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Introduction
This paper explores the history and theology of the 1910 disaffiliation of the Cambridge Inter-Collegiate Christian Union (CICCU) from the Student Christian Movement (SCM). We begin with a quotation from one of the few peer reviewed articles that touches on the subject. Writing in the Journal of Ecclesiastical History in 2003, David Goodhew comments, 

By the start of the twentieth century there were many Christian Unions in Britain, banded together under the umbrella of the SCM. But as Christian Unions grew in number, they drew apart. Some 200 students went with CICCU when it split away from SCM in 1910…The causes of the split were plain: CICCU stood for a conservative Evangelical view of the Bible and deeply mistrusted higher criticism, whilst SCM accepted the validity of new views of the Bible….CICCU stressed a substitutionary view of atonement, whereas SCM saw this as one view amongst others. CICCU’s attitude was epitomised in the contents and title of one of its tracts, ‘Old Paths in Perilous Times’, a fierce defence of verbal biblical inspiration and penal substitution, wary of Roman Catholicism and seeing social action as a secondary activity for Christians.
 

While Goodhew charts accurately the subsequent rise of CICCU from 1910 to 1971, we will argue that his analysis of the division of CICCU from the SCM is not entirely accurate. In particular, the causes of the split were not ‘plain’ as he suggests. CICCU did not stress ‘penal substitution’ as he asserts, and CICCU did not view social action as a ‘secondary activity for Christians’. Rather, the causes were multiple, complex and at times obscure; CICCU did not leave the SCM because of differing views on the atonement; and social action was not viewed as any kind of activity for evangelical Christians, let alone a secondary one. He is, though, entirely correct to stress CICCU’s antipathy towards Roman Catholicism and so-called higher criticism. All of this matters because the CICCU story is regularly held up by conservative evangelicalism as a tale of a plucky band of beleaguered evangelicals standing their ground against the forces of liberalism.
 The reality as we hope to show is, as ever, somewhat more complex. 
Part one – the history
When CICCU disaffiliated from the SCM in 1910, it was as a result of the vote of just 22 students. 17 voted in favour of disaffiliation and 5 were against. Few people outside of the Christian environment in Cambridge considered the events significant. A movement of just 200 students making a stand against a body representing 150,000 students worldwide
 seemed absurd and insignificant; popular opinion thought that CICCU would only weaken and possibly disappear altogether. Yet by 1928, as a direct result of the CICCU disaffiliation, the Inter-Varsity Fellowship (IVF, later to become Universities and Colleges Christian Fellowship, UCCF) was established as a network of like-minded university Christian Unions, effectively splitting Christian students into two distinct groups: The IVF and the SCM. 

CICCU was established in 1877, largely as a legacy of the evangelistic work of Charles Simeon as vicar of Holy Trinity, Cambridge. Simeon attempted and succeeded in breaking away from some of the strongholds of formal religion, despite extensive persecution. By the time Simeon died in 1836 after 54 years of service at Holy Trinity, evangelical Christianity was firmly on the agenda in Cambridge, significantly more so than in Oxford. As a result, student Christian groups began to informally develop, the most notable being the ‘Cambridge Seven,’ who were all later accepted by China Inland Mission to serve abroad as missionaries. Their influence in Cambridge was fundamental in laying the foundations for the Christian Union. Oxford also had small groups of evangelical Christians, and under the influence and encouragement of men from Cambridge, Oxford formed its own Christian Union in 1881. London later followed the example of Cambridge and Oxford and soon it was realised that an Inter-Varsity Christian Union would strengthen the existing Christian Unions, and so in 1894 the British Colleges Christian Union (BCCU) was established. By 1898, the BCCU merged with the Student Volunteer Missionary Union (SVMU) and became the Student Christian Movement. CICCU had therefore been in existence long before the SCM was founded. Ironically it was the foundation of the Cambridge CU in the first place that largely led to the formation of the SCM. The SCM of the early days was characterised by the ‘morning watch’ (private devotions) and foreign missions, but in addition to this by the early 20th Century the importance of ‘the Bible, the missionary call, academic integrity and commitment to the Church,’ were all vital themes of the movement.

Early fears existed that the merge between the SVMU and the BCCU would cause both groups to ‘lose their distinctiveness’
 and the debate about this was never easily resolved. Such concern so early may have contributed to later doubts about CICCUs affiliation with the SCM. Certainly the partnership between CICCU and SCM was never an easy one, with tensions mounting even as early as 1900. Gradually, the contrasting views of the two groups cemented. The period 1905-1910 became one of inconsistency; successive CICCU Presidents swung between support and disapproval of the direction the SCM was taking. Oliver Barclay, a former CICCU President and UCCF General Secretary from 1964-1980 and Bob Horn, UCCF General Secretary from 1993-2001, suggest that by 1910 it became clear that CICCU had three options: enter into union with other religious societies that were developing such as the Church Society and the Nonconformist Union, draw closer to the SCM approach, or disaffiliate.
 The CICCU President at the time, Alfred C.B. Bellerby of Emmanuel College, was not a universally popular choice. Bellerby was not ignorant of this and in an unpublished letter wrote, ‘This was because I spoke my mind about the narrowness of the CICCU. Some of my fellow executive members criticised me for hob-nobbing with leaders of the other Christian lobby, then known as the Church Society’.
 In fact on his return from a breakfast with the president of the Church Society, Bellerby was publicly prayed for at the CICCU Daily Prayer Meeting for guidance about engaging in the ‘right sort of thing’.
 A letter from Rev J.R.S Taylor, a CICCU member of 1910 and later Bishop of Sodor and Man, suggests that Bellerby was perhaps somewhat unusual amongst CICCU men of the time. He wrote to J.C. Pollock during his research for A Cambridge Movement, one of the earliest and least partisan accounts of CICCU, ‘You should not regard him [Bellerby] as a typical CICCU man. I have known Bellerby very well ever since he was a schoolboy and I do not think he has grasped the real ethos of Evangelicalism. He had his head turned too early by his athletic achievements.’
 Such was the strength of feeling about Bellerby’s leadership that one 1910 CICCU member even wrote in a letter after the split, ‘The leader of the CICCU at the time, a very dear friend of mine, was one whose mental ability rendered him quite incapable of reaching a balanced judgement on the theological and biblical issues at stake.’
 Despite opposition to his leadership, others hoped that because Bellerby was a university blue and president of the varsity athletic team, he would have contact with a wide circle of men and would bring CICCU into wider recognition, reducing the ‘narrowness’ that Bellerby himself was anxious to break away from. 

Firmly against the proposed disaffiliation, Bellerby went to considerable lengths to prevent it. Steve Bruce, in his unpublished PhD exploring the sociology of the two movements, claims that during the year of the split, notes went back and forth between Bellerby and Tissington Tatlow, General Secretary of the SCM at the time, at a rate of 2 or 3 a day.
 Tatlow in the end advised disaffiliation but Bellerby persisted, inviting him to Cambridge to address a meeting of the CICCU executive, hoping that he could persuade them that they could work with the SCM. Bellerby initially intended for Tatlow to address the general committee of the CICCU, but this was blocked by the executive, who feared the general committee would be too easily convinced by Tatlow’s eloquence.
 After Tatlow’s presentation the question of whether or not to disaffiliate was officially put to the executive at a vote in Bellerby’s rooms: the result was 17-5 to disaffiliate, to Bellerby’s dismay. He wrote afterwards, ‘I recall how pleased I was with [Tatlow’s] speech, how certain I was we’d won the day and how utterly surprised I was at the result of the voting.’
 Rather sadly, following the meeting, Bellerby wrote in a letter to Tatlow, ‘I am now branded as the President of the CICCU during whose office this great step was taken, namely I am branded as a narrow evangelical and an anti Student Movement man, whereas I have wasted a whole year fighting for the other side.’
 Tatlow it appears understood this position and wrote to Bellerby afterwards, ‘I sympathise very much with your difficult position at present, but I think your position is pretty well understood, at any rate the Student Movement quite understand it.’
 Pollock records that after the split Bellerby watched on from Ridley Hall, observing that CICCU became once again, ‘a small select club of saved men.’ ‘Its members,’ he wrote, ‘were magnificent Christians but I felt they had lost a great opportunity of really reaching the average Varsity man.’
 
The decision to disaffiliate was not met with universal approval, and subsequent CICCU committees made varying attempts to reunite with the SCM. Under the Presidency of Godfrey Buxton, directly after the Great War, the General Committee passed a resolution to reunite with the SCM. Buxton’s response, according to Basil Atkinson, a CICCU member at the time, who later became a Librarian at the University Library and an informal advisor to CICCU for many years was, ‘Well you may have passed it, but let me tell you it won’t be done.’
 Buxton was right, it was not, and Atkinson reports that the General Committee was ‘taken in hand.’ Such a testimony confirms the conflict of opinion that existed within CICCU in relation to the SCM, long after the split of 1910. Indeed, such was the conflict of opinion that CICCU felt it necessary to issue an apologia for the decision to disaffiliate. Old Paths in Perilous Times was duly published in 1913 with the specific aim of both clarifying and defending the reasons for the split. Pollock describes its purpose thus, ‘the booklet helped to clarify for a new generation the issues which had led to the break of 1910.’
 The preface of the booklet states, ‘This little production comes to supply the demand for facts, and facts which many men at Cambridge have hitherto been at a loss to understand...All in the Student Movement who are interested in Cambridge may read, and reading will, it is hoped, understand those intensely important principles, for the sake of which the disaffiliation was thought not merely worth while, but an inevitable duty.’
  
The implication of the preface to Old Paths and its very presence is that even just 3 years after the split, the precise reasons for the disaffiliation remained contested territory, and hence the point of the pamphlet was to set the record straight, at least from CICCU’s point of view. Hence, we turn now to the content of Old Paths, and the theological reasons cited therein for the division from SCM.
Part two - The causes of the split
A. The Bible
We have surveyed the historical details surrounding the disaffiliation of CICCU from the SCM. However, the causes of the split remain unexamined. As already indicated, atonement theology is frequently cited as a primary reason behind the split. We shall question that in due course, but on one point subsequent history would appear to have been entirely accurate: the attitude of CICCU and the SCM to the Bible. 

The nineteenth century had proved to be a tumultuous time for evangelical Christianity. An array of intellectual challenges presented themselves for the first time and it is perhaps not surprising that in light of these challenges a range of Christian groups responded differently, as they sought to hold on to their cherished beliefs in a rapidly changing climate. Advances in science and history, as well as new approaches to biblical interpretation, were raising questions about the authority and inspiration of the Bible. Some were open to these challenges, confident that orthodox Christianity could meet them; others adopted a far more defensive approach, fearing that all innovation was a threat to the historic gospel. So a 1910 edition of Evangelical Christendom (the magazine of the Evangelical Alliance, which it is important to note had a broader theological outlook than the CICCU) devoted a seven page article to the issue of biblical authority, beginning with the statement, ‘It must be confessed that the doctrine of Holy Scripture is at the present moment very much in a state of chaos.’
 CICCU’s approach to these developments in biblical interpretation was one of hesitation and scepticism in contrast to the SCM who were far more open to such higher criticism. This is especially clear in chapter four of Old Paths, which was devoted to doctrine. Its opening point concerns the status of the Bible, ‘The CICCU makes its first and final reference to the authority of Holy Scripture as its inerrant guide in all matters concerned with faith and morals. Hence, it is more anxious to promote the reverent and devotional study of the Bible than discussions as to its authenticity and veracity.’
 Pollock, Tatlow and more recently Robin Boyd in his history of the SCM, and Harriet Harris in her examination of evangelicalism and fundamentalism, confirm that the division with the SCM was driven, in part, by the more open attitude that the SCM took towards biblical criticism.
 Tatlow in particular is interesting here for it is clear that his own approach was certainly one of respect and devotion to the Scriptures. In an unpublished letter, written shortly after the split, he wrote, ‘What we want to do is to get men to study the Bible.’
 However, at the same time, Tatlow felt it imperative that if Christian students were to have both academic and evangelistic integrity, a policy of isolation from the current intellectual climate would prove signally ineffective. Commenting on the evangelistic policy for the SCM, he wrote, ‘Students with intellectual difficulties constitute a serious problem to the average Christian Union. There are many such students, and even the best of the Christian Union leaders, with a very few exceptions, feel unqualified to help them.’
 
Quite a few of CICCU’s critics interpreted their isolationism from the then current trends in biblical scholarship as little short of anti-intellectualism. Tatlow himself wrote to Bellerby in 1909, commenting, ‘I have often wondered the real reason why the CICCU is so hated by so many really good and wise men in Cambridge…The nearest I have ever got to a reason was that the majority of CICCU men seemed to lack a true student instinct and did not care for the intellectual side of Christianity a bit, but only valued its experimental side.’
 Another letter recalling the CICCU events comments, ‘The clerical dons were moreover repelled by the markedly unintellectual character of the movement. I do not mean that its members were less intelligent that the others… but their tendency was certainly to belittle the intellectual element in religion.’
 Such an approach, though, was defended by some of the CICCU stalwarts. Fred Morris, who succeeded Bellerby as president after the split, and who co-authored Old Paths wrote in 1910 to R.L. Pelly, one of the reforming presidents, ‘I know you feel we want CICCU to cater more for the intellectual man. I feel as strongly, if we go for this it is at the expense of the simplicity which is in Christ Jesus.’
 The tensions between the two positions were clearly strong with two different responses to the problem of Biblical criticism emerging: one that attempted to engage with the intellectual challenges but that perhaps risked lessening its view of the Bible, the other that chose to withdraw from the intellectual questions, on the premise that engaging with the debates would be to deny Biblical truth and reduce the simplicity of Christ. 
It is not the purpose of this paper to evaluate the wisdom or otherwise of CICCU’s approach in this regard. Many evangelicals would argue that the rise of late twentieth century evangelical biblical scholarship vindicates the courage of the CICCU men in standing their ground against what might have otherwise been a complete evacuation of orthodox Christianity. Our point, however, is a simple historical one that indeed a primary, if not the primary, cause of the SCM-CICCU disaffiliation of 1910 was contrasting attitudes to the fruits of contemporary biblical scholarship. CICCU were resistant; SCM were more open. The relevance of this point is that, as we shall now go on to argue, while subsequent history has faithfully reflected the importance of the Bible to the split, it has not been so accurate in respect of other issues, in particular the atonement. 
B. The atonement
That the atonement was the defining reason for the split appears to be reflected reasonably widely. Steve Bruce commenting on the critical fourth chapter of Old Paths, the one which details the doctrine that is relevant to the disaffiliation, writes ‘The fourth chapter was given to a brief account of the doctrines held by CICCU, which included: the penal view of the atonement; the inerrancy of Scripture; ‘unflinching’ opposition to Sacerdotalism; the emptiness of much science and its inability to ‘augment spiritual truth by one jot’; the existence of a personal devil; the uselessness of any forms of social reform; the deity of Jesus Christ; and the value of mighty minorities.’
 Bruce is correct that all of these issues are detailed apart from his inclusion of ‘the penal view of the atonement’ at the start of his list. Penal substitution simply does not occur anywhere in the 1913 edition of Old Paths. It does, though, appear in at least a modified form in the 1932 edition of Old Paths. It also appears in Tatlow’s 1933 history of the SCM. Referring to a group of ‘determined senior men, only a few of whom lived in Cambridge, who exercised continual pressure upon the undergraduates who led the CICCU’, Tatlow comments, 

The literal, verbal inspiration of the Bible, the penal view of the atonement, and the near return in physical form to the earth of our Lord were their basic tenets. In their zeal for their point of view, some of them made statements about the Student Movement which were a grave misrepresentation of its position. The most frequently spread rumour was that the Student Movement had given up all belief in the inspiration of the Bible and in the divinity of our Lord.
 

It is worth noting here that Tatlow is not, at this point, listing the reasons that CICCU held for the disaffiliation, but rather the concerns of the ‘senior men’ advising CICCU. It is also worth noting Tatlow’s indirect reference to Old Paths in Perilous Times , for, as we have already mentioned, it was the 1932 edition of Old Paths that introduced a section on the atonement that was entirely absent from the original 1913 edition. That second edition was drafted and edited by Basil Atkinson. The new sentences were added in the crucial fourth chapter of Old Paths. They read, ‘The basic doctrine for which the C.I.C.C.U. stands is that of the expiatory atonement made on the cross by the Lord Jesus Christ for the sins of the whole world. The blood of Jesus is the whole theme of its preaching, the cross and its application the essence of its teaching.’
 Even here, the term penal or its derivatives nowhere appears, but nevertheless a defence of ‘expiatory atonement’ is clearly being made. In contrast, the 1913 edition has nothing which parallels this. It offers a strong critique of sacerdotalism, but its focus here is not the atonement as such, but rather the broad scope of Christ’s mediatorial function. Old Paths reads, ‘[Our] attitude towards Sacerdotalism is unflinching. Any belief that deprives our Lord and Saviour of His unique mediatorial power and functions, and substitutes the office of a sin-stained man, must be a heresy and must be regarded as such.’
 
That this reference is general, rather than any narrow focus on a particular understanding of the atonement, is supported by Handley’s Moule’s 1896 Outlines of Christian Doctrine. Rev. Moule was then Principal of Ridley Hall and he went on to write the preface to the 1913 edition of Old Paths. In his 1896 treatise on doctrine he explains the meaning of sacerdotalism at that time, ‘The word is difficult to define. But perhaps it is fair to say that it marks an idea of the ministry in which the minister is the mediator between God and the individual Christian, particularly as an offer of sacrifice, a guardian of sacraments, and a conveyor of pardon by special absolution.’
 Clearly, there are certain overlaps between this broad concept and particular understandings of the atonement, but at the same time the concern of CICCU, at least in 1913, was not a particular theory of the atonement, but rather that broad concept. Indeed, it is possible that by sacerdotalism, CICCU’s concern was not even doctrinal, but more broadly ecclesiological, and especially the inclusion of what would now be termed Anglo-Catholics in SCM activities. So, in one of the earlier chapters of the 1st edition of Old Paths, reference is made to ‘the occasion in 1905 when the Sacerdotal party in the Anglican church sent up a representative to hold a mission in Cambridge.’
 Old Paths is clearly proud of the fact that it refused to engage in such joint activity. Boyd also has noted the tensions that arose because of the increased, though limited, involvement of Anglo-Catholics within the SCM.
 That this was a particular concern for CICCU is evident in a letter from Tatlow to R.L. Pelly, ‘There are some CICCU men who I do not think would ever like our attempt to include every type of Christian who will accept our basis. Some men in the CICCU do not like the idea of High Churchmen and of Presbyterians, most of whom are at any rate to some extent committed to higher criticism.’
 In another letter, he writes, ‘The CICCU had its roots deep in the evangelical party of the Church of England. It was hostile to all that savoured High Church and although it was not a Church of England society, it made no attempt to win non-conformists.’
 Reference, then, to sacerdotalism in the 1913 Old Paths, was either ecclesiological, or doctrinal in the sense of Christ’s mediatorial function, but almost certainly was not narrowly concerned with penal substitution, or even the atonement as such. 

Indeed, the very fact that Atkinson felt the need in 1932 to add his reference to ‘expiatory atonement’ makes it clear that in his mind, at least, the 1913 edition had failed to address the topic adequately. Given also that the 1913 Old Paths went on to spend another 1500 words detailing a further ten points of doctrinal importance, it would seem that if penal substitution, or even the atonement, had the central importance that is frequently claimed, then CICCU would have found space to address it. They do not. As we shall go on to discuss, it would appear that the atonement did subsequently become an issue of controversy, and it is perhaps for this reason that writing in 1932 Basil Atkinson introduced the idea to Old Paths. However, our contention is that there is precious little evidence that it was an issue in 1910 at the time of the disaffiliation. This matters, not just for historical accuracy, but because subsequent generations of evangelical students have been brought up on the story that the atonement was the issue in 1910. To date, the website of the Cambridge Inter-Collegiate Christian Union, in its own history of the CU has this, ‘Initially CICCU became part of the Student Christian Movement, formed in 1889; however, the CICCU left the SCM in 1910 because the SCM had drifted to the view point that Jesus’ death on the cross was not at the centre of their message.’ Similarly, John Stott, in his preface to The Cross of Christ, writes, 
The centrality of the cross has certainly been a vital factor in the history of what is now the Universities and Colleges Christian Fellowship…Two events, which took place earlier in [the twentieth] century, were particularly important. The first was the disaffiliation in 1910 of the Cambridge Inter-Collegiate Christian Union…from the Student Christian Movement. CICCU members…looked back with pride and affection to Charles Simeon [whose] memorial plaque testifies ‘whether as the ground of his own hopes or as the subject of all his ministrations, determined to know nothing but Jesus Christ and him crucified’. It is not surprising, therefore, that they were becoming increasingly disenchanted with the liberal tendencies of the SCM, and specially with its weak doctrines of the Bible, the cross and even the deity of Jesus. So when Tissington Tatlow…met CICCU members in March 1910, the vote to disaffiliate the Union was taken.

Stott is correct to identify the Bible, and to a lesser extent the deity of Jesus, as presenting issues, but in their own doctrinal apologia for why they disaffiliated, CICCU simply does not highlight the cross.
 

Having said that, there is one mention of ‘atonement’ in the 1913 edition of Old Paths. It comes in a section towards the start that describes ‘the undercurrents’ influencing the Student Christian Movement and which, to some extent, contributed to CICCU’s disaffiliation. In this context, a number of trends are noted including the rise of higher criticism, a denial of the inerrancy of Scripture, debate regarding the divinity of Christ and also this: ‘by some human nature was thought to be capable of self-reclamation, and so the Gospel was adjusted to suit man in his newly discovered condition. The whole meaning of salvation was changed and the need for the Atonement questioned.’
 Now, it is difficult to know precisely what is behind this solitary reference to the atonement. However, its context appears to suggest that its real target is the kind of optimistic postmillennial ‘progress of man’ form of thinking that characterised the turn of the century. The issue was not, then, any particular theory of the atonement, but rather as Old Paths states ‘the need for the Atonement’ at all. Moreover, this reference to the atonement comes not in the doctrinal section of the pamphlet, but rather in a context section describing the broad background to the dispute and the SCM’s absorption of that cultural milieu. Hence, we would not argue that the atonement played no part whatsoever in the dispute between CICCU and the SCM, but rather that its importance has been significantly exaggerated.
Evidence that the atonement did not play as central a role as has been frequently claimed is further found in Pollock’s exhaustive and independent account of the controversy. He cites a number of reasons for the dispute, in particular attitudes to the Bible, but fails to mention the cross or the atonement.
 Pollock also cites evidence from Bellerby’s successor, Howard Mowll, who later became Archbishop of Sydney, claiming that the issue between CICCU and the SCM had, ‘Mainly turned upon what attitude was adopted towards Holy Scripture and how it was used in Christian Witness.’
 It seems reasonable to assume that Mowll probably had an accurate insight into the cause of the split given that he took on responsibility for CICCU once Bellerby had resigned. The fact that Mowll fails to mention the atonement as the turning point of the split is presumably significant and not just an oversight. 
Similarly, a series of unpublished letters from those concerned seem to confirm that the atonement was not at the forefront of people’s minds, if it was at all. Bellerby, for instance, stresses, inter alia, that the split was due to his concern to make CICCU more effective in evangelism, rather than less. Commenting on the Sunday evening evangelistic services, he wrote, 
The sermons seemed to me to lose their point unless each CICCU ‘saved’ member took along with him some ‘unsaved’ varsity man. I used to urge this, but somehow members were not very successful in persuading the non-Christian man to attend CICCU sermons. I well re-call that this worried me and I tried to analyse the cause and became quite convinced that the CICCU was too narrow in its appeal. I had no quarrel whatever with the evangelistic principles for which we stood, but was honestly distressed that in point of fact we were doing mighty little evangelistic work, for we were not enlarging the circle of men reached.
 

Two further letters from CICCU members at the time fail to make reference to any debates about the atonement. One, from a first year at the time, states,  ‘I feel that the split was inevitable and almost right… at that time the Higher Criticism was largely of a negative character, engaged in pulling down many preconceived ideas; it had not reached its later and constructive stage.’
 Rev G.T. Manley also recalled, “The difference is one of attitude to the Bible. It is not so much a question of the “verbal inspiration” or “inerrancy” of the Bible but of the deep conviction that the Bible is the word of God, and therefore true. The IVF goes to the Bible to be taught by it: the typical SCM attitude is to discuss it. This involves two distinct and opposing attitudes to current theories of Biblical criticism. In the IVF we regard these theories as undermining faith.’
 In fact, in examining a whole series of unpublished letters at the SCM archives in Birmingham, and the CICCU archives in Cambridge, we found almost no mention of the atonement in any letters either preceding or at the time of the disaffiliation.

Having argued that the atonement was not a significant factor in the 1910 decision of CICCU to disaffiliate from the SCM, it is important to note that by 1919, the situation had changed. At this time, consideration was been given as to whether CICCU should reaffiliate with the SCM. Such was the extent of the desire by many to reaffiliate that the CICCU general committee actually passed a resolution to unite with the SCM, as previously mentioned, which the President, Godfrey Buxton blocked. Meetings were held between the SCM and the CICCU as the matter of reaffiliation was being raised. Norman Grubb, the CICCU secretary in 1919, described one particular meeting with the SCM, ‘After an hour’s conversation which got us nowhere, one direct and vital question was put: does the SCM consider the atoning blood of Jesus the central point of their message? And the answer given was: “Not as central, although it is given a place in our teaching.” That settled the matter for we explained at once that we could never join with a movement which gave it a lesser place.’
 Clearly, then, by 1919 the atonement was far more of an issue than it was in 1910, and it may well be that this narrative from Grubb is the misplaced source of the many references to the atonement being of central importance in 1910. It is certainly frequently quoted in that context,
 though having said that it would seem that even then that the issue was the atonement in general, rather than penal substitution in particular. 
One possible explanation for why the atonement had become such an issue in 1919 is proposed by Boyd. Reflecting on the impact of the Great War he writes, ‘It was hard for soldiers to believe that their somewhat blasphemous yet brave and unselfish mates should, after suffering the fatal hell of the trenches, find themselves in an even worse and unending theological hell. More helpful was the conviction that God was a suffering God, sharing as the crucified Christ in the agony of the trenches, and in some strange way taking its burden upon himself. It was a view of the atonement that would later be developed.’
 Whether or not Boyd is right in this, what we have sought to argue in this section is merely that despite the numerous references to the central significance of the atonement as the defining issue of the 1910 CICCU-SCM disaffiliation, the reality is that it was not. This, coupled with Tatlow’s already noted contemporaneous comment that he often questioned what ‘the real reason’ was for the controversy certainly challenges the assertion that the causes of the disaffiliation were plain.  
C. The social gospel
One of the more interesting aspects to the 1910 disaffiliation of CICCU from the SCM is that subsequent historical accounts have paid little or no attention to the divisions between the two groups over the social gospel. Of course, the early twentieth century evangelical retreat from social concerns has been well documented,
 but its particular importance to the CICCU-SCM divide has received less comment.
The Great Reversal was the term coined by Timothy Smith for this remarkable decline in evangelical social concern.
 Amongst other reasons, it is likely that World War One played a significant role in the shift. As stories of the horrors of the front filtered back to Britain, a growing sense of disillusionment and distrust in the progress of man began to emerge with a strong feeling that social reforms had to begin first with a commitment to Christ. For instance, David O. Moberg cites the example of Billy Sunday, a follower of Dwight L. Moody’s example, ‘The purpose of Christianity to him was to save souls, not society.’
 For others though, the war only highlighted the necessity of active social engagement. For example, the SCM as part of the World Student Christian Federation (WSCF) took part in the European Student Relief, providing assistance for the many students across Europe that were homeless, displaced or ex-prisoners as a result of the war.
 These changes in attitude had likely been evolving well in advance of the war. David W. Smith for example sees the war as heightening the gap between the ‘old’ and ‘new’ evangelicals. He writes,

Those of liberal inclination returned from the trenches convinced that the need for Christians to address the socio-political questions facing the modern world was more urgent than ever. By contrast, the conservatives…now turned away from the world and toward the one area where hope and optimism could still flourish: the realm of the individual soul, the sphere of private religion.
 

CICCU most likely became alerted to the SCMs interest in social action when a conference was held in Liverpool in 1908 addressing the growing concern about social questions in Britain. A call was issued in January 1909 from the Executive, ‘The SCM needs a more definite purpose in relation to the social problems.’
 This was then followed in 1909 by a conference in Matlock specifically addressing the relation of the SCM to social issues in Britain. The conference even took the bold and humble step of admitting personal responsibility for many of the social wrongs endemic in society. Discipleship and the Social Problem: A New Call to the Student Christian Movement, published after the conference, stated, ‘In want of sympathy between members of one family, even when it arises from a difference in moral ideals, in the contemptuous patronage of a class which we consider to be beneath our own, in any superior aloofness from the unpopular man in college, in all sweeping and careless judgements of men or groups or nations, in all malice and uncharitablness, in short, in all denial of the law of love there lies the root evil from which all trouble has grown.’
 CICCU, in contrast, appeared to have little or no interest in addressing such questions and certainly offered no such formal recognition of the part they themselves may have played in contributing to the problems. CICCUs position was spelt out clearly in Old Paths. The first edition states, ‘There is a spirit abroad today which is prompting men to seek the elevation of the masses by other than truly spiritual means. Our belief is that no amount of reform will raise a man one degree from spiritual blindness and degradation; it may even make harder the humiliation involved in accepting Christianity. The plan which God has ordained is regeneration…. The belief or disbelief of this fact has a powerful effect on the character and tone of the message preached.’
 In the 2nd edition of 1932, a clause was added to this, ‘While believing that it is always part of Christian duty to try and ameliorate distress, the CICCU cannot be enthusiastic about schemes for bringing about world peace by means of political bodies such as the League of Nations, or social uplift by methods of reform. It holds that in the gospel of Christ alone lies the only hope for the world by regeneration of the individual.’
 It is particularly interesting that by 1932, Basil Atkinson felt the need to add the phrase that it is ‘always part of Christian duty to try and ameliorate distress’, as it would seem to highlight the fact that in 1913 such an attitude was far from evident.
One letter, written in 1911 to Tatlow by a Christian student from Cambridge, highlights the distinction between the SCM and the CICCU approach. 

I believe that the student movement which has been and can be still more a bridge between the churches, can also be a bridge between classes. Caste feeling in England goes to most unholy lengths. There is a shameful gulf which no true Christianity can look upon with favour, between those of us who have had a public school and university training, and those who have been less fortunate. I believe that the ideal which the Student movement has to set itself, and which it can achieve is the system which is working in America…I cannot help feeling that the breaking away of Cambridge – or should I say a handful of brainless undergraduates – may be a call from God in this direction. May God save the student movement from giving its approval in any shape or form to the un-Christ like snobbery that prevails in Christian circles in England.
 
There are, no doubt, many reasons why CICCU adopted an attitude of estrangement rather than engagement with the socio-political questions of their day. Arguably, part of it will have been the influence of respective conferences in which they each participated. While SCM had branched away from Keswick to hold their own conferences in Baslow, Matlock and Swanwick, CICCU men remained fervent supporters of Keswick whose piety Smith describes as “focussing attention on personal holiness and quietly ignoring…socio-political concerns.”

In addition to this, is it possible that part of the reason for the CICCU turning away from social issues was a concern that if people were ‘saved’ by the social gospel, then it would make the evangelistic task even harder? So, a report published in Evangelical Christendom in 1908 reads as follows:
The churches are so occupying themselves with social questions, and are so fully employed by the prince of this world in improving his kingdom by schemes of philanthropy, that they have no time or energy left for the preaching the Gospel of the kingdom of Christ, which is not of this world, and can never be advanced by carnal methods. The Gospel message is adapted to the case of the vilest and most miserable, and the suggestion that it must be preceded by measures of social reclamation is not only dishonouring to the Saviour, but is a method which so exactly ministers to the fatal desire of men to save themselves or claim a share in their own salvation, that such a teaching is probably the greatest hindrance existing at the present time to the acceptance of a personal saviour able to save to the uttermost by faith alone.

This comment seems to reflect precisely the point made in Old Paths that, ‘Our belief is that no amount of reform will raise a man one degree from spiritual blindness and degradation; it may even make harder the humiliation involved in accepting Christianity.’
 Such a statement suggests that there was a fear amongst CICCU men that if social reform was allowed to take place, rather than encouraging people to accept Christianity, it would actually make them self-sufficient and less in need of Christ. It is possible that it is this understanding that is also behind the one mention in Old Paths of the atonement, when it challenges the cultural assumption, already noted, that human nature is ‘capable of self-reclamation’.
 The implication of all this seems to be that it would be easier for people to accept Christ from a position of poverty than one of wealth and self-sufficiency, and therefore for the sake of effective evangelism, active social transformation should not be pursued. Whatever the merits of this point, it remains the case that CICCU and SCM were deeply divided over the right form of Christian response to the social issues that surrounded them. Moreover, it is significant that CICCU found space to address this in the 1913 Old Paths when it did not give similar room to the atonement. It was, then, clearly one of the issues that contributed to the disaffiliation. 

Conclusion
This paper has sought to make three points. Firstly, that the reasons for the 1910 CICCU-SCM disaffiliation were far from straightforward. Secondly, that the atonement was far less of a central concern than is frequently reported, and thirdly that in fact the divisions between CICCU and the SCM over the relative merits of socio-political transformation have been insufficiently recognised. This last point is particularly ironic as it is the same elder statesman of British evangelicalism that has championed the centrality of the cross, namely John Stott, who also in 1967 at Keele, and 1974 at Lausanne, challenged evangelicals to rediscover their concern for social justice. Unfortunately, evangelicals have a terrible tendency to divide people into those who are with us, and those who are against us, and perhaps in relation to the 1910 men of CICCU something somewhat more nuanced is required.
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