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When we ac Methodists say that we test our faith, our actions and affirma-
tions by the Wesleyan quadrilateral--tradition, scripture, experience and
reason--we often do not know what a big project we have undertaken.! Indeed,
thoce religious groups which have credal standards, or liturgical statements,
or an overwhelming sense of tradition, may seem to have an eacsier task in main-
taining their faith and their religious 1institutions intact. This 1ic not
necessarily true, hawever, because upheavals in all Christian inctitutions in
the late 19tk century were nc respectors of institutional loyalties, and nc
d?uup was immune from the necessity to think and rethink ite approach to the
faith which was supposedly delivered once and for all times.

In the centuries before there was a Methodise, and even more centuries
beforz the Wecleyan GRuadrilateral was «clearly spelled out, there were many
instances where experience seemed to modify tradition, or reason seemed to
thallenge scripture, or some other combination. For example, when in the year
of hie death, 1543, Nicholas Copernicus, a Folish astronomer. publiched hic

book entitlec Concerning the FRevoluticn of the Celestial Spherec, he usec

reason to challenge a fairly widely-held tradition.? He dicacreed with the

trascdition which ascsumed that the earth stcod ctill and that the sun anc =11 the

*The "Wecleyan Quadrilateral" was first worked out by the Theological
Study Commiccion on Doctrines and Doctrinal Statements, with Albert Outler ac
Chairman. It was 1n preparation for the General Conference of 1972. The
analysie of the four parte first appeared i1n the 1972 Discipline, Section 70,
pp. 75-78, and they appear in subsequent editicns of the Diccipline.

2There are many cstudiec of Copernicus (1473-1543) and hic i1nfluence. Some
examples s&re: Owen Gingerich, ed., The Nature of Scientific Discovery, ¢
symposilum commemorsting the 3500th birthdav of Copernicue in 1973 (Washingtcn,
D.C.: Smithecnian Institution Frees, 1975): Angus Armitage. The kerld ot
Copernicucs:  Sun, Stand Thou Still (Rew Yerl: Henrv Schuman, 1947, Mentor
peper boohk, 1951): Robert S. Westman, ed.. The Copernican_Achievemert
tbBerkelev, Celifornie: Tne Univercs:tv of Califernia Press, 19755,
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heavenly bodies moved around it in various ways. He dared to deny this and
state that the earth was actually hurtling through space around the sun. This
idea, unpublished wuntil his death, seemss not to have been widely known in his
lifetime, however, for he lived on a stipend from the Roman Catholic Church and
functioned as a canon--in charge of Church property--until his death.

A half century later these ideas were accepted and expanded by Galilei
Galileo.® He arqued that two bodies of unequal- weight because they were
affected by the same gravity, would +fall equally fast, and proved this by
dropping different sized objects off the leaning tower in his home town of
"Pisa. For his rash new ides, he was forced to leave the Univercsity of Pisa.
He made other discoveriec and had other problems for much of hic life. In 1432
when he wac &8 yearc old the Roman Catholic Inquisition called him to account,
and forced him to deny his findings that the earth moved. After they forced
him to admit that the earth really stood still, he is supposed to have said
under his breath, "I etill say the earth moves." His works were put on the
Index of Forbidden Eocks of the Roman church where they remained for 200 years.

Copernicucs and Galilec formed the foundation for Huygen, Kepler and Icaac
Newton. All these men worked in the fields of natural sciences, and thev
caucsed reactione in their own day. 1 know we all studied these men in our hich
schocl science cources, and we take their theories for granted--the movement of
the earth, gravity, and the like. Some of us may have difficulty understanding

why thece ideas should have cauced such a stir in religious circles.

SSome representative studies of Galileo (1561-1642) and his influence
are: William Dodge Gray, Harold Underwood Faulkner, eds., The Defense of
Galileo, by Thom2e Campanella, trans., Grant McColley (Northampton., Mass.:
Department of Historv of Smith College. 1937, reprint 1975): Giorgio de
Santilla, The Lrime of Galileo (Chicazoo: University of Chicago Press, 1555},
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The problems ¢for the the religious establishment were far from over,
however, in fact just beginning. The scientific age posed many questions and

presented many answers which the pre-Scientific age «could not have known

about. Think, for example, of Charles Darwin and his Origin of the Species of
1859.4 Think of the Scopes trial in 1925 and the reactionary arguments for the
traditional pre-scientific ideas put forth by William Jennings Bryan, twice a
cerious candidate for President of our country. Think of the law requiring
teaching the Bible ac scientific theory which was just struck down in Louisiana
thie yesar. Think ©f the whole field of psycholoayv, topped off with Sigmund
Freud's ideas, which assume that our personality is not some separate entity or
gqgl, but 1is formed as an interaction among our various psy;ho-somatic ener-
giés. We all know of other seeming conficts between science and religion in
many &reas.®

I want to concentrate today, however, in one other portion of our tradi-
tion, and one which had a specific reference to The 1Iliff School of Theoloay
and the Denver area. Thics concerns how to study the Bible and how tc use thece
new incsights. In thi1: inctance reason was aivern & significant place to
augment, or even toc correct what had been 2ssumed in tradition or in scripturel
interpretaticon. The whole 19th century was & period of rapid development in

methods of PBible recearch. and ncot often did new insights merelv parrot

“Darwin’cs book was the culmination of many scientific studies before hic
own time. Darwin (1809-1882) 1is the center of countlece studies cince his
time. Two quite different erxamples are: Howard E. Gruber, Darwin on Man: &
peychclogicel study of Scientific Crestivitvy (Chicaage: University of Chicace
Presse, 1974, 1961): &nd Meel C. Gillespie, Charles Darwin and the Prohlem of
Creation (Chicago: Univereity of Chicacc Prese, 1979).

®A much-qucted study, 2lthough somewhat out of date. ic that cf Andrew
Dickson White, The Warfare of Science with Theologv in Christendons (2 vols..
New Ycrk: ©D. fpopleton and Co.. 1896, reperint 1922, reprint 1963).
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from an earlier age--perhaps I should say never did they merely repeat the

tradition of the past. They aﬁgmented, or even challenged earlier presupposi-
tione.

I think the whole field of what is called "higher criticisas® of the Rible
is too 1little known in our churches. I take every opportunity I have to share
this information with lay groupcs in many denominations. The development of
these new insights 1in Bible study did not come without some rather sharp
conflict, however. For example, to suogecst that the Bible was written by real
human beings 1like you and me wacs almost sacrilege: to suggect that orel
fradition continued and was modified many times before it appeared in the
written foerm acs we have it was tc impuagn the validity of the "sacred" scrip-
ture; the sugoestion that there are quite different theological concepte and
traditions woven together--sometimes side by side in the same books--was to
deny that God had cne and only one uniform message ¢from cover to cover, and

herce was to suggest that the Bible authors acted from impure amotives. What
then is unchanging and csolidly fundamental to the faith?

In our country there did noct <ceem to be serious reactions te. this new
scholarcship until after the civil war. From then to World War I the discsent
grew louder sno more organizec. In 1876 there wee a huge “"prophecy conference”
in New Yori; and in 1B78 & <cimilar one 1in Chicagc.® There were alsc the
Niagara Bible Conferences, named because of where they met every summer from
1875 to 1501.7 The leaders emphacized not only the literal second coming cf

Jesus, but sought & pattern in God's action--called Dispencationalicss.

¢Sidney hhlstrom, A Religious Historv of the American People (New Hzven:
Yzle Urniversity Precss, 1972), p. BOS.

?C. Allyn Russell, Voices of Ameracan Fundamentaliem: Seven Bicoraphicel
Studiecs ¢(Fhiledelphia: The Westminster Fress, 1976), p. 17.
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Soon these groups developed "Bible Colleges® to maintain the anti-higher
criticism approach to the Bible. Two big names of the period were Dwight
L. Moody and Cyrus Ingersoll Scofield--the one has a FEible school named for
him, and the latter is known for his reference Bible which was not troubled by
any of the new insights of Biblical understanding. Some of Scofield’'s unschol-
arly emphases and some of his followers were ultimately organized inte what ic
now the Dallas Theological Seminary.®

While these reactions to contemporary Bible study often became "independ-
ent" and claimed tc be above all denominationc--often called by the mis-romer
..0f "non-denominational," they often had their origins in more credal churches
Mas the Fresbyterians. 1In the two decades before 1900 several doctrines were

widely discussed, which became the so-called "five points” of Fundamentalicm.®

®Ahlctrom, Ibid., pp. B0B-B10

*There is some confusion about the origin of the famous “Five Fointcs*® of
Fundamentalism. Steward 6. Cole, in his The History of Fundamentalics (New
York: R. K. Smith, 1931), pp. 34, 98-99, ctates that they were formulated at &
Niagara Conference meeting in {895, It ceems more likelv, however, that they
were discussed, along with other aspects of belief, at the various Niagara
Conferences during the period. They were officially adopted by the Frecskvte-
rian General Assembly in 1910, and reaifirmed in 1916 and 1923. Ernect
R. Sandeen, The FRoots of Fundementalism: Eritich and American Millenarianiem,
1800-1930 (Chiczeo: University of Chicage Fress, 1970), p. xiv: Georce
M. Marsden. Fundamentalism and American Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth-
Century Evangelicalism: 1870-1925 (Oxfeord: Oxford University Freese, 1980),
p. 117. These points are also summarized in Normezn F. Furnice, The Fundamen-
talicst Controversy, 1919-1931 (New Haven, Conn.: VYale University Frecc, 1954;
reprinted in Archon Books, 1963), p. 13.

The Fundamentalist attitudes were furthered during the next two decades by
cuch organizations ac the following twelve:

1. Victerious Life Testimony;
Christian Fundamentales League
hesociation of Conservative Evangelical Colleges;
The Leagque of Evangelical Students:
Aniti-Evolution League of America
The Eryan Eible Leaoue:
Defenders of the Christian Faith;
Bible Crucaderc of fimerica:
The Supreme Kingdom., (a Biblically-based rival of the ku

el I » S A, B SN Y I N
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These were, it was presumed, Fundamental to eQery Christian approach, finally
given official approval in the Presbyterian General Assembly in 1910. They
were:

1. Absolute belief in the Viragin Birth of Jesus;

2. Substitutionary atonement by Christ on the cross;

3. literal physical resurrection;

4, visible, bodily return of Jesus on earth--the second coming;

o absolute inerrancy of the scriptures, including literal belief

in the miracles of Jesus.

Soon two wealthy laymen provided for the publication of 12 small volumes,
called "The Fundamentals," appearing between 1910 and 1915. Before HWorld War I
they had circulated about three million copies to ministers, professors, and
YMCA léaders.‘° The pamphlete were opposed to other contemporary ideas such
as:

1. the thought of Darwin, evolution, modern biolooy;

2. historiczl analysis of Bible and of theclogy and the creeds;

3. liberal and open-minded tendencies in many Frotestant churches;

4. the soccial c¢ospel--or the belief that the church should deal with

icsues such as: a. nunger: b. poverty; «c. race relations:

d. war and peace; and economic issues and labor movements.'?

Klux Klan, and there were some leaders common to both the
Supreme Kingdom and the Klan);

10. The Baptist Bible Union of North America:

11, The American Conference of Undenominational Churches;

12. The World'es Christien Fundamentals Association.

°phletrom, Ibid.. . B815. Il1iff possescses a complete set of these

booklete. Samples of the ecssaye are: “Fallacies of Higher Craticism”:

"History of Higher Criticisa": "My Personal Experience with Higher Criticism";
"A Potent Arqument for Fulfilled Prophecy": "One Isaiah.”

''Norman Furnicse, lkid., cives a good centext for the whole wmoverent 1n
hic second chapter. entitled “The appearance ot the Controversy.”



7
While Methodism as a whole has had only a minimum of heresy-hunting over
these doctrinal matters, early in this century Iliff became the object of such

charges led by the Denver Presbytery. In the Rocky Mountain News of January

19, 1919, there appeared a headline: "Presbytery Asks Bgycott of Denver
University and The 1Il1iff School."'® The sub-title stated that a special
committee had found both schools "hotbeds of infidelity." The committee tc
make the report had been appointed the previous year and various critics
evaluated the bookes being used in D.U.’'s religion courses, and at Iliff. They
summarized their concerns in three points:

{. these schocls do not give enough emphasic to the divinity of Christ;

2. these <echools do not emphacsize sufficientlv the inspiration of scripture;
in fact, they even teach "higher criticism” of the Bible; and 3. these schools
were cuspected of accepting the doctrine of evolution. The Presbyteriancs
stated that until things changed, they would send none of their students tc
these schools. or at least they would give them no financial help. Some
suggested that the Presbytery should form their own college on an "orthodox®
bezsis. They awaited the response from the Univérsity and The I1l1iff School cf
Theology. twc Methodist inst:tutions on adjacent campuses.

The next day the newspaper carried & note that the two institutions woulc
reply--with a +front pzge story--the very next Sunday. In the meantime severeal
ministere ot differing denominatione were interviewed concerning the contro-
vercy. The title of this article was:"'God Bless DU’ assert defenders:
‘Liberality a failacv.’ sav criticse."*3> While many ministers agreed with the

Fresbyterian charges, a congregational wminister stated: "No thinking person

12Rocirvy Mountain News, Januarv 19, 1919,

'3Roci'v_Mountain News. January 20, 1919,




today refuses to believe in evolution. Children have to face modern thought
when they qo out into the world, and if Denver University and The Iliff School
of Theology are giving their students modern teaching, I say, 'God blecse
them. "4

As promised, the next Sunday, the newspapers carried replies from the
Chancellor of the University of Denver, and the President of 1Iliff. The paper
also carried the full report of the Presbyterian challenges. The statement by
Chancellor Buchtel was entitled: “Forward laok, hupt for truth, DU'e airm,
Buchtel telle his critice."?'® He ogave many statistics, numberc of ministers
. and miccionaries trained, growth of the school. The faculty represents about e
dozen denominations, and are highly respected in their fields. Chapel is held
each day, and various professors and visitors are speakers. He summarized,

“Me frankly avow that we at the Univercity of Denver seek constantly

to cultivate the forward look, with hospitality to new ideals,

keeping ourselves free from bondage either to antiquity or to

novelty, but also cseeking to discover and to verify the truth,

striving cincerely and eagerly to bring facts to life. In the realn

of <cscience, in the realm of philosophy, . . . secial welfare,

. . . religion, whether these facte validate or invalidate previoucly

accepted opinions, we have the highest authority for maintaininc that

it ie the truth which makes men free."t®

Precident keebe. cf The 1liff School of Theology, stated in the same
resue: *1 do not feel that the repcrt of the Denver Presbytery merite ¢
reply. We extended a most cordial invitation to the Committee to visit the

echool, attend the classes and talk with the students and professors, and not

one of them put & foot incide our buildings.'?

141b1d.

'3Fpocky Mountain News, January 26, 1919.

télbrd.

171bad.
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While Chancellor Buchtel and President Beebe considered the case closed,
it was not. The same issue of the newspaper carried the whole Presbyterian
report, filling four and cone half columns of the paper. Some of the emotional,
and even irrelevant arqument 1is interesting now more than sixty years later.
The Presbyterian report is headed: “Presbytery says scriptures give way to
theory at school."t® I1f the schools, so the Frestyterians argued, sought to
instill religious values in students, by what logic should they be denying
exactly what they purport to affirm? "What would you think of a restaurateur
whose menuec would in the main te compoced of dishes containing poisonous
‘elements, and who was willing to take the responsibility for the death of his
patrons? Again, let it be asked why such a professed Christian institution be
guilty of this in the more precious realm of the spiritual?"®

In January 1919 MWorld War I had been over only twoc months, and the
Presbyterians were suspicious of anything “made in Germany," especially the

Biblical schalarship.

“In these days when there has been =such a slump in German
values, one wonders whether they are still disposed admiringly to
drive golden nails intc these wooden ctatues. In view of the fact
that much of thie teaching has been held recsponsible for the eclipse
of fzith which produced Prussien militarise and :1ts harvest of woec,
it would be pertinent to inguire whether a true Chrictian patrioticse
doee not gpcint to the opropristy of erercising such educational
censorchip ac may cdel:ver our youth from being honeycombed with the
element of decay and death.”

On the point of evolution, the Presbyterians were equally hostile.

“According tc this theory, as held by these authors, man was at
firet naught but an emergent brute, and the earliest religious
experience cf the race was fetishism, which by evolutionary develop-
ment wacs carri:ed forward without divine intervention through later

109]big.
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phases--Christianity included. . . . Monotheism, instead of being
first, was last. It was an evolutionary achievement."!?

This, they said, disagreed with the Bible, because the writers of Genesis
ascsumed that human beings were created perfect and unchanging.

Some of the argument waxes eloquent with its emotional argument. Concern-

ing the divinity of Jesus, they <stated: "They have taken away our Lord and
when they pretend to lead uz to Him, He turns out to be a counterfeit, for they
have divested him ©0¢ his deity." The elaborate and deteiled studies of
Biblical authorship were both misunderstood, and ridiculed. *"Riblical author-
ship and chrenology, whereby Mocses was 2 legislator and prophet, 1ic largely

felegated te the scrap heap; Deutercnomy being foisted on the nation in the

i

days of Josiah: and the balance of the Fentateuch being post-exilic,“2°
Concerning the newer ideacs that there were repetitions, and retellings of the
came storiec from different points of view, the Presbyterians complained that

the scholars were whittling down the Bible to a shorter version to suit

themeelves.

One cf thece canonc is tc the effect thkat when vou run afoul cf
more than one stery of the <came event, citt cut the chronologically
later one. . . . The reecson for thie 1¢ that the latter are mecre
liable tc oge*t be-whiskered with the miraculous. . . . Sc the testa-
ment mrei be put in the higher critic drydock that it may be made
ceawcrthy. Wknen $inpally it 1leaves . . . we will have, eccording tc
then, & smaller craft to be sure, but trimmer and much more depenc-
able than the old one which hac sailed in blessing over sinful human
ceae for the antecedent centuries. . . . lf the =<sacred writers were
as incompetent, unreliable and moved by such questionable concsidera-
ticne s in certain inctances, the hiocher critice declare them to be.
Our Lord included. then goodbye, eold Bibtle. You are not a seaworthy
craft in which to cet =sz1l1 for eternity."”

'91bid. The came report wacs carried by The Denver Times on the same dav.

=°1bid.



11
What they wanted to get back to, so they said,‘nas the "apostolic declaration”
that we have the scriptures because "holy mén of God spake as they were moved
by the Holy Ghost,"2! and this assumpticon for them left no room for anlysics or

scholarship.

Iliff's heritage of liberzlism ic not denied. Indeed, 1itce founding

{0

leaders were among the liberals cf their day. BRishop Henry White Warren made

cignificant statement at the opening of the Iliff Hall in 1893: “"The Il1¢f¢

Schoel! of Theoleogy hee been ecstablished to promote progreses in doctrine and
xperience. In doctrine it fears no criticiem, courts alwavs an advance."=%

Twenty years befaore that, however, when he was a minister in Philadelphia

'hé ozve 2 lecture entitled “The Dutv of the Church to the Intellect.” This wes

atinne 1n  Philadelphia which evidently had areat

pa |
prs

ons of the Lvcaeum nrece

influence in thet pert of our history. HRemembering that Darwin’'c Qrigin of the

Species was published only in 185%, and reremberinc alsc the tremencous
emoticonal ocutburcsts which have been directed at that werk, it ie 1nterecsting tc
rezs that enly 12 yeare a2fter thie publicztion Warren had said in 1871:

fqmong the millions trat leck to our churck {for instructicn 1n ming
and inspiraticn ¢f c=cirit mev be the future Newtcne, Kirchests,
Tyndells., znd lLarwine of ocur future science--¢ science that shall oe
sg sublime thzt we &re incapable of resginc the very primer of it
tedey. Let theze men bnow thst ths church :g tne source of develce-
TeEnty it i= not merely friengly ts knowleaoe. but the inepiretion of
it. and they wi1ll lesrn thet =l ecience end religlion are one, #hnc
tocth of God.=23

Werren was not one to be cswayed by the Fundementaslist reactionarv pleacs. HhHe

retired &t aoe 91 in M:=zv $161Z. and died two meonthe later.,

Thie ctatement 15 cerrieg 1rn eech isegue cf the cataloc of The 1114+
Schee! of Theologwv.

23Werren e lecture wece <:lec in the Warren papere, the Archives o¢ the
Koot Movntair Conferer-e of tre tnitec methoeicst Church, hoveeo 1n The liiéf
Strccl cf Thecicov Litrer ..
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By that time Harris Franklin Rall was President of Iliff, and taught some
theology. He was a liberal for his day. Not only was he a contemporary with
Borden Parker Bowne of Boston, but he emphasized a similar liberal idealism, as
we can diccern from his later published works. Rall moved to.BGarrett in 1915
where he remained the recst of his career. He was followed at Iliff in theology
tv Borden Howne Kescler., I think that name is interesting--Borden Bowne
Kescler, I have located nothing of his writing except class descriptione. I
acssume his theoloagy was cimilar to that of Rall.2¢

Remembering the charge that too much of the theology and Bible study was
;}Hade in bGermany" it 1its interesting to note that that was largely true at
11iff¢. Frecident Rall had studied at Halle-Wittenberg, the successor schoecl tc
Lether's  University. Licgar Eckhardt who also taught theology for 2 while
cstudied in Berlin. Borden FBowne Kessler had studied at Berlin., William
Lowstutter, professor of New Testament 1in the same period, studied both at
Marbturg and Berlin. In fact, in this decade beginning in 1910 everyene whc
taught at Il1iff except for one or two persons had part of his training in
Germany.2® Add to thic the fact that after Eishop "Warren retired and died in
1912, the next bishop in Denver was Francis J. McConnell, well-known for hic

PPy

li1bersl views. ecspecially in scocial actien.
Most influentizl in the school in this period, and the wmzjor figure 15
FEible study, waes Dr. Lindsay B. Longacre. He had degrees in mining encineering

and mucic before he decided on the ministry. He went to Jena., 1in Germeny. and

later to Berlin for hic 0ld Tectament training. There he was introduced to

24The old catalogs of The I1iff{ School of Theology are filed in the Rockv
Mocuntairn Conference Arcnives.

*Slbig.
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Biblical scholarship at its best. They were teaching the doctrina:

and analyzing authorship and doctrinal differences. Longacre was

student and quickly saw how he could apply this new knowledge

Testament study for the ministry and for teaching. Consequently, wh

to teach at Iliff 1in 1910 he introduced the most advanced German =
and he continued at Il1iff up to his retirement in 1942,

Since the Fundamentalists had the most problems with Bible ¢
and since Profeccor Longacre summarized his thought in a lecture se:
easily check the accuracy of the Fundamentalist criticisms. They ¢
éxample, that «critical scholarship taught that the 0ld Testament
by many individuales of diverse beliefs. Longacre wrote:

The 01d Testament as it now stands is highly composite. Th.
not only that it consists of many different books by di
authore but also that the booke are in mocst cacses themselves :
tiens of different writings and sayings separated from each ot
time and autherchip. While this is fairly obvious in such an:
books acs Judges and Kinge, it is equally true of books which bc
namecs of individuals. Such titles as "Isaiah" or "Jeremiah" a.
recognized to be simply caonvenient labels for rolle which, al
they began as collections of the words of these men, contain i
precent expanded form the words and sayings of others.2¢

The Fundamentalicsts charged that the new <scholarship assuame
various theological peositione in the Bible, not just one--which wec
--Longacre states:

The fact that the material is composite involves not

author but a collector, and the points of view of both .

recognized. Any particular passaae mav thus represent two pc;
view; That which the first speaker intended and that which th.

collector desired to propose cor confirm,27

Finally, the Fundamentalists argued that truth in religion was hanag

God. and thev charged that the scholars believed that religion w.

2¢| indsay E. Longacre, The 0ld Testament: Its Form_and F.
York and Nashville: #Abinadcn-Cokesbury Fress, 1945}, p. 7.

271b1d.. ©. 8.



14
from human needs toward God. Longacre also confirmed that this suspicion was

correct:

The study of the 0ld Testament is a means whereby the Christian
may get some understanding of the ways in which men have found God.
His aim will be to discover what he can of the spirit and.motive, the
hopes and fears, the successes and failure, of those ancient Hebrews
--not so much that he may recite their words as that he amay imitate
their faith. He will realize that the religion of these men preceded
the 01d Testament, that the 0ld Testament is the product of their
religion and not the source of it, that its words may be looked at as
ends in themselves or may be 1looked through until one seec beyond
them the rich religious life out of which they came.2®

What wac the outcome of the charges? Five years late, 1in 1924 a new
Methodict bichop, Charles L. Mead, was leading Methodism in this area, and a
_’new President, Edwin Wesley Dunlavy, had come to lead Iliff. In this year
another phase of the controversy was published in the public press.*’ Some
charged that there was insubordination on the part of certain faculty against
the Fresident of I1iff¢. Others charged that the Fundamentalist/Liberal contro-
versy wac still alive and that President Dunlavy was jeopardizing academic
freedom zc he sided with the more reactionary ministers and against certain
profecsore at Iliff. Late in 1923 a group of Methodist wministerc lodged =
formal complzint with the Foard of Trustees of Iliff. They expressed concern
that the divisione withirn the faculty and administration were hurting the
confidence manvy had in the school, and the financial program was also affect-
ed. Thic time it was an 1issue among Methodists, The complaints charged

insubordination on the part of at least three professors against the president

of the schoel.3° They were directed against Dr. Longacre, the senior member of

281bid.

27Rockv _Mountain News, February 12, 1924.

SoMinutes of the Hoard of Trustees, The Iliff School of Theology,
December 4, 1923.
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the faculty, Dr. Borden Bowne Kessler, Professor of Theology, and Ora Miner,
Frofessor of the Rural Church. The ministers’ group urged that these three be
dismissed. Other wministers supported the liberal group at Iliff. Longacre
wacs a leader among the liberal forces in the region, while President Dunlavy
was a leader among the conservatives. There must have been some interesting
faculty meetings at that time. Alumni groups in Denver and elsewhere sent
statementz supporting their professore,®! while the Board of Tructees waited
for the return tc Denver of Bishop Mead, Chairman of the 1lliff Board cf
Trusteec.S2

The trustees formed & special committee charged with interviewing everyone
;nvolved in the controversy, Fresident Dunlavy and all professors, to report
back to the Board a&at its earliest convenience. Much of the discussion was
continued in cecret wmeetings, for which nc minutes have been preserved.
Finelly, during & meeting of the Board of Trustees, on March 19, 1924, Prec-
ident Dunlavy resigned the presidency to return to Indiana whence he had
come, 33 FProfessor Longacre was invited by the board to continue teaching Olc
Tectament, but Eerden B, kKessler wae not retainéd." He went to the Universitv

of London. Orz Miner alsc did not remain at Iliff, although no record exicts

as to his future career.

S1Rkocky Mountain Mewe, April 13, 1924,

S®Rocky Mountain News, April 11, 1924; and lbid., April 19, 1924,

SSMinutes of the Board of Trustees. The Iliff School of Theoiogy, March
19, 1924. The report was carried in the Rocky Mountain News, March 20, 1924.

S%n item in the Iliff @Archives, with source unclear. indicates thet
Keseler was an "ousted" profecssor. It 1s cuggested that he was "designated for
the rcle of scapeqozt” who refused to succumd to charces made against the three
profecsores by Fresident [unlavy. The trustees’ minutes carry the records
indrcatinz that on three occacions his narme came to them to be z2poroved as &
cerntinuine profecsor. " Each time he fallec to receive a majority vote, in thie

pericd when the truetees voted on each taculty member each vear'
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Methodism and Iliff did not succumb to pressures to undercut its scholar-
cship as had happened 1in several other instances--largely 1in Presbyterian
inctituione--in the previous decades. While Professor Longacre consistently
retused to dicscuese hic part in the controversy, he stated, however, that never
z0zin wae relicious and academic freedom an iscsue &t Iliff. 1t never has beer
an i1ssue in the forty-three yeare since Longacre retired in 1%42Z,

In Gctober that same year (1924) al! officers of the Denver Methodict
Minicterial Aeccciation recigned--many had been partisan in the controversy

nt a completely new slate wac elected, "in the spirit of psace eanc

=

-

harmonv."35  Mcet of the new leaders were relative newccmere toc Denver, havinc
beer appeinted to new churches recently, and none of the new officers had taken
any part in the controversv of the pact year or more. A new day had dawned.
and the Fundamentelicst challence nag been unable to divert the more balancec
Weeleyen cuadrilateral--a2lthough it was net called that then. The Methodists
were again able to balance their tradition and scripture along with experience
and especially with reason, and were able to orow with the new thoucht of the
new age. With this balance, cther new issues of the nexl decadecs could bte

nalyzed at 1114+, erd woriked inte the curriculum of the school without thes

o

tencion ernc. ths esnerp conflicte of the i1mmeciate past. Longacre and Warrern
rrobatly would hardly recoenize the schoel, ite departments, 1its teachings
today. What would be similar, however, 1is that, in the eves of a student of
the perioc of the 1920s., T1iff =till "could look truth squarelvy in the eye and

nat blimk,"3e

S3REpochy Mountsin Newe. October 7. 1924,

36f ctatement made to the author bv tne lzte Rev. Arthur Coole, a student
at 1l11f¢ during the 1920s and & lcng-time missionary to China.



