argues that Christ gave “two ways of life” to his church.  One is 
the “perfect life”; the other is “permitted.”  The perfect life is spiritual, 
dedicated to contemplation and reserved for priests, monks, and nuns; the 
permitted life is secular, dedicated to action and open to such tasks as 
soldiering, governing, farming, trading, and raising families.  Whereas 
those whose following the perfect life “appear to die to the life of mortals, 
to bear with them nothing earthly but their body, and in mind and spirit to 
have passed to heaven,” those following the “more humble, more human” 
permitted life have “a kind of secondary grade of piety.”82 

 
Although it would be an overstatement to claim that the fundamentalists drew their way 

of thinking about cultural engagement from Eusebius, their Bible institutes, committed as 

they were to a very narrow kind of cultural engagement and heavenly citizen-formation, 

are evidence that the Eusebian mindset had found its way into fundamentalism.   

   
Conclusion 

 The fundamentalist leaders who started Bible institutes had an understanding of 

and approach to American culture and the engagement of it that was marked by a 

commitment to evangelism as the primary means of cultural change.  With urgency and 

practicality as their allies, these fundamentalist leaders viewed the goal of cultural 

engagement as winning souls to Christ—a largely otherworldly project to the exclusion 

of this-worldly concerns. To their way of thinking, the saving of souls was the only 

worthwhile effort since “earthly” things would continue to degenerate until Christ’s 

second coming.  This mentality led to an increasingly ghettoized evangelical subculture 

                                                
81 Os Guinness, The Call: Finding and Fulfilling the Central Purpose of Your Life (Nashville: W 

Publishing Group, 2003), 32. 

82 Ibid.   
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whose points of commonality centered around dispensational beliefs.  Related to this 

point and as we will see in following chapters, dispensationalism pointed humans 

primarily to heavenly, not earthly, ends—an approach that was the driving theological 

force behind the founding of the Bible institutes as well as their educational philosophies.  

As a major focus of subsequent chapters, premillennial dispensationalism cannot be 

underestimated as a significant factor in explaining how the fundamentalists’ intentional 

efforts to increase heavenly citizenship unwittingly contributed to the decline of higher 

education that was intentional about forming virtuous citizens of earth.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 

Forming Citizens of Heaven:  C.I. Scofield as a Fundamentalist Exemplar 
 
 

Introduction 

As was argued in chapter four, fundamentalists sought to change culture primarily 

through evangelism and soul conversion.  This was a product of their understanding of 

the world’s telos, which was primarily a heavenly, other-worldly one.  Using 

fundamentalist C.I. Scofield as a case study, this chapter will demonstrate that his faith 

journey led him from a career in public life and active “earthly” citizenship to full-time 

Christian service.  This chapter will show that Scofield’s personal Christian beliefs were 

foundational to his educational philosophy.   

A cursory reading of Scofield’s professional history may elicit a common 

caricature of fundamentalists—namely that they withdraw from the culture at large 

instead of engaging it and infiltrating it.  This conclusion, however, would be a mistaken 

one indeed.  Like other fundamentalist leaders who founded Bible institutes, Scofield and 

the early leadership of Philadelphia College of Bible (now Philadelphia Biblical 

University) encouraged students to engage the culture as a part of their educational 

model.  Its form, however, looked very different from that of the old-time college, which 

in the fundamentalists’ view remained content to live in the world of classics and 

classroom under the assumption that a properly cultivated intellect alone would issue in 

the proper character formation of students. This is not a claim that the fundamentalists 

completely devalued a liberal education.  Rather, their desire for a different kind of 

education had to do with their sense of what was most needed in the world, given the 
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challenges of liberal Protestantism referred to in previous chapters.  The main goal that 

the fundamentalists held in common was the conversion of as many souls as possible to 

Christianity. The achievement of such a goal was threatened by a significant impediment, 

however.  Fundamentalist historian Virginia Brereton points out that “The chief obstacle 

to the fulfillment of the vision of a converted world and a harmonious and Christian 

America appeared to be the lack of trained workers.”1  She goes on to explain that many 

fundamentalist leaders were convinced that there was a potential pool of enthusiastic 

recruits who would seek to convert the world for Christ but who “were blocked from 

doing so by their inability to afford the long and expensive education consisting of high 

school or academy, college, and seminary.”2  Subsequent chapters will show how 

Scofield sought to fill the educational void that Brereton describes.  First, however, it is 

necessary to discern Scofield’s model of forming virtuous student-citizens which took the 

form of training students for a life of full-time Christian service to others.  Virtue itself 

was a necessary prerequisite to achieving the primary goal of saving souls.  

 
 

                                                
1 Virginia L. Brereton, Training God’s Army: The American Bible School, 1880-1940 

(Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1990), 59.  Brereton also notes A.T. Pierson’s conviction on this 
issue, namely that “a pastor whose heart and tongue are on fire urges the claims of a lost world, and there 
are a few who respond, ‘Here I am, send me’; but they are generally for the most part from the poorer and 
less-educated classes….The few dormant consciences that do awake under our appeal are generally found 
in people to whom wealth and learning do not open attractive doors at home.  How disheartening, when one 
offers to go to these regions to be told at the outset that from five to ten years must be spent in preparation,” 
A. T. Pierson, The Crisis of Missions (New York: Fleming H. Revell, 1886), 331-32.  Quoted in Brereton, 
Training in God’s Army, 59.  Brereton elsewhere notes that in general the fundamentalists did not seek to 
replace the need for traditional college and seminary education with that of a Bible school education.  She 
acknowledges that, had the Bible school leaders “been able to establish an entire system of regular colleges 
and seminaries and get them accredited, they might well have done so….In general, however, they did not 
possess the financial resources for an effort on this scale early in the century.  The Bible school proved to 
be a satisfactory educational vehicle for those groups with limited budgets and an urgent desire to instruct 
the faithful in as brief a time as possible” (36).  

2 Ibid., 59. 
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C.I. Scofield (1843-1921):  Biographical Sketch 

Cyrus I. Scofield was born August 19, 1843 in Clinton, Michigan.3  His mother 

died of complications related to his birth, thus he was raised by his father and stepmother 

who themselves were people of genuine faith.  Scofield grew up in Wilson County, 

Tennessee, and as a boy had developed an insatiable thirst for knowledge.  He read 

everything he could get his hands on, including Shakespeare and world history.  He was 

schooled primarily at home and towards the end of his high school studies had planned to 

sit for university entrance examinations when the Civil War began and most Southern 

colleges closed.  As a result, Scofield never acquired a formal university-level education.4 

As a sixteen year-old, Scofield served in the Confederate Army as an orderly and 

frequently carried written messages through dangerous battlegrounds.  By the time he 

turned nineteen, Scofield had braved eighteen battles and minor engagements.  Scofield 

was awarded the Cross of Honor for bravery at the Battle of Antietam.5  In 1865 when the 

Civil War ended, Scofield, who was 21 at the time, went to live with his eldest sister in 

St. Louis.  It was during his stay with his sister and brother-in-law that he married 

Leantine Cerre and decided to go into law.6  Even though his brother-in-law offered to 

help him with his education, Scofield insisted on providing for himself.  After clerking 

for several years in a land title office, he entered one of the top law offices in St. Louis in 

order to study law formally.  He passed the bar exam around 1869 and began to gain 

                                                
3 Renald Showers, “A History of Philadelphia College of the Bible” (Th.M. thesis, Dallas 

Theological Seminary, 1962), 17.   

4 Charles G. Trumbull, The Life Story of C. I. Scofield (1920; repr., Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 
2007), 1-7.   

5 Ibid., 8.  

6 Showers, “A History of PCB,” 17.   
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valuable experience as an attorney in Kansas, where he was serving as legal counsel to a 

family involved in a land-interest lawsuit.  He was elected to the Kansas state legislature 

in 1871 where he served two terms.  In 1873, President Ulysses S. Grant in his second 

term named Scofield United States Attorney for the District of Kansas.7  He resigned 

only six months later when rumors began to spread about the possibility of his having 

accepted bribes in some of his court cases.8 

 In 1879, after having returned to St. Louis to continue the practice of law, 

Scofield began to drink.  The severity of his drinking problem was such that his wife and 

two daughters left him permanently.  It was through this trauma that Scofield saw the 

importance of the gospel of Jesus Christ, and through the influence of a colleague his 

conversion experience empowered him to abandon alcohol entirely.9  Through the 

influence of Dr. James H. Brookes, pastor of Compton Avenue Presbyterian Church in 

St. Louis, Scofield nurtured a passion for the Bible, and regularly received Bible 

instruction in Brookes’s home.  In August of 1880, Scofield was appointed acting 

secretary of the YMCA in St. Louis and was licensed to preach.  Shortly after that he 

organized and pastored the Hyde Park Congregational Church of North St. Louis.10   

 In the spring of 1882 Scofield was called to pastor a small church in Dallas, 

Texas.  As a thirty-nine year-old pastor, Scofield found himself leading a flock of only 

twelve members.  By 1884 the church had grown to seventy-five members, and in that 

                                                
7 Ibid.,18; Trumbull, Life Story, 9-22.   

8 Showers, “A History of PCB,” 18.   

9 Larry J. McKinney, Equipping for Service:  A Historical Account of the Bible College Movement 
in North America (Fayetteville, AR: Accrediting Association of Bible Colleges, 1997), 91.   

10 Showers, “A History of PCB,” 19.   
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same year Scofield married Miss Hettie Hallwarz, a young woman who had been 

attending the church.  By 1888 the church membership rolls indicated 250 new members 

since Scofield’s arrival as pastor six years earlier.11  It was during this period in 

Scofield’s life that he was becoming well known as a gifted Bible teacher and was invited 

regularly to speak at Bible conferences abroad.  He was also involved increasingly with 

Bible studies and evangelistic efforts in Dallas, including in-home Bible study groups, 

Bible classes in the local YMCA, and training classes for future ministers.  In 1888, 

Scofield launched his writing career with the publication of Rightly Dividing the Word of 

Truth, and in 1890 began a monthly journal known as The Believer.  About this same 

time he also began work on the Comprehensive Bible Correspondence Course, which he 

personally directed until turning it over to Moody Bible Institute in 1914.12 

While still living in St. Louis Scofield became friends with Dwight Moody and 

had helped Moody with an evangelistic crusade.  In 1886, when Scofield was living in 

Dallas, Moody held a crusade there and as a result of his help Scofield became part-time 

superintendent of the American Home Missionary Society for the Texas/Louisiana 

region.13  In 1895 Scofield again assisted Moody at an evangelistic campaign in Dallas 

and soon thereafter was called to the pastorate of the Trinitarian Congregational Church 

of Northfield, Massachusetts, Moody’s home church.  As a part of his duties, Scofield 

presided over the administrative affairs of the two Northfield prep schools that Moody 

founded.14  By the time he left his home church in Dallas in 1895, the membership rolls 

                                                
11 Ibid., 19-20.   

12 Ibid., 20.   

13 Ibid.   
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had swelled to 826 members.  Furthermore, during his fourteen years as pastor the church 

had commissioned seven men and two women into full-time Christian service.15  His 

work at Northfield prospered, and he and Moody became close friends.  Moody died in 

1899, and Scofield conducted his funeral service.16 

Of all that Scofield published, his most enduring contribution was the Scofield 

Reference Bible, of which he was editor.  He even left the Northfield church to go pastor 

his home church in Dallas for a second time in 1903, thinking that he would have more 

time to work on the Bible.  However, by the end of that year he discerned that he would 

either have to make a choice between the church or the Bible project.  Scofield chose to 

leave the Dallas church a second time and headed to England to work on the reference 

Bible.17  He signed a contract with Oxford University Press in 1905 and called upon other 

experts in getting the project done.  A.C. Gaebelein; James M. Gray, president of Moody 

Bible Institute; William J. Erdman, Presbyterian minister and author; A.T. Pierson, author 

and editor; H.G. Weston, president of Crozer Seminary; and Elmore Harris, president of 

Toronto Bible Institute all contributed.  The Scofield Reference Bible was completed in 

1908 and presented to the public in January of 1909.18 

Scofield served for a third time in the Dallas church following his return from 

England in 1905.  He served there until 1909 when he accepted Oxford University 

Press’s invitation to serve as the editor of the tercentenary edition of the English Bible, 

                                                
14 Ibid., 21.   

15 Ibid.   

16 Ibid., 22.   

17 Ibid.   

18 Ibid., 23.   
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which was scheduled for publication in 1911, three centuries after the first edition 

appeared during the reign of King James.  The Dallas church named Scofield pastor 

emeritus in 1910, a title he held until his death in 1921.  In addition to the Scofield 

Reference Bible and the books already mentioned, his publication record also includes 

numerous articles to The Sunday School Times, beginning in 1915. 19  In October of 1914 

Scofield and his colleague William Pettingill founded Philadelphia School of the Bible.  

Establishing a Bible institute on the east coast had been a dream of Scofield’s for many 

years, and he was able to serve as the institution’s founding president until July 1921 

when he died of a heart-related illness.20 

Although he intentionally kept himself at the margins of the fundamentalist-

modernist controversy, Scofield did identify himself as being with the conservative 

camp.21   To review his tangible achievements, Scofield was a Civil War hero, an 

accomplished attorney in his early career.  Later in life he completed his most significant 

work, The Scofield Reference Bible which was published by Oxford University Press.  He 

served as the founding president of Philadelphia School of the Bible, now called 

Philadelphia Biblical University.  

 
 
 
 
 

                                                
19 Ibid., 23-24.    

20 Ibid., 23, 71-76.  Showers points out that Scofield, who had been living in New York while he 
was president, had suffered from “heart weakness, with his pulse sometimes dropping to thirty beats a 
minute.”  Additionally, “As a result of his poor health, Scofield was able to serve the school very little in an 
active way.  He was able to teach occasionally, but his counsel and advice were invaluable” (71), as he and 
Pettingill met weekly in New York to discuss institutional business.  

21Ibid., 24.   
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Scofield’s Personal Christianity:  A Christ-Centered Faith 
 

As editor of the Scofield Reference Bible and founder of the Philadelphia School 

of the Bible, Scofield is often remembered for his dispensational influence in 

fundamentalist circles.  While his dispensational beliefs certainly had bearing on his 

personal faith, for purposes of this chapter other aspects of his faith will be highlighted.  

Scofield’s dispensationalism will be covered extensively in chapter six.   

Contrary to the modernists of his day, Scofield did not view Christianity first and 

foremost as an ethical system.  Although he held that ethics issued from Christianity, he 

pointed out the modernist proclivity to reduce the faith to ethics. “There is a tendency in 

our day to rest the defense of christianity upon the superiority of its ethics; upon the 

moral beauty of it as a perceptive system.”22  Such an understanding of the Christian faith 

was to his mind a serious diminution of its essential feature, namely the importance of the 

person of Jesus Christ.  “Christianity is the religion of a person,” he exclaimed.  “It is 

therefore of primary importance that we find this person and believe on him.  We must, 

upon the hazard of our souls, find, not a Christ, but the Christ, this very Christ.”23  For 

Scofield, “Christianity stands or falls by the proposition that Jesus of Nazareth was more 

than man; in other words, while being man, that He was God manifest in the flesh.”24   

For Scofield, the relevance of Christianity for humanity had to do with salvation 

and what it meant.  This has to do with the Christ-centeredness of Scofield’s personal 

faith.  Referring to Jesus Christ, Scofield argued that Christ’s ultimate purpose was to 

                                                
22 C. I. Scofield, “The Mystery of Godliness,” Serving-and-Waiting 9, no. 1 (May 1919): 7.   

23 C. I. Scofield, “What Is Christianity?” Serving-and-Waiting 14, no. 1 (May 1924): 31. 

24 C. I. Scofield, “The Deity of Jesus Christ,” in Many Pulpits with Dr. C. I. Scofield, ed. C. I 
Scofield (Greenville: Gospel Hour, n.d.), 23.   
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serve as a Saviour for sinners in three key ways:  through his death, his resurrection and 

his second-coming.   

He was born a Saviour.  The Epistles take up this saving work of Christ 
the Lord, and show that He is a Saviour in a three-fold sense—by His 
sacrificial death He saves His people from judgment because of the guilt 
of their sins. . . . By His resurrection-life, imparted to His people, through 
the new birth, by His intercession and shepherdly care and by the 
indwelling Spirit, He saves them from the power of sin, that is from the 
necessity of living in known sin. . . . By His second coming He will save 
His people from the presence of, and conflict with sin.25   
 
Scofield held that the work of salvation was done by Christ entirely, and leaves no 

room to allow for human beings to take credit for their own salvation.  “He took upon 

Himself the whole work of salvation, and therefore salvation, from beginning to end, 

belongs to Christ, and to Him alone.  The sinner trusts, Christ saves; the saint yields, the 

Holy Spirit gives victory.”26  Salvation’s source, he argued, is in the heart of God and 

“reaches us on the principle of grace, or unmerited favor, through faith alone, without 

works.”27 

Salvation for Scofield included the obtaining of eternal life in heaven but was not 

reduced to that alone.  He held that the life of the believer who had been born again 

would be lived more virtuously than before conversion.  However, he denied the 

possibility of “‘building’ character, painfully adding brick of uprighteousness to a brick 

of prayerfulness and so on.”  For Scofield, such laborious striving for virtuous character 

through mere spiritually-seeming actions in order to become virtuous was one of the 

                                                
25 C. I. Scofield, “The First Christmas Night,” in No Room in the Inn and Other Interpretations, 

ed. Mary Emily Reily (Greenville: Gospel Hour, 1941), 4-5.     

26 Ibid., 5.   

27 C. I. Scofield, “The New Life,” in Reily, No Room in the Inn, 113.   
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chief errors of modernist ethics.28  Rather, he held that genuine Christian virtue results 

only from the power of the Holy Spirit working in the life of the believer.  “Christian 

character,” claimed Scofield, “is the possession of nine graces, love, joy, peace, 

longsuffering, gentleness, goodness, faith, meekness, temperance.  And these cannot be 

‘built,’ they are a nine-fold ‘fruit.’”29 

Essential to Scofield’s personal Christian faith was the element of experience.  He 

once said that “the greatest lack, of present-day Christianity is the absence of a clear, 

definite, personal testimony, based on personal experience.”30  His emphasis on this 

aspect of the Christian life may have been due in part to his own past hardships and pre-

conversion experiences, although he buttressed his claim by pointing to the Apostle 

Paul’s personal testimony about the risen Christ.  “Paul knows that God raised Christ 

from the dead because he, Paul, has spoken with the risen Christ,” namely on the 

Damascus road.31  

Scofield was aware, however, that some modernist Christians at the time were 

inclined to base their faith on experience more than on the evidence of Scripture itself.  

Commenting on some of the materials that had been written in his day about the Holy 

Spirit, he argued:  

Much which has been written and said is distinctly unbiblical; much, of 
which so strong a statement would not be warranted, has the grave demerit 
of interpreting Scripture by experience, instead of subjecting experience to 
the test of Scripture.  Something is confidently asserted because the writer 

                                                
28 C. I. Scofield, “Jacob’s Well,” in Reily, No Room in the Inn, 42.   

29 Ibid., 42-43.   

30 C. I. Scofield, “Almost Persuaded,” in Reily, No Room in the Inn, 111. 

31 Ibid.  
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has “felt” it.  Not infrequently the Spirit has been put into the place of 
Christ.32 
 

It was out of this concern that Scofield concluded that Scripture and experience are 

necessary and vital components for Christian living, but that the former must always 

provide boundaries for the latter.  Scofield had learned this principle from his mentor and 

master Bible teacher Dr. James H. Brookes, pastor of Compton Avenue Presbyterian 

Church in St. Louis, who once warned Scofield of the importance of using Scripture as a 

guide to interpret experience: 

There is no such thing in the Bible as an abstract proposition.  Everything 
in the Bible is meant to be turned into life.  It must first of all be grounded 
in doctrine.  There is such a thing as experience which is real but which is 
not founded on Scripture; then it becomes either fanatical or 
discouragement.  Therefore, we are always to interpret experience by 
Scripture—never Scripture by experience.  There is always in Scripture a 
doctrinal basis, and there is always in Scripture an account of an 
experience based on that doctrine; and this account is perfectly accurate 
because it is inspired.33 
 

The basis for his thinking about human flourishing, and by extension, his philosophy of 

education, is this assumption of the necessity of a Christ-centered faith.   

 
Scofield’s Philosophy of Human Flourishing 

 Attempting to discern Scofield’s philosophy of education is both a necessary and 

challenging task for the present work.  It is necessary insofar as the current project is 

attempting to discover his assumptions about the common good, human flourishing, and 

                                                
32 C. I. Scofield, A Mighty Wind: Plain Papers on the Doctrine of the Holy Spirit (Grand Rapids: 

Baker, 1973), 10.  

33 Trumbull, Life Story, 36.   
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the purposes of education.34  The task is a challenging one insofar as Scofield’s words 

about his educational philosophy are few and far between.   

Although there is currently no evidence that Scofield ever articulated a well-

reasoned philosophy of education as such, it is reasonable to draw some conclusions 

about his educational assumptions from his sermons and other writings.  Following his 

conversion to Christianity, he wrote and preached extensively about how to live 

Christianly, and more specifically how to live well—what the Greeks called “human 

flourishing.”  This chapter will draw upon a sampling of Scofield’s sermons and writings 

in the hope that, by identifying the contours and assumptions inherent in his philosophy 

of human flourishing, something of Scofield’s philosophy of education can be 

extrapolated.   

In the spirit of Riley’s “Creed, Character, Commission” formulation of 

fundamentalism from chapter four, the historical evidence shows that Scofield shared that 

understanding and its implications. Specifically, a genuine Christian flourishing in the 

faith in Scofield’s view meant that at least three observable patterns of behavior would 

follow:  a robust belief in the inerrant truth of the Bible and the application of it for all of 

life, intentional character formation through spiritual transformation, and commitment to 

full-time Christian service.  Three main themes emerge from his writings with respect to 

human flourishing:  Bible-centeredness, character development through spiritual 

transformation, and the intrinsic value of full-time Christian service as a way to engage 

the world.   

 
                                                

34 The extent to which Scofield’s assumptions did successfully translate in identifiable ways will 
be analyzed in chapter six.   
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The Bible:  The sin qua non of Human Flourishing 

Present in some of Scofield’s sermons and writings are key ideas, claims and 

assumptions that can reasonably be thought to have influenced the way in which the 

curriculum at Philadelphia School of the Bible was shaped.  Simply put, from his own 

writings Scofield believed in the centrality of the Bible for genuine human flourishing.  

His writings on biblical anthropology and the question of how the Bible and science 

interact give evidence for this claim.   

 
The Bible and Science.  Most of Scofield’s written works are popular-level Bible 

studies and sermons designed to help believers grow in their faith, as well as to win 

converts to Christianity.  However, he did at times venture outside of those bounds.  

From reading Scofield’s own words on the relationship between God, man, and the 

world, it is clear that he sometimes thought about the created order in scientific 

categories: 

The most important fact in the whole universe is the fact of God.  We are 
in God’s universe and we cannot get out of it.  God made it, God sustains 
it, God rules it.  It is all His.  Every acre of ground, every blade of grass, 
every one of the cattle upon earth’s thousand hills, every spring of water, 
every bird, every fish, every molecule of air—are His.  He has never 
parted with His title to one of these things.  We are all tenants by 
sufferance.  We till God’s earth, breathe God’s air, sustain life upon His 
bounty.  We are absolute paupers, from king to peasant.  The next 
moment, the next breath are not ours.35 
 

Here we see an important two-fold assumption that Scofield held with respect to the 

scientific study of the world, namely the assumption that God created it, and that human 

beings are stewards of all that comes from it.  This was Scofield’s starting point for 

meaningful discourse on the relationship between faith and science.   
                                                

35 C. I. Scofield, “The Best of All Good Resolutions,” in In Many Pulpits, 4.   



 
 

164 

Scofield’s specific thoughts on the nature of science and its truth-revealing value 

demonstrate that, at best, he had a general discomfort about the prospects for its 

successful integration with biblical faith.  For example, he believed that sciences such as 

the discipline of psychology and other “philosophies” (as he called them) had utterly 

failed in providing a plausible understanding of the human being.  The following quote 

provides a window of understanding into his thinking about how the relationship between 

faith and modern science was an uneasy one: 

We live in the psychological age.  Man, wearying at last of barren 
philosophies, each of which but devours the others, has turned away from 
the always futile attempt to harmonize the facts of being with the facts of 
the universe, and is trying to find out what manner of creature he is.  The 
philosophies failed because they left God out.  Science will fail because it 
leaves out the supernatural, and the new science of psychology is in utter 
confusion because it leaves out the Biblical account of man.36   
 
From this quote it would be easy to assume that Scofield pitted science against 

faith.  Other evidence, however, shows that he did not take his discomfort with the aims 

of science to that extreme.  To the claim “science does not agree with the Bible,” Scofield 

remarked that “such a statement is illogical.”37  He was not a principled two-spheres 

proponent on the question of how faith and science relate.38   In fact, he went so far as to 

                                                
36 C. I. Scofield, “Man, A Three-Fold Being,” in In Many Pulpits, 51.  

37 C. I. Scofield, “Science and the Bible,” Dr. C. I. Scofield’s Question Box, ed. Ella E. Pohle 
(Pasig City, TN:  Lifeline Philippines, n.d.), 146.   

38 The language of “two-spheres” refers to a particular view of how faith and learning relate, 
where the two remain in their own respective “spheres” without interference from each other.  Douglas 
Sloan points out the modernist impulse regarding this view.  For modernist Protestant theologians, “nature 
is the realm of objects, strict regularities, and mechanical determinism and necessity.  History is the realm 
of persons, of freedom, of transcendent meaning.  Science gives us the one; faith—and knowledge of 
persons—the other.  Because each dealt with different and separate realms of meaning, so it was argued, 
there need be no conflict in principle between them.  This neat division fit well the desire to be able to 
affirm both science and religion” (123).  See Sloan’s book, Faith and Knowledge: Mainline Protestantism 
and American Higher Education (Louisville:  Westminster John Knox, 1994), 120-26.  Although Sloan 
employs the language of “two-realms,” instead of “two-spheres,” the meaning remains the same.   
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say “Our greatest Christian scientists claim that the Bible is not antagonistic to true 

science nor true science to the Bible.  When we know science in its fullness then only we 

can we see the wonderful harmony in God’s Word and the laws of nature.”39  The above 

quote regarding the “psychological age” shows Scofield’s dissatisfaction with modernist-

influenced scientific methodology that assumed naturalistic principles.  Since Scofield 

held that God was the starting point for understanding ultimate reality, it followed that 

the supernatural could not be systematically factored out of scientific inquiry.  To do so 

would be to obtain results that did not actually conform with reality.   

Additional evidence shows that Scofield believed that Scripture and science went 

hand-in-hand when Scripture itself is the starting point for scientific inquiry.  For 

example, regarding Genesis chapter one, Scofield claimed that verse one refers to the first 

creative act—the creation of the heavens and the earth—and that this first creative act 

“refers to the dateless past, and gives scope for all the geologic ages.”40  Furthermore, 

regarding verse two where the author of Genesis indicates that the earth was “without 

form, and void; and darkness was upon the face of the deep,” Scofield cross-references 

that verse to Jeremiah 4:23-26 and Isaiah 24:1 and 45:18 and states that these Old 

Testament passages explain the meaning of “without form, and void.” Specifically, 

Scofield held that these passages “indicate that the earth had undergone a cataclysmic 

change as the result of a divine judgment.  The face of the earth bears everywhere the 

                                                
39 Scofield, “Science and the Bible,” 146.   

40 C. I. Scofield, ed., The Scofield Reference Bible (New York: Oxford University Press, 1917), 
3n2.   
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marks of such a catastrophe.”41  Here we see that Scofield sought evidence in nature that 

squared with the inerrant Word of God.   

A final example is worthy of consideration.  Scofield commented on verse eleven 

of Genesis one, where God gives the command to “Let the earth bring forth grass, the 

herb yielding seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit after his kind, whose seed is in itself, 

upon the earth:  and it was so.”  In his notation on this verse, he offered the following 

comment: 

It is by no means necessary to suppose that the life-germ of seeds perished 
in the catastrophic judgment which overthrew the primitive order.  With 
the restoration of dry land and light the earth would “bring forth” as 
described.  It was animal life which perished, the traces of which remain 
as fossils.  Relegate fossils to the primitive creation, and no conflict of 
science with Genesis cosmogony remains.42 

 
Presumably, when Scofield uses the language of “catastrophic judgment,” he was 

referring again to the divine judgment previously discussed from Jeremiah and Isaiah.  

From these writings it appears that Scofield believed that when all the “facts” of nature 

are finally revealed, all will see that science and the Bible indeed speak to the same truths 

about the world.  Elsewhere in his writings he confirms this position.  “We have but one 

authority for the truth, and we need not be afraid of God’s Word as it stands, whether we 

can see the harmony between it and nature or not.  The harmony is there—time will 

reveal it.”43  This claim is strikingly reminiscent of the Scottish Common-Sense thinkers 

who held that the facts of nature through general revelation would ultimately confirm the 

truths of Scripture through special revelation.   

                                                
41 Ibid., 3n3.   

42 Ibid., 4n3.   

43 Scofield, “Science and the Bible,” 148.   
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Even though he divulged through his “harmony” thesis a conviction that the 

absolutes revealed through Scripture did not ultimately conflict with the discoveries of 

science, Scofield indicated the depth of his concern about intentional human efforts at 

harmonizing the two, i.e., legitimizing the faith-science integration project itself.  As he 

argued, “We are not called to harmonize science with the Word of God.  The conclusions 

of science are ever changing, and in spite of this, the immutable laws of God are ever 

vindicating themselves.”44  Additionally, he was careful to say, “It must be remembered. . 

. that the Bible is not a scientific treatise.  It is not concerned with proving its statements 

harmoniously with the discoveries of scientists, but to point the way to God.”45   

From these remarks it appears as though Scofield held little hope for the promises 

of science to reveal reliable truth. Furthermore, it is sufficiently clear that he believed that 

the attempt to square the findings of science with the “immutable laws of God” was at 

best a waste of time, despite his own Common Sense and Baconian leanings on the 

subject of Bible interpretation. This is not to say that Scofield was fully cognizant of the 

intellectual origin of these assumptions.  In the absence of evidence that would challenge 

this claim, however, it appears that Scofield’s theoretical commitments about how faith 

and science relate were similar to that of the Scottish enlightenment thinkers, particularly 

with respect to the assumption that “things are as they appear to be.”  Support for this 

idea can be found in the work of historian George Marsden, who points out that 

                                                
44 Ibid., 147.  It is crucial to recognize that I am not arguing that Scofield contradicted himself on 

this issue.  There is no logical inconsistency in holding, as he did, that “time will reveal” the harmony 
between Scripture and science, and believing that we as fallible human beings ought not to put our efforts 
into exploring such a harmonization.   

45 Ibid.   
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dispensationalist leaders assumed a very literal interpretive posture with respect to the 

Bible.46   

A fair question to ask, however, is whether or not Scofield was sufficiently 

interested in the exploration of general revelation through study of the arts and sciences 

to warrant careful thought about the matter.  His own words suggest that the answer to 

such a question would be “no,” which reveals something important about his philosophy 

of education, namely that correct answers were to be prized over critical thinking.  In 

response to a question about the value of a particular book that sought to harmonize 

biblical truth with scientific findings, Scofield remarked that the author’s “purpose was 

doubtless a good one, but many of his conclusions were purely speculative and therefore 

unreliable in teaching truth.”47  By the very nature of the book in question being 

“speculative,” Scofield rather cavalierly dismissed it as unreliable where truth is 

concerned.  Even if he was correct regarding the book’s unreliability, his response shows 

that his ultimate concern regarding matters of faith and science was that correct answers 

be found.  For him, the only source of consistently correct and reliable answers was the 

Bible.   

                                                
46 See George M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth-

Century Evangelicalism, 1880-1925 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980).  This assumption led 
fundamentalist leaders such as Scofield to search for “facts” as the starting point of proper Bible study.  
Marsden states that, with respect to Bible study, “Induction had to start with the hard facts, and 
dispensationalists insisted that the only proper way to interpret Scripture was in ‘the literal sense,’ unless 
the text or the context absolutely demanded otherwise” (60).  With respect to Scofield’s own Baconian 
assumptions in particular, Marsden argued that “The role of the interpreter…was not to impose hypotheses 
or theories, but to reach conclusions on the basis or careful classification and generalization alone.  The 
disposition to divide and classify everything is one of the most striking and characteristic traits of 
dispensationalism.  C.I. Scofield, the great systematizer of the movement, epitomized this tendency” (59).  
The main point here is to demonstrate an apparent inconsistency within Scofield’s intellectual framework, 
namely that he employed a scientific hermeneutic with respect to Bible study, but appeared to be suspicious 
of that same hermeneutic with respect to the study of the world itself.  

47 Ibid.   
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None of this is to suggest, however, that Scofield was ignorant of or unconcerned 

about the scholarship of his day.  His writings suggest serious doubt that scholarship 

itself would be able to pick out and persuade hearts and minds of biblical truth in the way 

that the Bible itself did.  To be sure, he kept abreast of scholarly developments in the 

areas of science and theology, and was able to answer questions competently about them 

when asked.  For example, Scofield demonstrated considerable knowledge of major 

enlightenment thinkers and scholars of his own day including Nietzsche, Harnack, 

Bushnell, and Ritschl and the effects they had on various issues in theology.48  He always 

returned, however, to his “ultimate basis of authority” when operating in the world of 

ideas, that is, “the Christ revealed to us in Scripture, a revelation confirmed to the 

universal church by the experience of 1900 years.”49 

Scofield’s unwavering commitment to the Bible as the standard of truth and 

knowledge is evidence for the notion that his philosophy of human flourishing—and by 

extension his philosophy of education—was Bible-driven and Bible-centered.  The Bible, 

held Scofield, was the only consistently reliable source of knowledge.  The justification 

for this claim is grounded in Scofield’s view of Scripture as inerrant, which was a basic 

tenet of fundamentalist evangelicalism as seen in chapter four.  His argument for the 

veracity and reliability of the Scriptures was that Christ himself knew the biblical authors 

and thus knew whether what they wrote was inspired, true, and authoritative.  Whatever 

                                                
48 C. I. Scofield, “Rationalism,” in Pohle, Scofield’s Question Box, 130-33.   

49 Ibid., 132-33. 
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Christ himself said about the Scriptures “is therefore true and final to every believer” as 

well as binding and authoritative.50   

Similarly, elsewhere he wrote that “the ultimate basis of authority is the Christ 

revealed to us in the Scripture” (emphasis mine).51  The Scriptures for Scofield were not 

an end unto themselves, but rather a wholly reliable method for pointing to Christ: 

As Bushnell long ago showed. . . . Christ cannot be accounted for on 
natural grounds, nor upon any grounds other than those stated by Himself.  
He could not have been invented by the apostles, for human genius has 
never invented a perfect character.  He was not the product of evolution, 
for evolution produces species, and Christ remains unique.  Christ once 
established as the basis of authority, a co-authority is found in the 
Scriptures, for we find our authoritative Christ in them, and He, in turn, 
authenticates them to us by word and example.52 
 

This quote illustrates the degree to which Scofield doubted the prospects for science to 

produce a meaningful body of knowledge that Christians could trust.  That “Christ cannot 

be accounted for on natural grounds” is further evidence that Scofield held to the 

inadequacy of modern scientific standards as the basis for human knowledge.  His 

reasoning was simply that, because we have a supernatural authority (Christ), it follows 

that we should expect a supernatural source that reveals that authority (the Bible).  As 

was the case for other fundamentalists, Scofield held the words of Scripture as iconic and 

inviolable.53  Furthermore he held that science was incapable of answering the perennial 

                                                
50 C. I. Scofield, Old Testament, vol. 1 of The Scofield Bible Correspondence Course (1907; repr., 

Chicago:  Moody Bible Institute, 1934), 9.  Also see Scofield’s entry “What Is Meant by ‘the Canon of 
Scripture’?” in Pohle, Scofield’s Question Box, 85.   

51 Scofield, “Rationalism,” 132-33.   

52 Ibid.   

53 For a treatment of the issues at stake post-1930, see Joel A. Carpenter, Revive Us Again: The 
Reawakening of American Fundamentalism (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997).  Regarding the 
reverence with which fundamentalists held Scripture, Carpenter argues that “Bible verses spoke of spiritual 
reality to believers and reminded them that the sacred realm laid claims on their thoughts and their actions 
in the here and now.  As heirs of the Puritans, fundamentalists avoided the use of images and artifacts in 
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question “What is the meaning of life?”54  He believed that “no life has found its true 

meaning which does not take account of two worlds. . . this one so brief, the other 

unending!”55  In arguing for his conclusion that “no life has found its true meaning which 

is not right with God,”56 Scofield leveraged an argument from science to reason his way 

to God as the ultimate meaning: 

How can a life be right which is out of harmony with its Creator?  Science 
tells us—modern science, and so far I agree with it wholly,—that the 
problem of life is being in harmony with environment.  That is right.  
What is the environment of every human being?  God.  “For in him we 
live, and move, and have our being:” Acts 17:28.  According to science 
itself, then, no life can be right, no life can, in the best sense, be happy, no 
life can have any well-grounded hope of happiness in the future which is 
inharmonious with God.57 

 
An interesting point regarding this quote is that Scofield was actually thinking 

integratively about faith and science, i.e., how the one confirms the other and vice-versa.  

It appears, then, that Scofield was at times guilty of committing the informal fallacy of 

special pleading, meaning that he would criticize the legitimacy of science in some cases, 

but in other cases use arguments from science when it helped to build his case.  It is fairly 
                                                
worship or religious architecture, yet the movement’s churches and gospel tabernacles often had Bible 
verses emblazoned high on their walls and balcony facings.  A motto plaque or needlepoint sampler with a 
biblical phrase on it in one’s home also functioned much like an icon, crucifix, or phylactery.  It was a 
visual reminder of spiritual truth, a badge of separation, and an act of witness to a culture whose aphorisms 
and images were increasingly secular.  Fundamentalist pastors often urged their parishioners to carry a 
Bible at all times.  It would be with them not only for convenient reference or use in evangelism, but also as 
a silent testimony to one’s faith, much like a Catholic sister’s rosary.  In even this very personal, literal 
way, fundamentalists identified themselves as biblical people…” (75).   

54 C. I. Scofield, “Is Life Worth Living?” in In Many Pulpits, 71-73.  Scofield argues “the 
mysterious and wonderful thing which we call life is passing rapidly away.  What a mystery life is—and 
one which science has not in the least helped us to solve.  It is today the same inscrutable mystery it was 
centuries ago.  That its issues are tremendously important, the true meaning, including, of course, the true 
purpose and object of life” (71).  

55 Ibid., 73.   

56 Ibid.   

57 Ibid., 74.   
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clear from the historical evidence that Scofield’s thinking about the relationship between 

faith and science was characterized by intellectual anxiety and inconsistency.   

 To a certain degree his uneasiness is understandable in light of the modernists’ 

use of science.  As was demonstrated in chapter three, modernists sought to bring 

Christian theology into conformity with an ever-expanding scientific enterprise in the 

United States.58 As scholar Victor Anderson points out, pragmatic theology “would bring 

theological method in line with the methodology of the natural sciences. Theology was 

conceived as research into the religious quality of life. It was not church dogmatics.”59  

For Scofield and his fundamentalist counterparts, however, theology and biblical truth 

were not to be brought “in line” with scientific standards.  That was a backwards 

approach, in their view, because on their view the former was more basic than the latter.  

More to the point, from the fundamentalists’ perspective God’s truths were not pliable in 

the way that the modernists were assuming.   

 
Anthropology.  Scofield believed the Bible offered an anthropology 

superior to any other, and he articulated his biblical view of the human being in a 
                                                

58 For example, on the question of birth control and the legal debate taking place in the United 
States during the 1930s, Fosdick argued that many people of faith were obscurantist insofar as they were 
ignoring the scientific progress that artificial birth control could bring to the world.  “Evidently it is high 
time for those whose dominant interests lie in the realm of ethics and religion to be outspoken about the 
subject of birth control,” he asserted.  “Religion,” he continued, “has so commonly resisted extension of the 
scientific control of life that it has become a habit….At present, with the optimistic cheerfulness that 
characterizes prosperous America in dealing with so many of her problems, most folk whom I observe are 
employing the ostrich policy with reference to birth control.”  See Harry Emerson Fosdick, “Should Legal 
Barriers Against Birth Control be Removed?  ‘Pro,’” Congressional Digest 10, no. 4 (April 1931): 110-12.  
Even though Fosdick’s article was published ten years after Scofield’s death, Scofield would have been 
well aware of the modernist scientific impulse that Fosdick’s words exemplify.   

59 Victor Anderson, “Pragmatic Theology and The Natural Sciences at the Intersection of Human 
Interests,” Zygon 37, no. 1 (March 2002): 163.  Anderson goes on to explain that “pragmatic theologians 
did not presume the truth of classical theological explanations of the nature of the world or of human 
experience.  Instead, they argued that if theology is to be intelligible as a faculty of the new research 
university, its method of inquiry has to be congruent with criteria of intelligibility operative in other fields 
of inquiry, including the natural sciences.”  See his entire article, 161-73.   
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way that demonstrates his assumption of biblical authority and superiority over 

the arguments marshaled by psychology and even theology: 

In truth the Bible contains a perfect philosophy and a no less perfect 
psychology.  What is man?  The new psychology answers, “Body and two 
kinds of mind, conscious and unconscious.”  Theology answers, “Body 
and soul, or spirit,” making soul and spirit to be “in all essential respects 
identical,” as a great Protestant theologian says.  But the Bible answers 
that man is spirit, soul, and body; and the Bible will by no means agree 
that spirit and soul are in any essential respect identical.  The Bible calls 
these invisible parts of man by different names, psyche or soul, pneuma or 
spirit, and the Bible pierces “even to the dividing asunder of soul and 
spirit.”  Hebrews 4:1260 
 

In his view, human beings were comprised of three distinct components:  spirit, soul, and 

body.  This is the classic trichotomist position in theological anthropology, which argues 

that spirit and soul are two distinct components of the person over against the classic 

substance dualist (or dichotomist) view which argues that a person’s “spirit” is a capacity 

of the larger nonphysical soul.  “Such is man,” said Scofield, “a tri-personality as made in 

the image of Him who is triune.  Through the body man has world-consciousness; 

through the soul self-consciousness; through the spirit, God-consciousness.”61    

 Although there is nothing particularly theologically unique about his 

anthropological categories, his explanation of the trichotomist formulation is instructive.  

“Briefly, the Scriptures attribute to the soul the emotions, affections, desires, appetites 

and the will of man.  To the spirit,—capacity to know, to reason, to remember.”62  That 

Scofield would locate the reasoning capacities in the spirit is significant in that it may 

give some insight into his broader philosophy of education.   

                                                
60 C. I. Scofield, “Man, A Three-Fold Being,” in In Many Pulpits, 51-52.   

61 Ibid., 52.   

62 Ibid.   



 
 

174 

In contrast to Aristotle, who believed that the reasoning capacity was a 

compartment of the nonphysical soul,63 and in contrast to the modernist naturalist 

thinkers of Scofield’s day who were beginning to argue that human reasoning was a 

function of biology only,64 Scofield claimed that one’s ability to know came from the 

spirit specifically, and he explained that “the difference between soul and spirit is the 

difference in Scripture usage, between the words ‘mind’ and ‘heart.’  The spirit is that 

part of a man which knows,—the intellect, or mind (1 Cor. 2:11).  The soul is the seat of 

the will, appetites, affections, desires.”65  Scofield’s understanding of the soul’s makeup, 

then, is different from Aristotle’s in that Scofield distinguished between the body, soul 

and spirit, whereas Aristotle distinguished between the body and soul only.  If indeed the 

spirit for Scofield was the seat of knowledge, then it is reasonable to conclude that this 

reinforced his understanding of education as a project devoted to enriching and enlarging 

that aspect of the human person.   

If Scofield’s prior words about the spirit being the seat of “God-consciousness” is 

put together with what he claims about knowing, reasoning, and remembering, then we 

can conclude that for him proper flourishing of the human spirit was essential for human 

                                                
63 In book III of his work On the Soul, Aristotle speaks of “the part of the soul with which the soul 

knows,” and reasons that “The thinking part of the soul must therefore be…capable of receiving the form 
of an object....” (682). See this essay in The Complete Works of Aristotle, ed. Jonathan Barnes, vol 1 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), 641-92.   

64See, for example, Bertrand Russell’s (1872-1970) essay “The Finality of Death” in his larger 
work Why I am Not a Christian (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1957), in Philosophy of Religion: An 
Anthology, ed. Louis Pojman (New York: Wadsworth, 1998), 349.  Unlike Aristotle or Scofield, Russell 
held to a completely physicalist (or materialist) view of the human person.  He claimed that “We think and 
feel and act, but there is not, in addition to thoughts and feelings and actions, a bare entity, the mind or the 
soul…” (349).  He goes on to show how his understanding of thoughts, feelings, and memories are merely 
functions of the human brain.  “Our memories and habits are bound up with the structure of the brain….But 
the brain, as a structure, is dissolved at death, and memory therefore may be expected to be also dissolved” 
(Ibid.).   

65 C. I. Scofield, “Miscellaneous,” in Pohle, Scofield’s Question Box, 88-89.   
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flourishing in general.  If this reasoning is correct, then it provides some insight into why 

and how the Philadelphia School of the Bible’s learning environment from its founding 

emphasized the spiritual aspect of the human person over all else.  It also gives insight 

into why the Bible was central to the learning experience at Scofield’s institution, the 

Philadelphia School of the Bible.  If human flourishing was essentially about reaching a 

state of spiritual flourishing as the evidence appears to suggest from Scofield’s own 

words, then the Bible provided means toward that end.   

 
Character Formation through Spiritual Transformation 

 Scofield’s sermons and other writings provide substantial evidence that he 

believed character formation to be an essential feature of human, and specifically 

Christian, formation in general.  He believed that true character formation was a function 

of a soul redeemed through saving faith in Christ.  Although it appears that he did his 

own thinking on this issue, he was also influenced by the Victorious Life movement 

which was an outgrowth of the Keswick Movement that began in Great Britain in the 

nineteenth century.  These movements will be explored in greater detail later in this 

chapter. 

 
Character Formation:  A Function of True Salvation 

As a part of his overall understanding of human flourishing, Scofield 

enthusiastically affirmed the necessity of character formation.  He drew an inextricable 

tie between truth, salvation, and character when he said “. . . we are set in the world to 

have visions, to go up into the mount, to see in the presence of God the divine truth 

concerning human life, and then to work it out into character and conduct. . . . this sums 
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up the thought of Christian living and of the purpose of God in our redemption.”66  

Regarding the connection between the gift of salvation, redemption and human character, 

he stated later in the same sermon the following: 

And these lives of ours will be heavenly in proportion as cost has gone 
into them.  First of all, the unspeakable, the holy, the immeasurable gift 
and cost of our redemption.  The very beginning of the divine life implied 
that the costliest gift that heaven had was given for us, and we shall never 
come to the acme of Christian character and life without sacrifice—the 
best and costliest which we have to give.  It costs the renunciation of the 
lesser that we may have the greater; that we may grasp the choicest things 
and build them into character.67 
 

For Scofield, character-formation could not be ignored, and it assumed the prerequisite of 

the saving power of Jesus Christ.  Referring to John 12:21, Scofield once began a sermon 

with the story of the Jewish proselytes who approached Philip and asked permission to 

see Jesus.  Scofield remarked that the probable reason for their desire to see Jesus was 

their innate sense that there was nothing in Judaism that would satisfy “the longing of 

their souls and the depths and need of their condition, as they had come to see it under the 

law of God.”68  For Scofield, there was no true character formation without first salvation 

through Jesus Christ.  “We must, first of all,” he said, “see Jesus on the cross.  That is the 

beginning of everything.  Everything is grounded upon the atoning work of the Lord 

Jesus Christ and our personal dealing with Him begins at this point.”69   

Interestingly, in the same sermon Scofield emphasized Christ’s post-resurrection 

heavenly existence over against his earthly life in explicating the importance of the Son 

                                                
66 C. I. Scofield, “The Heavenly Pattern,” Serving-and-Waiting 13, no. 12 (April 1924): 605.   

67 Ibid., 606.   

68 C. I. Scofield, Where Faith Sees Christ (Greenville: Gospel Hour, n.d.), 6.   

69 Ibid., 7.   
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of God as a remedy for the sinful human condition.  He explained later in the sermon that 

it was easy for the Jewish proselytes to make Christ in his earthly life the object of their 

faith, but which would have been inadequate for lack of understanding that only Christ 

crucified and raised has the power of salvation.  Here is where Scofield specifies the 

importance of Christ’s divinity over his humanity with respect to character change in 

human beings.  Lamenting that there was too much emphasis at that time in the American 

Protestant church on the “earthly life” of Christ, he said “The Spirit of God has not been 

pleased to give us a complete life, the earthly life of Jesus Christ.  The life which has 

more relation in more different ways to the life of the world than all other lives ever lived 

here put together, has no biography which is complete.”70  At this point Scofield’s 

dispensational leanings come to the fore, and he makes a strong case from the biblical 

Epistles for the value of the post-resurrection heavenly Christ at the expense of Christ’s 

earthly “ethical” life: 

Did you ever notice that only the Epistles, that portion of the Word of God 
especially given to the church of this dispensation, only reveal the calling 
and standing and hope of the church, defining the relationships of that 
church?  In all those Epistles which have to do with our standing in Christ 
Jesus, and with the manner of life which should result from that standing, 
there are but three references, and those very, very brief, to the earth life 
of our adorable Lord.  This is a very marked circumstance, is it not?  How 
easily the Apostle striving to make clear the Christian ethics in the Epistles 
might have said in a word, “Look at the Lord.  Imitate the Lord.  Be as He 
was.  Study His life.  Conform to His Spirit.”  He never said that.  Not 
once.71 
 

                                                
70 Ibid., 11.   

71 Ibid., 11-12.   
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Even though he acknowledged Christ’s earthly life, we can see Scofield’s preference for 

all things heavenly such that importance of the temporal world and—Christ’s relevance 

to it for the Church—is apparently diminished.   

Scofield denied the intrinsic value of and even warned against seemingly virtuous 

observable behavior that was devoid of a genuine inner transformation.  “Our 

temptation,” he said, “is to make religion a matter of externalities—of church-going and 

sermon-bearing; but to be, rather than to do, is the central thought of God with regard to 

the character of his people; to be beautiful, first of all, within.”72  Scofield was interested 

in a religion of the “heart,” namely a Christianity that was based on inner transformation 

rather than mere observable behaviors only, such as church attendance and social service.   

 Also present in his thinking was the connection between character-formation and 

knowledge.  Although it is fairly clear from Scofield’s writings that he did not necessarily 

value liberal knowledge for its own sake, he was concerned about the effects of false 

ideas on the lives of faithful Christians.  This concern is seen when he remarked “upon 

our supreme danger.  It is that we shall change the plan.”73  He elaborated as follows: 

                                                
72 Scofield, “The Heavenly Pattern,” 606.  Scofield and his fundamentalist colleagues were likely 

disposed to believe that the way in which American denominationalism had evolved lent itself all too well 
to the problem of religion being a mere formality rather than a “matter of the heart.”  This inclination could 
have been related to a lack of reflection about the nature and purpose of church traditionally conceived. 
George Marsden puts it this way:  “[The fundamentalists] had not formed a distinct concept of the church 
against which they might react.  This general absence in America of a clear theory on the church reflected 
organizational structures that had developed more for reasons of circumstance than of ideology.  Instead of 
‘churches’ (in the sense of the official organized religion of a territory) or ‘sects’ (in the sense of separated 
groups of true converted believers), America had ‘denominations,’ which were sometimes churchly, 
sometimes sectarian, and usually both.  The denominations were the product of a combination of European 
churchly traditions, ethnic loyalties, pietism, sectarianism, and American free enterprise. . . . Moreover, 
denominational structures were usually loose enough that revivals, reforms, Bible conferences, and schools 
could be promoted by members outside of denominational control.  Hence the system allowed room for a 
practical sectarianism which often left denominational ties weak or nominal.”  See Marsden, 
Fundamentalism and American Culture, 70.  This is not to suggest, however, that the sole reason Scofield 
and other fundamentalist leaders operated largely outside of their denominations was due to lack of 
historical reflection on the American church.   

73 Scofield, “The Heavenly Pattern,” 606. 
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The repeated exhortation to Moses was, “see that thou make all things 
according to the pattern which was shown to thee in the mount”. . . . Oh, 
there is danger that as we recede from the place of vision, and as the vision 
itself becomes dulled in our memories we shall build lesser, baser things 
than the vision demands. . . . And especially too, when Christian ideals are 
lowered by the infusion of pagan ideals, heathen philosophies in the 
pulpit, and pretty little formulas for Christian living that might have come 
bodily out of any pagan religion.  The danger is that, we shall build less of 
gold, and fine linen, and purple and scarlet and blue; that we shall put 
paste jewels into the breastplate of the high priest; that we shall forget in 
the little things to make life and character according to the pattern that was 
shown to us in the mount.74 
 

For Scofield, then, character-formation was central to the life of anyone who claimed to 

be a Christian.  His understanding of character-formation as seen in his own words was 

that of a divinely-ordained sort where the words of God themselves speak from the 

“mount” (presumably Mount Sinai, where God wrote the Ten Commandments and 

delivered them to Moses) and subsequently find their way into the hearts of people such 

that their characters are transformed resembling the character of God himself.   

It appears from his writings that Scofield held that the kind of spiritual 

transformation needed for true character change was dependent on genuine repentance 

for one’s sins.  “Repentance,” he said, “is a change of mind followed by corresponding 

action.”75  In his view the biblical understanding of this concept required that one 

                                                
74 Ibid.  In speaking of “pagan ideals” and “heathen philosophies in the pulpit,” Scofield was 

probably referring to what he and others in the fundamentalist movement considered to be the American 
denominational system gone apostate.  An editorial note entitled “Denominationalism,” in Serving-and-
Waiting 1, no. 4 (August 1911): 1, lends evidence to this claim.  The note was likely written by publication 
editor and Philadelphia School of the Bible Dean, William Pettingill.  “The creeds of Christianity are the 
product of an age when men cared.  They believed things, and they were willing to die for their faith.  In 
this way denominations came into existence, because men differed in their views, and they agreed to differ, 
and each to stand for what he saw as the truth.  In those days Christians loved the truth.  But today is 
different.  The cry to ‘get together’ fills the air now, and the churches are gravitating toward each other 
more than in a great movement of consolidation, not because they love each other more than in the olden 
days, but because they love the truth less.  Thank God, there are many earnest souls standing aloof from all 
this, but for the most part the crowd is all headed in the same direction, ready to sacrifice truth on the altar 
of expediency, and the real unity of the Spirit at the shrine of enthusiasm of the mixed multitude” (1).   

75 C. I. Scofield, “Repentance,” in Pohle, Scofield’s Question Box, 133.   
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demonstrate sorrow for sin.  “In the repentance of a saint, sorrow is mingled; indeed, it is 

godly sorrow which produces his repentance (2 Cor. 7:9, 10).”76  Proper character 

formation, then, for Scofield was not a project to be done in a spiritual vacuum.  Rather, 

it is reasonably clear that he held that repentance for sin was a necessary prior condition 

for good character.  This claim is supported further through his own thoughts on the 

nature of the human conscience and the degree to which human beings could depend on it 

for proper flourishing.  Unlike the rationalists of his day, Scofield put little trust in the 

ability of the biblically-untutored human conscience to serve as a moral guide.  To the 

question “How far can we depend on human conscience?”  Scofield answered,  

Only so far as it has been educated according to the Word of God.  The 
Word is the only infallible guide to action.  If your conscience troubles 
you on any question, to violate it would be sinful.  But we must seek to 
educate our consciences, not by other people’s consciences or views, but 
by the Word itself.77 
 
Perhaps Scofield’s thoughts on character formation are made most clear in a 

sermon entitled “Influence of Prophetic Truth Upon Character and Conduct.”78  In it, 

Scofield made the case that the study of prophecy itself ought not to be motivated solely 

by a “vulgar curiosity” to understand “what all these images, and beasts, and horns 

signify” in the absence of a “believing understanding.”79  By “believing understanding,” 

Scofield meant “faith.”  He said “There is a great deal of the study of prophetic truth and 

                                                
76 Ibid. 

77 C. I. Scofield, “Christian Conduct,” in Pohle, Scofield’s Question Box, 26.  

78 C. I. Scofield, “Influence of Prophetic Truth Upon Character and Conduct,” Serving-and-
Waiting 12, no. 1 (May 1922): 31-34.   

79 Ibid., 31.   
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a great deal of the hearing of the exposition of prophetic truth which has no effect upon 

conduct of character, simply because it is heard or studied without faith.”80   

So what was the value, in Scofield’s view, of studying prophetic truth and what 

was its relevance to character formation?  He believed that “It is peculiarly the prophetic 

part of Scripture which brings us into intimacy with God. . . . Now when God gives a 

prophecy, he takes us into a wonderful personal intimacy.81  Prophecy, in his view, was 

one of God’s methods for relationship building with his followers.  Seen in that light, 

Scofield’s argument that prophetic truth ought to affect character is a logically sound one.   

He held that the product was a positive influence on character and conduct, and he 

articulated his view of their nature as follows: 

Character is what we are.  Conduct is what we do.  A great many people 
seem to think that reputation and character are identical things.  This is not 
so.  Reputation is what is said about us.  Character is what we are.  I 
believe that, in the long run character and reputation and conduct will 
harmonize.82   

 
This articulation of character and conduct would have been relatively uncontroversial in 

Scofield’s day.  However, his articulation of the essential features of character formation 

was unique: 

There are three things which form in the long run, character: 
First, association.  Our intimacies, our associations, perhaps more 
powerfully than another influence, determine, in the long run, what we 
are.  A second formative influence, which we always recognize and will 
admit, is knowledge.  What we know forms us; it is impossible for us to be 
affected as to our character by that of which we remain in ignorance, but 
we are moulded by our knowledge.  Third, it is expectation which forms 

                                                
80 Ibid. 

81 Ibid., 31-32.   

82 Ibid., 31.   
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us—that which we look forward to; a large element of hope or of fear, 
whichever it may be.83   
 

What import did the concepts of association, knowledge, and expectation have for 

Scofield’s understanding of character formation?  Regarding associations, he said 

“Friendship is an intimate relation, you see, and involves confidences.  Abraham was 

called the friend of God.”84  As stated previously, Scofield believed that there was an 

essential connection between God’s future plans (prophecy) and friendship.  God 

revealed his plans only to those who could be trusted with them.   

With respect to knowledge, his unwavering commitment to the authority of 

Scripture comes to the fore.  “If it is possible,” he exclaimed, “for any kind of knowledge 

to lift us above ignoble things, to give us that breadth of vision and of thought, which 

certainly are essential to all noble character, it is the prophetic Word which will do it, and 

the prophetic Word only.”85  Scofield’s understanding of expectation is intimately 

connected to hope in the human heart, which is in turn a function of prophecy and its 

relevance to Christian living: 

I want you to think especially, if you will, how prophecy lays hold upon 
expectation as a moulding influence.  Did you observe in your study of the 
Bible that more than three-fourths of prophecy is yet unfulfilled, and that 
there is absolutely nothing in all the purpose of God as it unfolds itself in 
the prophetic Word concerning the illimitable future, with which we who 
are Christians do not stand in some way connected?  Suppose we shut out 
from our hearts all that vast sum of expectation and hope, will you think 
for a moment how impoverished these Christian lives of ours must 
inevitably be?  You know how we are influenced in the affairs of this life 
by that which we hope for.  Take hope from a man, and what is left to 
him?  You can do nothing with him.  It is impossible to get a noble effort 

                                                
83 Ibid. 

84 Ibid., 32.   

85 Ibid.   
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out of him.  On the contrary, the more hope you can put into his heart, the 
larger you make the man and all his desires.86   
 

He was convinced, then, that the Bible was both authoritative and effectual with respect 

to character formation.  For Scofield it was the starting point for character change as well 

as one’s source of inspiration and hope through the process of such change.  “There is no 

declaration in the prophetic Word, which, if believed, will not begin to do its silent, 

effective work upon character, and then upon conduct.”87  Taken together, associations, 

knowledge and expectations were, in Scofield’s mind, key to proper character formation.  

Consistent with these emphases is his claim that “Character and conduct are fruits of a 

union with him [i.e., Christ] established through faith alone.”88  In no small way was 

Scofield articulating how the Christian is to live well—i.e., to flourish—as a result of a 

taking these emphases into account.  Still, the kind of flourishing to which he referred 

seems to be that which is defined by heavenly, not earthly, citizenship.   

 
Character Formation, Continued:  The Influence of Keswick and “Victorious Life” 

Movements on Scofield’s Understanding 
 
 Although it appears that Scofield had thought through the subject of character 

formation independent of any larger movement, it does seem that he took into account 

some ideas offered by the Keswick and Victorious Life Movements.  Although the two 

movements held distinctives that separated one from the other, they were related in terms 

of emphasis and personalities.  The emphasis of both was holiness and victory over sin.  

                                                
86 Ibid., 32-33.   

87 Ibid., 34.   

88 Scofield, “What Is Christianity?” 32.   
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Fundamentalists who overlapped both camps include (among others) Dwight Moody, 

Charles Trumbull, and Scofield himself.  

Advocates of the latter movement, the Victorious Christian Life movement, 

believed that one need only submit oneself to Jesus who would then begin to take 

complete control over one’s thought and actions.  By allowing Jesus to come into one’s 

heart in rather passive fashion, one could successfully and immediately acquire the 

needed character to bear life’s burdens and temptations.  The movement was something 

of a response by influential fundamentalists to the problem of the “spiritual landscape of. 

. . the defeated lives of Christians who were essentially ‘ignorant’ of Christ’s provision 

for victory over sin.”89  By contrast, the older Keswick movement simply emphasized a 

more modest claim that the sinful nature need not have any power over those who 

confess the name of Christ.90 

One reason for drawing the conclusion that Scofield bought into the Keswick and 

Victorious Life Movements is his own testimony about his conversion experience.  

Charles Trumbull explained that the moment that Scofield asked Christ to come into his 

life, Scofield’s desire to drink was gone instantly.91  Even though these movements were 

                                                
89 See Douglas Frank, Less Than Conquerors: How Evangelicals Entered the Twentieth Century 

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986).  Frank points out how “immediate” the eradication of known sin could 
take place in the life of the Christ-professing believer.  Describing the main assumption, Frank explains that 
advocates believed “But God has provided a better way.  He has not only promised to free us from the 
penalty of sin after death, but he has promised to free us from the power of sin in this life,” 116.  He quotes 
from Charles Trumbull’s work Victory in Christ, as a way of emphasizing the theme of immediate victory 
over sin.  “God offers us ‘freedom from the whole power of every known sin at once….The receiving of a 
gift is not a gradual attainment, it is instantaneous.  So victory over sin is not a gradual thing.  We can have 
as complete victory over all our sins now, at once, as we can have in twenty years of prayer and Bible 
Study and surrender’” (116).  Also see Marsden’s analysis of the movement in Fundamentalism and 
American Culture, 72-80.   

90 Frank, Less Than Conquerors, 114.  

91 Trumbull, Life of Scofield, 19.   
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championed most powerfully by Scofield’s fundamentalist colleague Charles Trumbull, 

their thrust is an important element of Scofield’s understanding of genuine character 

change.  Character change necessarily involved the “filling” of the Holy Spirit in one’s 

life in his view, and he pointed out that this condition was “’indispensable’ before a 

Christian ‘should be willing to perform the slightest act in the service of Christ.’”92 

 
Engaging the World through Full-time Christian Service 

 
 

Changing the World through the Church, Engaging the World through Christian 
Individuals 
 
 Regarding his conviction on the importance of biblical training for all Christian 

workers and not just exclusive training for ordination, Scofield once said “This is a 

layman’s age.”93  He was passionate about the gospel message going out to the ends of 

the earth without the unnecessary delay of formal seminary training.94  As we have seen, 

however, he was not anti-intellectual.  He held that a careful and proper study of the 

Scriptures was necessary to discern truth from error as well as to keep the essence of the 

gospel message pure so that evangelism would be effective and souls would be won: 

There could not be another “gospel.”  Change, modify, the grace of Christ 
by the smallest degree, and you no longer have a gospel. . . . What is a 
simple child of God, who knows no theology, to do?  Just this:  to 
remember that any so-called gospel which is not pure unadulterated grace 

                                                
92 C. I. Scofield, Plain Papers on the Doctrine of the Holy Spirit (New York, 1899), 73.  Quoted in 

Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 79.   

93 Showers, “History of PCB,” 62.   

94 Showers emphasizes the degree to which Scofield was convinced of the need to train lay 
workers.  Scofield said “One hundred years ago practically all of the aggressive activities of the churches of 
God were in the hands of ordained ministers.  A great change has come within fifty years.  In every 
department of Christian work laymen are actively engaged.  The purpose of Bible institutions is to train lay 
workers….in an age so highly specialized as ours, it is felt necessary that the great host of Sunday School 
teachers and mission workers shall have clear and competent instruction in the Scriptures and in the best 
methods of Christian work” (“History of PCB,” 62).   
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is “another” gospel.  If it proposes, under whatever specious guise, to win 
favor of God by works, or goodness, or “character,” or anything else 
which man can do, it is spurious.  That is the unfailing test.95 
 

Like most of his colleagues, Scofield believed that true change in society can be the result 

only of a permanent change in the human heart, namely that of a conversion experience 

that is the result of nothing other than God’s grace—his gift of salvation to sinful man 

through Jesus Christ.  Society was on the downward slide to his way of thinking, and 

nothing short of the Lord’s return would cure society’s ills.  In a letter he wrote to the 

attendees of the 1918 Philadelphia Prophetic Conference he stated as much when he said 

that he was praying for God to guide their proceedings, “especially in the putting forth of 

a fearless warning that we are in the awful end of the Times of the Gentiles, with no hope 

for humanity except in the personal return of the Lord of Glory; and also a statement of 

the fundamentals of Christian belief, which may form a clear basis for Christian 

fellowship in a day of apostasy.”96   

In Scofield’s view, then, the personal salvation of souls had to be the strategy by 

which society would be transformed.  The only social and cultural means that would 

prove effective for Scofield was evangelism—the proclamation of the simple gospel 

message.  The Church, however, in his view was the divinely appointed agent whose 

mission was to spread the message of the gospel.   

The church has but one mission, defined in Luke 24:47, 48; Matthew 
28:18-20; Acts 1:8; and the church works most powerfully toward the 
solution of social problems not by turning reformer, but by preaching the 
gospel in the power of the Holy Spirit.  When Christ was on earth all the 

                                                
95 C. I. Scofield, “The Grace of God,” in The Fundamentals:  A Testimony to the Truth, ed. R. A 

Torrey and A. C. Dixon (1917; repr., Baker Books, 2003), 3:103.   

96 C. I. Scofield, “To the Philadelphia Prophetic Conference,” May 28, 1918.  Quoted in Serving-
and-Waiting 8, no. 3 (July 1918): 86.   
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social problems—slavery, intemperance, prostitution, unequal distribution 
of wealth, oppression of the weak by the strong—were at their worst.  To 
cure them He put into the world one message—the gospel, one means—
regeneration, one agency,—the Holy Spirit in the church.  The best help a 
pastor can bring to the social problems of his community is to humble 
himself before God, forsake his sins, receive the filling with the Holy 
Spirit, and preach a pure gospel in tender love.97 

  
The church, in Scofield’s view, simply was an “outcalled assembly” based on his 

understanding of the Greek term “ecclesia.”  In his understanding there was nothing 

inherently spiritual about the term itself.98  What made the New Testament church a 

uniquely spiritual “outcalled assembly” is the fact that it is not primarily an organization, 

but rather an organism in a spiritual sense.99  According to Scofield’s interpretation of I 

Corinthians 12:12, the church “is a living organism in the same way that the human body 

is a living organism; that it is composed of a Head, Christ in glory; and of living 

members, the whole number of the regenerate between the two advents of Christ.”100  In 

drawing the organism/organization distinction, Scofield was making an important 

assumption, namely that the heavenly nature of the church is to be elevated over its 

earthly aspects, even with respect to the organizing and governing principles of churches.  

This is made clear when he argues for the local church model of church government as 

opposed to the denominational model:   

Scripture knows nothing of a church composed of churches—as the 
Methodist church, the Presbyterian church, etc., meaning many churches 
united into one church.  It is wholly a Roman Catholic perversion retained 
in Protestant use.  Any such "church" must be, like Romanism itself, 

                                                
97 C. I. Scofield, “Civic Righteousness,” in Pohle, Scofield’s Question Box, 36.  

98 C. I. Scofield, “The Church and Churches,” in Things New and Old: Old and New Testament 
Studies by Dr. C.I. Scofield, ed. A. C. Gaebelein, (New York: Publication Office “Our Hope,” 1920), 257.   

99 Scofield, Where Faith Sees Christ, 30.   

100 Scofield, “The Church and Churches,” 269.   
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simply a sect.  In every such "church" there survives the papal leaven of a 
required love of and "loyalty" to, the sect.  Innumerable are the evils 
produced by this utterly unscriptural practice.  The multiplication of 
churches in every village, when one true apostolic church would include 
easily and naturally all Christians in the place; the reproduction on heathen 
ground of these wholly unnecessary divisions—these are but a few of the 
evils.  The local church is the beginning and end of divine organization for 
this age.101 

 
Scofield argued that, in order to maintain the purity of her spiritual and heavenly mission, 

the Church must pursue a path of “separation from the world,” as the following quote 

demonstrates:   

It may safely be said that the Judaizing of the Church has done more to 
hinder her progress, pervert her mission, and destroy her spiritually, than 
all other causes combined.  Instead of pursuing her appointed path of 
separation from the world and following the Lord in her heavenly calling, 
she has used Jewish Scriptures to justify herself in lowering her purpose to 
the civilization of the world, the acquisition of wealth, the use of an 
imposing ritual, the erection of magnificent churches, the invocation of 
God’s blessing upon the conflicts of armies, and the division of an equal 
brotherhood into “clergy” and “laity.”102   
 

His claims here appear to place him in the category of separation as evidenced through 

his words about politics and governmental structures: 

There is such a thing as a mere mechanical separation from the world.  We 
are to remember that a distinction must be made between the world of 
men—humanity, that God so loved as to give His only begotten Son to 

                                                
101 Ibid., 274. 

102 C. I. Scofield, Rightly Dividing the Word of Truth: Ten Outline Studies of the More Important 
Divisions of Scripture (Old Tappan, NJ:  Fleming H. Revell, 1896), 12.  There is little doubt that Scofield 
was here referring to what he and other fundamentalist leaders considered to be the ever-evolving dynamic 
of the apostasy of American denominationalism, which in turn perpetuated apostasy in the denominational 
seminaries.  Scofield’s colleague William Pettingill put it this way:  “The vanguard of the great apostasy is 
in the schools and college and theological (!) seminaries…it makes a difference what kind of teaching goes 
on in these schools.  Most of them as we have said, are labeled “Christian,” but it is to speak mildly when 
we say that very many of them are anti-Christian to all intent and purpose.  They are denominational, for 
they were established by the denominations and are still controlled by the denominations; but they have 
long since ceased to be useful in fulfilling the purpose of denominationalism—“they which are approved 
may be manifest,” And in so far they are a swindle and a humbug….Christianity as a revealed religion is 
losing its place in the bosom of the professing church itself.” See Pettingill’s essay “Denominationalism,” 
1.   
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redeem, and the world system organized under Satan in its forms social, 
political and commercial.  The individual is in the world, but not of it.  It 
is a scene through which he is passing and his attitude toward it should be 
that of his Lord and of the apostles.103   
 
His doubt about the possibility of a meaningful Christian civic engagement with 

the world is evident from his own words that “The name Christian is applied to 

everything.  We have even the phrases ‘Christian world’ and ‘Christian nations.’  

Biblically, one might as well say ‘Christian devil’ as ‘Christian world.’  According to 

Scripture the Christian is ‘not of this world,’ and no one seriously pretends that any 

nation is really Christian.”104   

Elsewhere he explained his view of the Christian’s this-worldly involvement in a 

more balanced tone.  When asked “In what sense is the believer to separate himself from 

the world?”  Scofield replied, “The biblical thought of separation is from whatever is 

necessarily dishonoring to God.  The Christian is separate from the world in that he does 

not make the world the object of his hopes and ambitions.”105  Most revealing to the 

discussion of human flourishing and earthly versus heavenly citizenship is what he said 

next in his answer, namely, that the Christian “is separate from the unbelievers in that he 

does not yoke himself with them in a common purpose.”106  Although he did not 

specifically direct his words here at Christians who were engaged in the political sphere, 

one could interpret Scofield as meaning that Christians ought not work together with 

                                                
103 Scofield, “Civic Righteousness,” 35.   

104 Scofield, “What Is Christianity?” 31.   

105 Scofield, “Christian Conduct,” 26.   

106 Ibid.  He goes on to explain, however, that “In the application of these principles, each believer 
must under the light of the Word, act upon his own convictions.”  This caveat leaves some room for 
interpretation as to what exactly Scofield meant with respect to Christian engagement and separation.   
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unbelievers to achieve the public common good.  When taken with his doubts about the 

possibility of the world being transformed in absence of the gospel, we are at least led to 

believe that Scofield probably viewed political efforts at establishing the common good 

as a waste of time that could otherwise be spent evangelizing the lost.   

Scofield did, however, hold that believers had to engage the culture in a specific 

way in order to live properly as Christians.  To reemphasize, like many of his 

fundamentalist counterparts Scofield was convinced that the only worthwhile kind of 

engagement was evangelism.  However, he drew a practical connection between 

evangelism and social service, noting that Christ himself demonstrated the value of 

serving others:   

It seems clear that the Christian could take little part, if any, in schemes 
for the improvement of the unregenerate world.  The whole scene is one 
awaiting judgment; but as our Lord met throngs of people, He healed the 
sick and fed the hungry without asking whether they believed on Him or 
not.  In other words, He did works of mercy.107 

 
From this evidence the conclusion can be drawn that Scofield believed that Christians 

should live differently from the unbelieving, unregenerate people around them.  Further, 

he believed that evangelism was the only cure for an unbelieving world and that service 

to others and “works of mercy” should be done for unbelievers to increase the possibility 

that converts to Christ would result.    

 
Analysis:  Preparing Citizens of Heaven 

Although the evidence is insufficient to support the claim that Scofield was a 

cultural separationist in the strictest sense, it is sufficiently clear from his writings that his 

philosophy of human flourishing lent itself most naturally to a “heavenly” rather than a 
                                                

107 Scofield, “What Is Christianity?” 31.   
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this-worldly understanding of citizenship.  “For our citizenship is in heaven,” he claimed, 

“from whence also we wait for a Savior, the Lord Jesus Christ:  who shall fashion anew 

the body of our humiliation, that it may be conformed to the body of his glory (Phil 3:20, 

21, R.V.).”108  Furthermore, he clearly stated his view of the relationship between the 

“earthly” and the “heavenly,” which for him was one of contradistinction:   

That which is heavenly [is] in contradistinction to that which is earthly.  
The sphere of the believer’s spiritual experience as identified with Christ 
in nature….The believer is a heavenly one,—a stranger and pilgrim on the 
earth (Heb. 3:1; 11:13; 1 Pet. 2:11).109   
 

Making use of his pilgrim metaphor, it is fair to conclude that Scofield believed that 

believers were heavenly pilgrims on earth who were not to make their true “home” on 

earth, for their home is in heaven.  However, this did not mean disengaging from culture 

or the world in general, for the believer’s mandate, in Scofield’s view, was to evangelize 

the lost.  For Scofield, then, cultural engagement turned out to mean heavenly citizens 

engaging earthly ones for the sake of evangelizing and converting them rather than to 

engender a common good.   

In a sermon entitled “Definiteness,” Scofield made the case for full-time Christian 

service by arguing that the “Christian is called a servant, a soldier, a runner, an 

ambassador, a worker, a priest, a wrestler, and I know not how many other names, all 

vocal with this one truth, that to come to Christ, to be saved, and then to begin a life of 

Christian service is an earnest business.”110  In articulating this argument for “a life of 

Christian service,” Scofield was clearly putting forth his view that Christians are duty-

                                                
108 Scofield, Rightly Dividing, 9.   

109 C. I. Scofield, “The Church,” in Pohle, Scofield’s Question Box, 31.   

110 C. I. Scofield, “Definiteness,” Serving-and-Waiting 9, no. 2 (June 1919): 67.   
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bound to engage the culture with the gospel in such a way that the citizens of earth will 

become citizens of heaven.  He shed additional light on his understanding of what was 

worthwhile in terms of cultural engagement and the Christian’s solution for the world’s 

ills when he said: 

The Christian in this world of want and woe, of sin and despair, of tears 
and death, is entrusted with the only remedy for all of its ills, absolutely 
the only one.  Men fancy that they will find a remedy for the woe of the 
world, and the distress and anguish of the world in legislation and 
education, and in repressive measures, but these invariably break down, 
and become the tool of selfishness, invariably.  God has committed to the 
Christians who live in this world in any one generation the only remedy 
for all that is wrong about them….We are to bring the free salvation of 
Jesus Christ to the lost.  It is an earnest business. 111 
 

Here again, Scofield demonstrated doubt in the power of education to solve the world’s 

problems or to contribute in much of a meaningful way to human flourishing.  From the 

historical backdrop of the fundamentalist-modernist controversy, he was likely saying 

that education in and of itself is ultimately a pointless endeavor with respect to finding 

that “remedy for the woe of the world,” hence the need for an education whose chief end 

is to train new workers who would bring Christ’s free salvation to the world.   

 
Conclusion 

 This chapter has argued that Scofield’s understanding of human flourishing could 

not be separated from his unwavering belief in the truths of the Christian faith.  True 

flourishing required one to be a confessing Christian, believing in Christ alone through 

faith alone for deliverance from sin and the promise of a blissful eternal afterlife.  In a 

                                                
111 Ibid., 67-68.  Scofield made this argument partly on the basis of a particular understanding of 

stewardship, namely that “we cannot forget that we are entrusted with a stewardship for which we must 
give account.  Our time is part of the trust estate.  This blessed gospel is part of it.  Our money is part of it.  
We must account for every moment, and for every dollar” (68).   



 
 

193 

very real way, the evidence presented leads to the conclusion that flourishing in this life 

for Scofield was preparation for heavenly citizenship.  He held to in-depth Bible study as 

the sine qua non of true flourishing in this world, as well as character formation defined 

by spiritual transformation.  Finally, full-time Christian service was the last mark of one 

who was truly flourishing and properly preparing for the eternal spiritual world beyond 

the temporal delights and concerns of this earth.   The following chapter will show how 

Scofield’s dispensational theology and practical emphasis on ushering as many souls as 

possible into the eternal world was manifested through the curriculum at Philadelphia 

College of Bible. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
 

Thy Kingdom Come: The Influence of Dispensationalism on PCB’s Educational 
Philosophy 

 

Introduction 

 As was argued in chapter five, C.I. Scofield’s writings make a strong case for a 

philosophy of human flourishing that emphasized Bible study and teaching, character 

formation, and Christian service that included evangelistic activity.  This chapter seeks to 

demonstrate ways in which dispensationalism served as a guiding force for those 

emphases in Scofield’s thought that issued in an educational philosophy as they played 

out practically in the curriculum.  More specifically, this chapter will argue that 

Scofield’s dispensational assumptions were key in shaping the institution’s unwavering 

commitment to producing full-time future-minded heavenly citizens.  That is to say, full-

time Christian workers whose activities were driven by the urgency of Christ’s 

impending second coming was the goal, whereas the historic old-time college ideal was 

to inculcate virtues within students such that they would be mindful of the common good 

where earthly as well as heavenly goods were not pitted against each other.  It will be 

further argued that practical training and purity in personal ethics were natural 

outworkings of Scofield’s fundamentalist-informed philosophy that at times was 

accompanied by strong antimodernist sentiment.  The influence of C.I. Scofield’s 

dispensational assumptions will be highlighted in particular, with lesser emphasis given 

to two other early PCB leaders, William Rugh and William Pettingill.   
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PCB Cofounders:  William Rugh and William Pettingill 

Philadelphia College of Bible as an organization is the result of a 1951 merger 

that took place between two separate Bible institutes:  The Bible Institute of Pennsylvania 

and the Philadelphia School of the Bible.  Both institutions had existed in the city of 

Philadelphia for thirty-seven years with the same system of doctrine, the same 

constituencies for support, the same agencies to teach Bible, and the two schools 

basically existed for the same purpose.1  Although Scofield is often remembered as the 

hero and founder of the institution, it must be remembered that he was the founding 

president only of the Philadelphia School of the Bible.  The following are brief accounts 

of the other two significant cofounders of what eventually became the Philadelphia 

College of the Bible, William Rugh and William Pettingill.  Of the two cofounders, 

Pettingill is far more significant in PCB’s development than Rugh.  Still, Rugh is given 

brief mention below since he led one of the institutions that merged to form Philadelphia 

College of the Bible.   

 
William Rugh 
 
 W.W. Rugh was born in western Pennsylvania on October 15, 1867.  He 

professed faith in Christ at age ten and soon thereafter began teaching the Bible to others.  

During college he became involved with ministry within the YMCA, and upon finishing 

college pursued school teaching and became a YMCA secretary.2  Through the influence 

of the conservative Bible teacher R.A. Torrey at a Bible conference in 1893 Rugh became 

                                                
1 Renald Showers, “A History of Philadelphia College of the Bible,” (Th.M. thesis, Dallas 

Theological Seminary, 1962), 100.   

2 Ibid., 10.   
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even more dedicated to living a Christian life.  By November 1895 he was convinced he 

was called by God to study and teach the Bible.  He enrolled in the Pennsylvania Bible 

Institute to increase his Bible knowledge.3 

 Rugh’s first teaching ministry was an itinerant one.  Having made an agreement 

with his wife that his work would consist only of Bible teaching, he started a weekly 

Bible teaching circuit in 1898 in eastern Pennsylvania and western New Jersey.  He 

covered sixty miles a week walking from town to town and teaching the Bible, carrying 

with him a backpack of Christian literature.4   

 Through walking this circuit to teach Bible classes Rugh was compelled to 

establish an institution where the scriptures could be taught at one location on a daily 

basis. On July 8, 1913, the school opened with nothing but a small room on the west side 

of Philadelphia, and it became known as the Bible Institute of Pennsylvania.  Originally 

an extension of the National Bible Institute of New York, the Philadelphia branch became 

independent of the New York school on October 8, 1921, and changed its name to Bible 

Institute of Pennsylvania.5  Rugh was its founder, vice president, and associate dean until 

he died in 1936.6   

 
William Pettingill   

 Although William Rugh was important in the formation of PCB, William 

Pettingill was even more important.  From the founding of the Philadelphia School of the 
                                                

3 Ibid., 10-11.   

4 Ibid. 11.   

5 “History,” in Philadelphia Biblical University Undergraduate Catalogue, 2004-2005 
(Philadelphia Biblical University), 8.   

6 Showers, “History of PCB,” 12.  



 
 

197 

Bible in 1914 until 1928, William Pettingill served as dean of the institution.  He also 

held responsibilities as pastor at Northfield Baptist Church in Wilmington, Delaware, but 

he resigned that post in 1923 in order to devote his full attention to the work of the 

Philadelphia School.7   

 As we will see in the next section, Pettingill’s view of the Church’s role in 

cultural engagement is similar to Scofield’s, although his own writings suggest that he 

may have thought more intentionally about the role of the Christian in public life than did 

the Philadelphia School president.  In an essay entitled, “Should a Christian go to War?” 

Pettingill provided some insights about the nature of church and government: 

God has bestowed two great gifts upon the human race.  One is Civil 
Government, and the other is the Christian Church.  Government is here 
mentioned first, because it antedates the New Testament Church by more 
than two thousand years.  Both of these institutions are divine, but it 
would not be correct to call them both Christian.  The Church is a 
Christian institution, but the Government, though Divine, is not Christian. 
. . .The Government and the Church are like each other only in the fact 
that both come from God.  As to their mission in the world, and the 
divinely appointed means for the accomplishment of this mission, there is 
a sharp contrast.  Failure to keep this fact in mind has always led to 
confusion, and must of necessity do so.  Union of Church and State would 
never have been thought of but for this failure, and at this moment, 
because of it, there is division among Christians concerning the attitude 
they ought to take toward war.8   
 

Before launching into a biblical analysis of the question of Christians in war, Pettingill 

argued that correct biblical interpretation is key to finding the answer: 

Ought a Christian go to war?  Some say No, others Yes.  On either side are 
men equally godly, equally devout, equally sincere and brave.  Still 
others—also devoted Christians—are in doubt and perplexity.  One of 
these answers is wrong; both cannot be right.  The appeal, for the loyal 

                                                
7 Ibid., 78-79.   

8 William Pettingill, “Should a Christian Go to War?”  Serving and Waiting 7, no. 2 (June 1917): 
51. 
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Christian, must be to the Bible.  For him, the Scriptures are the Court of 
Last Resort.  But both sides do appeal to the Bible, and each side brings 
forth there from supposed warrant and support for its contention.  This 
comes from a mischievous habit, all but universal, of using isolated texts, 
found here and there in the Bible, and building doctrines thereupon, while 
ignoring other passages plainly bearing upon the subject under 
consideration, not to speak of the context surrounding the very Scriptures 
used.  This is not the way to treat the Bible, nor is it the way to learn the 
truth.  The right way is to let the whole Book speak, and to withhold our 
conclusions as to what it teaches until we have listened to all it has to say.9   

 
Pettingill then articulated how Christians are to participate in both of these institutions.  

“The Church,” he claimed, “has one purpose in the world, and one only.  That purpose is 

to evangelize the world.”  After referencing a few biblical passages as evidence, he 

finishes his argument for the church: 

Thus her work is cut out for her, very simply, very definitely.  She is to 
“preach the gospel to every creature”—just that and nothing more.  She is 
not expected to convert the world, nor to educate the world, nor to civilize 
it, and certainly not to govern it.  Individual Christians have many other—
duties—they are to “do good,” being “rich in good works” (1 Tim. 6:18)—
but the Church as such is in the world only as an evangelizing messenger.  
Whenever she has remembered that, and occupied herself with her 
divinely given task, she has thrived and prospered; when she has forgotten 
it and turned to something else, she has languished and failed.10   
 

Pettingill’s argument is congruent with Scofield’s own thinking about the role of the 

church.  Scofield believed that that “the Judaizing of the Church” as he called it not only 

hindered the Church’s progress but perverted the mission and promoted spiritual 

destruction as well.  He thought that God’s intention for the Church was to pursue a path 

of separation from the world and in order to follow Christ in “her heavenly calling.”11  

Instead, Scofield claimed, “she has used Jewish Scriptures to justify herself in lowering 
                                                

9 Ibid.  

10 Ibid.  

11 C. I. Scofield, Rightly Dividing the Word of Truth: Ten Outline Studies of the More Important 
Divisions of Scripture (Old Tappan, NJ:  Fleming H. Revell, 1896), 12. 
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her purpose to the civilization of the world, the acquisition of wealth, the use of an 

imposing ritual, the erection of magnificent churches, the invocation of God’s blessing 

upon the conflicts of armies, and the division of an equal brotherhood into ‘clergy’ and 

‘laity.’”12  The two major leadership figures at the founding and nascent years of PCB—

Scofield and Pettingill— believed the Church’s role was not to civilize the world in any 

sense, but rather to evangelize it and win souls to Christ.  

 
Scofield & Dispensationalism: A Key Factor in the Early PCB Ethos 

 As significant as William Rugh and William Pettingill were in the formation and 

historical development of PCB, there is no question that C.I. Scofield was the most 

significant figure.  Like many other fundamentalist Bible colleges, dispensationalism was 

one of the core beliefs held by the Philadelphia College of Bible board, administration, 

and faculty.  Although it is a challenge to submit a concise definition, it is possible to 

identify the core assumptions of Scofield’s dispensationalism.13  First, he held that there is 

a strict distinction between Israel and the church.  Secondly, he held to a system of 

biblical hermeneutics that is literalistic.14 With respect to prophecy this literalism strongly 

implied that human affairs on earth as well as culture in general will continue to worsen 

until Christ returns to rapture the Church and all the believers that comprise it.  Christ 

                                                
12 Ibid.  

13 Mark Noll has pointed out the difficulty in attempting to define dispensationalism’s parameters 
due to its different meanings “to its different exponents, and because outside observers and opponents have 
isolated different elements as its central teaching.”  See Mark Noll, The Scandal of the Evangelical Mind 
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 118. 

14Ibid.  These two criteria were first cited by Charles Ryrie in his 1965 book Dispensationalism 
Today.  In Scandal Mark Noll cites a third criterion that I have not cited here, namely that of “a concern for 
the glory of God rather than simply the outworking of salvation” as God’s main purpose in the world.  I 
have included only two criteria since these appear to be the most obvious and widely agreed-upon criteria 
for dispensationalism.   
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will personally reign on earth for a thousand years, commonly known as the millennium.  

This will be a time of relative peace and prolonged life on earth as the regenerate and 

unregenerate alike serve Christ on his throne.15  The millennium will then be followed by 

a brief period of torment and temptation by Satan, then finally ending in Christ’s 

judgment of all the earth.  The assumption that human affairs on earth will grow 

increasingly worse until Christ’s return served as a motivation and encouraged a sense of 

urgency for dispensationalist fundamentalists to evangelize as many unbelievers as 

possible.   

 American historian Mark Noll observes that literalism is the key to understanding 

the dispensationalist framework.  The dispensationalist method of Bible study is to 

“arrange passages of Scripture from throughout the whole Bible. . . to establish biblical 

truths, especially truths concerning the end of the world.”16  Further, Noll points out that 

an important reason for dispensationalism’s popularity has been, historically speaking, its 

effectiveness in reaching the ordinary people in ordinary circumstances in understandable 

ways.   

John Nelson Darby (1800-82) is widely credited with bringing dispensationalism 

to the forefront of American religious life, although its roots may extend as far back as 

the sixteenth century Swiss Reformer Heinrich Bullinger (1504-1575).  For some even 

                                                
15 See C. I. Scofield, “Kingdom Truth” in Dr. C. I. Scofield’s Question Box, ed. Ella Pohle (Pasig 

City, TN: LifeLine Philippines, n.d.), 65.  Scofield held that, according to Isaiah 65:20, death would still 
exist during the millennium but that “human life will be prolonged in general.”  Further, he believed that 
even though “Revelation 20 proves that the evil heart will still be in man,” the unregenerate will be 
compelled to “instant obedience and subjection” due to the rule of Christ, whereas “the regenerate will 
serve Christ from the heart.”   

16 Noll, Scandal, 119. For a helpful history of dispensationalism as it relates to prophecy belief in 
early twentieth-century American fundamentalism, see Paul Boyer, When Time Shall Be No More: 
Prophecy Belief in Modern American Culture (Cambridge: Belknap, 1992).   
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the simple distinction between Old and New Testaments denotes a dispensationalist-type 

of framework for understanding biblical history.17  Scofield, however, was the first 

fundamentalist of the twentieth century to systematize a populist-type biblical history in 

terms of a dispensationalist hermeneutic.  His pamphlet Rightly Dividing the Word of 

Truth, which was written for the educated layperson, provided a logical and coherent 

attempt at making a biblical case for the church/Israel distinction as well as seven key 

dispensations in biblical history, which include the following: 

1. Man Innocent:  This dispensation begins with the creation of Adam in Genesis 2:7 
and continues to the expulsion from Eden in Genesis 3:21  

2. Man Under Conscience:  Extends from the expulsion of Eden to the Flood 
3. Man In Authority over the Earth:  From post-Flood Noah to the Confusion of 

Tongues at the Tower of Babel 
4. Man Under Promise:  From Babel to the Israelite Bondage in Egypt 
5. Man Under Law:  From Moses leading the Israelites out of Egypt to the 

crucifixion of Christ 
6. Man Under Grace:  From death of Christ through the present day 
7. Man Under the Personal Reign of Christ:  Following the purifying judgments that 

attend Christ’s return to earth, he will reign over restored Israel and all the earth 
for 1000 years.18 
 
Historian George Marsden explains that these historical epochs represent a key 

distinctive of the dispensationalist way of thinking.  Each epoch, or dispensation, 

represents a new way in which God tested human beings through a particular plan of 

salvation.  In each case sinful humanity fails the test, with each epoch ending in divine 
                                                

17 Sydney Ahlstrom argues that the idea of divine dispensations is implicit in the terms “Old and 
New Testament.”  With respect to other thinkers who may have contributed to the dispensationalist system, 
Ahlstrom suggests that Reformers such as Bullinger and Johannes Cocceius (1603-1669) “developed the 
idea of God’s dealing with man through successive covenants.” Darby, however, was the thinker who 
refashioned these older ideas into modern form and emphasized the radical distinction between the church 
and the coming Kingdom.  See Ahlstrom, A Religious History of the American People (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1972), 808.   

18 Scofield, Rightly Dividing, 12-16.  Sydney Ahlstrom points out Scofield’s understanding that 
the dispensations were marked by but not identical with God’s successive covenants.  In order, the relevant 
covenants are as follows:  the Edenic covenant (before the Fall of man); the Adamic covenant; the Noahic 
Covenant; the Abrahamic Covenant; the Mosaic Covenant; the covenant of grace through Christ; the 
millennium.  See Religious History, 810.    
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judgment of catastrophic proportions.  Scofield defines a dispensation as “a period of 

time during which God deals in a particular way with man in respect to sin, and to man’s 

responsibility.”19  Scofield explains further that what differentiates these dispensations 

from each other is an indication in Scripture that God’s method of dealing with sinful 

humanity’s responsibility has changed.  Due to humanity’s failure with one method of 

God’s divine action toward human beings, a new method must be devised and tried.  As 

Scofield himself points out, “Each of the dispensations may be regarded as a new test of 

the natural man, and each ends in judgment—marking his utter failure in every 

dispensation.”20  A new dispensation is imminent, claimed Scofield, when we see in 

Scripture two key marks:  miraculous activity and a new prophetic revelation.  One of his 

examples of evidence for this comes from the Old Testament book of Daniel where God 

reveals to the prophet Daniel the future events of Judah’s captivity in Babylon.  Although 

the prophetic revelation component is obvious in this example, the miraculous activity is 

not, and Scofield’s explanation is rather ambiguous.21  Nevertheless, despite Scofield’s 

poor explanation in this instance, his penchant for the formulaic is evident in the attempt 

to demarcate clearly each dispensation and is in keeping with the rest of his systematic 

biblicist understanding of Scripture.   

According to Scofield’s categories, we are currently operating in the sixth 

dispensation, “Man Under Grace.”  The Church, in this view, is isolated to this particular 

dispensation which began with Christ’s crucifixion and will end when all believers are 
                                                

19 C. I. Scofield, Old Testament, vol. 1 of The Scofield Bible Correspondence Course (1907; repr., 
The Moody Bible Institute of Chicago, 1934), 17.   

20 Scofield, Rightly Dividing, 12.   

21 C. I. Scofield, “Does the Bible Throw Light on This War?” In What Do the Prophets Say? ed. 
C. I. Scofield (Greenville: Gospel Hour, 1918), 12.   
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raptured. 22  Within the context of the fundamentalist-modernist controversy, 

dispensationalism’s importance was far larger than its system of historical partitioning.  

The fundamentalist dispensationalist emphasis of biblical inerrancy was particularly 

strong and served as the doctrinal basis for the movement’s understanding of divine 

truth.23  All of this has import for how, historically speaking, Philadelphia College of 

Bible thought about ends (telos), means, and what the common good was.  It was also 

important from the standpoint of curriculum, specifically how the content of instruction 

and overall learning ethos encouraged an understanding of these values that was 

remarkably different from that of the old-time college.  

 Scofield begins Rightly Dividing the Word of Truth with an immediate apologetic 

for God’s continued favor on Israel as a chosen nation:   

Whoever reads the Bible with any attention cannot fail to perceive that 
more than half of its contents relate to one nation—the Israelites.  He 
perceives too, that they have a very distinct place in the dealings and 
counsels of God.  Separated from the mass of mankind, they are taken into 
covenant with Jehovah, who gives them specific promises not given to any 
other nation. . . . If faithful and obedient, the nation is promised earthly 
greatness, riches, and power; if unfaithful and disobedient, it is to be 
scattered “among all people, from the one end of the earth even unto the 
other” (Deut. 28:64).  Even the promise of the Messiah is of blessing to 
“all the families of the Earth.”24 
 

                                                
22 See George M. Marsden, Understanding Fundamentalism and Evangelicalism (Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1991), 40.  In similar fashion to Ahlstrom, Marsden briefly explains that “The first dispensation 
ended with the human Fall into sin and expulsion from Eden, the second ended with the Flood, the third 
with the Tower of Babel, and so forth.  We live in the sixth era, or church age, also heading toward 
catastrophe and divine intervention.” 

23 Ahlstrom notes that dispensationalism “was much more than a partitioning of history; for its real 
appeal depended on its doctrinal foundations.  In the first place it insisted undeviatingly on the absolute 
verbal inerrancy of the Bible was deemed capable of revealing not merely data for the historian and 
philologist, but divine truth” (Religious History, 811).   

24 Scofield, Rightly Dividing, 5.   
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The emphasis on earthly blessings for faithful Israel is a key element in dispensationalist 

thought.  This is because, first, it is rooted in the notion of covenant, and, secondly, 

because this emphasis provides a clear contrast from that of the blessings intended for the 

faithful Church.  Scofield expounds on the unique nature and importance of the latter as 

follows: 

The student finds large mention in Scripture of another distinct body, 
which is called the Church.  This body also has a peculiar relation to God, 
and, like Israel, has received from Him specific promises.  But similarity 
ends there, and the most striking contrast begins.  Instead of being formed 
of the natural descendants of Abraham alone, it is a body in which the 
distinction of Jew and Gentile is lost.  Instead of the relation being one of 
mere covenant, it is one of birth.  Instead of obedience bringing the reward 
of earthly greatness and wealth, the Church is taught to be content with 
food and raiment, and to expect persecution and hatred, and it is perceived 
that just as distinctly as Israel stands connected with temporal and earthly 
things, so distinctly does the Church stand connected with spiritual and 
heavenly things.25 
 
Several observations are worthy of note here.  First, Scofield drew a direct 

correlation between Israel and earthly blessings for faithfulness to God whereas the 

Church’s faithfulness is rewarded with heavenly blessings.  Second, his understanding of 

covenant provides a clue to his understanding of the type of citizenship that really 

mattered.  As seen in his quote above, Scofield points out that in the Church age the 

relation to Christ is one of birth rather than “mere” covenant.  He is zealous to 

communicate the key role Israel will play, and insists that “the Deuteronomic Covenant 

(Deut. 30:1-9) secures unconditionally the restoration and conversion of Israel.”26 Hence, 

earthly citizenship as a worthwhile concept will be meaningful only when Israel is 

                                                
25 Ibid., 5-6.   

26 C. I. Scofield, “Deuteronomic Covenant,” in Dr. C.I. Scofield’s Question Box, ed. Ella Pohle 
(Pasig City, TN: LifeLine Philippines, n.d.), 87. 
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restored.  In the meantime, the Church’s understanding of citizenship is to be a heavenly 

one given his conviction that it is distinctly connected with spiritual and heavenly things. 

In this understanding the church is a parenthesis within God’s larger plan of dealing with 

Israel.  God has interrupted the way he has related to Israel but will resume with them in 

the future.  When he does, unfulfilled prophecies will be for the nation of Israel itself, not 

the church.27   

Consistent with his strong distinction between Israel and the Church, he held that 

promises made to Israel could not be directly applied to the Church as a corporate body.  

He conceded that promises to Israel “can be given a spiritual signification and applied, 

not to the Church, but to saints—to Christians,” that “The Church is a corporate thing,” 

and that “these believers are separately with union in Christ as individuals.”28 This 

appears to be an area of ambiguity in Scofield’s thinking.  He affirms the corporate nature 

of the Church as Christ’s body, but clearly points to the relationship between Christ and 

believers as being an individual one.  Such an ambiguity invites the age-old question of 

unity and diversity:  in what sense is the believer’s identity defined by a “personal” 

relationship with Jesus Christ, and in what sense is the believer’s identity defined by the 

Christian community of which she is a part?  Although Scofield did not assume a hyper-

individualist answer to this question, he did appear to favor something of an individualist 

posture with respect to the role of the believer in the world.  “The individual is in the 

                                                
27 Millard Erickson, Christian Theology, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1998), 1169. 

28 C. I. Scofield, “Israel and the Church,” in Pohle, Scofield’s Question Box, 57.  Scofield goes on 
to explain that “The Church is a corporate thing—the body of Christ, composed of all believers,” and that 
“The distinction between Israel and the Church is between a nation and the body of Christ” (57).  
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world, but not of it,” he said.  “It is a scene through which he is passing and his attitude 

toward it should be that of his Lord and of the apostles.”29  

Furthermore, he spoke of the priority of the “individual direction of the Spirit of 

God” as well as a “relation of love, rather than of citizenship or participation in the 

ambitions and rewards of political movements and reform movements that govern [sic] 

the conduct of believers.”30  Given this way of thinking across the fundamentalist 

movement, it is no surprise that later evangelical thinkers began to question the apparent 

sacred trust that lay at the feet of individuals.  As Carl Henry put it years after Scofield’s 

death, “Fundamentalism is wondering just how it is that a world changing message 

narrowed its scope to the changing of isolated individuals.”31  Scofield was true to 

fundamentalist form when he spoke of the priority of the individual within the 

community of believers.  The ultimate power of the Church was not so much in the 

community of believers that was greater than the individuals that made it up, but vice- 

versa.  The individual believer on earth was for Scofield a “heavenly citizen,” and 

represented a single unit of salvation. The more of them there were, the better the 

possibilities were for building a heavenly future kingdom.32 

 
 

                                                
29 C. I. Scofield, “Civic Righteousness,” Pohle, Scofield’s Question Box, 35.   

30 Ibid., 35-36.   

31 Carl F. H. Henry, The Uneasy Conscience of Modern Fundamentalism (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1947), 14.    

32 George M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth-
Century Evangelicalism, 1880-1925 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980), 208. As Marsden puts it, 
“The closest thing to a political principle that most fundamentalists seemed to share was a profession of 
individualism that paralleled their theological dictum that the individual was the basic unit in the work of 
salvation” (208).   
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Kingdom Assumptions 

For Scofield and his dispensationalist brethren, Henry’s above statement would 

have likely qualified as question-begging since they assumed that the only real purpose of 

the Church was evangelizing the unbelieving world.  For example, Scofield’s primary 

lieutenant at Philadelphia College of Bible, William Pettingill, once exclaimed that “The 

Church has one purpose in the world, and one only.  That purpose is to evangelize the 

world…to preach the gospel to every creature—just that and nothing more.  She is not 

expected to convert the world, nor to educate the world, nor to civilize it, and certainly 

not to govern it.”33  This assumption is part of a larger understanding about the nature of 

the “Kingdom,” an importance concept in Scofield’s dispensational structure.   

First, Scofield distinguished between the Kingdom of God and the Kingdom of 

Heaven.  The former, which is the larger concept of the two, he defined as “all moral 

intelligences in affectionate submission to the will of God. . . that is, all the saved of past 

and future dispensations though not included in the distinctive body, the Church.”34  

Furthermore, unlike the Kingdom of Heaven, the citizenry of the kingdom of God is pure 

in that “there are neither tares nor bad fish.”35  Put another way, for Scofield the Kingdom 

of God included all true believers, both past and present.  The latter horn of the 

                                                
33 Pettingill, “Should a Christian Go to War?” 51. 

34 Scofield, “Kingdom Truth,” 68.  Scofield elaborates on this horn of the Kingdom of 
God/Kingdom of Heaven distinction. The Kingdom of God includes “an innumerable company of angels,” 
“the general assembly and church of the first-born,” and “the spirits of just men made perfect (Heb. 12:22, 
23)” (68).   

35 C. I. Scofield, ed., The Scofield Reference Bible (New York: Oxford University Press, 1917), 
1003n1.  Despite Scofield’s conviction that the kingdom of God was more pure in that it contained “neither 
tares nor bad fish,” he did acknowledge that without the proper apprehension of the perfect and true Word 
of God human beings still receive and understand that kingdom imperfectly.  He cites the parable of the 
leaven in Matthew 13:33 to demonstrate that “even the true doctrines of the kingdom are leavened with the 
errors of which the Pharisees, Sadducees, and the Herodians were the representatives.”   
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distinction—the Kingdom of Heaven—is somewhat more complicated in that its 

nomenclature (“Kingdom of Heaven”) counterintuitively does not refer to a kingdom 

whose membership is comprised of all and only believing citizens.  In describing this 

kingdom Scofield refers to the “mystery form of the kingdom of heaven,”36 the chief 

characteristic of which “is that tares and wheat, believers and professors, grow together 

until the harvest; the net takes good fish and bad.  In other words, the kingdom of heaven 

during this dispensation is the sphere of profession.”37  As an aspect of the kingdom that 

is “organic and is to be manifested in glory on the earth,” such profession is affected by 

the sinful nature of humans on earth and “may be real or false,” but the kingdom of God 

“is entered only by the new birth,” and “is chiefly that which is inward and  spiritual.”  

For Scofield, then, the kingdom of heaven is defined only by the parameters of who 

actually professes belief in Christ in an observable way, with the caveat that not all who 

profess are true believers because some profess insincerely.  In this sense the kingdom of 

Heaven appears to be coterminous with Scofield’s understanding of the Church, whose 

membership at any given time is comprised of believers who profess sincerely as well as 

those who profess insincerely.38   

                                                
36 Ibid.  

37 Ibid., 67.  In explaining the “mystery” aspect of the Kingdom of Heaven Scofield appears to be 
addressing the question of how those who profess belief in Christ could be denied access to that Kingdom.  
“Hence, in Matthew, from chapter 13 to the end, the parables take account of that fact and are filled with 
warnings for professors.  That the Lord could be imagined as denying one of His own, or casting one of His 
blood-washed ones into outer darkness, is most solemn warning of the danger of making Scripture fit 
theories” (67-68).   

38 Scofield explains that “the true believer of this age who is in the Church which is Christ’s body, 
is one of the ‘children of the kingdom’ in the mystery form of the kingdom of heaven, and is also in the 
kingdom of God, since all true believers belong to that kingdom.  For this reason many parables and other 
kingdom sayings are used in Matthew of the kingdom of heaven, in Luke of the kingdom of God.  If an 
American traveling abroad registers in one city as a resident of the United States, and in another city as a 
resident of Wisconsin, there is no contradiction, because Wisconsin is in the United States.  But so is 
Louisiana in the United States, and yet there are many differences of climate, customs and laws between 
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Second, apart from Scofield’s distinction between the Kingdom of God and the 

Kingdom of Heaven, the concept of the “kingdom” as “already and not yet” is pertinent 

to this analysis.  Having been heavily influenced by modernism, Protestant liberals 

surrendered the supernatural aspects of the Kingdom found in American Christianity 

before the fundamentalist-modernist controversy and even dating back to Jonathan 

Edwards and the American Puritan/Calvinist tradition.  For modernist liberals the 

“Kingdom” was devoid of “spectacularly supernatural concepts of the kingdom.”  It was 

not to be thought of as future or otherworldly in the liberal Protestant view, but rather 

“’here and now.’”  Rather than an observable external kingdom coming from the 

heavenly realms to earth in the future, it was understood to be a human-centered internal 

power based on the ethical and religious ideals of Jesus.39  This “here and now” 

understanding of the Kingdom provided liberals with a theological context and social 

conscience for valuing progress in science and in solving social problems.   

In opposition to this understanding, fundamentalists of the dispensationalist sort 

contended that the Kingdom was far from being realized in the Church age.  Rather than 

putting hope in human beings and social progress, it was a concept that was entirely 

future-oriented and supernatural in origin.  And, consistent with the dispensationalist 

understanding of history, it was untethered from the history and culture of the current 

                                                
Louisiana and Wisconsin.  The kingdom of God, then, is the large inclusive term; the kingdom of heaven 
and ‘the Church’ are (in so far as real faith is exercised) within the kingdom of God, but lesser, and having 
distinctions between each other” (“Kingdom Truth,” 68-69).   

39 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 50.  Also see Ferenc Morton Szasz, The 
Divided Mind of Protestant America, 1880-1930 (Tuscaloosa:  University of Alabama Press, 1982), and 
William Hutchison, The Modernist Impulse in American Protestantism (Durham: Duke University Press, 
1992).   
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era.40  To put the Kingdom within the context of what Carl Henry called the 

“postponement theory,” the dispensationalists held that there is “’no kingdom now, but 

rather a future kingdom.’”41  Henry’s assessment is compatible with Scofield’s seven-

dispensation model in that the last dispensation—the Personal Reign of Christ—is wholly 

in the future.  Simply put, for modernist liberals the Kingdom was “already;” for 

fundamentalist dispensationalists such as Scofield it was almost entirely “not yet.”  Thus 

it is no surprise that recent scholarship has shown that although dispensationalism was 

useful in encouraging the development of personal ethics, “it was used as an incentive to 

avoid the development of a social ethic.”42   

                                                
40 Ibid., 51.  More recent developments in dispensational scholarship have sought to resolve this 

problem.  See Robert L. Saucy, The Church in God’s Program (Chicago: Moody Press, 1972).  Although 
Saucy holds that the concepts of church and kingdom are distinct—just as Scofield did—Saucy allows that 
“the church shares in the kingdom as a part of God’s purpose to reign upon the earth.”  As a leading 
proponent of the view known as progressive dispensationalism, Saucy seeks to avoid the extremes of 
already/not yet interpretations of the kingdom.  He explains that the “two errors of identifying the church 
with the kingdom or radically separating them are usually associated with a one-sided concept of the nature 
of the kingdom.  Those who would see the kingdom as the church are compelled to stress the abstract 
aspect of the kingdom, thus viewing it as the present spiritual reign in the hearts of men.  Likewise, those 
separating the kingdom from the church stress the futurity and apocalyptic nature of the kingdom.  The 
kingdom includes both aspects.  The church is therefore presently related to the kingdom in its spiritual 
nature but also looks forward to participation in the glorious culmination in the literal apocalyptic 
manifestation of the kingdom” (85).  Also see Robert L. Saucy, The Case for Progressive 
Dispensationalism: The Interface between Dispensational and Non-Dispensational Theology (Grand 
Rapids: Zondervan, 1993).   

41 Henry, Uneasy Conscience, 42.   

42 Russell D. Moore, The Kingdom of Christ: The New Evangelical Perspective (Wheaton: 
Crossway, 2004), 67.  Moore goes on to point out that the “question for the dispensationalist 
fundamentalists against whom Henry was arguing was whether the coming Kingdom had anything to say to 
a world situation that was counting down to Armageddon” (ibid).  Additionally, a tangible historical 
example from the King’s Business 6, no. 4 (1915): 273-74, illustrates this point quite well.  The article’s 
title “Will the Jews return to Palestine as a War Sequel?” demonstrates both the interest in and hermeneutic 
with which dispensational fundamentalists tended to interpret world events with a premillennial 
dispensational framework.  Referencing a then-recent issue of The London Globe, it suggests that the unrest 
at the time between Israel and Palestine “can be most satisfactorily solved by recreating in Palestine a 
Jewish State under the protection of one or other of the great Powers.”  The King’s Business article 
concludes with this observation which demonstrates the fundamentalist impulse toward prophetic 
eschatological fulfillment vs. thinking about how to solve current social problems: “This is all exceedingly 
interesting to students of prophecy, and especially to those who have been looking for the speedy return of 
the Jews to the Holy Land, as a preparation for the events that the Bible clearly tells us shall occur in 
connection with the return of our Lord to this earth” (274).   
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Although not the first to make the already/not yet kingdom distinction, Fuller 

Seminary New Testament scholar George Eldon Ladd (1911-1982) was the first to do 

extensive scholarship on the subject, in part as a reaction to what he perceived as errors in 

the classic dispensationalist structure of redemptive history which Scofield proffered.  

Ladd held that the dispensationalists erred in failing to see how Christ’s mediatorial work 

in the present stands in clear continuity with Old Testament eschatology.  Thus Ladd’s 

“already/not yet” emphasis challenged the radical dispensational distinction between 

Israel and the church and required that the present and future aspects of the kingdom be 

held together.43  His work is worthy of mention for this discussion because his challenge 

of the Israel/church distinction by extension provides the basis of a challenge to the 

fundamentalist tendency to avoid the development of a well-thought out social ethic.   

 Finally, Scofield’s dispensationalist assumptions about the kingdom inevitably 

influenced his understanding of what it meant to form virtuous citizens of earth.  In 

commenting on Christ’s outline of the virtuous person in the Sermon on the Mount in 

Matthew 5, Scofield remarked that “The Sermon on the Mount is kingdom, not church, 

truth.”44  He went on to explain that 

Christ was preaching the kingdom as “at hand” to Israel, and the great 
sermon has been called “the constitution of the kingdom of heaven.”  That 
kingdom was rejected by the Jews, but will be set up when our Lord 
returns (Acts 15:16).  Then the sermon will be in force as legislation.45   
 

                                                
43 Moore cites Ladd as saying “’The New Testament does not make the reign of Christ one that is 

limited to Israel in the millennium.  It is a spiritual reign in heaven which has already been inaugurated, and 
its primary purpose is to destroy Christ’s spiritual enemies, the last of which is death.’”  George Eldon 
Ladd, “Historic Premillennialism,” in The Meaning of the Millennium:  Four Views, ed. Robert G. Clouse 
(Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 1977), 31, quoted in Moore, The Kingdom of Christ. 

44 Scofield, “Kingdom Truth,” 64.   

45 Ibid.   
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Scofield explains elsewhere that “at hand” does not indicate a “positive affirmation that 

the person or thing said to be “’at hand’” will immediately appear, but only that no 

known or predicted event must intervene.”  He further explained that “When Christ 

appeared to the Jewish people, the next thing, in the order of revelation as it then stood, 

should have been the setting up of the Davidic kingdom.”46  Here Scofield was being 

consistent with his own dispensationalist thinking in making the case that Christ, in the 

dispensation of law, was seeking to bring Israel into congruence with the kingdom of 

Heaven which was “at hand” by virtue of his physical presence on earth.  With respect to 

the Sermon itself, he held that it laid out principles of that kingdom which were 

applicable in two ways—literally for Israel under the dispensation of law and morally for 

the Church under the dispensation of grace.   

First, for Scofield the Sermon was literally applicable to the kingdom in that its 

principles serve as the foundation for righteous earthly government.47  However, in 

Scofield’s view those kingdom principles were intended entirely for Israel, who rejected 

them.  Thus, for Scofield, “the Sermon on the Mount in its primary application gives 

neither the privilege nor the duty of the Church.  These are found in the Epistles.”48  

Israel, then, rejected the kingdom principles for virtuous citizenship as outlined by Christ 

in the Sermon, but because in Scofield’s view they were kingdom principles intended for 

                                                
46 Scofield, Scofield Reference Bible, 998n3.  

47 Ibid., 999.  Scofield elaborates further on this point by saying that “Whenever the kingdom of 
heaven is established on earth it will be according to that constitution, which may be regarded as an 
explanation of the word ‘righteousness’ as used by the prophets in describing the kingdom.”  Because of 
Scofield’s unwavering conviction in the seven dispensations, and that until Christ’s death the dispensation 
of “man under law” was still God’s way of dealing with human beings, he held that “In this sense the 
Sermon on the Mount is pure law, and transfers the offence from the overt act to the motive” (999-1000).   

48 Ibid., 1000.  The Epistles, on Scofield’s view, are applicable to the Church in that they were 
written for believers in the dispensation of grace, namely those who followed Christ’s crucifixion.   
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Israel which was still under the dispensation of law, those principles have no primary 

application to the Church since it exists not under the dispensation of law but the 

dispensation of grace.   

Second, despite his view that the Sermon has no primary application to the 

Church, he did hold that, even in the age of grace “there is a beautiful moral application 

to the Christian. . . . The merciful are ‘blessed,’ the pure in heart do ‘see God.’”  

However, it is not at all clear that even that moral application from the Sermon itself was 

very important to Scofield, given that he said “These principles fundamentally reappear 

in the teaching of the Epistles.”49  From his own words, then, it is fairly clear that any 

meaningful discussion of earthly virtue and citizenship that could have been generated 

from the Sermon principles focused exclusively on Israel, not on the Church nor on its 

leaders-in-training.   

Such an interpretation of the Sermon demonstrates the degree to which Scofield’s 

dispensational hermeneutic deemphasized the here-and-now earthly understanding of 

citizenship that would have otherwise encouraged stronger stewardship values of the 

created order itself and serving neighbor regardless of whether the act of service 

presented a gospel-sharing opportunity.  Just one year before Scofield’s analysis of the 

Sermon on the Mount was published, a moderate Protestant scholar from Union 

Seminary made his own observations of the Sermon’s meaning for the here-and-now: 

The kingdom of God is really the subject of that Sermon.  The sermon 
from beginning to end is made up of kingdom teachings and kingdom 

                                                
49 Ibid.  Even though Scofield denied any deeply meaningful application of the Sermon to the 

Church on the basis of the Sermon being directly applicable only to Israel in the age of law, he admitted 
that “It always remains true that the poor in spirit, rather than the proud, are blessed, and those who mourn 
because of their sins, and who are meek in the consciousness of them, will hunger and thirst after 
righteousness, and hungering will be filled.” 
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laws.  Nearly everything in the sermon has application to every day life 
and every day social problems.  If only professing Christians would 
observe the teachings of the Sermon on the Mount in all their relationships 
to others there would be vastly fewer social problems, and our world 
would be a new world. . . . That is Jesus’ ideal for the world.  When that 
ideal is realized social problems will vanish and earth will be touched with 
heaven.50 
 
In contrast to Scofield’s analysis, this understanding of the Sermon leads to an 

understanding of heavenly citizenship that is inclusive of earthly citizenship.  Put another 

way, the transformation of the present world is part of this alternative vision’s hope for 

citizenship in God’s Kingdom.  The Union Seminary professor’s vision encourages the 

kind of virtue building that in turn contributes to the common good, which is what the 

Puritans and American Founders had in mind with the old-time college model.   

 
Future Kingdom Citizenship and Antimodernism 

Given his clear articulation of the difference between the meaning of earthly and 

heavenly citizenship, and given the latter’s application to the church, it stands to reason 

that Scofield would found an institution whose primary commitment was to the formation 

of heavenly citizens instead of earthly ones.  If increasing the population of the heavenly 

citizenry—or the Kingdom of God, to use Scofield’s terminology—was to be an 

outgrowth of the church’s work, then it needed a training ground for workers who would 

seek to form heavenly citizens.51   

                                                
50 Walter Lingle, “The Teachings of Jesus and Modern Social Problems,” The Union Seminary 

Review 27, no. 3 (1916): 203.   

51 This conclusion is consistent with historian George Marsden’s observation of fundamentalist 
theology, which was often too driven by its eschatological elements.  Marsden notes that premillennial 
thought  “taught that no trust should be put in kings or governments and that no government would be 
specially blessed by God until the coming of the King who would personally lead in defeating the forces of 
Satan.”  See Fundamentalism and American Culture, 143.   
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One way in which PCB’s curriculum has been clearly influenced from its early 

days by dispensationalism is with respect to the urgency to “train” workers for the harvest 

of new believers.  This is an important historic truth of the institution’s founding in that it 

began for the sake of training full-time evangelists and lay Christian workers.  As was the 

case for many other Bible institutes, dispensationalist theology encouraged PCB leaders 

to train as many Christian workers as possible since a literal rendering of the Bible’s 

books of prophecy in the Old Testament (Daniel) and New Testament (Revelation) 

indicate the imminent return of Christ.  If the return of Christ was imminent, then it was 

the Church’s duty to evangelize as many as possible.  Larry McKinney points out that 

this sense of urgency is what drove many believers into missionary service.  Many 

needed the kind of training provided by PCB and other institutions, but since time was of 

the essence the training had to be brief and intense.52 

One final facet of the dispensationalist impulse is worth brief analysis, namely the 

fact that inherent within the dispensationalist mindset was a strong anti-modernist 

sentiment.  This played out in ways typical of how fundamentalists in general—whether 

they were dispensational or not—viewed modernists.  Some of the most obvious ways 

have already been discussed, namely doctrinal issues, the role of Scripture, and the 

relationship between faith and science.53  Another way in which anti-modernist sentiment 

                                                
52 Larry J. McKinney, Equipping for Service: A Historical Account of the Bible College Movement 

in North America (Fayetteville: Accrediting Association of Bible Colleges, 1997), 108.   

53 One classic article that represents antimodernism in its purest form is “The Gospel of Grace vs. 
the Gospel of Gush,” King’s Business 1, no. 1 (1910): 147.  The article maintains that the “Gospel of 
Grace” is the true Gospel, i.e., that which is centered in “’Jesus Christ and Him crucified.’”  Christ is the 
only chance that “sinners without a vestige of righteousness” have to occupy “a place of prominence above 
that of the holy angels.”  By comparison, the “gospel of gush teaches that man is not so very bad; that He 
has a Divine spark, which only needs to be blown upon by some twentieth century faddist and the spark 
will be fanned into a flame of holy love.  It tells men to cheer up, think good thoughts, believe in himself, 
turn over a new leaf, chip in and help keep the wheels of the Church machinery moving, and everything 
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played out was with respect to the reality of “empire building” through the emergence of 

the Bible Colleges.54  The fundamentalist publication King’s Business, published by the 

Bible Institute of Los Angeles, gave hearty applause to this dynamic of the movement: 

A good sign of the times is the world wide recognition of the Bible 
Institute as a necessary factor in the work of aggressive evangelism.  
Those who have been careful students of the trend of the times in church 
life, have long been aware of the fact that over our own land and on the 
missionary fields there is an increasing demand for interdenominational 
schools where the common people may be taught the fundamental things 
of God’s Word, and be in some measure qualified to meet the satanic 
assault upon the Scriptures and to win men and women for Christ.55 

                                                
will come out right in the end.  This gospel denies the personality of Satan and the punishment of the 
wicked; it has a heaven, but no hell; a Christ but no Cross; a leader, but no Lord; a lamp but no light.  It 
sees sin in the saloon, but no devil in the drawing room; it has soft words for sinners—especially for the 
cultured criminals; it tells you that the world is growing better every day; gushes about the goodness of 
God and the magnificence of man; it glorifies those who have gold, and placates the men in high places; at 
its shrines it serves soothing sophistries to itching ears.  In place of Scripture facts it has silly fables; it 
denies the doctrines of the Bible and dishes up doctrines of devils.  The fruit of this gospel is found in the 
wishy-washy sentimentalism that prevails everywhere with reference to the Word and work of God.  The 
gospel of gush has no grip upon men.  The demand of the day is for strong, sturdy preachers of the pure 
Gospel of Grace, and zealous followers of the living God” (147). 

54 See George M. Marsden, Reforming Fundamentalism: Fuller Seminary and the New 
Evangelicalism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987).  Marsden argues that “The chief institutional expressions 
of fundamentalist antimodernism were the evangelistic empires, for which Dwight L. Moody set the pattern 
in the late 1800s.  In addition to his evangelistic agencies, he supported other means of fostering the gospel 
cause, especially publications and schools.  Most important of these was the ‘Bible institute,’ of which 
Moody Bible Institute founded in Chicago in 1886 was the prototype.  During the early decades of the 
twentieth century, as denominational colleges and seminaries cut themselves loose from their evangelical 
moorings, Bible institutes sprang up as alternatives, usually emphasizing evangelism, missions, and 
dispensationalist Bible study” (5).  Marsden’s point is essentially correct.  Although fundamentalist 
publications would semi-regularly take aim at liberal Protestant modernists in bomb-throwing fashion, the 
most consistent and positive antimodernist strategy was the work of promoting biblical truth and 
evangelism through the avenues of the Bible institutes.   

55 “The Multiplication of Bible Schools,” Kings Business 2, no. 9 (1911): 205.  The article 
elaborates further the fundamentalist priority of simple and practical Bible knowledge over theological 
knowledge rooted in tradition by quoting a then-recent issue of Christian Worker’s Magazine as follows:  
“We are interested in the news from Nanking, China, that three theological seminaries representing four 
denominations—the Methodist, Disciples and Presbyterians, North and South—are to form a union Bible 
school to do the work of all these institutions, except that which is technically denominational.  We are 
interested in it because of the union, which was made for the sake of economy in the use of money, and to 
draw the educated young men of the church into a closer mutual fellowship.  But we are even more 
interested in that it is to be a Bible school rather than a theological seminary, although the latter has its 
place.”  The King’s Business article also references a portion of the Christian Worker’s article regarding the 
value of practical Bible training:  “Experience has taught. . . that the best way to teach theology is to make 
the Bible the center of all teaching, and to devote the greatest amount of time to giving the students the 
fullest knowledge of the Old and New Testaments and, in addition, to teach all other branches of theology 
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Furthermore, Marsden’s “empire-building” thesis from chapter four is demonstrated in 

the way that fundamentalist Bible institutes made their appeals for donations.  Perhaps 

the King’s Business put it best when it observed that “Worldly philanthropy endows 

lectureships and institutions for popular education in science, politics, economics, and art.  

Why should not lovers of God provide as liberally for the edification of the Lord’s people 

who hunger and thirst after His Word?”  The article concludes with an amusing plea to 

the evangelical business community:  “CHRISTIAN CAPITALISTS WE CLAIM A 

SHARE IN YOUR INVESTMENTS, AND CAN PLEDGE YOU IN THE NAME OF 

THE LORD CELESTIAL DIVIDENDS.  (Mat. 19:24, 29.)”56   

For parents and students, antimodernist sentiment affected the college selection 

process itself.  By way of example, one dispensationalist New York pastor took a rather 

radical approach to the subject of college selection.  Rev. James Oliver Buswell made the 

case that so many of the Christian colleges of the day were Christian in name only, and 

were actually more dangerous than their state secular counterparts.  He advised parents 

accordingly: 

It is almost impossible to find truly Christian colleges where the authority 
of the Bible is fully upheld.  A pagan state university, where there is no 
reason for quibbling, provides a much more wholesome atmosphere for 
young men than a denominational college where Christian phrases and 
terms are used with un-Christian meanings.  Give your sons a sure 
knowledge of a personal Saviour and as wide as possible a first-hand 
knowledge of the Bible, and trust them to fight their intellectual and 
spiritual battles with the guidance of the Holy Spirit.  Provide for them the 
best possible human guidance, a truly Christian college if possible, but 

                                                
with constant reference to the Holy Scriptures.  In this way. . . the training is made more real and practical” 
(ibid).  

56 “Bible Institutes,” King’s Business 3, no. 7 (1912): 162.   
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above all avoid the pious fraudulence of the supposedly Christian “liberal” 
school.57 
 
Interestingly, Buswell became the president of Wheaton College in 1926, the 

same year that he made this statement. This example points out in a tangible way the tone 

that dispensationalists set for the fundamentalist side of the controversy.  The fact that 

PCB’s fundamentalist publication SERVING-AND-WAITING published this piece 

demonstrates PCB’s willingness to perpetuate an anti-modernist tone, although from their 

perspective they were simply sounding an alarm.  In a very real way the contest between 

the fundamentalists and the modernists was a contest of worldviews with respect to the 

relationship between Scripture and history.  Where the modernists took a position, 

dispensationalists often took an opposing stance.  For example, modernists were 

optimistic about modern culture and its opportunities for the betterment of humankind, 

whereas dispensationalists were pessimistic about world redemption through such means.  

Modernists interpreted the Bible through the eyes of human history, whereas 

dispensationalists interpreted history narrowly through the lens of the Bible.  Finally, 

where modernists emphasized the importance of social forces as being the linchpin to 

understanding religion, dispensationalists highlighted the supernatural and claimed divine 

intervention as the answer to the world’s social problems.58   

PCB fundamentalists also took the occasional opportunity to engage in doctrinal 

bomb-throwing, as demonstrated by this poem published in Serving-and-Waiting: 

 
 

                                                
57 James Oliver Buswell, “Reflections on My ‘Liberal’ Education,” Serving-And-Waiting 

(February 1926): 548.   

58 Marsden, Understanding Fundamentalism and Evangelicalism, 41.   
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To the Modernists 
 
“The natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God—neither can he 
know them, for they are spiritually discerned” (1 Cor. 2:14) 
 
Go find you a god, if it pleases you, 
That you comprehend; 
Go learn of a teacher whose wisdom 
Has limit and end; 
 
Go write you an up-to-date Scripture 
If that fills your need; 
Go shape a religion to suit you,  
And fashion a creed; 
 
But leave us our God and our Saviour,  
Our Book and our faith; 
To us who believe they are precious, 
To lose them is death. 
 
Why seek to demolish our temple  
And loosen our hold 
On all that our fathers held sacred,  
Because it is old? 
 
You cannot accept them?  Then spare them; 
We can and we do. 
We need greater things to content us  
Than satisfy you. 
 
How poor are your spirits’ possessions! 
How small and how few!   
We see the invisible glories 
All lost to your view; 
 
 
We thrill to inaudible voices  
Too fine for your ear; 
We know, where you doubt and conjecture 
And reason and sneer. 
 
The truth you are blindly pursuing 
Is ours for it lies 
In the Book you have torn into fragments, 
The cross you despise. 
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The deep things of God by his Spirit 
To us are revealed; 
The mystery hid through the ages 
From you still concealed. 
 
No jot and no tittle we yield you 
Of all we have known; 
 
Our God and our Christ and our Bible— 
We hold fast our own. 
If less will content you, so be it— 
But leave these alone.59 

 
Such tactics by fundamentalists were fairly commonplace in other fundamentalist 

publications as well, including King’s Business, and Moody Monthly, and it seems that 

the fundamentalist engineers had one main strategic purpose in mind:  to galvanize the 

ranks of the faithful within the Bible-believing fundamentalist camp by way of shaming 

and vilifying the modernists for their more liberal perspective on the historical accuracy 

and authority of the Bible.  In spite of the obvious anti-modernist flare, PCB did take care 

to be intentional about the means, ends, and overall quality of the learning environment 

on campus.   

 
Ethos and Institutional Priorities 

 
 
Bible Training:  Reaping a Harvest for Full-Time Christian Service 
 
 This section will draw heavily from the 1958 PCB academic catalogue.  The 

reason for this is simply that this is the earliest available PCB catalogue in the PCB 

archives.60  For the sake of more in-depth historical comparison and analysis, chapter 

                                                
59 Annie Johnson Flint, “To the Modernists,” Serving-and-Waiting 7, no. 6 (October 1917): 211.  

60 In my research on the PBU (PCB) campus, the archive librarian explained that records pre-
dating the 1951 merger between the two institutions that became PCB were scant at best.  He explained 
further that many records were lost in the course of merging the two institutions.  Unfortunately, the college 
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seven will draw upon this catalogue as well as catalogues from 1978, 1998, and 2008-

2009.  Significant curricular changes that are reflective of change in the institutional 

ethos are most noticeable across a twenty-year time span.   

Philadelphia College of Bible was founded on the assumption that full-time 

Christian service was the duty of many who called themselves Christ-followers.  This 

was consistent with Scofield’s assumptions about the nature of the Kingdom of Heaven 

during the age of the Church.  From peering into the historical documents, it is not too far 

a stretch to see that some fundamentalists of the era could have gone a step further in 

arguing that all believers must commit themselves to preaching the gospel to every 

creature in anticipation of Christ’s second coming.   

Next to our own salvation must come the duty of sending the gospel to all.  
We begin at the inner circle, but woe to us if we stop there.  Woe be to us 
if we preach not the gospel to every creature.  We feel a peculiar call to 
this, and a peculiar urgency enforcing this call from our very system.  For 
but little time remaineth.  The night is falling.  The storm is beginning to 
burst.  We cannot tarry—we must go forth.  We cannot heap up treasure 
for the last days.  We must give liberally as long as the time allows.  Those 
who look for a calm long day may sit down listlessly, but we dare not.  
Those who look for a mere extension of the present state of religion as all 
the millennium the world is to enjoy, may excuse themselves from giving, 
and may heap up treasures.  But we dare not; we feel that there is not a 
moment to be lost; and that whether there are few or many to be saved it 
matters not to us.  We must fulfill our ministry, not counting even our lives 
dear unto us, that we may do the will of him who sends us, and testify the 
gospel of the grace of God.61 

 
This passage demonstrates an urgency to share the gospel that was typical of 

fundamentalists for reasons that will be addressed later, but for the purposes of this 

chapter suffice it to say that such compulsion to win lost souls to Christ was an animating 

                                                
archives has no catalogues covering the years 1951-1957.  The earliest catalogue available in the archives is 
the 1958 PCB catalogue.   

61 Horatius Bonar, “The Lord is at Hand,” Serving-and-Waiting 1, no. 4 (August 27, 1911): 21.   
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force behind the founding and ongoing existence of the Philadelphia College of Bible.  

The 1958 college catalogue itself declares “Practical Christian Service” as a 

distinguishing educational feature between a Bible college and a Christian liberal arts 

college.  “In a liberal arts college, all such participation is entirely on a voluntary basis, 

whereas it is part and parcel of the prescribed program of the Bible college.”62  One 

rather obvious assumption here is that prescribed participation in Christian service is 

somehow more valuable than is voluntary participation.  Another likely factor here was 

competition with Christian liberal arts colleges and the need for PCB to demonstrate the 

superiority of a Bible college education.   

 The value of teams for the purpose of practical Christian service training was not 

lost on the college as it matured.  In the 1950s the college made regular use of student 

teams for the purpose of ministry training, and in the process it provided student 

leadership development by virtue of some students being assigned as team captains.  The 

entire student body was divided into groups of 25 to 30 students, with each group being 

assigned a team captain.  Each team was assigned to perform four Gospel services per 

month, which took the forms of “open air” preaching, prison ministry, hospital ministry, 

door-to-door evangelism, rescue mission ministry, and ministry to youth.63  Virginia 

Brereton notes that practical learning experiences such as these were commonly found in 

Bible school curricula.  These experiences were designed to “produce evangelists who 

could speak the language and respond to the needs of working people.”  This portion of 

                                                
62 Philadelphia College of Bible Catalogue, 1958 (Philadelphia College of Bible), 11.  

63 Ibid.  
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the training also provided Bible school instructors an opportunity to see both the 

strengths and weaknesses of their students when an evangelistic opportunity arose.64 

General ministry competence was highly valued, as evidenced by the catalogue’s 

emphasis on the importance of “well balanced training” with respect to practical ministry 

skills.  It was in this spirit of balance that the college even sought to strengthen certain 

ministry weaknesses in its students, as indicated by the catalogue.  “Students who come 

to the College with an inadequate background of Sunday School teaching will be 

assigned to ministry in this important field.”65  Additionally, the College maintained 

many outside relationships with the city of Philadelphia for the sake of maximizing 

ministry opportunities.  These relationships benefited students directly.   

The College receives numerous requests for student ministry in churches. . 
. many of our students engage in musical ministry, serving as soloists, or 
as members of trios and quartets.  Openings are available for student 
preaching.  Opportunities for students to serve as pastor’s assistants, 
young people’s directors, organists, and choir directors are increasing.66 
 

From this it is clear that the leadership of Philadelphia College of the Bible held practical 

Christian ministry experience as a core value in the overall educational experience.  So 

serious was the administration about inculcating this value that students were required to 

submit weekly reports on their activities.   

 Much of the extracurricular program was also aimed at tutoring students in 

practical ministry skills.  The Chorale, photography club, and radio club stand as 

examples of student activity groups who used their gifts and interests for more “effective 

                                                
64 Virginia L. Brereton, Training God’s Army: The American Bible School, 1880-1940 

(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1990), 108.   

65 PCB Catalogue, 1958, 12.   

66 Ibid.   
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means of witness” and “special emphasis on missionary promotion.”67  Even though 

these clubs were officially extracurricular, it is clear that they served as additional 

training grounds for the institution’s main objective—to prepare full-time Christian 

workers for service.   

 The catalogue’s own words convey this kind of well-intentioned pragmatism even 

concerning alumni who would not be called immediately to full-time Christian work 

following their studies.  In anticipating questions from would-be applicants to the 

institution, the PCB catalogue notes that “The question is often asked, ‘For whom are 

your courses designed?”  “What are you trying to do at Philadelphia College of Bible?’”68  

The answer was four-fold.  First, the catalogue explains that the curriculum and method 

of approach in 1958 were aimed at the training of young people for a life of Christian 

service, including the foreign mission field as well as stateside ministry. This is the 

explanation used to justify why there was such a substantial amount of required 

coursework in Bible, theology, and ministry, as well as elective specialties in missions, 

pre-theology, Christian education, and music.  Second, the catalogue acknowledges that 

some “Christian young people do not as yet know God’s will for their lives when they 

conclude their high school training.69  They want to know it and feel the need of finding 

the will of God in a place best adapted to that quest.”  Furthermore they “also feel they 

want to know the Word of God much better than they do regardless of what their life 

                                                
67Ibid., 15.   

68 Ibid. 

69 From the available evidence in the PCB catalogues it appears that the typical entering PCB 
student was somewhere between 18 and 25 years of age.  In some cases students were older.  Brereton 
points out a tendency “for the student body to get younger as the school got older” (Training God’s Army, 
122).  The average age of an entering Biola student between 1908 and 1930 was twenty-five, but by 1940 it 
was twenty.  The available evidence about PCB appears to be consistent with such trends.   
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work may be eventually.”70  The explanation then speaks to the student who is as yet 

unclear of her or his calling in life: 

If they can therefore get college work and at the same time get Bible and 
collateral courses, while they are seeking the area of life service into 
which they should enter, they have attained two goals at once.  If the Lord 
does not lead the student into full-time service, he will have had a course 
which will be exceedingly profitable to him in whatever area of life he 
enters, but if he should feel led to full-time service for the Lord, he will 
have had those basics which will be his everyday tools as a Christian 
worker at home or abroad, along with college liberal arts subjects 
contained in our course.  Should further training be required for the sphere 
of Christian service to which the student is led, he is well on the way 
toward it.71   

 
Thus the practical value of the course of study was emphasized so that no applicant 

would be overly concerned about whether or not his or her degree would prove useful 

upon graduation.  Third, the catalogue made the case for the value of a PCB education for 

students who had been previously educated in the liberal arts or some other professional 

training who desire one or more years of ministry preparation.  Fourth, a student could 

take five years to become dually trained for a profession as well as ministry, such as the 

combination of a teachers’ certificate and Bible training.  The catalogue concludes its 

case by stating that “Philadelphia College of Bible aims to prepare the student for 

intelligent and successful Christian living, whether the Lord directs him into the secular 

or full-time service area of activity.”72 

The College knew that not all its alumni would pursue full-time Christian service, 

thus it bore the burden of explaining how the institutional mission would be fulfilled in 

                                                
70 PCB Catalogue, 1958, 28.   

71 Ibid.  

72 Ibid., 28-29.   
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instances where graduates were employed in business or any other profession that was 

not full-time Christian service.  It stated in assuring fashion that “If the Lord should lead 

to secular employment, or to be the wife of a businessman, the graduate would in no 

sense find his time wasted with unusable material.”   

The justification for this explanation is typical of twentieth century 

fundamentalists.  It was not that the education at Philadelphia College of Bible would 

help the businessman perform his business transactions with any more skill, or even that 

he would have a heightened sense of God being glorified through the activity of business 

itself.  Rather, the college identified the value of a PCB education for the businessman in 

a narrow way, namely the value of using the world of business as a mission field to win 

converts to Christ.  The catalogue points out that such people can still have ministries in 

their local church.  “The devoted Christian assisting in the local church will find good use 

for all he has been taught at Philadelphia College of Bible.  Our communities need those 

in business, in the professions, and in the home who know their Bible and can give 

convincing and winsome testimony to Christ.”73  Absent from this value statement is any 

sense of the classic Reformational understanding of vocation, namely the idea that every 

calling is a sacred calling, which was tied inextricably with the notion of the priesthood 

of all believers.74 

The PCB philosophy of education is of help in the effort to understand in a deeper 

way the form and manner in which the curriculum was structured and developed.  As 

previously stated, the courses were geared toward practical ministry competence, 

                                                
73 Ibid.  

74 See Gene Edward Veith, God at Work: Your Christian Vocation in All of Life (Wheaton:  
Crossway, 2002).   
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irrespective of whatever station the graduate aspired.  PCB was intentional in this regard, 

and sought to help the public understand the difference between a Bible college education 

and a broader liberal arts college curriculum that had some Bible courses “sprinkled” 

throughout.  The 1958 catalogue acknowledged that at that time there was general 

confusion within the larger college-seeking populace over the difference.  In part this 

difference was the result of the refashioning of some of the older, non-degree granting 

Bible institutes (including PCB, which became degree-granting in 1958) to degree-

granting status.   

The upgrading of the old Bible institutes to collegiate level training at the 
same time that Christian liberal arts colleges have been expanding their 
offerings in the sphere of Bible related subjects and courses in the 
Christian education field has resulted in a situation where most parents 
and prospective students find themselves somewhat confused.  A perusal 
of the ads in standard religious magazines and the reading of the usual 
pieces of literature have not clarified the issues but further compounded 
misconceptions.  All these schools say in essence:  “Come to us for your 
training for Christian service.”  The terms “Christian education” and 
Christian service” are very elastic in their present usage by different types 
of schools.75 
 
The catalogue goes on to clarify the distinction between concentrations available 

at a Bible college versus a Christian liberal arts college.  It claimed that Christian liberal 

arts colleges provided “a liberal arts education under Christian influences in the 

classroom and on the campus.  It is not a training school for Christian workers.”  Related 

to actual subject matter, it has “very little Bible or related subjects required of every 

student,” which in many cases amounted to between 8 to 16 semester hours.76   

                                                
75 PCB Catalogue, 1958, 29.   

76 Ibid., 30.   
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This way of stating the case is fair enough, and for what it is may have been 

helpful to students in 1958.  However, the catalogue is caustic in its tone toward Christian 

liberal arts colleges when it points out that “most liberal arts college students choose 

secular majors.  Had they wished thorough Bible preparation for Christian service, they 

would have probably chosen a Bible college instead.”77  Another debatable claim is made 

in the same section when the PCB catalogue points out the difference in philosophy of 

practical Christian service to the coursework between the Bible college and the Christian 

liberal arts college:  “. . . normally the liberal arts college regards practical Christian 

service as having no direct relation to the course, and it is pursued by the student on a 

voluntary basis.”78   

Such a critical tone suggests a defensive posture, perhaps due to the public’s 

inquiries about apparent redundancy in mission between Bible colleges and Christian 

liberal arts colleges.  If a defensive posture is indeed the case here, then historical context 

is necessary in trying to discern why it was the case and why such provocative statements 

in the PCB catalogue would be made.  Higher education historian Virginia Brereton 

points out that, beginning around 1940, Bible colleges had begun to see themselves as a 

larger movement whose mission ought never to be compromised.  Nevertheless, many of 

these institutions began to see the need for greater academic respectability, and out of that 

conviction flowed initiatives that eventually transformed the old non-degree granting 

Bible institutes into fully-fledged, full degree-granting institutions.  Brereton explains 

that the 1940s were  

                                                
77 Ibid.  

78 Ibid.   



 
 

229 

. . . a time when Bible schools began to offer degrees, a bachelor’s of 
some sort—eventually a B.A. or B.S.  Bible Schools and institutes became 
Bible colleges (or simply colleges).  They demanded higher educational 
prerequisites of students; high school graduation became a requirement at 
most of the older institutions.  Bible schools acquired bigger and bigger 
libraries, faculty boasted more and more advanced degrees.  A larger 
number of liberal arts subjects entered the curriculum.  At many schools 
tuition came to be charged for the first time, and the older schools earned 
accreditation, either through the Bible school association established in the 
late forties, or, in the case of some, through the same regional associations 
that accredited liberal arts colleges.79 
 

Although it followed the historical pattern of increasing respectability which Brereton 

describes, the Philadelphia College of Bible did not become degree-granting until 1958, 

when the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania approved the institution’s four-year course of 

study leading to the Bachelor of Science degree in Bible.80  It may well have been the 

case that, given the later “conversion” from Bible institute to Bible college as well as the 

college officials’ need to separate themselves in the public mind’s eye from Christian 

liberal arts colleges, a defensive attitude found its way into the writing of college 

catalogue.  Another possibility is that college officials were attempting to stand proudly 

for what they had always been—a Bible training institute.  PCB officials may have been 

aware of some Bible colleges who, in their eagerness to achieve academic respectability, 

were reluctant to bear the designation of “Bible college,”81 and the PCB administration 

                                                
79 Brereton, Training God’s Army, 85.   

80 Philadelphia College of Bible Catalogue, 1978-1979 (Philadelphia College of Bible), 13.  When 
the previously mentioned merger took place between the National Bible Institute of Philadelphia and 
Philadelphia School of the Bible to Philadelphia College of Bible in 1951, the institution offered a three-
year course of study which culminated in the granting of a certificate of completion.  This was the case 
until 1957.   

81 For example, Brereton points out that the institution that became known as Gordon College 
“moved quite rapidly along the route to academic respectability; its dean was already uneasy with the Bible 
school label in the teens and the school was offering standard degrees by the early twenties” (Training 
God’s Army, 85).   
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may have printed these words in the catalogue as a way of making a firm stand for the 

institution’s raison d’etre.   

From this catalogue analysis it is clear that pragmatism was one of the driving 

forces in the curriculum of Philadelphia College of Bible, albeit for noble purposes.  So 

deeply had the urgency of spreading the gospel message been ingrained in the minds of 

the leadership that the curriculum itself suffered from a severe case of 

instrumentalization.  Knowledge for the sake of immediate and practical use was the 

operating principle in the same way as if PCB had been a technical college teaching the 

principles of auto mechanics or electrical engineering.  The only apparent difference was 

that, unlike technical colleges, PCB was not in the business of contributing to human 

progress in any “earthly” way.  Preparing citizens of heaven was its business, and its 

educational purposes speak clearly to that objective.   

 
Personal Ethics and Protection from Worldly Influence 

Fundamentalists have long suffered from the withering scorn of critics who 

lambast their understanding of the world due to the former’s social sensibilities.  

Avoiding the “sins” of liquor, cigarettes, and dancing was often highlighted in the 

critiques of Bible institute detractors and social moderates of the day.  Although these 

critiques were, in many cases, strategies to make the religious conservatives look foolish 

to the culture at large, Philadelphia Bible fundamentalists did at times emphasize the 

harm of certain lifestyle practices and strongly cautioned their followers to avoid them.  

So concerned were they about certain social evils that they even used other concerned 

“experts” to sound the moral megaphone.  To illustrate this point, Serving-and-Waiting, 

the fundamentalist publication sponsored by PCB, once ran an article by the Fordham 
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University dean of the School of Social Service who decried the licentiousness among 

youth before marriage as being a key cause of a larger societal moral breakdown, and he 

exhorted parents to fulfill their fatherly and motherly duties in raising children to be 

morally pure.82 

An example directly applicable to PCB student policy has to do with smoking.  

Cigarettes had become “hip” in the United States by the 1920s and 1930s, and 

conservative evangelical families were beginning to see their children as the targets for 

the tobacco companies’ advertising campaigns.  Not only were young men being 

targeted, but the young ladies of the era were as well according to one editorial 

commentator in Serving-and-Waiting.  “It is quite evident that the cigarette interests are 

not content with having debauched our young manhood.  They now are carrying on an 

intensive campaign to capture our girls for the deadly cigarette.”83  While the editorial 

correctly points out some of the hazards to one’s physical health, the emphasis is more on 

the cigarette’s capability to erode one’s moral capacities, especially for women: 

It has been declared, and who shall say without truth, that the cigarette is 
far more dangerous to our girls than to our boys.  What hope then for our 
girls if they become enslaved, like many of our boys, to the poisonous 
smoke!  Why our girls want to tie themselves to this habit which has 
always been associated with women who parted company with their virtue 
and were denizens of the underworld is more than some of us can 
understand.  Surely those who give themselves to this disgusting habit 
have slipped a cog morally.84 

                                                
82 Francis P. Lebuffe, “The Present Moral Breakdown,” Serving-and-Waiting 16, no. 3 (July 

1926): 133.  Lebuffe begins his article by lambasting the behavior he sees as so typical of teenage youth, 
“The unholy freedom of our young folks, whose license prior to marriage refuses to be checked by the lack 
of a few words of marriage formula, presents the greatest problem of larger family life.  It is the seepage of 
the morally unholy atmosphere abroad in the community today that little by little filtrates into the minds of 
our youth, and sunders the forces of their moral being” (133).   

83 “Debauchers of our Youth,” Serving-and-Waiting 19, no. 1 (May 1929): 3.   

84 Ibid., 4.   
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Obviously the sexism of the age is manifested in this comment insofar as the author was 

convinced that women were more at risk than men to moral degradation by virtue of 

lighting up.  Historically, Philadelphia College of Bible has taken an aggressive approach 

with regard to student smoking, and written into the student life regulations since the 

early days of the institution is a campus-wide no smoking policy.  Violation of this policy 

could result in dismissal from the school.85   

The smoking policy, however, is understood properly only within the context of 

the institution’s broader concern for the student’s spiritual life.  In a student life section of 

the catalogue entitled “The Spiritual Life of the Student,” it reads “The first and foremost 

goal at Philadelphia College of Bible is cultivation of the spiritual life.  Worship and 

prayer are constantly stressed,” in addition to fellowship, evangelization, and Christian 

service.86  Protection from the world through smoking policies and the like were for the 

sake of maximizing these spiritual benefits.  The school catalogue also warned students to 

forsake such activities as “dancing, attendance at dances, card playing, the use of liquor 

in any form, and attendance at theatres (including secular movies).”  The catalogue states 

that such activities were “generally agreed upon by evangelical Christians as being 

practices which do not contribute to spiritual growth and development,” and furthermore 

that these standards were “considered basics and minimums of Christian character, not 

maximums.”87 

                                                
85 PCB Catalogue, 1958, 10-11.  Due to the PCB archives lacking the very earliest institutional 

catalogues, the earliest identifiable documentation for this policy is the 1958 PCB catalogue, the same year 
that PCB became a degree-granting institution.   

86 Ibid., 10.   

87 Ibid., 11.   
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The institution also maintained guidelines for students in dating relationships.  It 

is clear that the college leadership wanted to encourage students to keep their minds and 

activities on the primary purposes for being in school, namely preparation for Christian 

service.  Toward that end, the college implemented several policies that addressed dating 

relationships.  One such policy had to do with the practical ministry component itself.  

The college believed that there was a value in having dating partners serve apart from one 

another instead of together, as stated in the 1958 catalogue:  “As an aid to increasing 

effectiveness in putting Christian training to actual practice, students who are keeping 

steady company, whether engaged to be married or not, will not ordinarily be permitted 

to serve on Christian Service assignments together.”88  Furthermore, the college generally 

required that students not marry until they had completed their studies.  Exceptions were 

granted for some who wanted to be engaged, but these were limited to students who 

“have completed three semesters of their college program and who secure the approval of 

the Faculty Committee on Student Affairs.”89  

 An applicant’s marital status was also important to the PCB administration.  

“Applicants who have been divorced or separated should give a full statement of the 

circumstances responsible for their status and should inquire concerning consideration by 

the Committee on Admissions.”90  No further commentary is given on the reasons behind 

this policy, but other Bible colleges had similar policies for the sake of screening out 

                                                
88 Ibid., 12.   

89 Ibid., 16.   

90 Ibid. 
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applicants who, in their judgment, were either divorced on unbiblical grounds or who 

could not handle formal study due to the emotional stress of recent marital trauma.91 

The PCB impulse with respect to purity in lifestyle and protection from worldly 

influences appears to have been at least somewhat shaped by the Victorious Life 

movement discussed in the previous chapter.  Quoting 1 John 2:12-17, which includes the 

message of the need to “overcome the evil one,” one Serving-and-Waiting author stated 

plainly that “The result of strength received through the abiding Word is victorious 

Christian living.  After one has had the joy of forgiven sin, and realized that he is God’s 

own dear child, he is surprised to find that he is still subject to attacks from the evil 

one.”92  The author then makes the case that a certain amount of temptation from Satan is 

a positive sign for the believer.  “It would be alarming if Satan let us alone, for it would 

mean that we are really not God’s children!”93  As discussed previously, Victorious Life 

advocates held that living “victoriously” over sin was a key indicator of one’s true 

commitment to Christ, and the movement clearly and observably influenced PCB’s 

student life policies for at least several decades.   

A fair question with respect to the prescribed lifestyle at PCB is this:  what 

assumptions did the institution have about the kind of person who smoked, drank, was 

                                                
91One of PCB’s sister institutions, Columbia Bible College (now Columbia International 

University) has certain admissions restrictions for divorcee applicants.  The CIU seminary admissions 
website indicates “Certain limitations and conditions may apply in the admission of persons who have been 
divorced. Please contact the Admissions office for further information.”  See “Entrance Requirements,” 
Columbia International University, http://www.ciu.edu/seminary/admissions/entrance.html (accessed 
January 30, 2010). 

92 M. A. Hopkins, “God’s Children in Satan’s World,” Serving-and-Waiting 16, no. 3 (July 1926): 
129.   

93 Ibid., 129-30.   
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divorced, or made other lifestyle choices that were uncomfortable to the PCB 

administration?  The catalogue states that  

A student who is found to be out of harmony with the life, ideals, or 
doctrines of the Philadelphia College of Bible, while at school or while 
home on vacation, may be invited to withdraw whenever the general 
welfare demands it, even though there may be no special breach of 
conduct.  These standards include certain restrictions, generally agreed 
upon by evangelical Christians as being practices which do not contribute 
to spiritual growth and development, such as smoking, dancing, 
attendance at dances, card playing, the use of liquor in any form, and 
attendance at theatres (including secular movies).94 

 
 Why was the administration so concerned about these behaviors?  The catalogue 

also answers this question.  The PCB administration believed that the institution’s 

mission to train full-time Christian workers with tools for effective evangelization would 

be compromised if its students and alumni engaged in such behaviors.  The 

administration and faculty held that cultivation of the spiritual life was essential for 

effective evangelization and that “vice-driven” behavior was not compatible with the 

former or the latter.95  In addition to this principled reason for disallowing particular 

behaviors, there is some evidence as well for a concern about appearances.  Clearly it was 

a concern that the college was not willing to leave to individual students to handle 

according to their own consciences.  “When a student goes away to Bible College, his 

friends, his church, his family and the world in general expect a higher standard of life 

from him.  There are many details of life which cannot be left to the individual student’s 

judgment and must be regulated by the College.”96 

                                                
94 PCB Catalogue, 1958, 10-11.   

95 Ibid., 10.   

96 Ibid. 
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Conclusion 

Scofield’s dispensational thought pervaded the PCB curriculum in ways that 

encouraged the formation of future-minded “heavenly” citizens.  As previously 

discussed, the mystery theme of Kingdom applied virtues in Sermon on the Mount to 

Israel with only a seemingly cursory moral application to present-day church.97   

By way of comparison, and as discussed in chapter two, the Puritans who founded 

Harvard College did so with a two-fold purpose:  to raise up a literate and pious clergy 

and to prepare refined and cultured men for leadership in broader society.98  They 

assumed that a Kingdom-on-earth understanding of virtue and citizenship was compatible 

with the future emphasis of heavenly citizenship.  Furthermore, because of their 

understanding of common grace they held that conscience and virtue can still be present 

in unbelievers so as to permit societal stability, even though in the end the Puritans held 

that true and pure virtue could only result from love of God.  Still, to the degree that the 

American founders and the old-time college continued to model the two-fold purpose of 

seventeenth-century Harvard, it follows that old-time college educators held to the 

assumption that educating citizens towards a “thick” understanding of the common good 

was an essential educational value.   By comparison, from the primary historical literature 

it is clear that Scofield and PCB would have affirmed only one of the old-time college’s 

twin commitments, namely the production of literate and pious clergy.   

However, Scofield’s unwavering commitment to dispensationalism, his 

assumptions about the kingdom and their subsequent application to the PCB educational 

                                                
97 Scofield, “Kingdom Truth,” 63-64.   

98 Christopher J. Lucas, American Higher Education: A History (New York: St. Martin’s Griffin, 
1994), 104.   
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context raises an important question for the current study.  Even if Scofield and PCB had 

demonstrated an interest in educating citizens of earth, to what degree would 

dispensationalism have been compatible with that goal?  Put differently, could the 

Scofield/PCB dispensational-driven educational philosophy be compatible with the old-

time college goal of educating virtuous citizens toward a thick understanding of the 

common good as previously defined?  This is the subject of the next chapter.  As will be 

shown, in the PCB context there appears to be an inverse relationship between a 

dispensationally-grounded educational philosophy and the desire, will, and ability to 

implement a curriculum that educates citizens of earth as well as heaven.   
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
 

From Bible College to “Biblical University”: Curriculum, Institutional Change, and 
Dispensational Decline 

 

Introduction 

C.I. Scofield's understanding of the kingdom was dispensationalist to the core.  A 

significant implication of this fact is that, like most dispensational fundamentalist leaders 

in the early twentieth century, he held tightly to a future-oriented “not yet” understanding 

of the kingdom which encouraged the development of citizens who were preparing for 

the heavenly kingdom yet to come but neglected to form citizens of earth who would 

oversee this-worldly affairs.  Although Scofield died in 1921, the "not yet" sentiment as 

an outgrowth of premillennial dispensationalism was still strong at PCB in 1958.  

However, traces of the kingdom as “already” were becoming evident (through 

educational programming as documented in catalogues) with the institution gaining 

degree-granting status that same year.  

The increasing number of liberal arts, sciences and human services courses that 

appear in the institution’s catalogues from 1958 through the present as well as the course 

descriptions themselves (e.g., newer descriptions focusing on the relevance of the course 

content benefiting humanity now versus older descriptions that located the importance of 

the course in evangelizing the lost as preparation for the second coming of Christ and 

establishment of the Kingdom) strongly suggests a decline in the dispensationalist 

influence which had perpetuated the  “not yet” aspect of the kingdom  in  Bible  

institutes  across the country. 
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For all its tendencies that were shaped by its fundamentalist beginnings, PCB 

provided a much-needed educational alternative to students and parents who found no 

small challenge in locating a truly Christian college due to the creeping theological 

liberalism of the day.  Joel Carpenter points out that beginning in the 1930s and 1940s the 

Bible institutes were quickly becoming viable alternatives to a traditional liberal arts 

education.  At the very least, they served as a training year to assist students in getting 

ready for the hostilities they would face in college.1  Moody Bible Institute even went so 

far as to issue a call to Christian parents to “be careful to send their children [to faithful 

Christian colleges] to be taught, and to send them nowhere else,”2 and fundamentalist-

leaning Wheaton College also identified the ongoing liberal slippery slope in American 

higher education resulting from liberal-modernist influences: 

If it has taken our American parents a long, long time to come to the 
realization that it is next door to impossible to outstrip the professor in 
moulding the beliefs of their children, then it has taken them even 
LONGER to realize the fact that one by one colleges—state, church, and 
interdenominational—all over the country have become saturated with an 
insidious doctrine and faith called “modernism” or “liberalism,” which has 
slowly worked its way in, gnawing at the very vitals of the Christian faith, 
until in many of our colleges which were, even up to recent years, stalwart 
defenders of the faith. . . the overwhelming majority of faculty are now 
modernists.3 
 

                                                
1 See Joel A. Carpenter, Revive Us Again: The Reawakening of American Fundamentalism (New 

York: Oxford University Press, 1997).  He notes that during the 1930s and 40s “those who sought a 
Christian liberal arts education encountered problems.  Liberal theological perspectives were as pervasive 
in the colleges of the old-line northern denominations as in the seminaries.  These colleges were also 
following the universities’ lead in divorcing theological thought from other forms of learning.”  With 
respect to campus ethos, he indicates that “more disturbing for conservative pastors and parents was the 
waning of evangelical piety, moral restraints, and religious idealism on these campuses” (20-21).   

2 “Support Only Christian Colleges,” Moody Bible Institute Monthly (June 1929): 471. 

3 Clarence E. Mason, “Where Shall I Go To College?” Bulletin of Wheaton College 8, no. 1, 
(October 1930): n.p.    
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As has been demonstrated thus far, the Philadelphia College of Bible continued to 

provide a viable ministry-training education in the midst of an increasingly diverse 

American higher educational landscape.  With PCB becoming more academically 

respectable in 1958 as a result of its newfound degree-granting status, it began to 

compete with the more liberal denominational colleges.  The institution was granted 

degree-seeking status in 1958, a development that allowed PCB to educate students in a 

way that was officially recognized by the government as well as the larger higher 

education community.4   

However, as time has passed the college has broadened its curricular offerings.  

This chapter seeks to identify and analyze an important dynamic that has at been work in 

the PCB educational environment for several decades, namely a curriculum that appears 

to go far beyond the boundaries of what Scofield’s dispensationalist-driven educational 

philosophy would suggest.  To the degree that this case can be made, it will follow that 

PCB (now PBU—Philadelphia Biblical University) has a significantly broader 

understanding than did Scofield as to what it means to educate students to become 

virtuous citizens.   

 
Curriculum Transition, 1958-1978 

Philadelphia Biblical University is a worthy case study in that its founding 

president, C.I. Scofield, began his career in a way that modeled the kind of citizenship 

                                                
4 PCB had initially requested that the Pennsylvania State Council of Education allow the 

institution to confer the traditional Bachelor of Arts degree, a request that the State denied based on the 
school’s curriculum being too heavily concentrated in the area of religious studies to warrant the conferral 
of the B.A., which was technically a liberal arts degree.  After some negotiating with the state council—
which had originally only permitted the school to award the bachelor of religious education degree—the 
institution was granted the right to award the Bachelor of Science degree.  See Renald Showers, “A History 
of Philadelphia College of the Bible,” (Th.M. thesis, Dallas Theological Seminary, 1962), 125-26.   
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prized by liberal arts institutions of both present and past, namely a citizenship that 

contributed to the common good through public service.  However, after his conversion 

he went into full-time ministry, never to return to the practice of law or government 

service.  As the evidence presented in previous chapters has shown, Scofield’s post-

conversion dispensational assumptions led him to embrace a philosophy of education that 

emphasized evangelism and ministry instead of a broader philosophy of education that 

his own law career reflected.  Since Scofield’s time, PBU has kept its biblical “core” but 

simultaneously broadened its offerings and emphases to the present day, even to the point 

that one is left to wonder if PBU’s educational DNA has increasingly become that of a 

Christian liberal arts college.  The historical record shows that Scofield was convinced 

that his Philadelphia School of the Bible’s purpose was to train lay workers in Bible 

knowledge, missions, and evangelism.  However, the record also shows that his 

institution has taken on a very different form since 1958.   

One main question this chapter seeks to answer is whether or not PBU’s main 

function as a bastion of Bible training has been preserved, and if so, how is the early 

emphasis of the institution and its leaders compatible with its present leadership’s 

understanding of its offerings and emphases?  The evidence from the historical literature 

shows that PCB’s original purpose was to train citizens of heaven.  Has that original 

mission changed to include the training of citizens of earth as well?  PBU’s present 

curriculum includes social work, business, an honors program, and other educational 

offerings that resemble a typical Christian liberal arts college.   The following analysis 

will demonstrate the beginning of the shift from educating exclusively towards a virtuous 

heavenly citizenry to educating citizens of earth as well.   
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PCB Educational Philosophy and Curriculum:  1958 

 Six main objectives defined PCB’s educational philosophy and practice in 1958.  

For purposes of reference and analysis these objectives are quoted below: 

1. Bible and Biblical Doctrine:  We purpose to provide an adequate training in 
Bible, doctrine, and related studies with an emphasis on the validity, content, 
and teaching of the Word as a foundation for Christian life and work and as a 
basis for future personal study or further formal training. 

2. Christian Service:  We purpose by classroom teaching and practical 
experience in various areas of Christian service to furnish the basic techniques 
of spiritual service to all age groups and classes of people. 

3. Personality and Discipline:  We purpose to assist the student to develop a 
balanced, wholesome personality that is characterized by poise and 
confidence; a personality which by the help of discipline from without and 
spiritual self-discipline from within fits him to work with others as part of a 
team, loyally submitting to superiors, pleasantly cooperating with equals, and 
graciously presiding over those who serve under him. 

4. Body and Mind:  We purpose to emphasize the Scriptural viewpoint of the 
body and mind as the instruments of service to God and man, and to stress the 
importance of keeping these holy and efficient for His use. 

5. Culture and Citizenship:  We purpose to encourage the student’s interest in, 
and appreciation of, the great cultural heritage of mankind by the inclusion in 
the curriculum of general education subjects with a Christian world view; so 
to foster the spirit of inquiry into and careful evaluation of sound scholarship, 
that the student may understand the thoughts of others and express his own 
thoughts clearly and effectively; and so to develop his culture and social 
awareness that he may participate constructively in the life of the community 
as a Christian citizen.   

6. Sense of Mission:  We purpose to co-ordinate the whole program of the 
College so as to develop in every student a sense of mission in relation to the 
world’s spiritual need and to challenge him continuously with his individual 
responsibility in the light of that need.5 

 
These objectives effectively served as the institution’s mission statement; there was no 

single-sentence mission statement for the institution as is popular among colleges today.  

Arguably, three of these six objectives are compatible with a traditional understanding of 

the ultimate purpose of liberal arts education, namely objectives three (Personality and 

Discipline), four (Body and Mind) and five (Culture and Citizenship), because they foster 
                                                

5 Philadelphia College of Bible Catalogue, 1958 (Philadelphia College of Bible), 3.   
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paideia, or common learning, within the culture itself.6  As reviewed in earlier chapters, a 

liberal arts education was for the sake of the common good.  Furthermore, defenders of 

the traditional view of higher education ardently opposed incorporating professional or 

practical studies into the formal curriculum, arguing that classical study and discipline is 

the best preparation for professional study.  The operational assumption in the traditional 

formulation is that a classical college education consists of the liberal arts and forms the 

foundation of learning that is common to all of the professions and practical disciplines 

and yet is not reduced to any single one of them.7  However, the specific focus on 

spiritual needs of the world addressed by the remaining objectives is what preserved 

PCB’s distinctive as a Bible college.   

The 1958 Day School catalogue shows that, in terms of courses offered, about 

half were Bible, doctrine, or ministry courses and about half were liberal arts or 

professional courses.  Approximately 60 courses were biblically, theologically, or 

ministry-related in some way.  These courses were housed in the nine following 

departments:  Biblical Exposition and Philosophy (000),8 Systematic and Biblical 

Doctrine (020), Biblical Introduction and Apologetics (030), Missions and History (040), 

Practical and Pastoral Theology (050), Languages and Literature (060), Christian 

Education (070), Sacred Music (080), and Miscellaneous Subjects.  In comparison, 

                                                
6 See Christopher J. Lucas, American Higher Education: A History (New York: St. Martin’s 

Griffin, 1994).  Lucas notes that the traditional understanding of a college’s true mission “was to serve as a 
custodian of high culture; to nurture and preserve the legacy of the past; to foster a paideia, or ‘common 
learning’ capable of enlarging and enriching people’s lives; and to impart the knowledge, skills, and 
sensibilities foundational to the arts of living themselves” (134).   

7 Ibid., 133-34.   

8 Indicates course numbers that were assigned to course prefixes corresponding to each 
department. 
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approximately the same number of courses were offered whose content was not 

specifically Bible or ministry related, including courses such as Introduction to 

Philosophy, Freshman English, Survey of Literature, Sociology, Political Science, 

General Psychology, Music Theory I-VI, Personal Hygiene and Physical Education.  

Although such courses could be found at Christian liberal arts and secular institutions in 

1958, at PCB it was recognized that such coursework would help the student to 

understand the world better in order to conduct ministry more effectively.   

Further analysis reveals that the Department of Biblical Exposition and 

Philosophy offered 17 courses in subjects such as Old Testament History, Old Testament 

Poetic Books, the Life of Christ, and courses whose content were specific to actual books 

of the New Testament, including Acts, Romans, and the Prison and Pastoral Epistles (of 

the Apostle Paul).  By way of contrast, only two courses in philosophy were offered in 

the department, namely Introduction to Philosophy 307/308.   

The Department of Missions and History offered more of a balance of liberal arts 

and ministry-purposed courses.  There was a total of seven of the former including 

European History, U.S. History, Sociology, and seven of the latter which included 

Church History, World Survey of Missions and History of Missions.  However, the 

dispensationalist impulse is evident even in some of the liberal arts course content.  For 

example, the course description for European History 141/142 is quoted from the 1958 

catalogue as follows: 

A survey course covering the field of World History as it originated in 
and/or was affected by the role of the European nations and the United 
States, particularly in the 19th and 20th centuries.  The ideologies which led 
to World Wars I and II and dictatorships are carefully examined.  The 
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course provides a valuable background for the evaluation of present world 
trends in the light of prophecy.9   
 

Given this description, one could offer an educated speculation that the main value of this 

particular course (at least from the perspective of PCB) was to be able to determine with 

better accuracy the timing of the second coming of Christ.  If this was the main value of a 

European History course, then it is fair to ask what the main purpose of studying history 

in general would have been.  In answering that question would the college administrators 

have pointed to the value of being able to identify and solve world social problems, or 

would they have pointed to the value of predicting Christ’s second coming for the sake of 

developing better and more effective evangelism strategies?  The previous analysis would 

suggest the latter.10   

Still, in 1958 PCB was making a fair attempt at offering a well-rounded education 

even if well-roundedness itself was instrumentalized by the PCB curriculum for the sake 

of evangelism.  The catalogue shows that of the 128 credit hours required for a student to 

graduate, sixty of those hours were mostly liberal arts courses with a few professional 

skills courses as well.11  It is clear from this analysis of 1958 PCB curriculum that the 

underlying purpose providing organizational and missional unity was still ultimately 

                                                
9 PCB Catalogue, 1958, 51.  

10 In support of this conclusion is Mark Noll’s critique of evangelical writers who, even decades 
after 1958, spent a disproportionate amount of time and effort watching for “signs of the times” during 
culture-shaping world crises.  Noll points out that, within several weeks of the outbreak of the Gulf War in 
1991 “evangelical publishers provided a spate of books featuring efforts to read this latest Middle East 
crisis as a direct fulfillment of biblical prophecy heralding the end of the world.”  He goes on to conclude 
that these books “all shared the disconcerting conviction that the best way of providing moral judgment 
about what was happening in the Middle East was not to study carefully what was going on in the Middle 
East.  Rather, they featured a kind of Bible study that drew attention away from careful analysis of the 
complexities of Middle Eastern culture or the tangled twentieth-century history of the region toward 
speculation about some of the most esoteric and widely debated passages of the Bible.”  See Mark A. Noll, 
The Scandal of the Evangelical Mind (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 13-14.   

11 Ibid., 30-34.   
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pragmatic in nature:  to train full-time Christian workers for the sake of developing 

citizens of heaven.12 

 As previously shown, Scofield’s dispensational ideals had direct bearing on the 

philosophy of education to be delivered at PCB.  This was seen most prominently in the 

practical nature of the coursework in that the reason for pursuing a PCB education was 

ultimately full-time Christian service for the sake of converting earthly citizens into 

heavenly ones.  However, analysis of the 1958 catalogue yielded another significant 

finding with respect to Scofield’s long-term dispensational influence on the actual 

coursework in the Department of Systematic Biblical Doctrine.  The departmental 

purpose statement reads as follows: 

A systematic course in all the essential doctrines of Christianity as 
revealed in the Bible, covering the doctrine of the inspiration of the 
Scriptures, and the doctrines of God-Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; of Man; 
of Sin; of Angels, Satan, and Demons; of the Church; the doctrines of 
Salvation, and of Future Events, Death, the Second Coming of Christ, and 
the Eternal State.  The great words of Scripture:  Adoption, Atonement, 
Justification, Faith, Righteousness, Redemption, Grace, Prayer, the 
Church, etc., are studied.  The student is thoroughly grounded in Bible 
doctrine as the basis for his Christian service. 
 
The distinctive emphasis embodied in the writings and Reference Bible of 
Dr. C.I. Scofield, first president of one of the merged schools, is the 
guiding principle of this course. 
 
Due to increasing discussion in fundamental Christian circles as to the 
time of the rapture of the Church and other details of the prophetic 
program, special emphasis is placed upon this portion of the course.  The 
student is not only given our school’s positive viewpoint but an apologetic 
to answer contrary views.13 

                                                
12 This is not to say that PCB failed to share some of the values historically held by the old-time 

American college, including the value of disciplining the mental and moral capacities of students, which 
“was the purpose which lay behind a fixed, four-year course of study in college.”  See Lawrence R. 
Veysey, The Emergence of the American University (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965), 22-23.     

13 PCB Catalogue, 1958, 48-49.  The “course” to which the description refers is a five-part series 
of courses on “the great doctrines of Scripture,” which was covered in 12 semester hours as follows:  
Doctrine I:  Bibliology, Theology Proper, Angelology (3 hrs); Doctrine II:  Anthropology, Hamartiology, 
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The significance of this description is three-fold.  First, it directly references 

Scofield’s writings as a “guiding principle” of the course.  Secondly, it is significant that 

“special emphasis” was given to “the rapture of the Church and other details of the 

prophetic program,” especially given the justification that was articulated for the 

inclusion of this emphasis.  In other words, the apparent reason for emphasizing the 

prophetic aspect of the doctrinal courses was fundamentalist fervor.  Finally, there is 

significance in that the last paragraph implies that the PCB faculty and leadership were 

less concerned with teaching students to think critically about prophecy related to the end 

times than they were espousing and successfully defending the party-line view of the end 

times.  That this particular description is written in this way probably indicates the 

abiding effects of the fundamentalist-modernist controversy and may indicate an 

antimodernist emphasis in the coursework itself.   

 
PCB Educational Philosophy and Curriculum:  1978 

Twenty years later in 1978, PCB’s academic program had reorganized.  Some of 

the same nine departments that had existed in 1958 remained, but each department was 

now housed under a “division.”  The Division of Biblical Education housed the 

Department of Biblical Exposition and the Department of Systematic Biblical Doctrine; 

the Division of General Education housed the Department of Humanities, the Department 

of Natural and Social Sciences, and the Department of Physical Education; the Division 

of Professional Education housed the Department of Missions, Department of Pastoral 

Studies, Department of Social Work, Department of Christian Education, and the 

                                                
Christology (2 hrs); Doctrine III:  Soteriology I (2 hrs); Doctrine IV:  Soteriology II (including the 
Doctrines of the Christian Life and Pneumatology; 2 hrs);  Doctrine V, Eschatology (with Ecclesiology; 3 
hrs).   
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Department of Music.14  The reorganization occurred under the leadership of president 

Douglas MacCorkle, who succeeded Charles Ryrie as president in 1963.  It was during 

MacCorkle’s tenure that PCB achieved full accreditation status from the Middle States 

Association in 1967 and added two new bachelor’s degrees:  the bachelor of music 

(B.M.) degree and the bachelor of social work degree (B.S.W.).15  Todd Williams, the 

current PBU president—himself a PBU alumnus—points out that the reorganization of 

departments under these three new divisions was an effort to accomplish two goals.  First, 

an administrative streamlining was necessary during a period of financial hardship in the 

institution’s history.  Second, the reorganization was representative of a nationwide trend 

where Bible colleges began to incorporate standard best practices of higher education 

leadership.16  

This reorganization was significant in two main respects.  First, as alluded to by 

PBU president Williams, it signaled an acknowledgement of the value of “clustering” 

academic departments according to area of academic competence and specialty, which 

was a trend typical of the shift many colleges made in their transition to becoming 

universities.17  Second, it revealed the existence of “citizen-forming” departments in the 

                                                
14 Philadelphia College of Bible Catalogue, 1978-1979 (Philadelphia College of Bible), 49.   

15 “Accreditation,” Philadelphia Biblical University Undergraduate Catalogue 2009-2010, 
Philadelphia Biblical University, http://catalog.pbu.edu/content.php?catoid=16&navoid=200#accredit 
(accessed December 22, 2009) and “History,” PBUUC 2009-2010, Philadelphia Biblical University, 
http://catalog.pbu.edu/content.php?catoid=15&navoid=189#History (accessed December 22, 2009).   

16 Todd Williams, telephone interview by author, October 29, 2009.   

17 The creation of divisions and departments was a common way of bringing organization and 
coherence to ever-expanding American universities beginning in the 1870s.  Although PCB maintained its 
distinctively Christian mission and Bible-driven curriculum, its own expansion and reorganization from 
1958-78 took some cues from the larger trend in American higher education at the time.  For more on this 
historical trend within the larger American context, see Julie Reuben, The Making of the Modern 
University: Intellectual Transformation and the Marginalization of Morality (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1996), 61-70.  Whether consciously or unconsciously, universities began to proliferate in 
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liberal arts, sciences, and human services that were not in operation in 1958, namely the 

Department of Humanities, the Department of Natural and Social Sciences, and the 

Department of Social Work.  The development of these divisions indicates a heightened 

sense of professionalism and best practices within the broader higher education landscape 

in the United States at that time.  From PCB’s perspective, however, these innovations in 

no way compromised its mission or commitment to the centrality of the Bible in its 

educational programming.  In fact, the institution’s leadership sought to clarify its 

standing as a Bible college in the broader landscape of American colleges and 

universities by stating:  

The College is distinctively a Bible college, not a Christian liberal arts 
college nor a Bible institute.  Because Philadelphia College of Bible is a 
Bible college, every student is a Bible major who receives a thorough 
grounding in Bible and doctrine.  The professional specializations 
available to the student are those that prepare for a career of Christian 
ministry.  The quality of academic expectation is in keeping with this high 
purpose.  Because Philadelphia College of Bible is a Bible college, every 
student is required to have a field experience in Christian ministry each 
semester.  The practices and policies of the College are designed to 
prepare students to meet the standards that will be expected of them as 
full-time Christian workers dedicated to a ministry for Christ.18 
 

This statement demonstrates that even though its reorganization into divisions was 

reflective of a broadening of its educational program in general, it was not the case that 

its mission or purpose was broadened at that time.  It was also very clear that “PCB has 

also been in the forefront of the dispensational, premillennial movement.”19  

Nevertheless, the extent to which the twenty years from 1958 to 1978 saw significant 

                                                
terms of their academic offerings, and PCB appears to have followed that example.  The creation of these 
new divisions was a way of maintaining organization and specialization.   

18 PCB Catalogue, 1978-1979, 17.   

19 Ibid., 13.   
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curricular expansion cannot be over emphasized; a fact which has implications for how 

the institution was, consciously or unconsciously, broadening its understanding of what it 

meant to educate towards a virtuous citizenry.   

 One indicator of this broadening effect has to do with the way in which the 

college defined itself in 1978 in comparison with the 1958 understanding.  Whereas the 

1958 catalogue spelled out its self-understanding in terms of the six main objectives 

listed and previously analyzed, the 1978 catalogue outlines three main purposes: the 

academic purpose, the professional purpose, and the community purpose.  Although there 

is some overlap between the content of the 1958 objectives and the 1978 purposes, there 

are some significant differences as well.   

 For the sake of analysis the three purpose as stated in the 1978 catalogue are 

quoted as follows:   

The Academic Purpose 
The academic purpose of Philadelphia College of Bible is to provide a 
program of study and environment in which the student may acquire a 
knowledge of the Scripture, culture, and professional theory, develop a 
Biblical world and life view, and establish patterns for a life of continuing 
development.  In this area the College purposes specifically: 
 

• To maintain a climate that will stimulate within the student a spirit 
of inquiry and discernment that will result in a life of continuing 
development. 

• To educate the student in the knowledge, appreciation, and 
expression of the arts of reading, writing, speaking, and listening. 

• To enlarge the student’s perception and appreciation of one’s own 
and other cultural heritages. 

• To involve the student in the development and maintenance of 
sound physical and mental health. 

• To stimulate the integration of knowledge so that the student may 
develop a mature, well-rounded personality, and live in the power 
of such an experience. 
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The Professional Purpose 
The professional purpose of Philadelphia College of Bible is to prepare for 
church-related vocations personnel who are knowledgeable in their fields, 
biblical in their lifestyle, and competent in their performance.  In this area 
the College purposes specifically: 
 

• To assist the student to apply Christian principles to the problems 
of personal and social life. 

• To prepare the student, through internship service while in college, 
for eventual service in church-related vocations. 

• To equip the student for advanced professional education.  To 
communicate a sense of mission and an intelligent concern for the 
world’s spiritual need, together with a productive mentality for 
achievement.   

• To equip the student with those techniques and skills which will 
prepare for leadership in a professional field.   

 
The Community Purpose 
The community purpose of Philadelphia College of Bible is to service the 
Philadelphia community in general, and the evangelical community in 
particular by providing qualified personnel and leadership for ministry, 
and by functioning as a Christian research and resource center.  In this 
area the College purposes specifically: 
 

• To prepare the student for constructive participation in the life of 
the community as a Christian citizen. 

• To furnish professional personnel for the churches and church-
related agencies in the community. 

• To offer to the community opportunities for participation in 
cultural and religious events. 

• To serve in the community as a Christian center for information. 
• To provide religious and social services directed toward the 

distressing social problems common to large metropolitan areas.20 
 

In analyzing these purposes, several key observations must be made.  First, there 

is considerable correspondence between the 1978 purposes and the 1958 objectives.  For 

example, the 1958 objective number one, Bible and Biblical Doctrine, corresponds in 

intent with the 1978 academic purpose although the latter is an expansion upon the 

former.  More specifically, the 1958 language (in objective number one) of “teaching of 

                                                
20 Ibid., 17-19.   
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the Word as a foundation for Christian life and work and as a basis for future personal 

study or further formal training” easily translates to the 1978 academic purpose language 

of “knowledge of the Scripture, culture, and professional theory, develop a Biblical world 

and life view, and establish patterns for a life of continuing development.”   

Second, the 1958 objective of Christian Service corresponds to the 1978 

professional purpose.  The language of the former “by classroom teaching and practical 

experience in various areas of Christian service to furnish the basic techniques of spiritual 

service to all age groups and classes of people” is clearly in congruence with the 

language of the latter, “to prepare for church-related vocations personnel who are 

knowledgeable in their fields, biblical in their lifestyle, and competent in their 

performance.”   

Finally, the 1958 objective of Culture and Citizenship is related to the 1978 

community purpose.  The language of the former, “to develop his culture and social 

awareness that he may participate constructively in the life of the community as a 

Christian citizen,” is strikingly similar to that of the latter, “To prepare the student for 

constructive participation in the life of the community as a Christian citizen.”  The 

similarity of language regarding the nature of citizenship does not necessarily indicate 

that PCB in 1958 had begun to think critically about making a shift from heavenly-only 

citizenship to one of this-worldly citizenship that was consistent with its mission.  Rather, 

given the context of the PCB curriculum in 1958, the use of the term “Christian citizen” 

indicates a heavenly emphasis where citizenship was measured mostly by Christian 

evangelistic activity and Bible knowledge.   
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Although the similarities shown here are just a sample and many others could be 

demonstrated, what is clear is that PCB maintained its sense of purpose and distinctive 

mission as a Bible college across this twenty-year time span (1958-1978).  The 

differences between the two, however, suggest that the leadership and faculty saw the 

importance of expanding the educational program in order to maintain the institution’s 

relevance in an increasingly diverse United States.  Another motivation to broaden the 

programming was institutional survival in an increasingly competitive educational 

market.21   

With respect to the actual educational programming, this meant a subtle 

abandonment of the dispensationalist “not yet” understanding of the Kingdom.  Whereas 

in 1958 the curriculum was still heavily influenced by a pervasive “not yet” Kingdom 

principle, the 1978 curriculum was not as obviously pervaded by this understanding of 

the Kingdom and instead demonstrates more of an “already” Kingdom assumption.  The 

following analysis will bear this argument out in three main ways:  (1) differences in how 

the institution articulated its educational purposes in 1978 versus 1958, (2) key course 

description changes, and (3) the addition of key educational programs which include the 

bachelor of music and bachelor of social work degrees.    

 
Articulation of Educational Purpose, 1958 vs. 1978 

 The academic reorganization that resulted in the creation of the three curriculum 

divisions discussed earlier yielded an opportunity for each division to articulate its 

purpose within the larger PCB educational context.  The 1958 catalogue reveals a 

curriculum where any and all courses in the sciences or humanities were under one of 
                                                

21 Todd Williams, telephone interview. 
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seven departments whose main focus was the study of the Bible or practical ministry.22  

Only two departments in 1958 did not have some specific Bible focus or practical 

ministry focus, namely the Department of Languages and Literature and the Department 

of Miscellaneous Subjects.  Thus, with respect to the other seven departments the 

likelihood of the actual course content being instrumentalized for the sake of practical 

ministry was high.  This is what might be expected in a Bible college in light of its 

objectives that were largely spiritual and ministry-related in nature, and it reveals a thin 

understanding of the common good that was largely defined by heavenly citizenship that 

for the most part failed to make meaningful connections with an understanding of this-

worldly earthly citizenship.   

In comparison, the purpose of the Division of General education is stated as 

follows in the 1978 catalogue:   

The purpose of the Division of General Education is to provide the student 
with a foundational knowledge of the history, language, behavior, 
expression, and thought of both past and present cultures and societies.  
The student is introduced to a variety of academic disciplines and assisted 
in the improvement and development of intellectual resources in order that 
an objective and independent approach to the world might be developed.  
The student is further encouraged to achieve a maturity in the thinking 
process that will lead to valid conclusions and the application of these 
conclusions to life and service for both God and mankind.23 
 

This purpose statement represents a significant shift in the understanding of the purposes 

of a Bible college education, and this particular statement is strikingly similar in content 

and emphasis to the mission statements of present-day liberal arts colleges.  For example, 

                                                
22 These were the departments of Biblical Exposition and Philosophy; Systematic and Biblical 

Doctrine; Biblical Introduction and Apologetics; Missions and History; Practical and Pastoral Theology; 
Christian Education; and Sacred Music.   

23 PCB Catalogue, 1978-1979, 55.   
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College of the Ozarks (Point Lookout, MO), one of the few remaining work colleges in 

the United States, states three goals that are similar in purpose to the PCB General 

Education statement: 

Academic Goal:  To provide a sound education, based in the liberal arts. 
Christian Goal:  To foster the Christian faith through the integration of faith with 
learning, living, and service. 
Cultural Goal:  To cultivate an appreciation of the fine arts, an understanding of 
the world, and adherence to high personal standards.24 

 
Even Ursinus College, a secular liberal arts college in the Philadelphia area, has an 

educational philosophy that bears similar purposes to the PCB statement:  “The Ursinus 

educational philosophy encourages students to think for themselves, so that they may 

become mature, responsible independent adults in an interdependent 

world.”25  Moreover, when compared to the 1955 Harvard report previously referenced in 

chapter one, General Education in a Free Society, the PCB statement of purpose for the 

Division of General Education, the latter is strikingly compatible with the former: 

General education, as education for an informed responsible life in our 
society, has chiefly to do with. . . the question of common standards and 
common purposes.  Taken as a whole, education seeks to do two things:  
help young persons fulfill the unique, particular functions in life which it 
is in them to fulfill, and fit them so far as it can for those common spheres 
which, as citizens and heirs of a joint culture, they will share with others.26   
 

Of chief importance in this analysis is the conclusion that, in one key respect pertinent to 

the current study, PCB’s 1978 understanding of the purposes of general education had 

moved significantly toward the mainstream understanding articulated by the 1955 
                                                

24 “Vision and Goals,” College of the Ozarks, http://www.cofo.edu/mission.asp (accessed 
February 5, 2010).   

25 “Educational Philosophy,” Ursinus College, 
http://ursinus.edu/NetCommunity/Page.aspx?pid=428 (accessed February 5, 2010).   

26 Harvard University Committee on the Objectives of General Education in a Free Society, 
General Education in a Free Society (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1955), 4.  
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Harvard report, namely the understanding that general education is a foundational 

element for seeking and discerning common standards and purposes in all of society.  

President Williams explains from a historical perspective that this move was in the 

making decades before it was observable.  Clarence Mason, Dean of the institution back 

in the 1930s, was responsible for building a strong general education and liberal arts 

component into the PCB curriculum.  Prior to Mason’s appointment at PCB he had been 

a professor at Wheaton College, which may provide an important explanation as to why 

he was influential in shaping PCB curriculum.  Put another way, this fact shows that a 

Christian liberal arts philosophy of education had influence in shaping the course of a 

traditional Bible college.  President Williams points out that what Mason established 

decades ago in terms of liberal arts still serves an important integrative role in helping 

students see the connections between their faith and the world.27 

This is not to say, however, that PCB had embraced all of the same conclusions as 

the 1955 Harvard report had outlined with respect to the ultimate ends of education, 

particular with respect to the role of religion in education.  PCB still held that Christianity 

and the propagation of it was the sole reason for a higher education, while the Harvard 

report rejected the Christian worldview as an impractical and non-viable system for 

unifying the curriculum.28  Nevertheless, the fact that the PCB purpose statement for 

                                                
27 Todd Williams, telephone interview. 

28 As has been demonstrated already, PCB remained firm in its Christ-centered approach to Bible 
college education.  The Harvard report, however, was making an attempt to identify broader trends as well 
as influence educators much more broadly than could PCB.  Acknowledging the role that religion once 
played in the college curriculum, the Harvard report rejected Christianity as a unifying force for the 
present-day curriculum on both practical and legal grounds.  “Sectarian, particularly Roman Catholic, 
colleges have of course their solution, which was generally shared by American colleges until less than a 
century ago:  namely the conviction that Christianity gives meaning and ultimate unity to all parts of the 
curriculum, indeed to the whole life of the college.  Yet this solution is out of the question in publicly 
supported colleges and is practically, if not legally, impossible in most others.  Some think it the Achilles’ 
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General Education includes key phrases such as “thought of both past and present 

cultures and societies,” “development of intellectual resources in order that an objective 

and independent approach to the world might be developed,” “maturity in the thinking 

process” and “service for both God and mankind” demonstrates that PCB had 

experienced a tremendous shift in its own self-understanding of educating virtuous 

student-citizens who would seek to understand the ends and purposes they hold on 

common with others.   

 
Course Description Changes:  1958-1978 

Subtle yet key changes in course descriptions indicate a deemphasizing of the 

“not yet” Kingdom paradigm that was so integral to the institution’s dispensationalist 

DNA, which historically led to an instrumentalizing effect in the educational program, 

namely education for the sake of practical ministry and evangelism training in the earlier 

years.  One example of this is demonstrated in the juxtaposition of the 1958 course 

description for Fine Arts 182: Music Appreciation with its 1978 version, Music 

Appreciation 131:  

Music Appreciation 182 (1958) 
An introduction to and study of the music of major composers, ancient and 
modern, leading to an intelligent understanding and appreciation of music.  
Examples of principal works will be played from recordings.  These will be 
selected from classical, romantic, and modern schools and will include 
instrumental and vocal compositions, as well as the great sacred cantatas and 
oratorios.  Relation of music and the ministry of the church will be emphasized.29 

                                                
heel of democracy that, by its very nature, it cannot foster general agreement on ultimates, and perhaps 
must foster the contrary.  But whatever one’s views, religion is not now for most colleges a practicable 
source of intellectual unity” (Harvard University Committee, General Education in a Free Society, 39).   

29 PCB Catalogue, 1958, 57.   
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Music Appreciation 131 (1978) 
An introduction to and study of the music of major composers of all periods 
leading to an intelligent understanding and appreciation of music.  Examples of 
principal works will be played from recordings.  These will be selected from 
classical, romantic, and modern schools and will include instrumental and vocal 
compositions.30 

 
Aside from editorial changes that make the latter version more concise, the change 

relevant to this discussion has to do with the omission of the last sentence of the 1958 

version from its 1978 counterpart.  This is significant in that a stated purpose of the 

course in 1978 was no longer to demonstrate the usefulness of music for ministry.  

Although there is a proper usefulness of such course content for ministry purposes, the 

1978 description suggests that there is no longer any intended instrumentalization of this 

particular core fine arts course for the sake of ministry.  Rather, the point of the course is 

captured in the course title—to appreciate music.  This purpose is the same as that of the 

typical liberal arts college, where learning for its own sake is prized instead of being 

instrumentalized or professionalized for some practical purpose—even for the purpose of 

ministry and evangelization.  A similar dynamic is apparent with the following 

comparison of the 1958 description of a sociology course versus its 1978 version:   

Sociology 341 (1958) 
A survey of the science of man, outlining physical and cultural anthropology. 
Special consideration will be given to the varieties of social structure and 
religious life.31 

Sociology 232 (1978) 
A study of society and culture; of the interrelationships of familial, educational, 
religious, economic and political institutions.  Special focus is upon poverty and 
related social problems.32 

                                                
30 PCB Catalogue, 1978-1979, 56.   

31 PCB Catalogue, 1958, 51. 

32 PCB Catalogue, 1978-1979, 62. 
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Although not as obvious as the music example, this juxtaposition reveals an important 

shift in emphasis, namely from a religious emphasis to that of an exploration of social 

problems more commonly covered in a typical introductory sociology course.  Put 

another way, the 1958 description with its emphasis on religion is what one might expect 

given the fact that the course was being taught at a Bible college.  Its 1978 version, 

however, could have easily fit within the context of a Christian or even secular liberal arts 

curriculum given its actual verbiage.  Moreover, the fact that the 1958 course was taught 

under the auspices of the Department of Missions and History only strengthens this 

argument.  By contrast, the 1978 course was taught under the aegis of the Department of 

Natural and Social Sciences, which itself was a part of the larger Division of General 

Education. 

  PCB philosophy courses provide yet another example.  The difference between 

the course descriptions of the 1958 and 1978 versions of the Introduction to Philosophy 

course provide evidence of a broadening effect (of the latter) that contributed to a 

“thicker” understanding of the common good and virtue: 

Introduction to Philosophy, 307/308 (1958) 
This course presents a general introduction to philosophy by means of a survey of 
the various areas of philosophic thought, such as, Metaphysics, Epistemology, 
Ethics, Psychology, Teleology, Philosophy of Religion, and Evolution.  Following 
the discussion of each problem, the view of historic Christianity is set before the 
student.33   
 
Introduction to Philosophy, 331 (1978) 
A survey of the traditional problems of epistemology, metaphysics, and axiology.  
Special attention is given to contemporary trends and implications of philosophy 
for the student’s current situation.34 

                                                
33 PCB Catalogue, 1958, 48.   

34 PCB Catalogue, 1978-1979, 59.   
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Whereas the 1958 version appears to be a course that provides unassailable “correct” 

answers from historic Christianity to perplexing ultimate questions, the 1978 version 

appears to encourage the student to assess her current sitz im leben and ask insightful 

questions with a spirit of humility.   Put another way, the 1958 course appears to be a 

Christian apologetics course by another name, while the 1978 course seems to be a 

standard introductory philosophy course that helps the student to learn to ask meaningful 

questions about life.   

 A final course description comparison is worthy of analysis.  The 1958 version of 

the General Psychology course reads as follows, followed immediately by its 1978 

counterpart: 

General Psychology 255/256 (1958) 
A survey of the field of General Psychology designed to acquaint the student with 
the theoretical and practical aspects of normal adult behavior as they relate to 
Christian principles of life.35  
  
General Psychology 231 (1978) 
A survey of the field of psychology designed to acquaint the student with 
theoretical and practical aspects of human behavior and its relationship to 
Christian principles of life.36   

 
At first blush this particular juxtaposition would suggest that psychology at PCB 

remained static over a 20 year period.  However, in this case the change came by way of 

disciplinary expansion instead of a single course description change, as was the case in 

the previous three examples.  While the 1958 catalogue lists General Psychology 255/256 

as the only psychology course available at PCB, the 1978 version shows three additional 

courses: 

                                                
35 PCB Catalogue, 1958, 52. 

36 PCB Catalogue, 1978-1979, 61.   
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Py 331:  Human Development in Social Environment 
A comparative study of normal individuals and others disadvantaged by physical, 
mental, social and psychological factors.  Emphasis upon understanding 
motivational and environmental reasons for abnormal behavior. 
 
Py 432:  Abnormal Psychology 
A study of all the major categories of mental disorders, focusing on those patterns 
of behavior that seem most relevant to abnormal behavior.  Emphasis is on the 
unity of human behavior from normal to abnormal. 
 
Py 436:  Educational Psychology 
A study of psychological principles applied to the problem of education with 
emphasis upon individual differences and the psychology of learning.37   

 
Although the description for the general psychology course experienced no substantive 

change in 20 years, the fact that there were a total of four psychology courses in 1978 

versus one course in 1958 demonstrates once again the broadening educational dynamic 

at PCB.  Moreover, it is significant that the three new courses were focused on various 

facets of psychology based on the growth of the field’s knowledge base instead of an 

overspiritualizing dynamic that some might expect within the confines of a Bible college.   

 
Addition of Educational Programs 

 The final major piece of evidence that PCB experienced a shift from an almost-

exclusively “not yet,” otherworldly Kingdom principle to include aspects of the “already” 

Kingdom principle from 1958 to 1978 is the addition of a key educational program, 

namely the Bachelor of Social Work degree.  It was added to the PCB curriculum in 

1963, the same year that the college achieved full accreditation status with the Middle 

States Association.38  The next section will explore the relevance of the social work 

                                                
37 Ibid.   

38 “Philadelphia Biblical University Undergraduate Catalogue 2008-2009,” Philadelphia Biblical 
University, http://catalog.pbu.edu/content.php?catoid=14&navoid=177 (accessed December 22, 2009).   
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program for PCB’s evolving understanding of the kind of citizenship for which it was 

preparing students.  Of particular interest in this analysis is the fact that a theologically 

conservative Bible college such as PCB would proactively develop a social work 

program that would seek to benefit citizens by helping them with this-worldly concerns 

instead of simply trying to win them to the gospel, as appears to be the case in PCB’s 

earlier history.  Additionally, the development of a formal social work program at a 

fundamentalist institution in the premillennial dispensational tradition is counterintuitive, 

given typical fundamentalist assumptions about the hope of human efforts to relieve 

human suffering.39   

 
Social Work at PCB 

 
 
Historical Context 

 Added to the curriculum in 1963 and formally accredited in 1974 by the Council 

on Social Work Education,40 the social work program was “designed to give professional 

undergraduate education in social work fundamentals to students who desire to serve in 

Christian social agencies, and use both their biblical and social work training to help 

                                                
39 See Paul Boyer, When Time Shall Be No More: Prophecy Belief in Modern American Culture 

(Cambridge: Belknap, 1992).  Boyer points out the general sense of skepticism many premillennialist (as 
well as dispensationalist, in the way Boyer uses the terminology) fundamentalist leaders held with regard to 
social reform efforts that were secular in nature.  He notes that “While premillennialists agreed with 
reformers who deplored conditions in industrial America, they also dismissed most secular proposals to 
ameliorate those conditions,” and, moreover, that “Programs of social and economic betterment by human 
means were at best misguided and at worst inspired by the devil.”  Similar to the way in which 
dispensationalists viewed international conflict, Boyer shows that dispensationalist fundamentalist leaders 
“viewed reform in the same way they viewed the conditions that spawned it:  as another sign of the times,” 
even to the extreme that “Some interpreters even saw union-made labels as the Mark of the Beast” (95).  
Additionally, the tension between fundamentalist assumptions and social work within the context of an 
evangelical seminary is highlighted in Barry Hankins, Uneasy in Babylon: Southern Baptist Conservatives 
and American Culture (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 2002). Chapter three in particular tells 
this story.   

40 Philadelphia College of Bible Catalogue, 1998 (Philadelphia College of Bible), 10.   
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people.”41  As indicated in the previous section, the very existence of such a degree 

program at an institution whose historical roots lay deep within the soil of American 

fundamentalism is highly significant.  Since the early twentieth century modernist social 

gospel advocates such as Walter Rauschenbusch had been calling for Christians to 

expand their understanding of evangelism beyond that of mere personal conversion.  A 

more holistic model of evangelism would take into account economic and social 

injustices as well.42   

Forty years after Rauschenbusch’s initial call to evangelistic renewal, evangelical 

thinker Carl Henry’s 1947 assessment of fundamentalist social efforts was still in 

congruence with Rauschenbusch’s.  “But what is almost wholly unintelligible to the 

naturalistic and idealistic groups, burdened as they are for a new world order,” observed 

Henry, “is the apparent lack of any social passion in Protestant Fundamentalism.  On this 

evaluation, Fundamentalism is the modern priest and Levite, by-passing suffering 

humanity.”43   

 Henry’s complaint was aimed at the attitudes and behaviors that came out of what 

American religious historians have referred to as “The Great Reversal.”  Scholars David 

Moberg, Timothy Smith, and George Marsden have shown how, before the 1920s, social 

concerns related to poverty and urban reform were part and parcel of what it meant to 
                                                

41 PCB Catalogue, 1978-1979, 68.   

42 See Christopher H. Evans, The Kingdom Is Always but Coming: A Life of Walter 
Rauschenbusch (Grand Rapids:  Eerdmans, 2004), xvii-xxx.  Evans demonstrates that Rauschenbusch’s 
May 12, 1904 article “The New Evangelism” in The Independent was one of the significant indicators of 
the rise of the Social Gospel movement.  Although Rauschenbusch “took aim at those who saw Christian 
evangelism merely as a matter of personal conversion,” he ended the article “with a conciliatory tone” and 
argued that in urging America to “confront its social sins, he was really invigorating an ancient 
Christianity” (xvii).   

43 Carl F. H. Henry, The Uneasy Conscience of Modern Fundamentalism (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1947), 2.    
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evangelize.44  Before this time the holiness tradition—and the Keswick movement in 

particular—had emphasized both the need for winning lost souls to Christ as well as 

serving those same souls by meeting practical needs.  As Marsden points out, an essential 

part of evangelism in the 1890s was social work and urban rescue for the drunkards, 

prostitutes and the impoverished.45  The Great Reversal, however, spans from 

approximately 1900-1930 and was characterized by the rather dramatic disappearance of 

such social concerns.  At the very least, says Marsden, these concerns were “subordinated 

to others.”46   

In 1958, Philadelphia native Charles Furness, a Baptist minister and director of 

the Goodwill Home and Rescue Mission in Newark, New Jersey, caught a vision for 

professional social work training within the context of Christian higher education. His 

vision was heavily informed and guided by compassion for the economically and socially 

disadvantaged.  Convinced that “of all places, a Bible college should have people with 

the heart to help other people who need direction to put their lives together again,” 

Furness met with PCB dean Clarence Mason and later met twice—in 1960 and 1962—

with President Charles Ryrie to cast his vision.47  As noble as Furness’s motivation was, 

he was unsuccessful in convincing Ryrie to bring him to PCB to start the social work 

                                                
 44 See David O. Moberg, The Great Reversal (J. D. Lippincott, 1977); Timothy L. Smith, 

Revivalism & Social Reform: American Protestantism on the Eve of the Civil War (Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 1989).  Also see George M. Marsden’s historical analysis and commentary on 
The Great Reversal in Fundamentalism and American Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth-Century 
Evangelicalism, 1870-1925 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980), 85-93.   

45 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 80-81.   

46 Ibid., 90.   

47 Clarence Mason comments, Furness retirement, March 23, 1983, audio tape.  In Janet Furness, 
“Education for the Social Work Profession: Innovation in Three Evangelical Institutions between 1960 and 
1985,” (Ed.D. diss., University of Rochester, 2009), 190.   
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program due to a perception on Ryrie’s part that the teaching and learning methodologies 

of social work and evangelism were incompatible.  As Furness himself commented, “No 

agreement seemed possible on how to proceed in the integration of social work methods 

with the Christian Service activities of the College.”48  

 In 1963, Furness received a personal visit from PCB’s new president, Douglas 

MacCorkle, who indicated interest in Furness’s vision of beginning a social work 

program at PCB.  By 1965 plans had progressed to the point that the president and the 

Board of Trustees had approved Furness to become Director of the Bible Social Work 

program to begin laying the necessary groundwork.  In a 1965 report to the President and 

Board of Trustees, Furness clarified three reasons for creating a social work program at 

PCB: 

The first factor to emerge years ago is an increasingly urgent one.  Born 
again Christians must be prepared to be administrators of Christian 
institutions.  There is increasing insistence by State governments that staff 
workers and executives in such institutions have the Master of Social 
Work degree.  The second major factor is that of the new admission by the 
social work profession that there will not be enough social workers in the 
foreseeable future to meet the needs of an exploding population, even in 
part.  With the concomitant multiplication of social problems, we are 
being asked to help, as long as we perform our services in an expert way.  
The third factor is the one which particularly justifies the Philadelphia 
College of Bible in its adoption of a long-range plan of inner city 
evangelization.  This is the use of social work methods to make more 
contacts with the unreached than ever before, in conjunction with the 
Christian Service and Missions Departments.49 

 
At various points throughout the process the school “backpeddled a bit”. . . the 

social work department and its defenders at certain points in its genesis felt they had to 

justify its existence to dissenters, including some faculty and members of the Board of 

                                                
48 Furness, “Education for the Social Work Profession,” 190.   

49 Ibid., 193-94.   
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Trustees.  “This will be gospel ministry to the disadvantaged” was a typical sort of 

justification in defense of the new program.50  Despite those political battles in the early 

years of the program, the launching of the social work program represented an important 

“loosening of the tight grip” that dispensationalism had historically demonstrated 

throughout the institution.51  Put another way, the development of a social work program 

at PCB represents a tangible shift from a heavy focus on educating towards heavenly 

citizenship to a realization that the Christian message also has something to say about the 

common good with respect to earthly citizenship.   

 Given this brief historical sketch of Christian social service and PCB’s place in 

that historical context, the importance of the PCB case study comes into sharper focus.  

The historical record shows that prior to PCB’s social work program there were no Bible 

colleges that offered any kind of social work degree, although a few church-related and 

Christian liberal arts colleges did.52  The following analysis will show how the PCB 

social work program contributed to the curriculum as an instance of thicker citizenship 

training.   

 
PCB and the Social Work Curriculum 

 In 1978 the PCB social work curriculum—called the “Bible Social Work” 

program—actually had two programs:  Human Services and Social Work Practice.  The 

                                                
50 Todd Williams, telephone interview. 

51 Ibid.   

52 The 1968 publication Constituent Members of the Council on Social Work Education (CSWE) 
shows that the following Christian and church-related colleges were in the accreditation process for their 
social work degree programs:  Taylor University, Eastern Nazarene College, Seattle Pacific College, 
Wheaton College, Baylor University, and Philadelphia College of Bible.  See Janet E. Furness’s chapter 
“Philadelphia College of Bible: A Syllabus for Action,” in “Education for the Social Work Profession,” 
173-74.  
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former was a four-year program designed specifically for those who would use social 

work best practices in church-related ministries, while the latter was a five-year program 

that prepared students to do professional social work at an entry-level.  The catalogue 

went on to point out the “great need in Christian agencies to secure social workers with 

professional training as well as spiritual qualifications,” and the PCB social work 

program in 1978 was an attempt to provide that kind of integration from an evangelical 

perspective while simultaneously offering legitimate professional training from the social 

work field.53  A few of the course descriptions serve to illustrate this point: 

Sw 261, Social Work Basics (3 hrs):  A study of the history, philosophy, 
and values of the social work profession seen growing out of expanding 
social welfare needs and leading to the variety of social services now 
available.  A course basic to all other professional social work courses. 
 
Sw 263, The Bible and Human Services (2 hrs): A study of biblical 
teaching concerning the social responsibility of Christians and local 
churches to minister to people with needs.  Bible content is studied 
inductively to ascertain the development of a biblical ethic as a basis for 
social responsibility.  A course basic to all other professional social work 
courses.   
 
Sw 364, Social Administration and Delivery of Service (3 hrs):  Study of 
the structure and operation of the social agency, with focus on function of 
each worker in delivery of service to persons in need, including direct 
services, liaison, and referral.  Policies, procedures and report writing are 
covered.  Specific study of city mission administration and service is 
made.54 

 
The creation of the Social Work program was an important historical change at 

PCB.  The ushering in of the new degree program signaled a significant broadening of the 

school’s historical distinctive niche of preparing full-time Christian workers for roles that 

had been defined by the early twentieth-century fundamentalists’ modus operandi for 

                                                
53 PCB Catalogue, 1978-1979, 68.   

54 Ibid., 69.   
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cultural engagement, namely church ministry and evangelism.  Scofield himself would 

likely have frowned upon the broadening of these categories to include a social reform 

program that addressed the complexities of “social evils” from anything other than a 

scriptural or evangelistic perspective.  In answer to the question “Is it not part of the 

mission of the church to correct the social evils of our day?” Scofield once replied: 

The church has but one mission, defined in Luke 24:47, 48; Matthew 
28:18-20; Acts 1:8; and the church works most powerfully toward the 
solution of social problems not by turning reformer, but by preaching the 
gospel in the power of the Holy Spirit.  When Christ was on earth all the 
social problems—slavery, intemperance, prostitution, unequal distribution 
of wealth, oppression of the weak by the strong—were at their worst.  To 
cure them He put into the world one message—the gospel, one means—
regeneration, one agency,—the Holy Spirit in the church.  The best help a 
pastor can bring to the social problems of his community is to humble 
himself before God, forsake his sins, receive the filling with the Holy 
Spirit, and preach a pure gospel in tender love.55 

 
It is fair to conclude from this statement that Scofield would have chafed at the above 

Social Work course descriptions, given their focus on identifying “earthly” causes and 

solutions to what he would have characterized as spiritually-based problems.    

For the sake of this study, a few observations are appropriate.  First, the 

broadening curriculum that was part and parcel of the social work program’s genesis is a 

noteworthy study in and of itself.  PCB took the lead among Bible colleges in 

establishing the first social work degree program of its kind.  Furthermore, this addition 

would not have been possible absent willingness on the part of the faculty and 

administration to examine and challenge prior assumptions about what it meant to 

educate Christianly as a Bible college.  The historical importance of this particular point 

cannot be overemphasized.  As a rule many Bible college educators had been skeptical of 
                                                

55 C. I. Scofield, “Civic Righteousness,” in Dr. C. I. Scofield’s Question Box, ed. Ella Pohle (Pasig 
City, TN: Lifeline Phillipines, n.d.), 36.    
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extra-biblical coursework, thus courses in the liberal arts and social sciences were viewed 

with an eye of suspicion.  The social sciences in particular had suffered from mass 

unpopularity in the Bible college community because, as Virginia Brereton explains: 

The social sciences—political science, economics, psychology, and 
sociology—posed the greatest threat to the Bible school view of the world, 
for they tended to place humanity and human concepts in the foreground, 
and offered naturalistic explanations of human behavior, with little or no 
reference to divine activity and divine history….Then, too, the habit of 
“separation from the world,” practiced particularly among holiness 
advocates, discouraged extensive exploration of political, social, or 
economic phenomena.56   

 
Second, the creation of the social work program at PCB is tangible evidence for 

the institution’s commitment to social justice issues that were rarely addressed by 

evangelicals in the middle part of the twentieth century.  The relevance of PCB becoming 

the first of the Bible colleges to implement a social work program should not be 

underemphasized.  As was demonstrated in chapter four, many of the fundamentalist-

dispensationalist leaders who became Bible college leaders believed that spending too 

much time and effort on activities that did not “save souls” was wasted time.  Moreover, 

as shown above, Scofield clearly articulated his own bias towards evangelism as the 

activity in which Christians should be most engaged versus other activities.  Such 

suspicion of “worldly” methods of redemption manifested themselves in the form of 

trustee and faculty resistance when the PCB social work program was being launched.   

Third, and related to the second point, the creation and continuing development of 

the PCB social work program is evidence of an institutional commitment to a thicker 

concept of the common good and citizenship, even though the actual degree program is 

                                                
56 Virginia L. Brereton, Training God’s Army: The American Bible School, 1880-1940 

(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1990), 103.   
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professional in nature and is not a liberal arts degree.  The course descriptions reveal that 

the purposes of the program are not merely to win souls to salvation through 

humanitarian work, but to bring redemption to suffering human beings in a more this-

worldly way.   

 
PCB Catalogue, 1978 vs. 1998 

In 1998 the sake for which Philadelphia College of Bible had been founded was 

still being reflected in institution’s official literature:  “The College was founded for the 

purpose of preparing personnel for church-related vocations and to this purpose it has 

remained true.”57  Additionally, the same three purposes outlined in the 1978 catalogue 

appear in the 1998 catalogue.  There are, however, a few notable changes worthy of 

consideration.  Toward this end it is worth quoting the 1998 purposes at length:   

The Academic Purpose 
Philadelphia College of Bible purposes to provide a program of study and an 
environment in which students may acquire a knowledge of the Scriptures, the 
liberal arts, and professional theory; develop a biblical world and life view; and 
establish patterns for continuing intellectual development. More specifically, the 
College purposes: 
• To give students a working knowledge of the Bible and instill a recognition of 
its authority over all areas of learning. 
• To stimulate within students a spirit of inquiry and discernment. 
• To cultivate students’ abilities in the arts of reading, writing, speaking and 
listening. 
• To increase students’ understanding and appreciation of their physical 
environment. 
• To enhance students’ awareness and appreciation of their own and other cultural 
heritages. 
• To instruct students in the knowledge and theory appropriate to their chosen 
professional field of service. 
• To enable students to develop and maintain sound physical and mental health. 
• To encourage students to integrate knowledge in a way that will develop mature 
patterns of behavior. 
 

                                                
57 PCB Catalogue, 1998, 6.   
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The Professional Purpose 
Philadelphia College of Bible purposes to prepare for Christian careers persons 
who are knowledgeable in their field, biblical in their life-style and effective in 
their communication of truth to the world. More specifically, the College 
purposes: 
 
• To equip students with the skills necessary for service in a professional field. 
• To prepare students for advanced professional education. 
• To involve students in Christian ministry through field experience. 
• To help students to apply Christian principles to the private, social and 
professional areas of their lives. 
• To alert students to the world’s spiritual need and stimulate a sense of 
responsibility for meeting it. 
 
The Community Purpose 
Philadelphia College of Bible purposes to serve both the Philadelphia 
metropolitan area and the worldwide community by providing qualified persons 
for ministry and by functioning as a Christian resource center. More specifically, 
the College purposes: 
 
• To prepare students to participate constructively in community life as Christian 
citizens. 
• To furnish professional workers for churches and other Christian agencies. 
• To offer the community opportunities to participate in cultural and religious 
events. 
• To serve the community as a Christian center for information. 
• To provide religious and social services to deal with social problems common to 
metropolitan areas.58 

 
The 1998 Academic Purpose includes several elements not present in the 1978 

version.  First, it references the need for the student to have knowledge of the liberal arts.  

Second, it enlarges the scope of the importance of knowing Scripture.  While the 1978 

version simply states that “the student may acquire a knowledge of the Scripture,”59 the 

1998 version enlarges that concept by asserting that PCB will “. . . give students a 

working knowledge of the Bible and instill a recognition of its authority over all areas of 

                                                
58 Ibid., 9-10.   

59 PCB Catalogue, 1978, 17.   
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learning.”60  In a twenty-year time span, then, the institution became more self-aware of 

the need to articulate more specifically the functional authority of the Bible over all 

academic disciplines.  Third, the 1978 Professional Purpose explicitly states that the 

institution prepares persons for “church-related” vocations, whereas the 1998 

Professional Purpose says that it prepares persons for “Christian” careers.  This subtle 

change is yet more evidence for the previously mentioned curricular broadening, namely 

from that of a traditional ministry-focused Bible college curriculum to that which more 

greatly resembles a Christian liberal arts college.  

 
Course Descriptions, 1998 

 Twenty years following the 1978 catalogue, the course descriptions bear out a 

more obvious holistic approach to education.   

Sw162. SOCIAL WORK BASICS, 3 credits 
A study of the profession of social work. Focus is on the biblical doctrine 
of social responsibility, social welfare history, policy and the development 
of present-day social work values, knowledge and skills. Second semester. 
 
Sw261. HUMAN AND CULTURAL DIVERSITY, 3 credits 
A study of ethnic, racial, economic and special interest groups in society 
and their relational dynamics. Exploration of student attitudes toward 
difference and strategies for empowerment of oppressed people are 
included. 
 
Sw362. HUMAN BEHAVIOR IN THE SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT, 3 
credits 
A course that has a person-in environment focus and examines the 
relationship among human biological, psychological, and sociocultural 
systems and their effect on human behavior and development. Attention 
will be given to determinants of behavior such as age, ethnicity, race, 
social class, sexual orientation and physical disabilities and their 
applicability to social work practice. Second semester.61 

                                                
60 PCB Catalogue, 1998, 9.   

61 Ibid., 128-29.   
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Evident in the language of these social work courses are emphases on the human 

condition.  Also evident in the language is a greater willingness to explore the depth and 

breadth of the question “what does it mean to be human?”  The Sw362 course testifies to 

this, going so far as to reveal that sexual orientation will be studied.  That this is the case 

is yet additional proof that, as time passed at PCB, the coursework itself came to reflect 

more and more of an emphasis on the common good and this-worldly citizenship.  

Indeed, it represents an abandonment of the older and narrower Bible college model of 

education where education is done largely for the sake of full-time Christian service only. 

Hu131. CHRISTIANITY AND CONTEMPORARY CULTURE, 3 credits  
A study and critique of contemporary culture from a biblical and 
philosophical perspective.  Prominent emphases in contemporary life are 
examined within a biblical framework and strategies for individual and 
social change are introduced.  Second semester.  Offered only at Wisconsin 
Wilderness Campus.  
 
Hu231. LITERATURE AND ARTS OF THE WESTERN WORLD I, 3 
credits  
An introduction to literature and the arts from the Age of Homer to the 
English Renaissance.  Fiction, poetry and drama are emphasized.  The arts, 
such as music, painting, sculpture and architecture, are studied in their 
cultural contexts.  First semester.  
 
Hu232. LITERATURE AND ARTS OF THE WESTERN WORLD II, 3 
credits  
An introduction to literature and the arts from the English Renaissance to 
the twentieth century.  The genres of literature are analyzed and the arts, 
including music, architecture, and the visual and media arts, are examined 
and evaluated. Second semester.62  

 
The language of these humanities courses further underscores the increased emphasis on 

the value of being broadly educated.  With the exception of the Hu131 course, the 

humanities course descriptions are indistinguishable from what one might find at a 

secular liberal arts institution. Set within the context of the Academic, Professional, and 
                                                

62 Ibid., 106-07.   
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Community Purposes, however, it is clear that the language of the course descriptions 

represents an increased emphasis on the human situation through history—all from the 

perspective of a biblical world and life view.   

 
Key Changes since 2000:  Dispensationalism in Decline 

Even though advent of the social work program in 1963 represents the first 

obvious sign of decline in the dispensational influence that has historically kept PCB 

more heavenly than earthly-minded in it educational philosophy, more recently the 

institution (renamed Philadelphia Biblical University in 2000) has sought to distance 

itself from being so obviously dispensational, while at the same time remaining 

unapologetically evangelical and conservative in its theology.  As recently as the 2004-

2005 catalogue the PBU doctrinal position statement included a paragraph detailing its 

dispensational leanings.  It reads as follows: 

We believe that God in the Scriptures has progressively revealed Himself 
through successive ages, during each of which man has been tested in 
respect of obedience to some specific revelation of the will of God; and 
we believe further that this dispensational viewpoint provides the key to 
correct interpretation of the plan and purpose of God in the world, past, 
present, and future, as it relates to the Church, to Israel, and to the nations.  
We believe in the actual offering of a kingdom to Israel by Christ at His 
first coming, and His postponement thereof as a result of their rejection.  
We believe that Israel, as well as the Church and nations, is included in the 
future aspects of God’s program.63 
 

The 2008-2009 catalogue, however, has completely omitted this section, and 

dispensationalism as a distinctive element of the PCB tradition is noticeably diminished.  

Rather than it being featured as a defining hallmark, it now appears to be an appreciated 

element of institutional history as well as a present-day ethos-shaping force for the 
                                                

63 Philadelphia Biblical University Undergraduate Catalogue, 2004-2005 (Philadelphia Biblical 
University), 9-10.   
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institution, although much more moderate than was the case just a few years ago.  The 

08-09 doctrinal statement refers to dispensationalism as a part of the institution’s 

makeup, but with much less specificity than the 04-05 statement above.  The preamble to 

the new doctrinal statement declares that “Philadelphia Biblical University is a 

conservative, evangelical, non-charismatic, and denominationally unaffiliated academic 

institution within the dispensational, premillennial tradition.”  Section seven of the 

doctrinal statement states “We believe that the Church, the spiritual body of Christ 

inaugurated by the Holy Spirit at Pentecost, is distinct from God’s plan for Israel, and 

consists solely of those who have trusted Jesus Christ for salvation.”64 

A final piece of evidence for declining dispensational influence at PBU is the 

change of mission statement that was formally voted into effect in November of 2005.65 

The following are PBU mission statements, old and new: 

Old: Philadelphia Biblical University exists to develop for the Christian 
church and related ministries leaders who possess a foundational 
knowledge of the Scriptures and a biblical world/life view.  Its educational 
climate fosters development of intellectual and spiritual maturity, 
leadership potential and a global perspective on mission.  Undergraduate 
programs emphasize biblical studies complemented by general and 
professional education, and field experience.66 
 
New:  Philadelphia Biblical University exists to educate students to serve 
Christ in the church, society, and the world as biblically minded, well-
educated, and professionally competent men and women of character.67 
 

                                                
64 Philadelphia Biblical University Undergraduate Catalogue, 2008-2009, 

http://catalog.pbu.edu/content.php?catoid=14&navoid=177 (accessed December 22, 2009).   

65 Todd Williams, telephone interview. 

66 Philadelphia Biblical University Undergraduate Catalogue, 2005-2006, 
http://catalog.pbu.edu/content.php?catoid=5&navoid=58#Mission (accessed December 22, 2009).   

67 Philadelphia Biblical University Undergraduate Catalogue, 2006-2007, 
http://catalog.pbu.edu/content.php?catoid=9&navoid=120#Mission (accessed December 22, 2009).   
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The language of the old mission statement indicates a historically heavy leaning towards 

educating heavenly citizens, namely those who intend to go into full-time Christian 

service.  Furthermore, the former mission statement implies that the main emphasis of 

education in the PCB context as recently as 2006 was biblical studies, with general and 

professional education added on.  Under the new mission statement, earthly citizenship 

guided by biblical principles is emphasized.  This means that the institution 

emphasizes—in a way it once did not—the importance of preparing students to become 

citizens in all sectors of society, not just the church and churchly professions.  Because of 

this broadened emphasis, president Williams points out that rigorous academics and 

qualified instructors are essential and that hiring practices matter.  More specifically, 

hiring professors with earned Ph.D.’s in the relevant field is critically important; it is not 

enough for them to have a seminary education only.68  PBU maintains a hiring policy that 

requires all faculty members to sign the institutional statement of faith, which includes 

the following dispensational component: 

We believe that the Church, the spiritual body of Christ inaugurated by the 
Holy Spirit at Pentecost, is distinct from God’s plan for Israel, and consists 
solely of those who have trusted Jesus Christ for salvation. We believe 
that its members are indwelt by the Holy Spirit from the moment of 
conversion and are enabled by Him to glorify the Lord Jesus by living 
godly lives, strengthening one another, and making disciples throughout 
all nations.69 
 

As a part of hiring process, applicants have to opportunity to express in writing their 

concerns (on the back of the Statement of Faith signature document) or disagreement 

with any portion of the Statement. 

                                                
68 Todd Williams, telephone interview.   

69 “Statement of Faith,” Philadelphia Biblical University, http://www.pbu.edu/info/doctrine.htm 
(accessed February 5, 2010).   
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From the historical documents, it is clear that the original purpose of Scofield’s 

institution was to train citizens of heaven.  It is also clear from this study that in recent 

years the original mission has in fact broadened to include the training of citizens of earth 

as well as of heaven.  In terms of faculty attitudes toward virtuous citizens of earth today, 

President Williams argues that “most [faculty members] today do not embrace the ‘[this 

world] doesn’t matter’ model…so we have moved past that.”70  The majority, especially 

those in the liberal arts and professional programs are engaged and concerned about the 

common good. With respect to developing a more nuanced understanding of the common 

good, however, that occurs largely within political science courses.71 

Another example of PBU’s commitment to citizen-formation and developing a 

campus-wide understanding of the common good is Constitution Day, an annual 

September lecture where issues relevant to citizenship are brought to the student body by 

PBU faculty members, outside experts and even the current PBU president himself.  The 

annual service is dedicated to forming virtuous citizens of country, albeit in a biblically-

sound way.72  Constitution Day topics for the last five years include the drafting and 

approval of the Constitution, its philosophical connections to the Magna Carta, the 

promotion and preservation of freedom, the rule of law, and citizenship obligations of 

rendering to Caesar what is Caesar’s.73   

PBU’s growing commitment to educating virtuous earthly citizens is not, 

however, mutually exclusive of the strongest of its historical purposes, namely to 
                                                

70 Todd Williams, telephone interview.   

71 Ibid.   

72 Ibid. 

73 Todd Williams, email to author, November 13, 2009. 
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thoroughly educate students with regard to Bible knowledge.  PBU has maintained its 

commitment to rigorous Bible education through keeping a thirty-six semester hour 

requirement in Bible, theology, and church history courses for every student who 

graduates from the institution.  Prior to the 2006-2007 academic year, this requirement 

was even more rigorous—fifty-one semester hours of academic credit in these areas were 

required.74  President Williams is not worried that this reduction in required Bible courses 

reflects a diminished commitment to rigorous Bible education at PBU.  Rather he points 

out that PBU is “cutting a different path as a biblical university…Bible education is still 

central but as an integrative piece to the professions and liberal arts.”75  An important fact 

to note at this point in the analysis is that, although PBU is officially regionally 

accredited by the Middle States Commission on Higher Education, it is also nationally 

accredited by the Association of Biblical Higher Education (ABHE).76  The ABHE 

requires that all fully-accredited members exact at least a thirty semester hour Bible 

requirement on all diploma-receiving students.77 

 
Conclusion 

 
Chapter two introduced the concept of a “thick” understanding of the common 

good, meaning that a society that has it must operate on the basis of a worldview held 

                                                
74 Todd Williams, telephone interview. 

75 Ibid.   

76 “Accreditation,” Philadelphia Biblical University, http://www.pbu.edu/info/accredit.htm 
(accessed November 28, 2009).   

77 Comprehensive Integrated Standards for Institutional Accreditation (Orlando: Association for 
Biblical Higher Education, 2009), 29. Specifically, the manual reads as follows:  “A Bible/theology 
component equivalent to 30 semester hours, 9 of which may be in interdisciplinary Bible related courses for 
a non- church related baccalaureate, 18 semester hours of Bible/theology for a non-traditional degree 
completion program and 12 semester hours of Bible/theology for a one- or two-year program” (29). 
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consistently and pervasively by its members, where virtue as understood by that 

worldview is held as the essential ingredient for flourishing.  Additionally, a thick 

understanding of the common is holistic in its telos, meaning that it aims at the good of 

this world as well as promise of the life beyond.   

The evidence presented in this study suggests that Scofieldian dispensationalism 

does not comport easily with an education whose aim is to prepare students to be virtuous 

citizens of this world and who are capable of contributing to and living out a thick 

understanding of the common good as a result of that education. This version of 

dispensationalism in the PCB context issued in practice that was driven by a 

nonreflective urgency to get kingdom work done solely through the church and 

evangelistic enterprises until the creation of the social work program.   

One main dynamic this chapter has sought to demonstrate is that Scofieldian 

dispensationalism has declined at PBU as the years have gone by.  The causes of this 

dynamic are a combination of pragmatism and principle.  On the pragmatic side, in order 

for the operation to survive at times the institution’s leaders appear to have broadened the 

curriculum beyond the scope of Scofield’s heavenly-citizen forming philosophy of 

education.  PBU president Todd Williams points out that evangelicals are pragmatists in 

their thinking for the most part, and he acknowledges that the same has often proven true 

at PBU.  Financial as well as accreditation pressures have, over the history of the 

institution, motivated institutional changes such as new academic programs that 

challenged a Scofieldian-type dispensational philosophy of education.78   

                                                
78 Todd Williams, telephone interview.   
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On the principled side of the equation, the new president and administration are 

clearly moving PBU in a new direction, namely that of a “biblical university.”  Although 

this nomenclature suffers somewhat from ambiguity, Williams means by this that the 

institution’s purpose is to bring biblical knowledge to bear on all the other disciplines that 

are offered.  As he has pointed out, “Bible education is still central but as an integrative 

piece to the professions and liberal arts.”79  On its face, this claim appears to indicate an 

underlying assumption similar to that of the Common Sense-informed old-time college, 

namely that truth revealed through Scripture and truth discovered through the academic 

disciplines go hand-in-hand.  This is a conclusion that most any Christian liberal arts 

college would affirm.  However, a distinguishing feature for PBU is that, unlike most 

Christian liberal arts colleges, it has retained a rigorous thirty-six semester-hour Bible 

core.    

With regard to the decline in commitment to Scofieldian dispensationalism at 

PBU, it is important to realize that the institution has moved to embrace a broader and 

more fully-orbed understanding of what it means to educate students according to a 

biblical worldview that informs all aspects of life in this present world as well as in the 

life to come, not just one or the other.  This commitment to a broader understanding of 

biblical worldview is essential to PBU’s success in embracing a thick understanding of 

the common good, namely because the telos towards which its education is aimed now 

includes the present world and its good, not just the hope of the life to come.  The fact 

that there is such an event as “Constitution Day” is a signal that the institution is making 

a sincere attempt to educate virtuous citizens of this world.  Such an educational event 

                                                
79 Ibid.   
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flies in the face of dispensational premillennial educators of yesteryear, including 

Scofield himself.  As Marsden has noted, “Premillennialism taught that no trust should be 

put in kings or governments and that no government would be specially blessed by God 

until the coming of the King who would personally lead in defeating the forces of 

Satan.”80 

As seen in the evidence of this research, the institution’s leadership over the 

decades has recognized that Scofield’s premillennial dispensational theology is 

insufficient in its breadth to support this understanding, and it recognizes that an 

intellectually respectable biblical education must take seriously the project to form 

student citizens of this earth, not just prepare them to win souls for citizenship in heaven.  
                                                
80 Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture, 143.  
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