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INTRODUCTION



THE last decades of the eighteenth century and the first quarter of the nineteenth were a period of political, intellectual, and social ferment. Europe was convulsed with the upheavals of the French Revolution, and the Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars. These years also witnessed the beginnings of the Industrial Revolution and of the profound social dislocations which industrialization and rapid urbanization brought about. It was a time of religious revivals across Europe after what was considered to have been a long period of religious stagnation and decline. The Protestant Evangelical Revival and the Roman Catholic Revival were manifestations of the larger spiritual and cultural renewal. These movements were more than just brilliant comets crossing the night sky and soon vanishing from view: they had lasting effects. The Church of England was profoundly affected by them. The Evangelical Revival brought to the Church of England new departures in home and overseas missions, an intensified awareness of divine providence at work in the world, visions of the approaching millennium, and an enhanced sense of personal religion. The Oxford Movement, for its part, promoted new efforts to recover the Catholic and apostolic patrimony of the Church of England, overlaid and obscured by a strongly national, anti-Catholic, and often highly politicized Protestantism. The supporters of the Oxford Movement went in search of the ancient Catholic and apostolic Church by following the stream of pure Christian faith and practice flowing from the Fathers of the Church. They thought that this stream had reached down to their own time through an unbroken channel of English theologians, whose main representatives had been the Caroline Divines. They soon called, however, for a move beyond the Caroline Divines and a return to the original patristic sources. The results would be revolutionary.

The history of the Oxford Movement has exercised an enduring fascination for scholars, church members, and the wider public. Although it had its precursors, as this volume will show, and its groundwork had been laid well before 1830, it nonetheless burst upon the English Church with a passionate and disruptive force in 1833, sounding a trumpet blast which could not be ignored. The Movement immediately attracted attention: it responded to the conscious and unconscious fears, needs, and aspirations of many churchmen. At its centre was a man of true genius and compelling personality, John Henry Newman. But Newman was not alone; he was surrounded by like-minded individuals—some of them also truly original minds—who shared his commitment to achieve the spiritual and religious renovation of the Church of England and the country as a whole. Newman and his associates were to carry out an incessant activity on many fronts. The first years of the Movement were characterized by a formidable intellectual power and versatility, as its supporters developed a deepened understanding of the ancient Catholic and apostolic Church as an authoritative force in society, and as they responded to the many who opposed them from different sides of the theological spectrum.

Then came a sudden check, followed by Newman’s self-imposed retreat—first from the University of Oxford in 1843 and then, in 1845, departure from the Church of England. Newman’s personal portrayal of the acts of this drama was later given to the wider public in his literary masterpiece, the Apologia pro vita sua. Around Newman’s personal drama were interwoven the various stories of his friends and followers, the deathbed of hopes and the parting of friends. Newman’s departure meant that the Oxford Movement, to many minds, had been brought to an end while still in its prime. The drama of the Oxford Movement, however, did not end with Newman’s departure. Those who, after 1845, felt bound to continue promoting its ideas within the Church of England had to confront generalized suspicion and animosity, and, at times, persecution—but they persevered, with profound results.

There is no doubting the centrality of Newman’s role in the Movement and that his departure removed the main force hitherto promoting it, but the Movement lived on. The Oxford Movement proved greater than Newman, and the Movement that Newman had played the major role in setting in motion continued without him and took on new life. The activism and commitment of those within the Church of England who had embraced the Movement ensured that it expanded beyond Oxford, beyond England, and beyond the Church of England. For too long, scholars have rested on an Anglo-centric view of the Movement, neglecting the world-wide dimension, a lacuna only now beginning to be rectified. They have also tended to concentrate their attention on Newman, neglecting the contribution of the other Tractarians—foundational and fundamental in certain cases—to the formation, development, and articulation of its core ideas. Moreover, little attention has been paid until recently to the social and cultural dimensions of the Movement, to its spread to the English parishes, or to the influence it came to exercise beyond England to the wider English-speaking world.

From its origins, the leaders of the Oxford Movement always intended it to be more than an esoteric debate about the theoretical nature of Anglicanism. It is limiting to view it merely in terms of a chapter in internal Anglican Church history. Consequently, the authors of this Handbook seek to present a more rounded and balanced portrait of the Oxford Movement, throwing light on the wide range of personalities involved in it and on their involvement in such varied fields as theology, liturgy, cultural ideas, social reform activity, gender relations, the plastic arts, and literature. The Handbook aims to present the Oxford Movement not merely in terms of abstract doctrinal and ecclesiological theory, important and foundational as those elements were. It also seeks to place the Movement both in context and in terms of the translation of theory into parochial practice, and provides fresh assessments of its legacy. For as the evidence of recent scholarship has shown, in the wake of Newman’s departure, the doctrines and ideals of the Oxford Movement were largely realized in a parochial setting.

In the years after 1845, the Oxford Movement moved progressively out of Oxford, developing new nuclei in Cambridge and London. This represented not merely a change of geographical centre; it was also accompanied by a significant change in its character. The Movement had emerged in the very specific intellectual and social environment of the University of Oxford, and its ethos and a number of its leading principles had not been explicitly and systematically formulated, but had rather been absorbed by its early supporters, as it were, by ‘osmosis’. The change in the Movement’s location was transformative in many ways, and was soon accompanied by a change of name. The term ‘Anglo-Catholicism’ now seemed to describe better the phenomena which the Movement represented. As the Movement spread beyond its Oxford origins, a new question emerged: to what extent could the different groups or individuals considering themselves as descendants of the Oxford Movement be judged such?

The Oxford Movement had in its inception a true intellectual unity, one which integrated into a coherent whole many different elements: philosophical, theological, and social. But as our Handbook shows, each one of these elements could be isolated from the rest, developed separately, and even associated with ideas apparently alien to the Movement. The early Tractarian focus on the prescriptive authority of the Fathers of the Church, for example, would be largely abandoned by such figures as James Mozley or Charles Gore, who nonetheless considered themselves part of the Movement. The external forms and liturgical innovations of Ritualism would be taken up by persons who did not always share the philosophical and theological core ideas of the Oxford Movement; while for some a high sacramental theology would become associated with liberal biblical criticism. Scholarly debate has continued on the extent to which Ritualism was a legitimate outgrowth or development from classical Tractarianism. Some recent studies have questioned the natural development thesis, arguing rather that Ritualism represented a distinct rupture and breach from what had gone before, with the 1860s representing a pivotal decade of change. Any study of the Oxford Movement must be sensitive to these continuities and discontinuities.

THE STRUCTURE OF THE VOLUME

The authors of this Handbook represent a variety of points of view, and reflect the rich and diverse nature of scholarship on the Oxford Movement. Their chapters provide pointers to further study and new lines of enquiry. The editors have encouraged individual authors to express their own distinctive perspectives and positions. The structure of the volume combines both a chronological and thematic approach. The book opens, in Part I, with six chapters on the origins and historical context of the Oxford Movement. These chapters include studies of the legacy of the seventeenth-century ‘Caroline Divines’ and of the nature and influence of the eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century High Church movement within the Church of England. The chapters draw upon the growing understanding of the rich High Church tradition in the Caroline and Hanoverian Church—a tradition that had long emphasized the continuities of the Church of England with the ancient Church and the patristic teachings. Other chapters in this section also consider the vital new religious and cultural movements of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries—the Evangelical movement, the Romantic movement, and the Noetic movement associated with Oriel College—all of which contributed in significant ways to what historian Owen Chadwick described as ‘the mind of the Oxford Movement’. As the chapters of Part I demonstrate, the Oxford Movement must be understood as emerging within a larger English cultural context and as drawing its salient ideas from within that context.

Part II consists of six chapters exploring the beginnings and early years of the Oxford Movement, paying particular attention to the individuals, the distinctive Oxford context, and the ecclesiastical controversies that inspired the birth of the Movement and its early intellectual and religious manifestations. Two chapters focus largely on personalities—with one chapter discussing the initial leadership of the Movement—John Keble, Richard Hurrell Froude, John Henry Newman, and Edward Bouverie Pusey—and the other chapter considering the highly gifted, highly committed, but lesser known figures who surrounded the early leaders, and who formed both a ‘cloud of witnesses’ and an important second tier of leadership. Other chapters in this section explore the Oxford conflicts of the 1830s over the proposed admission of Dissenters, university reform, Catholic Emancipation and theological rationalism as exemplified in the Hampden affair of 1836; the origins, development, and diversification of the distinctive vehicle of the Oxford Movement, the Tracts for the Times; and the importance of history and historical narrative for the early Tractarian efforts to reshape the Church of England. Part II closes with a chapter on the conflicts resulting from Protestant, especially Evangelical, responses to the Oxford Movement during the 1830s and early 1840s, with the focus on reactions to the apparent abandonment of a Protestant consensus view on the merits of the English Reformation.

In Part III the theme shifts from early history of the Oxford Movement to its distinctive theological developments. The chapters in this section consider Tractarian views of religious knowledge and the notion of ‘ethos’; the distinctive Tractarian views of tradition and development; and Tractarian ecclesiology, including ideas of the via media and the ‘branch theory’ of the Church. Chapters in this section also explore the deep Tractarian commitment to Scripture (with particular attention to the writings of Charlotte Yonge); the Tractarian understandings of the key doctrines of justification and sanctification; Tractarian views of mysticism and sacramentalism; and expressions of Tractarian theology in sermons and in poetry.

The years of crisis for the Oxford Movement between 1841 and 1845, including John Henry Newman’s departure from the Church of England, are covered in Part IV. The section includes chapters on the controversies surrounding the Tractarian British Critic, the furore over Newman’s Tract 90, and Newman’s conversion to Roman Catholicism. Part V then proceeds to a consideration of the broader cultural expressions and influences of the Oxford Movement, including its social and political reform activities, the influence of the Movement on pastoral ministry and parish life, on architecture and the visual arts, on music and hymn-writing, on devotional life and liturgical reform and renewal, and on the novel and poetry. A key chapter in this section offers an assessment of the influence of the Oxford Movement on the revival of the religious life within the Church of England, including the emergence of the Anglican Sisterhoods. Another chapter provides a case study of the profound influence of the Oxford Movement on Christina Rossetti and the Pre-Raphaelite painters.

In Part VI, our authors turn their gaze upon the world outside England and consider the profound impact of the Oxford Movement on Churches beyond the English heartland, as well as on the formation of a world-wide Anglicanism. After an initial chapter on the impact of the Oxford Movement on the ‘Celtic Fringe’ of Scotland, Wales, and Ireland, the chapters in this section consider the impact of the Oxford Movement in Europe, North America, and the British Empire. There is attention to the influence of the Oxford Movement on the promotion of overseas missions, and also on the early ecumenical movement. The chapters unite to form an important reminder of the global nature of the Movement. In Part VII, our authors show how the Oxford Movement remained a vital force in the twentieth century, finding expression in the Anglo-Catholic Congresses and in the Prayer Book Controversy of the 1920s within the Church of England. This section closes with an overview and assessment of the enduring influence of the Oxford Movement on twentieth-century literature.

The volume draws to a close, in Part VIII, with a set of more generalized reflections on the overall impact of the Oxford Movement, including chapters on the judgement of the converts to Roman Catholicism over the Movement’s loss of its original character, on the spiritual life and efforts of those who remained within the Anglican Church to keep Tractarian ideas alive, on the engagement of the Movement with liberal Protestantism and liberal Catholicism, and on the often contentious historiography of the Oxford Movement which continued to be a source of church party division even as late as the centennial commemorations of the Movement in 1933. An ‘Afterword’ chapter offers an overview and assessment of the continuing influence of the Oxford Movement in the world Anglican Communion today, with special references to some of the conflicts and controversies that have shaken Anglicanism since the 1960s.

The editors recognize that the Oxford Movement was not the only spiritual revival movement within the Church of England in this era and that many will argue that it played perhaps only the most distinctive part in a broader pattern in the reconstruction of Anglicanism from the 1830s onwards. The editors are also aware that no single volume can fully do justice to the power, versatility, and enduring influence of the Oxford Movement as well as to its multi-faceted character. We are no less aware that some themes, for example, the role of the Oxford Movement in reviving patristic scholarship or the influence of the Oxford Movement on religious brotherhoods, might have received more attention. Nonetheless, we hope that the Handbook will provide a portrait of a Movement, in all its rich diversity, which has deeply influenced the world Church and touched countless lives, and we hope that the following chapters will both highlight current knowledge and signpost new directions for future scholarship.




PART I



ORIGINS AND CONTEXTS




CHAPTER 1



THE LEGACY OF THE ‘CAROLINE DIVINES’, RESTORATION, AND THE EMERGENCE OF THE HIGH CHURCH TRADITION



ANDREW STARKIE

JOHN Henry Newman, reviewing a biography of Archbishop Laud in the British Critic of April 1836, invoked the names of the bishops and theologians of the seventeenth century who were the most noteworthy churchmen of the Church of England. These protégés of Laud (Ussher, Pocoke, Hall, Bramhall, Sanderson, and Taylor) and others who adopted his principles (Hammond, Pearson, Bull, Stillingfleet, and Beveridge), Newman was happy to applaud as ‘our celebrated divines’. He was anxious, however, to distance Laud from two churchmen, Hales and Chillingworth, whom he described as ‘Arminians and Latitudinarians’, whose careers had also owed something to the patronage of the archbishop (Nockles 2003: 163).

Whilst Newman was in print constructing the via media, he was privately critical of some of the Caroline divines he was invoking. For whereas there was much material from which to mine a theory of the via media in these authors, there was also much which did not fit the ethos of the ‘Church of the Fathers’ with which, the Tractarians urged, the Church of England needed to conform itself.

The Tractarian narrative of a Caroline ‘golden age’ followed by the somnolence and indifference of the eighteenth-century Church has been slow to fade, despite the strong evidence to the contrary from studies of church and society in eighteenth-century England (Nockles 1994; Clark 2000). The Caroline Church itself, however, was rather further from the model of primitive purity than the portrait which the Tractarians, in their construction of the via media, were attempting to paint of it, whatever the cultural affinities of the Tractarian party with the Laudians. Whilst Newman was able to construct primitive and apostolic Christianity from the writings of Laudian divines, later historians, following Newman’s own lead, regarded Laudianism as vulnerable to a liberalizing tendency in Arminian principles, characterizing these as being a sceptical ‘reaction to … dogmatic certainties’ (Tyacke 1987: 245).

Both Laudians and Tractarians had to renegotiate their relationship with the events of the Reformation in the light of their convictions about the nature of the Church. In what has been called the ‘ideological watershed’ of the 1590s, Puritanism began to be seen by many as a significant threat to both Church and society (Lake 2003). Richard Hooker’s Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity articulated a view of the Church which, whilst maintaining a broad though moderate Erastianism (the subjection of the Church to the secular power) in ‘things indifferent’, nevertheless emphasized the Church’s continuity from the times of the apostles as a divine society of supernatural character. It was this theological space which Lancelot Andrewes and William Laud amongst others sought to expand under the patronage of the early Stuart kings. The nature of this theological space consisted of different and potentially contradictory elements which looked both to medieval Christendom and to antiquity. Notably, elements of conciliarist thought can be detected in the writings of the Caroline divines. Conciliarist ideas were invoked promiscuously in the defence of Protestantism against papal authority from the outset, but as they emphasized the divine nature of episcopacy and simultaneously tended to Erastianism, they would not have appealed (except selectively) to most Puritans.

Under James I conciliarist ideas were encouraged, and not only amongst those who were obviously ‘Laudian’. Conciliarism was the doctrine (usually within the Roman Catholic Church) which elevated a general (or ecumenical) council of the Church above the authority of the pope, and emphasized the divine authority of the local bishop in his own right, rather than by delegation from the pope. James aspired to the reunion of Christendom, and conciliarist ideas allowed him to reach out to both Protestant princes and theologians on the one hand, and to Catholics who retained conciliarist sympathies on the other (Patterson 1997). James Ussher, preaching before James I in 1624, made the traditional Protestant identification of the Church of Rome with the harlot of the Book of Revelation, but then invoked the examples of the Ethiopian, Egyptian, and Eastern Orthodox churches, and Nilus the Archbishop of Thessalonica who appealed for a free General Council to resolve the disputes between the churches (Ussher 1624: 11, 21).

Conciliarism was, however, only ever an alliance of different and sometimes competing ideas, even in the Middle Ages. It emphasized the divine right of bishops as inheritors of the apostles to govern their own churches. It looked to a General Council as the highest authority in the Church to which local churches must submit since it had the inspiration of the Holy Spirit guiding it. In its royalist and Gallican form, expressed with moderation by Bossuet, it became a conservative force resembling somewhat the Byzantine church in its belief in the sanctification of a whole society under the rule of a divine monarchy. On the other hand, it always had a secularizing and Erastian element within it, which tended towards the complete supremacy of the Empire over the Church (Oakley 2003).

This ambiguous alliance of conciliarist ideas comprehended many of the diverse elements in the Church of England under James, whilst keeping Puritans (amongst them those with dogmatic opposition to episcopacy) out of the mainstream. It did allow Laud and his allies to attempt, unsuccessfully, to construct a Christian society which united a divine monarchy with a divine episcopacy, incarnating James’s dictum ‘no bishop, no king’.

Erastianism was rather more of a dividing issue in the Restoration Church than it had been in the reigns of James I and Charles I. As Newman identified, Dutch Remonstrant theologians were much admired by some of the Caroline divines, and Hales and Chillingworth were merely the most thorough in their admiration. Newman saw this intellectual tradition as inspiring Locke and Hoadly, and the Latitudinarian school which Newman was so fierce in opposing. It was these, rather than the Evangelical heirs of the Puritans, which, initially at least, most vexed the Tractarians. In this the Tractarians resembled the more anti-Erastian episcopalian divines whose ideas were forged in the years of the Civil War, Commonwealth, and Protectorate. Without the protection of the king and under the reality of persecution, these churchmen became clearer in asserting the independence of the Church from the state, and its divine character as a society. It was a position which they were not to abandon at the Restoration of monarchy and episcopacy. Henry Hammond in his Practicall Catechisme plainly maintained the apostolic succession as the source of the Church’s divine authority, defining the Church as


a society of Believers, ruled and continued according to those Ordinances, with the use of the Sacraments, Preaching of the Word, censures, &c. under Bishops or Pastors, succeeding those on whom the Holy Ghost came down and (by receiving Ordination of those that had that power before them, i.e. of the Bishops of the Church, the continued Successors of the Apostles) lawfully called to those Offices … (Hammond 1649: 297)



Peter Heylyn, a protégé of Laud, in his biography of the archbishop, went so far as to complain of the illegality of Charles I’s attempt to impose canons on the Scottish Church without the consent of the clergy. Heylyn epitomized in himself and his writings the tension within the Laudian position between regal and ecclesiastical claims to authority (Milton 2007: 227–8). Heylyn’s history of the Reformation in England (Heylyn 1661) was an attempt to portray the English Reformation as an exercise in the effective use of episcopal authority in a local Church, led by bishops in Convocation, with the Crown playing a supporting role (Starkie 2006). It was hugely important in the history of the Church of England—and indeed in the wider history of England, for reading it was one of the immediate causes of the reception of the Duke of York (the future James II) and his wife into the Roman Catholic Church. Despite his sanitizing of some elements of Reformation history, Heylyn was amongst the earliest of the Protestant historians of the English Reformation to lament the more destructive elements of the Reformation, especially in Edward VI’s reign, not least the sacrilege involved in the appropriation of sacred items for profane use and personal gain, and in the destruction of religious images. These he did not think properly part of the Reformation, but an encroachment of the civil power on the rights of the Church. Heylyn’s contention—that there were tares sown along with the wheat in the English Reformation—allowed for a selective appropriation of the Protestant past in shaping the identity of the Church of England.

Heylyn’s construction of the past was not, however, uncontested, and therefore became, not the self-understanding of the Church of England, but rather, the self-understanding of a party within it, which would become known as the High Church party—not, as is now popularly imagined, because of differences in liturgy or dress (liturgy was fairly uniform) but because of their high view of the place of the Church as a divine institution. The ejection of the Dissenting clergy in 1662 effectively meant that Heylyn’s vision of the Church of England’s identity was challenged, not by the heirs of Calvinistic Puritanism, but by Latitudinarians—the heirs of (in Newman’s terminology) Arminianism.

Amongst the leading Latitudinarian polemicists of the Restoration Church of England was Gilbert Burnet. Newman saw Burnet, together with Hoadly, as characterizing the ‘lowminded School’ which had ‘robbed the Church of all her more beautiful characteristics’ (LDN V.21). Burnet’s History of the Reformation of the Church of England, whose first volume was published in 1679, was written at the instigation of the Whig coterie around the Earl of Shaftesbury. It claimed to be a response to Nicholas Sander, a Roman Catholic writer whose claims against the character of the English Reformation had recently been republished in Paris (Burnet 1679). This was implausible, as Sander’s work was already venerable and not taken seriously even by many Roman Catholic historians. Burnet’s real opponent was Heylyn.

Burnet agreed with Roman Catholic historians that the English Reformation was about the state taking control of the Church. He disagreed with them in that he thought that it was a good thing. He disagreed strongly with Heylyn who had seen the English Reformation as essentially a move by bishops to assert their aristocratic power against the monarchical claims of the pope. Both were locked into approval of the Reformation both for institutional reasons, and for reasons of practical politics. The Reformation was one of the constitutional building blocks of the English state. But if the fact of the Reformation was a settled matter, at least within the Established Church, its definition was very much contested. Many people’s statements about it were aspirational rather than actual. The ideal which was portrayed in sermons and tracts may have been somewhat removed from the institutional reality. And this was particularly true of High Churchmen when responding to Roman Catholic charges. They had at least half an eye on shaping the Church of England as they would wish to see it (or as they ideally saw it), rather than defending the institution as it was actually constituted.

Gilbert Burnet was of course also writing instrumental history, and portraying the Church of England in his own Latitudinarian, Erastian image, ironically an image with which Roman Catholic controversialists would readily concur. For Burnet, Rome’s great crime was not so much theological, but political. She had raised the spiritual power of the clergy to a level where they could enslave princes and nations. The doctrine of purgatory was condemned, not as a theological error—about which Latitudinarians were fairly untroubled—but as a matter of gaining money by deception. It was this slavery which the Reformed princes shook off at the Reformation.

Latitudinarian (or Low Church) apologists, Burnet included, were willing if it served their purpose to bring in the Fathers of the early Church as authorities to stand in judgement on specific Roman Catholic doctrines or practices. But the main political point would stand or fall without reference to these specific questions. The essence of popery, according to Burnet and his ideological successors, was the claim by the clergy in the Church to spiritual power of supernatural origin which might trump the authority of the state. The spiritual claims of the Roman Catholic Church were merely the worst instance of this, and popery might well exist in a national church such as the Church of England separated from the See of Rome.

Burnet and other Latitudinarians charged their High Church opponents with popery. High Churchmen in their turn charged Latitudinarians with the heresy of Socinianism, or the rationalizing of the Christian religion, eliminating its supernatural elements, and ultimately denying the Incarnation of God in Jesus Christ. Both of these parties did, however, exist together in the same church, held together partly by the ambiguous inheritance of the English Reformation, and partly by the authority of the Crown which enforced the tests and formularies of the confessional state. They did not in great numbers become Roman Catholics or avowed Unitarians.

The events of the 1680s saw the existing tensions within the Church of England magnified under the pressure of the Catholicizing policies of James II. High Churchmen joined their more Erastian co-religionists in publishing works against Roman Catholicism. Their opposition to the Roman Catholic Church was sincere and openly expressed. Moreover, what they were articulating was often difficult to distinguish from the expressed beliefs of other writers in the Church of England.

From the perspective of the years before 1688 the institutional forces holding the Church of England together looked very strong indeed. They helped create that ‘Anglicanism’ which John Spurr outlined in his study of The Restoration Church of England (Spurr 1991). One of the pillars of that unity was anti-popery. After the Revolution High Church anti-popery, though still present, was much more muted. Lip service was paid to it in the occasional 5 November sermon, but High Church preachers tended quickly to move on to the much greater danger from Protestant Dissent.

There were of course practical reasons for this, namely the nature of printed controversy and political reality. After 1689 Roman Catholicism did not represent much of an institutional threat to the Church of England, whereas Dissent, having gained toleration, remained a very vocal critic of the Anglican establishment. During the reign of James II, on the other hand, royal permission for the publication of Roman Catholic tracts meant that for the first time there were a significant number of Roman Catholic controversialists engaging in public dispute, via London printers, with the Church of England. Royal policy meant that the Church of England was also institutionally threatened.

During the 1670s and 1680s, especially the 1680s, there were a number of works published by High Churchmen against Roman Catholicism. It was during this time that they had the opportunity, perhaps the obligation, to respond directly to Roman Catholic works being published in England during the reign of the Catholic James II. An examination of some of these works may give us some indication whether there was a distinctive High Church sort of anti-popery, and help define more clearly High Church ecclesiology—what High Churchmen understood the Church to be.

Prominent in many of the texts, and especially in those of George Hickes and Henry Dodwell (both of whom were to become Nonjurors), were conciliarist ideas. Hickes, writing against Roman Catholic criticisms of the Church of England, pointed out that the nature of papal authority was a matter of dispute for Catholics themselves. At the Council of Trent, Hickes noted, the Spanish bishops ‘maintained the divine Right of Episcopacy, in spite of the Legates, and that Bishops derived their Authority immediately from Jesus Christ, and not from the Pope’. Indeed, he went on to argue that ‘if the Bishops of the Roman Communion might maintain this Doctrine safely, they would maintain it freely and openly, and so wrest the Keys out of the Pope’s hand’. If they had the freedom to do so, the Roman Catholic bishops themselves would ‘let his Holiness know, that they are his Fellows, and Collegues, and co-Bishops, as St Cyprian called Pope Stephen’, but the compulsion of the papal system prevented them (Hickes 1687: 50–1).

Hickes, in claiming that the Church of England was united and orthodox because its bishops chose to be governed by Scripture and the Fathers, rather than because it was under compulsion, left unanswered the question of what would happen if bishops failed to be united or orthodox. Returning to the subject of church discipline, Hickes claimed that Roman Catholic bishops would not put up with papal monarchy indefinitely. He speculated that ‘we may live to see the Comedy of Basil acted over again, and one part of the Roman Church declaring for a general Council, and the other for the Pope’ (Hickes 1687: 59).

In drawing from episodes in the history of the Church, both ancient and modern (St Cyprian from the patristic period, the Council of Basle in the early Renaissance, and the Council of Trent during the Counter-Reformation), Hickes was seeking to contextualize (and thereby justify) the rejection of the office of the papacy in the Established Church. He wanted to convey the impression that the divine right of episcopacy, conveyed by the apostles to individual bishops, was both an ancient and a current way of understanding the government of the Church, even within the Roman Catholic Church itself. Pointing out the disputes within the Catholic Church was, of course, a useful way of undermining the strength of its official position. For Hickes, however, the adoption of this position was not merely tactical. Even when addressing fellow members of the Church of England, what might be called the Cyprianic model of episcopal monarchy was actually how he saw the Church functioning.

Hickes even put forward his own appeal to a general council of the Church, most probably taking his reference from Archbishop Ussher’s 1624 sermon before James I (Ussher 1624), which had been reprinted in 1687. Noting that ‘Nilus of Thessalonica proposed a free and general Council, as the best Expedient for ending all Differences between the Greek and Latin Church above 300 years ago’, Hickes proposed the same, ‘as the most hopeful Remedy to heal all Differences between the Church of England and the Church of Rome’ (Hickes 1687: 83–4). Hickes, however, eschewed Ussher’s apocalyptic invective against the Roman Catholic Church.

Hickes went on to compare the process he was proposing with the testing of the claims of Nestorius, at the third General Council, by the Scriptures and the testimony of the Fathers of the Church. Tellingly, the council in question found against Nestorius who had argued that the Virgin Mary should not have the title ‘Mother of God’.

The Marian title was of course not appreciated by Protestant Dissenters, nor indeed by many within the Church of England. By using this example, Hickes was therefore fighting on two fronts—maintaining a conciliarist authority structure against the claims of Rome, but at the same time maintaining claims for the lawfulness of Marian devotion, at least of a primitive or patristic sort. Within an English context, therefore, the conciliarist approach cut two ways. For a Latitudinarian like Burnet, it was a blunt instrument with which to beat all claims to authority by the Roman Catholic Church; but Hickes and other High Churchmen could argue that if conciliarist principles were good in Gallican Catholicism, they were also good for the internal government of the Church of England. That meant monarchical bishops exercising visible, ecclesiastical authority over their spiritual subjects by divine right—not something which Burnet, even when elevated to the episcopate, would want to advocate.

Although Hickes was unlikely to be taken up on his offer, he did ask that ‘another Free and General Council be called to umpire the Controversie between the Church of England and the Council of Trent’. If, after testing the competing claims by the Scriptures, the Fathers and the councils of the Church, ‘such a Council shall condemn the Church of England, then’, Hickes declared, ‘I will leave her Communion, and own I have been guilty of Heresie and Schism’ (Hickes 1687: 86). Dodwell, whose views on apostolic succession and the eucharistic sacrifice were invoked in Tracts 74 and 81, published Two Short Discourses against the Romanists in 1676. Like Hickes, Dodwell saw questions of papal authority as central to the divisions between the Church of Rome and the Church of England. ‘All the Disputes between us’, he wrote, ‘are reduced to this one of the Popes Supremacy over the Catholick Church diffusive’ (Dodwell 1676: sig. A5). He drew on conciliarist history in order to back up his claims, noting that the ‘Western Church it self Representative’ in the four general councils of Pisa, Constance, Siena, and Basle ‘did not own the Popes Supremacy as a Principle of Catholick Unity, but expresly by their Canons declared themselves to be his Superiors, and treated him as being wholly subject to their Authority’ (Dodwell 1676: 27).

The history of conciliarism was also invoked by Henry Wharton, a chaplain to Archbishop Sancroft, in replying to one Roman Catholic apologist. Wharton asked ‘why he [the author] left that of Constance out of the number of General Councils, and yet afterwards produced its authority’—Constance being one of the councils which maintained the conciliarist doctrine. He also noted, in a reference to the chaos which led to the Council of Constance, that there had been two and sometimes three different claimants to the papacy, and that their claims were so doubtful that ‘most learned and conscientious men could not discern to which party they ought to adhere’. He added, ‘to this day, the French and Italian writers agree not in composing a Catalogue of Popes’ (Wharton 1688: 49, 72).

The High Church doctrine of the Church which was transmitted and developed by this tradition and found expression in Hickes’s Constitution of the Catholic Church (Hickes 1716) was not extinguished by the Revolution of 1688–9. Shortly after the accession of George I, there was an attempt by the apparent heirs of Burnet to dismantle the confessional state and construct a minimal theism as the basis of English society. The Bangorian Controversy, as it became known, elicited a confident restatement of High Church ecclesiology from the pen of William Law, in his three letters to the Bishop of Bangor (Starkie 2007). Charles Gore republished Law’s three letters in 1893, having been urged to do so by Henry Liddon. Gore opined, ‘We do not suppose any, even the extremest, disciples of the Tractarians want to go beyond the principles of William Law’ (Gore 1893: 9). Law’s Serious Call was greatly admired by Keble and Froude (Williams 1892: 27–8).

The tensions which had existed in Heylyn’s work between the regal and ecclesiastical authority were rather less pronounced in Law’s writing. Crucially, he confined himself to matters of the Church’s own character and did not concern himself with the nature of Church establishment, nor of the proper exercise of civil authority in respect to the Church. Whilst he addressed the particular situation of the Church of England in an appeal to its formularies and liturgies, he was primarily concerned with the Church of England considered as part of (in the words of the Creed) the ‘one, holy, catholic and apostolic church’. Law had been a Fellow of Emmanuel College, Cambridge, but had resigned his Fellowship rather than swear the Oath of Abjuration demanded by Parliament after the accession of George I, thus becoming a Nonjuror. Like many Nonjurors, his relationship with the official Church of England was ambiguous, and in later life he regularly attended the liturgy of the Established Church. He was ordained a deacon in the Church of England when he got his Fellowship, and ordained a priest by a Nonjuring bishop in 1729. He was, however, unambiguously Jacobite.

Law defined the Church in opposition to a Latitudinarian theory which saw no visible existence of the Church at all. Law’s opponent, Benjamin Hoadly, Bishop of Bangor, held the Bible to be the authoritative word of God, but did so in a way which, in a similar manner to John Locke, did not allow any authoritative meaning to be attached to it. Articulating his understanding that Christ’s kingdom was, in the words of St John’s Gospel, ‘not of this world’ (John 18:36), Hoadly dissolved all the visible structures of the Church, leaving only the duty of mutual charity. Public worship, on the other hand, and the appointment of religious ministers were indifferent matters which the civil magistrate was competent to enforce or not, depending upon the interests of the state.

Central to Law’s understanding was a sacramental vision of the Church, as the divinely instituted society whose clergy exercised the authority they had to order this society and renew the new covenant instituted by Christ in the sacraments.


For if there be not a Succession of Persons authorized from Christ to send others to act in his Name, then both Episcopal and Presbyterian Teachers are equally Usurpers, and as mere Lay-men as any at all … If there be no Uninterrupted Succession, then there are no Authoriz’d Ministers from Christ; if no such Ministers, then no Christian Sacraments; if no Christian Sacraments, then no Christian Covenant, whereof the Sacraments are the Stated and Visible Seals. (Law 1717: 10, 13)



This, and not the absence of any visible manifestation, was what made the Church ‘not of this world’. ‘The holy consecrated Elements differ from common Bread and Wine, but they don’t so differ from it, as to cease to be as Visible, as common Bread and Wine. Thus the Holy Catholick Church, the Kingdom of Christ, differs from worldly Societies and Kingdoms, but not in point of Visibility, but in regard to the Ends and Purposes for which it is erected, viz. the eternal Salvation of Mankind’ (Law 1719: 38–9).

Law had inherited the High Church understanding of the Church of England as being in continuity with the church which preceded the English Reformation. He rejected the Latitudinarian narrative which portrayed the Reformation as the Erastian victory of the secular power (especially, in Burnet’s account, Parliament) over the unwarranted interference of the clergy in matters such as the authoritative teaching of doctrine. He lamented that according to Hoadly: ‘we are told in almost every Page, that if we … will stand by the Reason and Justice of the Reformation, we must give up all Authority in Matters of Religion; and not pretend to a Necessity of being of any particular Church, if we would justify leaving the Romish Church’ (Law 1719: 84).

Law’s work was the high point of the High Church ecclesiology which resembled in some respects the Gallican vision of a local church which was both Catholic in character and national in form. It was (as Henry VIII’s reformed religion is sometimes described) Catholicism without the pope. That Law could not, at the time he wrote it, exercise any ministry in that church was evidence that the theoretical claims of the High Church party, including the Nonjurors, had not been matched by an implementation of those claims within the Church of England. In the case of the Nonjurors, their theology, at least as it touched the duty of non-resistance, had been ruled effectively unlawful by the civil power, and they themselves had been forced out, an uncomfortable reminder of the Erastian reality under which the Church of England had to function. The ecclesiology which was articulated by Law nevertheless remained important amongst the High Church party although, like the Jacobite allegiance which often accompanied it, it would remain a matter of personal conviction rather than being implemented as public policy.

To be embodied within an actual church, High Church ecclesiology needed the support of a sacred monarchy which wholeheartedly supported its religious principles. This it never completely achieved. But the apparent affinity of Gallican Catholicism with the Laudian tradition within the Church of England led some within the English Catholic community, and some Anglicans sympathetic to reunion of the Churches, to use their influence at court during the negotiation of the Secret Treaty of Dover of 1670 to attempt the reconciliation of the Church of England with the Church of Rome. At the behest of Thomas Clifford, one of Charles II’s trusted ministers, Hugh Serenius Cressy, a Benedictine, and a rather advanced conciliarist, drew up proposals to be sent to Rome should such a reunion occur, allowing for a vernacular liturgy, married clergy, and communion in both kinds. Cressy’s aim was to give the more Catholic-minded Church of England clergy ‘an opportunity to shift their church towards a foundation of immaculate theological authority, without surrendering the essential features of its spiritual identity’ (Glickman 2013: 283). Charles II’s lack of enthusiasm for the idea and the changing fortunes of international diplomacy (even without the cool reception it was likely to receive at Rome) ensured the failure of the scheme.

Elements of the Jacobean Church, with the encouragement of the king, used conciliarist language to justify the separation from Rome whilst seeking to distance the Established Church from the discontinuities of Puritanism. Whilst this affinity with Gallican, conciliarist thought did not lead to the reunion envisaged by Cressy, this Gallican influence did have consequences for the Church of England. Conciliarism was more of an alliance of different interests than a coherent system of doctrine, and the Church of England inherited some of the tensions which were present in conciliarism.

Amongst the more conservative conciliarists in communion with the Church of Rome in the 1680s was Jacques-Bénigne Bossuet. In 1682, as Bossuet was drawing up the Conciliarist ‘Declaration of the Clergy of France’ (Louis XIV 1682), an Anglican divine, George Bull, was preparing his great work of patristic scholarship Defensio fidei Nicænæ (Bull 1685). This work, along with several others by Bull, was later reprinted in the Library of Anglo-Catholic Theology, and Tractarian admiration for Bull was evidenced in the inclusion of a sermon of his in the Tracts for the Times (Tract 64). The Defensio was a refutation of the work of Petavius, a Jesuit scholar who had claimed that the Council of Nicaea had defined the nature of the divinity of Christ against the consensus of Christian theologians before the council (Petavius 1644–50). One of the main consequences of Petavius’s analysis was to suggest that the Church’s teaching authority was able to define dogma against the voice of tradition. Bossuet wrote to George Bull’s friend, Robert Nelson, praising Bull’s work—particularly his Judiciam Ecclesiae Catholicae (Bull 1694), for which he gave the thanks and congratulations of the assembled French clergy—but also asking how a man who could speak


so advantageously of the Church, of Salvation, which is only to be found in Unity with her, and of the Infallible Assistance of the Holy Ghost in the Council of Nice, which supposes the same Assistance for all such Assemblies in the same Church, can continue a moment without Acknowledging her … (Stephens 1704: 2)



Bossuet’s letter was published in the Post-Boy newspaper (No. 1280) in 1704. Bull’s answer was published in 1705 (Hickes 1705).

Many of Bull’s objections to the Church of Rome would have found an echo in Gallican thought: bishops should not be reduced to ‘Vicars and Substitutes’ for the pope; the primitive Church reverenced ‘an Oecumenical Council’ as ‘the only supreme visible Judge of Controversies arising in the Church’; it was an ‘ancient privilege of the British Church’ to be exempt from Roman jurisdiction (Bull 1708: 16, 19, 77). Bull also objected, in a more distinctively Protestant manner, to transubstantiation and purgatory as departures from primitive doctrine (Bull 1708: 30, 38–9). The High Church doctrine of the Church, as embodied in Bull, Hickes, and others, was not a straightforward copy of Gallian conciliarist thought. It did, however, look to a tradition of English ecclesiology which, under James I, had borrowed conciliarist arguments in an attempt to unify the Established Church under a conservative, regal form of anti-papalism, in distinction from its Puritan opponents.

The later history of Gallicanism demonstrates how much this was an alliance which, in the French context, was dependent on ‘that whole regal church structure characteristic of the ancien régime’. In the wake of its collapse at the French Revolution, those who saw their heritage as resting on an identification of Church and nation reconciled themselves to the National Assembly’s statist Civil Constitution of the Clergy. Those who looked rather to ecclesial authorities—pre-medieval, episcopal, and conciliar—found they had no alternative but to make the ‘long, involuntary trek’ towards ultramontanism (Oakley 2003: 196–7). Conciliarism was not definitively judged to be heretical by the Catholic Church until the First Vatican Council in 1870.

Whilst the situation in the Church of England was not identical with Gallicanism, useful parallels can be drawn, which illuminate both the tensions within the Established Church, and its relative stability during the long eighteenth century, until the upheavals of the 1830s. The ‘regal church structure’ established in England following the Restoration, whilst excluding Puritanism, sheltered developing parties with both Erastian and Catholic elements. Whilst the structure stood, both could subsist in the same ecclesial body. In 1687, Hickes could write of the bishops and clergy of the Church of England, ‘the God of Union be praised for it, we have no such feuds and contentions among us, but quite contrary, are as fast cemented among our selves in Love and Union, as I believe any Church of the like extent ever was in the world’ (Hickes 1687: 61). The Revolution of 1688–9 unsettled those who had hitched their theological conciliarism to the sacred monarchy of the house of Stuart, an unsettlement intensified by the deprivation of bishops by the secular power. Hickes and other Nonjurors were sufficiently persuaded that the Church of England had departed from the primitive model to declare it schismatic and depart from it. Others remained within the Established Church, but were distressed enough to respond readily to the cry of ‘the Church in danger’. However, neither the Toleration Act, nor Whig attempts to remodel the Church of England under George I, succeeded in entirely dismantling the regal church structure of England’s ancien régime.

In the shelter of that structure, the articulation of Anglican High Church ecclesiology in the late seventeenth century was in part a late aftershock of the Council of Constance felt in a somewhat isolated region of Christendom. The High Church Bishop of Rochester, Francis Atterbury, sent into exile by Walpole for plotting a Jacobite restoration, invoked the Venetian conciliarist Paolo Sarpi in his own defence. Atterbury’s epitaph, composed by his friend Alexander Pope, echoed Sarpi’s patriotic sentiment (Cruickshanks and Erskine-Hill 2004: 218–19, 231). Even in exile in France, Atterbury remained definitely ‘Anglican’.

For other High Churchmen, the issue was that of the authority of bishops and ecumenical councils over the Church, rooted in a theological reverence for tradition. For these, such as Hickes, Anglican High Churchmanship was the projection of a primitive, ‘Cyprianic’ doctrine of the Church onto an actual institution—the Church of England. The ability of that institution to bear the weight of those aspirations was severely tested by the deprivation of the Nonjuring bishops—hence Hickes’s departure—and depended heavily on the support of the ‘regal church structure’ of England’s ancien régime.

When England’s ‘regal church structure’ finally fell apart in the 1830s the spiritual heirs of the Laudian and High Church tradition were faced with a challenge similar to that felt by the French clergy following the end of the ancien régime. In the light of this it is little wonder that the French ultramontanism expressed in the pages of L’Avenir (Dawson 1933: 58–64) so attracted and influenced the Tractarians. They now saw the ‘Gallican’ theological and political alliance, which had been forged in the court of James I and renewed at the Restoration, as a threat to, rather than a support of, the Church’s own life as an independent society.
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CHAPTER 2



‘THE COMMUNION OF THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH’? HIGH CHURCHMEN IN ENGLAND C.1710–1760



RICHARD SHARP

FOR most of the past two hundred years the reputation of eighteenth-century High Churchmanship reflected the negative Tractarian portrayals. Disparaging asides, such as Keble’s dismissal of the ‘old orthodox two-bottles’ or Newman’s lament over a ‘law church’, diverted attention from the debt to that older tradition evident in the Tracts for the Times themselves, and particularly from the four Catenae, which reprinted texts demonstrating the Church of England’s long adherence to the doctrines of apostolic succession (Tract 74), baptismal regeneration (Tract 76), and eucharistic sacrifice (Tract 81), and its adherence to the ‘Vincentian Maxim’, Quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus (Tract 78). Those lists included the names not only of seventeenth-century High Churchmen, such as William Beveridge, George Bull, William Cave, Thomas Comber, Henry Dodwell, Henry Hammond, John Kettlewell, John Pearson, Antony Sparrow, and Herbert Thorndike, whose works continued to circulate widely after 1700, but also of others, who maintained the same doctrines far into the Hanoverian age. Some of these, like Joseph Bingham, John Johnson, John Potter, Charles Wheatly, and Thomas Wilson, had reconciled themselves to the new constitutional circumstances after 1688: others, such as Thomas Brett, Jeremy Collier, George Hickes, Roger Laurence, William Law, Charles Leslie, and Robert Nelson, having refused to abjure the exiled Stuart dynasty, were deprived of their livings and became members of the Nonjuring Church, separated more by dynastic than theological principle. It is notable that the Tractarians acknowledged the full validity of Nonjuring orders, and the episcopal status not only of those who had been regularly consecrated, like Jeremy Collier and George Hickes, but also of Roger Laurence, who had not (Tracts 78, 81). Tractarians such as William Copeland took a keen interest in the history of the Nonjurors, regarding them not only as witnesses but as models and exemplars to follow in the context of the Church and state crisis and Whig government’s suppression of Irish bishoprics in the 1830s, and with the parallels in mind, questioning the very legitimacy of the Nonjuring deprivations (Nockles 1994: 55).

The deprivation of the Nonjurors had less impact than was once supposed. From the time of the first separation in 1690, when the number deprived was far fewer than might have been expected, Nonjurors were widely regarded as ‘Conscientious Sufferers, who seem to have so much Scripture and Antiquity on their side’ and who ‘ought to have great Allowances made for their Scruples’ (Reeves 1709: xxi; Sharp 2000, 2010). Many who had taken the Oaths thought it unjust that Nonjurors, unlike Quakers, could be persecuted for refusal to swear against their conscience, and considered it ‘hard for a regular clergyman [to] be shut out of the Church for his disaffection to the State’ when ‘a Dissenter [is] not to be shut out of the State for his ill affection to the Church’ ([Webster]: 13 March 1736). Friendships and scholarly exchanges continued, as between the liturgists Charles Wheatly and Thomas Brett, and works by Nonjuring authors remained influential. Almost a century later, the collected Theological Works of Charles Leslie (1721) could still be described as ‘a library in themselves to any young student of the Church of England’ (Jones 1809: 64) and as responsible for bringing ‘more persons from other persuasions into the Church of England than any man ever did’ (Horne 1803: 403n). It has recently been claimed that ‘nonjuring piety can be rightly understood as the major source of devotional practice in the Church of England well into the eighteenth century’ (Starkie 2007: 159): an assertion sustained by the publication record of works like William Law’s Serious Call (1728, 10th edn. 1772), Nathaniel Spinckes’s The Sick Man Visited (6th edn. 1775), and The True Church of England Man’s Companion in the Closet (16th edn. 1772), which combined material from the Nonjuring writers George Hickes, Thomas Ken, John Kettlewell, and Charles Leslie with seventeenth-century work by Lancelot Andrewes, Henry Hammond, William Laud, and Jeremy Taylor. Most notable was the Companion for the Festivals and Fasts of the Church of England by Robert Nelson (1704, 13th edn. 1726, 36th edn. 1826), a work described by Dr Johnson as ‘a most valuable help to devotion, with the greatest sale of any book ever printed in England except the Bible’ (Boswell 1934–50: II.458). Often regarded as the representative figure of his age, Johnson, whose Dictionary (1755, 4th edn. 1773) used the present tense to define ‘nonjuror’ as ‘one who conceiving James II unjustly deposed refuses to swear allegiance to those who have succeeded him’, and drew heavily upon Nonjuring sources for its citations (Reddick 1990), was not only ‘a sincere and zealous Christian, of high-church of England and monarchical principles which he would not tamely suffer to be questioned’ (Boswell 1934–50: V.17), but also remarkably knowledgeable about the history and practices of the Nonjurors (Hawkins 2009; Clark 1994, 2002; Davis 2012).

Any adequate definition of eighteenth-century High Churchmanship must acknowledge such complexities. A perceptive attempt was made in 1720 by an unfriendly commentator, writing in The Independent Whig (No. LI, 31 December 1720: <http://anglicanhistory.org/nonjurors/three_high_churches1720.html>) who identified not one, but ‘three High-Churches in England’, associated, respectively, with the followers of Henry Sacheverell, Charles Leslie, and Thomas Brett. Of these, only the first group had continued within the conforming Church of England, where it was distinguished by ‘Enmity to the Act of Toleration … claiming an … independent Power in Priests to make Laws and govern the Church … teaching the Doctrines of Hereditary Right and Passive Obedience … and … implacable and furious Malice towards all Dissenters’. Its adherents were numerous. Sacheverell’s sermon The Perils of False Brethren (1709) was the publishing sensation of its day, selling an estimated 100,000 copies in eleven editions (Holmes 1973: 75). The second group were first-generation Nonjurors, differing from the first only ‘in Point of Honesty’ by openly refusing to swear allegiance to the post-Revolution order. The third group were second-generation Nonjurors, driven to separation on account of their conviction that liturgical forms derived from primitive usage had to be substituted for the orders prescribed by the Book of Common Prayer, to which both of the first two parties still adhered. An additional fourth category was also included, ‘by way of Supplement’, comprising those who, like the sometime Nonjuror Henry Dodwell, had either returned to, or had always remained within, the communion of the Established Church, while refusing to join in public prayers for the new monarchs.

Like their lay Tory counterparts, whose varying degrees of commitment to Jacobitism mirrored their own relationship with the Nonjuring cause, High Church clergy shared a political ideology framed by the Great Rebellion and Interregnum. Memory of the ‘Sectaries, who in the preceding Century violently overturn’d both Church and State’ (Anon. 1705: 3) was kept fresh by the annual observance of the Prayer Book services for the annual commemoration, on 30 January, of the Martyrdom of King Charles I in 1649, and, on 29 May, of the Restoration of King Charles II in 1660. High Churchmen, accordingly, were Tories, in the senses defined by Dr Johnson’s Dictionary (‘one who adheres to the ancient constitution of the State and to the apostolical hierarchy of the Church of England’) and by John Wesley, who held ‘God and not the people to be the origin of all civil authority’ (Nichols 1812–15: V.241), maintaining, in no spirit of jest, that ‘the first Whig was the Devil’. A recurrent theme in Charles Leslie’s influential periodical, The Rehearsals, was denial of the claim that ‘the Church has no authority but from the State, nor the State but from the People’, together with refutation of notions of an original ideal State of Nature, abstract rights, or contract theory. The support of Tory politicians for the Church was not restricted to the ‘Age of Party’ during the reign of Queen Anne. When the Church faced fresh danger in the form of the Quakers’ Tithe and Mortmain Bills during the 1730s, Bishop Smalbroke noted that Tories in Parliament had voted against the legislation because they were ‘Friends to the Church upon Principle’ (HMC Egmont, II.266–7). Similarly, when attempts to repeal the Test Act were defeated in 1736, the Tory leader, Sir Watkin Williams-Wynn, recorded that his followers had acted not out of ‘policy’, but from conviction (Baskerville 1976: 304). However, High Churchmen were reluctant to accept narrow party classification, protesting that ‘nothing can be more unjust than to brand them with the Name of a Party, who stand up in Defence of the Ancient Form of Government’ (Johnson 1714a: xxxiv). Such principles were reinforced by some of the definitive texts of the age, including John Johnson’s Clergy-Man’s Vade-Mecum, Charles Wheatly’s Rational Illustration of the Book of Common Prayer, and Robert Nelson’s Companion for the Festivals and Fasts. As J. Wickham-Legg insisted in his survey of English Church Life from the Restoration to the Tractarian Movement (Wickham Legg 1914: vii), ‘the school of Hammond and Thorndike, Pearson and Wheatly, was influential over a far greater extent of time than is commonly thought’.

Insisting that Tradition, as well as Scripture, gave the Rule of Faith, eighteenth-century High Churchmen maintained their Caroline predecessors’ emphasis on patristic study. To Thomas Brett, writing in 1720, it seemed that ‘God … has been graciously pleased to discover to this Generation a more general knowledge of the Doctrines and Practices of the Primitive Church than our Fore-Fathers for some Ages had before us’ (Brett 1720: 437). The works of Cyprian, definitively edited by John Fell in 1682, were translated into English in 1717 by Nathaniel Marshall. The Letters of Ignatius, which refuted Presbyterian theories of the origins of ministry, were expounded by Thomas Smith in 1709 and were included in William Wake’s collection of Genuine Epistles (1693, 4th edn. 1737), together with the Letters of Clement of Rome. Editions of the First Apology of Justin Martyr and of Irenaeus Contra Omnes Haereses had been produced at Oxford by J. E. Grabe in 1700 and 1702.

These works demonstrated that the primitive Church had been subject to visible government under bishops whose authority derived by succession from the apostles, and whose ministry served to maintain unity and guarantee the depositum of faith against schism, and heresy, its invariable counterpart. It was noted that the Fathers had been ‘unanimous in the Doctrine of the Trinity, the Divinity of Christ, the Necessity of Church-Communion [and] the Form of Church-Government’ (Reeves 1709: v), and the influential Discourse of Church Government by John Potter, later Archbishop of Canterbury, cited numerous early Fathers as authorities for a collegial model of episcopacy and for the exclusive privileges of a regularly commissioned ministry. Those who persisted in wilful separation from their bishop, and all heretics, were properly excluded from the Church, because ‘Christ never appointed two ways to Heaven … [and] … there is a power within the Church to cast … out … and while we are shut out … we stand excluded out of Heaven’ (Pearson 1701: Article ix).

Primitive antiquity also provided High Churchmen with patterns for the conduct of worship, with emphasis on common prayer as the function of a united community, focused especially on the eucharist. Cyprian, Ambrose, Augustine, and Jerome had testified to the practice of daily celebration (Cave 1728: I.381), and it was noted that, although this frequency might not be attained in modern times, primitive standards called, at least, for weekly communion. It was observed that many of the earliest authorities, most notably the First Apology of Justin Martyr and the Fifth Mystagogical Catechism of Cyril of Jerusalem, had treated the eucharist in terms of a sacrifice, offered on behalf of all the faithful, both living and departed, and that this understanding had been expressed in the earliest liturgies from the churches of Jerusalem (St James), Alexandria (St Mark), and Constantinople (St John Chrysostom). Knowledge of the physical structure of early church buildings, derived from Jacques Goar’s Euchologion (Paris, 1647), was brought to wider attention in England by William Cave and Joseph Bingham, and also by Charles Wheatly, the frontispiece to the fourth edition of whose Rational Illustration (1722) depicted the division of a primitive basilica into narthex, nave, and chancel, accommodating, respectively, penitents and catechumens, the lay faithful, and the clergy. Prominence was given to the altar, and provision was made for an offertory table, or prothesis; storage space for sacred vessels and for the oils used in anointing, and for a baptistery large enough to permit immersion.

Matching theory with practice, the Commissioners for building the Fifty New Churches authorized by Parliament in 1711 followed advice from the Nonjuring bishop George Hickes, and attempted to conform their plans to a ‘basilica of the primitive Christians’ (Doll 1997; du Prey 2000). Significantly, when Thomas Lewis, the author of the violent High Church periodical The Scourge (1720), commended the churchwardens for beautifying his church—St Clement Danes in London, later to be Dr Johnson’s preferred place of worship (Sharp 2002)—he did so by declaring that they had brought it ‘nearer to the primitive standard of any church that I have seen’ (Lewis 1721: dedication).

Charles Wheatly, ‘a kind of Anglican Durandus’ (Every 1956: 36), wrote of the Book of Common Prayer that ‘its Doctrine is pure and primitive … its ceremonies so few and innocent, that most of the Christian World agree in them’ (Wheatly 1722: Appendix to Introduction). Performance of daily service, regular observation of the stated festivals and fasts, and frequent eucharistic celebration were accordingly reliable indicators of High Church identity (Wickham Legg 1914: 108–10). However, some sought to advance beyond basic Prayer Book standards.

Two of the most influential devotional treatises of the time, Hammond’s Practical Catechism (1645, 15th edn. 1715) and the anonymous Whole Duty of Man (1658, new editions until at least 1784) encouraged additional prayer at the third, sixth, and ninth hours of each day, ‘as in the Ancient Church’ (Whole Duty of Man, 1742 edn.: 364–5). Orders for this purpose were provided in Devotions in the Ancient Way of Offices, a work compiled originally in 1668 by John Austin, a Roman Catholic, and later ‘reformed’, first by Theophilus Dorrington (1687, 9th edn. 1727) and again by George Hickes (1700, 6th edn. 1730), and also in the Collection of Meditations and Devotions in Three Parts by Susannah Hopton, reissued in 1717 by Nathaniel Spinckes (Wickham Legg 1914: chapter 11). Robert Nelson hoped that his Companion for the Festivals and Fasts ‘might contribute something towards reviving the Piety and Devotion of the Primitive Times’ (1726: xix).

Eucharistic piety was distinguished by doctrine, rather than ritual. Although High Churchmen retained awareness of ornaments and vestments, only a few of the more advanced Nonjurors attempted to move beyond the ceremonial prescriptions of the Prayer Book. However, all High Churchmen were anxious for more frequent eucharistic celebration. William Beveridge’s exhortation on the subject was repeatedly republished throughout the first half of the eighteenth century. Doctrine was widely understood in terms of real sacrifice, with ‘the Doctrine and Practice of the Primitive Church’ being opposed to ‘the Fancies of Calvin, Beza and other Moderns’ (Brett 1720: 132). Such teaching, which followed Lancelot Andrewes, Joseph Mede, Henry Thorndike, William Beveridge, and George Bull, found expression in some of the most influential works of the eighteenth century. Nelson’s Festivals and Fasts described the eucharistic elements as ‘laid on the Table by the Priest … by Consecration being made the Symbols of the Body and Blood of Christ, we thereby represent to God the Father the Passion of his Son’. Consecration was effected, by means of an epiclesis, ‘not according to the gross Compages of Substance, but as to the Spiritual Energy and Virtue of [Christ’s] holy flesh and blood, communicated to the blessed Elements by the Power and Operation of the Holy Ghost descending upon them’ (Nelson 1726: 579–81). Other works by Nelson, The Great Duty of Frequenting the Christian Sacrifice (13th edn. 1756) and the Practice of True Devotion (5th edn. 1715) taught the same doctrine, while engraved frontispieces to the second (1714) and third (1720) editions of Wheatly’s Rational Illustration depicted the explicit connection between the representative actions of the priest at the altar with those of Christ in heaven. In the third and subsequent editions of Rational Illustration, Wheatly maintained that the doctrine of eucharistic sacrifice had been ‘…exhausted to the utmost satisfaction by the Learned and reverend Mr Johnson’ (Wheatly 1722: VI. sect. 22. iii) and acknowledged the desirability, if not the immediate practicability, of adopting the Nonjurors’ four ‘usages’. Accordingly, he favoured admixture of the chalice before consecration; the return of the anamnesis, or prayer of Oblation, to its former position in the anaphora; the restoration of a prayer of Invocation, or epiclesis; and omission of the limiting phrase ‘militant here in Earth’, so as not to exclude the faithful departed from the benefits of the eucharistic offering. Many popular manuals, such as the New Week’s Preparation for a worthy receiving the Sacrament, included a form of Invocation for private recitation, to which some, including Bishop Thomas Wilson’s Short and Plain Instruction (24th edn. 1796), added a prayer of Oblation. When Dr Johnson ventured to pray for the dead ‘so far as may be lawful’, he went no further than many recognized authorities, including Bingham and Wheatly, who insisted that the practice was not ‘popish’, but ‘pious and Christian’ (Wheatly 1722: VI. sect. 11; XII. sect. 4. ii). Johnson was also familiar with the work of Archibald Campbell, a Scottish Nonjuring bishop, whose Some Primitive Doctrines Revived (1713) had stimulated discussion of the ‘intermediate state’ of the soul between death and judgement (Davis 2012).

However, with the exception of the ‘usager’ Nonjurors, High Churchmen agreed that ritual innovations were not to be insisted upon when they might threaten unity. Whilst allowing that Uses such as eucharistic Mixture or Unction in Confirmation and the Visitation of the Sick were ‘Primitive and Catholick’, Wheatly considered it evidence of ‘very indiscreet and over-hasty Zeal to urge … omission … as a Ground for Separation’ (Wheatly 1722: VI. sect. 10. iv; XI. sect. 7). His personal practice when celebrating resembled that of John Johnson, who had advised ‘such Priests and pious discerning Lay-men as are convinced of the Truth and Necessity of the primitive Sacrifice and do not think that the Publick Provision is sufficient … [to] … supply such Defects, as well as they can, by their own private and silent Devotions’ (Johnson 1714a: 149). The long continuation of this kind of practice at parish level was exemplified at Martock in Somerset, where Thomas Bowyer, vicar from 1708 to 1764, had ‘great knowledge in … the ancient fathers … [and was] … in life and doctrine a rare example of primitive Christianity; he strictly observed the feasts and fasts of the Church, the holy eucharist he celebrated monthly’ (Collinson 1791: III.9–10). Bowyer was author of The True Account of … the Sacrament … (1736), one of several High Church repudiations of Benjamin Hoadly’s minimizing eucharistic treatise. His doctrine was expressed emblematically on a remarkable altarpiece in Martock Church, which included, with other Catholic iconography, a depiction of the Pelican in her Piety, representative of sacrificial nourishing in the eucharist.

Aware of the importance of the eucharist as a symbol of visible unity, High Churchmen attempted to maintain the discipline under which not only impenitent and open sinners (Canon 26) and persons guilty of ‘notorious Crimes and Scandals’ (Canon 109), but also wilful separatists (Canon 9), those refusing to attend church or kneel at communion, and depravers of the Book of Common Prayer (Canon 27) were excommunicate (Gibson 1713: 468, 540–1, 601). A distinction was made between foreign Reformed churches, ‘which, by an irresistible necessity, were forced to recede from the primitive form of episcopal government’ (Every 1956: 123) and ‘Home Dissenters’ (Reeves 1709: I.xxxiii), whose refusal to submit to the primitive episcopal government of the Church of England was regarded as wilful schism. A further distinction was made between separated Churches retaining episcopacy and those without episcopacy, with Presbyterianism being dismissed as ‘new and unheard of in the Christian Church until about 160 years ago’ (Johnson 1714a: xxxiv). According to Wheatly, episcopal ordination had been the universal practice of the Church for ‘near fifteen hundred years’, and ‘none but such as are ordained by Bishops can have any title to minister’ (Wheatly 1722: II. sect. 3. ii). On such a basis, the standing of even foreign Reformed clergy was dubious. Scrupulous High Churchmen were disconcerted by the prospect of a Lutheran Hanoverian monarch becoming Supreme Governor of the Church of England. Thomas Brett warned that recognition of Lutheran orders ‘would obliquely overthrow the whole episcopal state, as it is altogether repugnant to an episcopal Church to allow any for lawful pastors who are not episcopally ordained’ (Every 1956: 145).

If the status of foreign Reformed churches was doubtful, that of English Dissenters was worse. Edmund Gibson’s Codex reminded readers that the Act of Uniformity required episcopal ordination, and that even the Toleration Act carefully distinguished ‘persons dissenting from the Church of England in Holy Orders, or pretended Holy Orders, or pretending to Holy Orders’ (Gibson 1713: 617). High Churchmen warned that the ministrations of Dissenters were sacrilegious and invalid. Some commentators, including Joseph Bingham (Bingham 1708–22: XI.4.i) and John Potter (Potter 1724: V. sect. iii), allowed the validity of Dissenting baptisms, if duly given in Trinitarian form, in the same manner that they acknowledged lay-baptism administered in cases of necessity. However, others, including Charles Wheatly, John Johnson, and Daniel Waterland, adhered to more rigid primitive authorities, notably Cyprian and Basil, who insisted that all baptisms ministered without episcopal commission were null. John Wesley, raised a High Churchman, acted in accordance with these principles, rebaptizing Dissenters in Georgia during the 1730s in spite of official discouragement (Sykes 1926: 302–4).

Such views were widely held. Far from characterizing the spirit of a new age, Bishop Warburton’s Alliance of Church and State (1736) encountered much hostility: ‘the old orthodox phalanx was highly scandalised that the author should desert the old posture of defence and subject the Church to such a humiliating dependance on the State’ (Nichols 1812–15: III.18n). Similarly, in 1748, clauses in the Bill for Disarming the Highlands, which sought to deny recognition to clergy ordained by Scottish Episcopalian bishops, were vigorously opposed by bishops in the House of Lords. Thomas Secker, later Archbishop of Canterbury, declared the matter to be one that ‘no true member of the Church of England will allow the civil authority to have anything to do with’ (Cobbett 1803: XIV.269ff.). High Churchmen accordingly insisted upon the Church’s right to enforce independent discipline, particularly against schismatics and heretics. Demands for relaxation of the rubrics requiring regular recitation of the Athanasian Creed were constantly opposed, and congregations were encouraged to witness against Arianism by bowing reverently at the Name of Jesus (Wickham-Legg 1914: 177). When Thomas Coney, Rector of Bath, refused communion to Thomas Jackson, an Arian, in an episode in 1735, he justified his action by preaching on Titus 3:10. However, such efforts often provoked controversy, as when Henry Stebbing refused communion to a Dissenting teacher, James Foster (Stebbing 1735). The ultimate sanction, refusal of burial, was notoriously difficult to enforce. Although standard reference works maintained that persons dying under sentence of excommunicatio major were not to be buried with Prayer Book rites and that this privilege was to be withheld, not only from those specifically identified in the rubric (the unbaptized, excommunicates, and suicides), but also from heretics, non-communicants at Easter, and persons killed in duels (Gibson 1713: 540–1), practice seldom matched this ideal. It was already reluctantly conceded that discipline had grown weak through ‘long disuse’, with clergy facing a ‘melancholy time’, risking ‘legal penalty’ or, at least, ‘Expense and Hazard’ (Marshall 1714: 224–5).

Inability to enforce primitive discipline was just one difficulty confronting High Churchmen within the post-Revolution Establishment. The plight of the English Nonjurors, and of the Episcopalian clergy in Scotland, together with the ultimate suppression of Convocation, gave force to Henry Dodwell’s prophecy that lay-deprivation would ‘perfectly disable … [the Church] … to subsist as a society in time of persecution’ (Every 1956: 71). The 2,356 licences granted to Dissenting meeting houses between 1691 and 1710 revealed how schism had become institutionalized. Anti-Trinitarian heresy proliferated in the absence of effective restrictions on promoters such as Samuel Clarke and William Whiston, while works such as Matthew Tindal’s Rights of the Christian Church Asserted (1706) and Anthony Collins’s Discourse of Free-Thinking (1713) ridiculed clerical claims to apostolic authority, openly promoting scepticism, infidelity, and atheism (Sacheverell 1713: 18–19).

High Churchmen challenged the Lockeian claim that ‘every one is orthodox to himself’, arguing instead that dependence upon sense-perception and unaided reason could blind men to deeper realities. Views similar to those of the anti-Newtonian John Hutchinson (d. 1737) were widely held. Henry Hammond’s Practical Catechism (15th edn. 1715: 67) taught that mere reason was ‘quite blind in supernatural (matters)’; an assumption later developed in detail by Thomas Baker’s widely read Reflections Upon Learning (7th edn. 1738). Robert Nelson argued that the Feast of Trinity Sunday should teach men ‘to submit … Reason to the Obedience of Faith … because the Incomprehensibility of a Thing is no concluding Argument against the Truth of it’ (Nelson 1726: 313), and in 1723 Charles Wheatly exhorted hearers of a sermon on The Credibility of Mysteries to ‘bear in Mind the excellent Lesson of the Wise Son of Sirach: Seek not the things that are too hard for thee, neither seek the things that are above thy Strength … for it is not needful for thee to see with thine Eyes the things that are in secret (Ecclus. iii. 21–23)’ (Wheatly 1746: I.120; Wheatly 1738: xxxi–xxxiii).

There was no prospect, however, that primitive discipline would be revived by the enforcement of rubrical injunctions, as statutory enactment had eroded the force of the Canons that had excluded offenders from communion. Even before ‘Toleration’ had been enacted, the stipulation in the Test Act that not even those under ipso facto excommunication could legally be excluded until formally convicted had enabled notorious schismatics, most notably Richard Baxter, to evade effective punishment (Sharp 1753: 126–7). Although the passage of Occasional Conformity and Schism Acts, in 1711 and 1714 respectively, gave brief encouragement to High Churchmen, their hopes were shattered by the repeal of those measures in 1719. Conforming High Churchmen reconciled themselves to realities, yet not without embarrassment, as exemplified by Charles Wheatly’s treatment of the State Services. Observing that the service for 5 November had been altered at the accession of William and Mary—by substituting Luke 9:51–7 for Matthew 27:1–10 as the Gospel for the day—Wheatly commented laconically that ‘the Story of Judas betraying his Master … for some good reasons, I suppose, was then thought proper to be discontinued’ (Wheatly 1722: XV. sect. 4. v). His commentary on the service for 29 May, anniversary of the Restoration in 1660, displayed a similar unease with the Hanoverian line, defending their de facto possession by resort to Christ’s response to the question about tribute money, with an apologetic qualification: ‘I know how injurious this Doctrine hath been represented to rightful princes in distress from usurping Powers’ (Wheatly 1722: XVII. sect. 2. vi). Obstacles to the enforcement of ecclesiastical discipline were handled with comparable equivocation, most notably in the case of burial of Dissenters. Although Wheatly acknowledged that the first rubric in the Burial Office stipulated that it was not to be used for those dying unbaptized, and taught that Dissenters’ baptisms were ‘pretended’ and ‘a profanation’ (Wheatly 1722: appendix to chap. VII. sect. 2), he maintained elsewhere that ‘whether the Baptisms among the Dissenters be valid or not, I do not apprehend that it lies upon us to take notice of any Baptisms, except they are to be proved by the Registers of the Church’ (Wheatly 1722: XII. sect. 1. i). In like manner, Archdeacon Thomas Sharp ruled that, although ‘no human laws can destroy or deprive’ clergy of ‘the powers we have received at our Ordination’, yet ‘the exercise of our Ministry, even in these capital points, may be, and is, in some respects, limited by Ecclesiastical and Civil Authority, without divesting us of the Spiritual powers above-mentioned’ (Sharp 1753: 56–7). Exactly how this tension was to be resolved was not explained. Tellingly, Sharp chose not to address the problem of Dissenters’ burial, only declaring that ‘every Clergyman must be his own Casuist’ (Sharp 1753: 58).

In actual practice, most clergy preferred not to reflect too deeply. Even Bishop Smalbroke, by reputation a Tory High Churchman, could declare: ‘I shall not … presume to interpose my own opinion, whatever it may be, on so invidious a Question as that of the extent of the Canon Law here in England’ (Smalbroke 1749: 16). Whilst Bishop Gibson’s efforts to revive ‘Primitive Regard’ for discipline had been ‘good and laudable’, Smalbroke concluded that they were ‘perhaps incapable of being executed in this present age’ (Smalbroke 1749: 9). Not all High Churchmen were content with such equivocation. The Buckinghamshire parson Benjamin Robertshaw was probably not alone in his indignation when, in 1721, having refused burial to a child of Dissenting parents, he learned that it had subsequently been taken to another parish and ‘buried by one who I suppose would have given Christian burial even to Pontius Pilate, provided he had but … used to cry, King George Forever!’ (Eland 1947: 50–1).

Such experiences deepened misgivings about how far belief in the Church of England as part of the universal Church could be reconciled with the actual consequences of Establishment. Recalling the condition of the pre-Constantinian Church, and observing the contemporary Episcopal Church in Scotland, High Churchmen were reminded that a Church could subsist without any state connection. Some even supposed that they could claim communion with ‘the vast Empire of Russia … the whole Greek Church, the Armenians, Georgians, Mingrelians, Jacobites, the Christians of St Thomas and St John in the East-Indies, and other Oriental Churches … the Cophties in Egypt and great Empire of the Abyssins in Aethiopia’ (Leslie 1721: II.734). Although the Roman Catholic Church was judged severely, on account of its supposed doctrinal innovations, superstitious practices, and claims to monarchical supremacy, it was never denied that it was ‘to be held and reputed a part of the House of God, a limb of the visible Church of Christ’ (Hooker 1617: V. sect. 68 at 370). Anti-Catholic sentiment was tempered by admiration for the patterns of holy living and self-denial, typified in the monastic life (Sharp 1986: 13–15). Such High Churchmen as Robert Nelson and Lewis Southcombe followed Sir Henry Spelman in deploring the suppression of religious houses by Henry VIII and the subsequent misappropriation of Church property for secular purposes (Wells 1717: 80–1; Lewis 1721: 13). Many lamented the damage done to liturgical forms and ceremonies by over-zealous Reformers. Eirenic conversations between Archbishop Wake and the Sorbonne doctors Du Pin and Girardin maintained the spirit of earlier dialogues between George Bull and Bishop Bossuet, even bringing Wake to a point where ‘he was prepared, in a highly qualified sense, to accept the primacy of Rome’ (Every 1956: 168). Wake also protected Pierre François le Courayer, exiled from France after publication of his Dissertation on the Validity of English Ordinations (1723), a work which earned him an Oxford D.D. in 1727.

Somewhat later, High Church attitudes were similarly ambivalent towards Methodism. ‘Enthusiasm’ was regarded with profound mistrust, as expressed in works such as Henry Stebbing’s Caution Against Religious Delusion, six editions of which were printed in 1739, or Charles Wheatly’s sermon of the same year, St John’s Test of knowing Christ and being born of Him, which warned against the ‘high Raptures and Feelings of Joy’ to which Whitefield and his followers ‘pretended’, to ‘the great disheartening of many good Christians’ and ‘the puffing up of many vain ones’ (Wheatly 1746: I.217–18). However, other High Churchmen considered that the movement’s original followers were ‘well-meaning zealous People, whom the irreligious Boldness of these wicked Times had driven somewhat too far into the contrary Extreme’ (Weekly Miscellany, 10 February 1739). In a 30 January sermon of 1737, Richard Venn (1691–1740), son-in-law of the executed Jacobite plotter John Ashton and father of the later Evangelical leader Henry Venn (1725–97), insisted that ‘Enthusiasm, when the Ferment is once over, may again settle into true religion, but Infidelity, like a cold Poison, damps and chills every Thing around it’ (Venn 1740: 306). Similarly, in 1755, having urged his Oxford University hearers to adhere to ‘your mother … the pure, reformed, episcopal Church of England’ and to shun ‘the methodist and enthusiast’, George Horne, a young Fellow of Magdalen, warned against more insidious danger from ‘those who blaspheme or despise [Christ’s] word and sacraments, and call it enthusiasm to study and attend them’ (Horne 1755: 19, 22).

Contrary to what has sometimes been supposed, eighteenth-century High Churchmen were not ill-disposed towards the pursuit of Christian unity. However, they considered that ‘the establishing of contrary parties by a Toleration is not the way to perfect religion, any more than a suffering of divers Errors would be the means of reforming them’ (Bennet 1707: 13). Thomas Brett thought that ‘Union of Dissenters with the Church is a meer airy Phantom’ and that ‘the only Means to remove … Dis-union is by every Church’s returning to a closer Union with the Primitive Church in Doctrine, Discipline and Worship … upon the principles and usages which obtained at the time of the Nicene Council’ (Brett 1717: ix–x). As a Nonjuror, free from the constraints of Establishment, Brett could give practical expression to his conviction that the ‘Church which shall first restore all those Principles and Usages may be justly said to lead the Way to Catholick Union’ (Brett 1717: ix–x). Accordingly, the Nonjurors’ liturgy of 1718 sought to return, not to the first Edwardian Prayer Book of 1549, but to ‘the Primitive Church of the best and purest Times’. It was hoped that ‘not the Non-jurors only (who are now reduced to a very inconsiderable Number), but also those who are of the publick Communion of the Church of England, might see themselves concerned in it’ since ‘it will not be more for the Honour of the Church of England, or even more to her Interest and Advantage, to bring a few Protestant Dissenters into her Communion, than to bring the Apostolical and Primitive Catholick Church into it’ (Brett 1720: 362–3).

Brett’s anxieties were shared by many High Churchmen. ‘Can any one think’, he asked, ‘that the present Church of England has not departed from the Communion of the whole Catholick Church, in rejecting so many Things, which were always practised by the Catholick Church? And if she has thus broke off her Communion with the Catholick Church, is it a Question which we ought to communicate with, the primitive and truly Catholick Church itself, or a particular Church, which has so plainly deviated from that Communion?’ (Brett 1720: 432). The central issue had been stated long before by Henry Hammond in his Practical Catechism (1645):


What if the particular Church wherein I was baptized shall fall from its own stedfastness, and by Authority, or by law, set up that which if it be not contrary to plain words of Scripture, is yet contrary to the Doctrine and Practice of the first and purest times, what will Meekness require me to do in that case?



Hammond’s answer was careful but conclusive:


Meekness will require me to be very wary in passing such judgment on that Church. But if the light be so clear, and the defects so palpably discernible to all, that I cannot but see and acknowledge it, and in case it be true, that I am actually convinced, that the particular Church wherein I live is departed from the Catholick Apostolick Church, then it follows that meekness requires my obedience to the Catholick Apostolick Church, and not to the particular in which I live.



Accordingly, it would be permissible ‘to seek out some purer Church, if that may be conveniently had for me. Nay, if I am by my calling fitted for it, and can prudently hope to plant (or contribute to the planting) such a pure Apostolick Church … my endeavour to do so is in this case extremely commendable, and that which God’s providence seems to direct me to by what is thus befallen me’ (Hammond 1715: 83–6).

Originally written against the Presbyterian Westminster Confession and the sectarian anarchy of the Great Rebellion, Hammond’s words had a timeless application. Used at length in Tract 78, they had previously been selected for quotation both by Thomas Brett (Brett 1720: 365, 436) and by Thomas Deacon, whose policy of appending catenae of supporting authorities to his Compleat Collection of Devotions (1734: Appendix, 6–8) anticipated Tractarian methods.

Conscious that the numerically small Nonjuring body was falling into further schism, and discovering that conversations with the Catholic and Orthodox Churches could not be taken beyond an exchange of academic courtesies, the great majority of eighteenth-century High Churchmen remained within the Hanoverian Established Church. There, in due course, many subsided into the ‘High and Dry’ condition later lamented by Tractarians.
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CHAPTER 3



THE EVANGELICAL BACKGROUND



GRAYSON CARTER

ONE of the most striking—and revealing—passages in John Henry Newman’s Apologia describes his early indebtedness to ‘serious religion’:


When I was fifteen … a great change of thought took place in me. I fell under the influences of a definite Creed, and received into my intellect impressions of dogma, which through God’s mercy, have never been effaced or obscured. Above and beyond the conversations of the excellent man, long dead, [the Rev. Walter Mayers, of Pembroke College, Oxford] who was the human means of this beginning of divine faith in me, was the effect of the books which he put into my hands, all of the school of Calvin … I received it at once, and … retained it until the age of twenty-one, when it gradually faded away; but I believe that it had some influence on my opinions … in isolating me from the objects which surround me, in confirming me in my mistrust of the reality of material phenomena, and making me rest in the thought of two and two only absolute and luminously self-evident beings, myself and my Creator. (Newman 1873: 4)



Newman went on to describe the Evangelical scholar Thomas Scott as ‘the writer who made a deeper impression on my mind than any other, and to whom (humanly speaking) I almost owe my soul’. It was Scott, he added, ‘who first planted deep in my mind that fundamental truth of religion’ (Newman 1873: 5). Scott’s spiritual autobiography, The Force of Truth (1779), proved especially influential on the development of Newman’s complex spirituality, which continued to reflect elements of Calvinism and individualism throughout his life, even casting, as Yngve Brilioth has observed, a ‘dark shadow’ over his preaching (Brilioth 1934: 34). Significantly, it was another influential Evangelical, the historian Joseph Milner, through his History of the Church of Christ (1794–1809), who initiated Newman’s admiration for the Church Fathers.

Newman was not alone among the early adherents to the Oxford Movement to have been raised in (or influenced by) what was then called ‘serious religion’. Others included Robert Isaac, Samuel, and Henry Wilberforce, William Dodsworth, William Gladstone, Walter Kerr Hamilton, Henry Edward Manning, and George Dudley Ryder. As we will see, for a variety of reasons each would abandon Evangelicalism in favour of a new—and ‘higher’—form of Christian spirituality. Four of them would also marry into the same prominent Evangelical family, creating an important clerical network based on both kinship and theological outlook. These converts from Evangelicalism thus formed one of a number of important points of affinity that existed between ‘serious religion’ and the Oxford Movement, and helped ensure that the former would exert far more influence on the nature and progress of the latter than has often been recognized or acknowledged.

Earlier treatments of the Evangelical background to the Oxford Movement have varied considerably, though several distinct patterns can be identified. Most early accounts of the Oxford Movement advanced the assumption, as Brilioth expressed it, that it ‘very nearly sprang from nothing’ (Brilioth 1934: 1); that is, the important historical and ecclesiastical context to the Oxford Movement (including its ties to Evangelicalism) was largely overlooked in favour of its leading personalities, controversies, polemics, and conflicts. Elsewhere, the Oxford Movement has been portrayed as arising from Tractarian opposition to Evangelicalism, with the Protestant doctrines of Wesley, Whitefield, and their Clapham successors being denounced for the damage they inflicted on the catholic and apostolic nature of the English Church. In still other accounts, ‘serious religion’ has been portrayed as the forerunner of the Oxford Movement. As such, Evangelicals injected new life into the moribund Church of England, provided an essential spiritual foundation on which a more robust and apostolic ecclesiological framework could later be added, and opposed the liberal ascendancy in Church and state associated with the dominance of Whig interests during much of the ‘long’ eighteenth century. Although this last interpretation was subsequently—and often vigorously—denied by a number of leading Evangelicals who were eager to advance the important historical and theological accomplishments of their own movement, it cannot easily be dismissed, for there were numerous points of affinity between the Revival and the Oxford Movement that came to be obscured by the various conflicts and controversies that erupted throughout its history, especially after the publication of Tract 90 in 1841. In recent years there have appeared some more nuanced treatments of both the Evangelical background to the Oxford Movement and the parallels and points of affinity between the two (Nockles 2015).

Like the Oxford Movement itself, the Evangelical Revival arrived at an awkward moment in the history of the English Church. While scholarly debate over the nature and effectiveness of the Church of England during the ‘long’ eighteenth century continues to evolve, the highly critical assessment of it found throughout much of Victorian historiography has now been convincingly challenged (Walsh and Taylor 1993). To be sure, the Georgian Church faced numerous difficulties associated with such things as pluralism and non-residence, the effects of the Industrial Revolution, and especially the advance of rationalism. It was problems and difficulties such as these, however, and not the wholesale ruin of the Church of England, that led in the 1730s to the launch of the Evangelical Revival—the effects of which would be dramatic and long-lasting, extending far beyond the boundaries of the Established Church.

Though at least one recent study of the late Stuart period has argued that the influence of the Reformed tradition continued well into the early eighteenth century (Hampton 2008), there remains a considerable body of evidence that suggests that, by the 1730s, its prevalence within the spiritual life of the Church of England had all but disappeared. As John Walsh has argued, by the third decade of the eighteenth century Calvinism had come to be held in low repute, the Calvinistic clergyman now being ‘a rare bird indeed’. Though the reasons for this are not easy to detect, it is clear that Calvinism was now equated by some ‘with obscurantism and a hair-splitting scholasticism’ and by others ‘with “enthusiasm” and illuminism’. In particular, the doctrines of total depravity and predestination grated on eighteenth-century sensitivities which had grown accustomed to claims of ‘man’s rationality, benevolence and moral liberty’ (Walsh 1974, 88). Consequently, when the ‘doctrines of grace’ began to be advanced during the 1730s they proved controversial, with many alarmed churchmen remarking that the old Puritan divinity had been reintroduced into the Church of England. Certainly in some ways the Revival did resemble seventeenth-century Puritanism, especially in its adherence to Calvinism, its emphasis on spiritual and moral improvement, its proclivity towards enthusiasm, and its spirited opposition to Roman Catholicism. While many contemporaries would have acknowledged the low spiritual state of the Church of England, few eighteenth-century churchmen wished to return to the tumultuous religious and political conflicts of the previous century. Like all movements of spiritual reform, therefore, the Evangelical Revival provoked tension, hostility, and controversy from the onset of its emergence.

Although the spiritual principles of the Evangelical Revival did bear some resemblance to the doctrines advanced by the leading Puritan divines, in other ways it represented a sharp disavowal of Puritan teachings and practices. With its emphasis on individual conversion, reason, and empiricism, Evangelicalism introduced into English religious life a movement that was unique and, in some ways, highly contemporary in nature. This helps to explain the remarkable appeal and rapid growth of ‘serious religion’ during the ‘long’ eighteenth century. The Evangelical Revival should, therefore, be seen more as an unruly stepchild of the Enlightenment than as the well-mannered descendant of English Puritanism. By the 1730s (if not earlier), Puritanism had few adherents in England; its day had passed. In the context of a more tolerant and rationalist-inspired era, however, the introduction of an entirely new spiritual tradition that creatively incorporated theologically and doctrinally diverse (though not incompatible) elements from both the past and present, would prove highly attractive to many both within and without the Church of England.

What was the nature of ‘serious religion’, and why did it prove so attractive? Attempts to define Evangelicalism in concise terms have not been altogether successful. Brilioth, for example, refers to ‘all who strove for a warmer religious feeling, all who were really spiritually minded’, though this now seems too narrowly drawn (Brilioth 1933: 36). David Bebbington’s categorization of its ‘four qualities’ (or ‘special marks’)—conversionism, activism, biblicism, and crucicentrism—proved more helpful and has come to command widespread acceptance among scholars of the period (Bebbington 1989: 2–3). Equally difficult have been attempts to define the historical origins and progress of the Revival, especially given its early appearance in Wales, its rapid dissemination throughout Britain and Ireland, and its impressive propagation across traditional denominational (and even transatlantic) boundaries. Moreover, as a number of personal narratives testify, there were widely divergent paths leading to the ‘doctrines of grace’. Some (especially those raised in the High Church tradition) were attracted by Evangelicalism’s emphasis on a personal, heartfelt spirituality. Others passed through a dramatic Pauline (or Augustine) conversion experience. Some fell under the spiritual influence of a friend or close relative, while others were drawn to Evangelicalism because it proved an attractive alternative to the ‘irreligion’ of fashionable society. Still others reached the stage of ‘evangelical repentance’ as a consequence of a personal tragedy, while for some the process was largely intellectual in nature, aided by a close study of the Reformation or Puritan divines. In general terms, however, as Walsh makes clear, adherence to Evangelicalism most often involved—in a number of diverse ways—‘a reaction to what appeared the more negative aspects of eighteenth century rationalism’, which had come to be seen by many as excessively cold, dry, impersonal, and spiritually etiolated (Walsh 1974: 89).

Eighteenth-century Evangelicals had much in common with their High Church brethren—a point that has often been overlooked in historical accounts of the period (Nockles 1994: 321–3). Both advocated a heightened sense of devotional fervour in the Church, and both opposed the advance of rationalism. The ‘continued vitality’ of the High Church tradition acted as a spiritual ‘nursery’ for a number of prominent Evangelicals, and contributed directly to the teachings and hymnology of the Evangelical Revival. Members of both parties held a high view of revelation and Scripture; both respected the Church–state connection, while defending the Establishment against the attacks of Low Churchmen, radicals, and militant Dissenters; both upheld the principle of social order, especially during the turbulent decades surrounding the French Revolution; and both appealed to apostolic tradition and the Church Fathers in support of Christian doctrine. Finally, both parties united in support of Sir Robert Harry Inglis in the contentious Oxford by-election of 1829, against the more ‘liberal’ candidacy of Sir Robert Peel. This shared sense of purpose helped to counter the prevailing influence of rationalism in the Church, and paved the way for numerous points of cooperation between Evangelicalism and the High Church tradition.

However, despite these common interests Evangelical–High Church relations often had to face—and overcome—a series of conflicts. The precise nature of these conflicts took various forms. Not infrequently, Evangelicals were attacked by High Churchmen for advancing religious individualism and clerical ‘irregularity’, and for ignoring the importance of the liturgy (which the latter believed served as an effective prophylactic against infidelity) in favour of preaching. On other occasions Evangelicals were denounced by High Churchmen as ‘Methodists’ or ‘enthusiasts’, criticized over their perceived indifference to the ecclesiastical structure and doctrinal formularies of the Church of England, or dismissed for advancing rigid forms of predestinarianism. While each of these charges contained some elements of truth each was also somewhat misleading, as a succession of prominent Evangelicals were eager to point out. Desirous of portraying their movement as doctrinally moderate, ecclesiastically loyal, and consistent with the formularies of the English Reformation, leading Evangelicals replied to High Church attacks by setting out to formulate a credible defence of the ‘doctrines of grace’. They frequently condemned deterministic forms of Calvinism as inconsistent with the missionary impulses of the ‘gospel movement’ or with its emphasis on experimental forms of piety, and extolled their Anglican credentials. In fact, most Evangelicals were moderate Calvinists (though not a few were Arminians), loyal to the Church of England and its formularies, and anxious to avoid charges of ‘enthusiasm’, clerical ‘irregularity’, indifference to Church order, and schism.

Tensions between Evangelicals and High Churchmen also broke out at a practical level, and included disputes over control of the SPCK and the Pastoral Aid Society. Three other conflicts were to prove especially harmful to Evangelical–High Church relations. The first, which began in 1799, involved the establishment of a Sunday school at Blagdon, Somerset, by the prominent Evangelical writer Hannah More (Scott 2003: 232–57). The local High Church incumbent challenged the propriety of educating children from the lower orders, and accused More of ‘irregularity’ in acting outside the authority of the Church. The dispute quickly escalated into a national cause célèbre, tarnishing More’s reputation and discrediting the Evangelical party to which she belonged. The second, a decade later, involved the establishment of an auxiliary of the British and Foreign Bible Society at Cambridge—a scheme that quickly (and sharply) divided junior and senior members of the university along Evangelical–High Church lines (Brown 1961: 285–316). The third, over baptismal regeneration, proved even more contentious, drawing in a number of leading Evangelicals and High Churchmen (and later Tractarians), and rumbling on for several decades. The claims advanced on both sides of this debate in fact proved so inflammatory that, in 1815, they ignited a high-profile secession of clerical and lay Evangelicals from the Church of England, provoking considerable alarm, advancing sectarianism, and further damaging Evangelical–High Church relations (Carter 2001: 105–51).

During the early years of the nineteenth century, Evangelicalism gained a tenuous foothold at Oxford, attracting to its ranks a number of prominent figures in the university and city. St Edmund Hall, for some time the centre of ‘serious religion’ at the university, was now joined by a few other colleges as well as by several leading parish churches where a vibrant Evangelical witness could be found. Until the early to mid-1820s, Evangelicalism at Oxford remained doctrinally moderate and firmly attached to the Church of England and its ‘regular’ forms of ministry. Towards the end of the 1820s, however, at precisely the moment when tensions between Church and state were escalating (and largely as a result of them), ‘serious religion’ was plunged into what David Newsome has described as ‘the crisis of Evangelicalism’ (Newsome 1966: 1–19). Consequently, in Oxford (as elsewhere) the ‘gospel party’ began to fragment into smaller—and more extreme—groups; in addition to the mildly reformist ‘Claphamites’ who had been the standard bearer for the party for the past several decades, three new broad categories of extreme Evangelicals quickly burst upon the scene: the high-Tory and anti-Catholic ‘Recordites’, the ultra-Calvinists, and the millennialists. Each of these three groups enjoyed a high profile in Oxford during the late 1820s and early 1830s, where they set about actively dividing the wheat from the tares, advancing (in some cases) extreme interpretations of Calvinism and the ‘signs of the times’, and alienating Evangelicalism from the mainstream of the Church of England (Carter 2001: 249–311). Consequently, to many traditional Churchmen Oxford Evangelicalism no longer seemed like a credible spiritual tradition or an effective bulwark against resurgent liberalism and state intrusion. At a time when the Church of England cried out for effective leadership and for a defence of its ancient Creeds, the Evangelical party—which now formed a significant portion of its membership—proved incapable of responding.

Perhaps predictably, it was not long before a number of idealistic young men at Oxford began to abandon moderate Evangelicalism in favour of one of these new extreme Protestant groups. This included Newman’s brother, Francis, who in 1830 (after gaining a ‘double first’ and being elected to a fellowship at Balliol) under what he claimed was the direct inspiration of the Holy Spirit, abandoned Oxford (and the Church) and rushed off to Baghdad to attempt to convert the heathen. Other similarly inclined Evangelicals in and around Oxford included Henry Bulteel, a Fellow of Exeter and the Perpetual Curate of St Ebbe’s; Benjamin Wills Newton, another Fellow of Exeter; Richard Waldo Sibthorp, a Fellow of Magdalen; William Tiptaft, the vicar of nearby Sutton Courtney; and, J. C. Philpot, a Fellow of Worcester. Though some (like Francis Newman) now abandoned Oxford, most remained behind, advancing their new doctrines in and around the city, gathering their disciples into tight-knit religious groups, and unsettling Oxford’s hitherto tranquil religious atmosphere.

None of this activity escaped the attention of the university, where an equal number of idealistic young men, many of whom were still to some extent under the influence of ‘serious religion’, began to pull in a different spiritual direction. They included Gladstone, Hamilton, John Henry Newman, Ryder, and the three Wilberforce brothers. Influenced by the same unsettling political, social, and spiritual atmosphere that had led a number of their contemporaries into extreme forms of Protestantism, these men were drawn to more catholic and apostolic forms of spirituality, and eventually into the Oxford Movement itself. But how, not a few have wondered, could the same social and religious forces provoke two dramatic—and opposite—responses? Gladstone, who for a time was a witness to Bulteel’s ultra-Calvinist teaching at St Ebbe’s, later explained how such forces are capable of producing an impulse and an equal (but countervailing) reaction, in this case, simultaneously propelling men and women in two opposite (albeit related) spiritual directions:


It is quite true that, while the Evangelical school of the last generation was rearing its choicest specimens for transportation into the gardens of the Oxford movement, it was in a less degree, yet unequivocally, training other minds, which were afterwards to deviate from its own lines in more or less negative directions … It is an incident of familiar occurrence that one and the same impulse, acting on minds differently constituted, and combining with the forces respectively latent in each of them, will give rise to the most widely different divergent movements. (Gladstone 1879: VII.234)



For many disaffected Evangelicals, the acceptance of apostolic teachings appeared as a natural progression from the ‘doctrines of grace’, first advanced a century earlier by Wesley and Whitefield. To them, the Oxford Movement thus became a continuation, a ‘consequence’, a ‘supplementation’, or even a ‘completion’ of Evangelicalism. Gladstone thoroughly agreed with this assessment. As he wrote, even though it may appear paradoxical, ‘all human systems produce much that they do not aim at producing. There is causation by parentage; and there is also causation by the way of opposition and reaction’ (Gladstone 1879: VII.225). Robert Wilberforce concurred. In his archdeacon’s charge of 1851, he provided a helpful retrospective view of the continuity that existed between the two principal traditions that had (to date) most influenced his own spiritual life:


During the first quarter of the [nineteenth] century, men were roused from slumber and wakened to earnestness; the next period gave them an external object on which to expand the zeal that had been enkindled. For it must be observed … that these movements, though distinct, were not repugnant. On the contrary, persons who had been most influenced by the one, often entered most readily into the other … the second movement was a sort of consequence of the first. (Wilberforce 1851: 10–11)



Henry Liddon, Pusey’s disciple and later biographer, struck a similar note, describing the Oxford Movement as ‘a completion’ of the Evangelical Revival. The ‘deepest and most fervid religion in England’ during the first thirty years of the nineteenth century, he added, ‘was that of the Evangelicals; and, to the last day of his life, Pusey retained that “love of the Evangelicals” to which he often adverted, and which was roused by their efforts to make religion a living power in a cold and gloomy age’ (Liddon 1893: I.254).

What motivated these idealistic young men to abandon Evangelicalism during the 1820s and 1830s? Not surprisingly, the reasons are varied and often complex. Beginning around 1827, for example, Gladstone became increasingly concerned that the individualistic nature of Evangelicalism inhibited the development of a thoroughgoing ecclesiology; that its low sacramental view of baptism reflected neither the teachings of the Bible, the Church Fathers, nor the Anglican divines; and, that its view of conversion as ‘complete’ at a single moment was misleading, for, as he now believed, it lasted ‘the whole of our earthly existence’ or even longer, culminating in the next life (Gladstone 1830). Though momentarily attracted to Bulteel’s mesmerizing presence at St Ebbe’s, he soon came to reject any form of advanced predestinarianism. Gladstone’s theological evolution continued after he left Oxford at the end of 1831, and included his acceptance of a higher form of ecclesiology (including the doctrine of apostolic succession) and his modification of the role of religious experience in the life of the believer.

Henry Manning was up at Balliol between 1827 and 1830 (and again briefly as a Fellow of Merton in 1832–3), and left Oxford in much the same spiritual frame of mind as he had entered. Later connected by marriage with the Wilberforce, Sargent, and Ryder families, he seemed to have been influenced in some ways by moderate forms of Evangelicalism until around 1833, when he came to accept the doctrine of baptismal regeneration. In the following year (through a close study of Hooker’s Ecclesiastical Polity, recommended by Samuel Wilberforce) he accepted the doctrine of real presence; soon afterwards, he developed a High doctrine of the priesthood and came to accept the Church of England as the true via media. Like many of his contemporaries, Manning was being drawn by degrees towards more catholic forms of spirituality.

The three sons of William Wilberforce, all of whom were up at Oriel during the mid-1820s, were probably, as Thomas Mozley alleges, ‘already in a state of gradually increasing estrangement from the Evangelical party when they came to Oxford’ (Mozley 1882: I.99), though each took a different evolutionary path away from ‘serious religion’. Robert first encountered High Church views while on a reading party with Keble and others in 1823. One by one, the Evangelical doctrines of his youth began to give way and, within four years, partly through the influence of Keble’s The Christian Year (1827), his shift was complete. Samuel (like Robert), found his contemporaries in the ‘gospel party’ unattractive, though (unlike his older brother) he regarded neither Keble nor Newman as worthy of his adoration. Nor (like both Robert and Henry) did he abandon Evangelicalism quickly or all at once, but gradually and never quite entirely. By the mid-1830s, he could be counted as a supporter of the Church Missionary Society. Although his support for the Oxford Movement was highly qualified, he was gradually drawn to a greater emphasis on episcopal authority, holy living, self-denial, and spiritual discipline as advanced by the ‘Apostolicals’. As time went on, and alarmed by extreme Calvinism and its indifference to the Church and episcopal authority, he steadily distanced himself from Evangelicalism, even claiming that he now ‘belong[ed] to no school’ of the Church (Ashwell 1880–2: I.90). Though his doctrinal views continued to evolve, Samuel never entirely abandoned the religious position of his youth. In 1826, Henry, following his brothers’ lead, also matriculated at Oriel, where he quickly developed a ‘very intimate’ friendship with Newman. Newman exerted considerable influence on his young disciple and the two became of one mind on many matters, including opposition to the appointment of Renn Dixon Hampden as Regius Professor of Divinity in 1836, the importance of subscription, and especially the doctrine of justification. Henry, however, rejected Newman’s views on marriage, and in other ways retained a certain independence.

Newman’s own pilgrimage from Evangelicalism to the Oxford Movement was more circuitous, and included a brief sojourn among the Oxford Noetics. As we have seen, he retained his Evangelical outlook until around 1822, when it ‘gradually faded away’ (Newman 1873: 4). By 1828, he was distancing himself from both Evangelicals and Noetics, the debate over Catholic Emancipation proving pivotal to the further evolution of his views. In the Apologia, he offered both a testimony of his indebtedness to ‘serious religion’ and a rationale for his having abandoned it. He also provided a strong denouncement of Evangelicalism, which bears all the marks of his direct encounters with radical forms of ‘gospel religion’ at Oxford during the late 1820s and early 1830s. Though critical of the Revival’s lack of intellectual foundation, internal cohesion, unity, and even aspects of its theology, and though highly pessimistic over its future contributions to the Church, Newman’s principal concern seems to foreshadow that of his later wider objection to Anglicanism itself: the absence of an unaltered source of spiritual authority:


But as regarded what was called Evangelical Religion or Puritanism, there was more to cause alarm … it had no intellectual basis; no internal idea, no principle of unity, no theology. Its adherents … are already separating from each other … It does not stand on entrenched ground, or make any pretence to a position; it does but occupy the space between contending powers, Catholic Truth and Rationalism. Then indeed will be the stern encounter, when two real and living principles, simple, entire, and consistent, one in the Church, the other out of it, at length rush upon each other, contending not for names and words, or half-views, but for elementary notions and distinctive moral characters. (Newman 1873: 102)



No doubt the transformation of Newman’s spiritual outlook was also affected by the momentous transformation in the relations between Church and state that occurred around the same time: consequently, he concluded that Evangelicalism was incapable of defending apostolic faith or of holding back the rising tide of liberalism. Moreover, he seems to have concluded that the existence of the ‘gospel party’ actually contributed (albeit unintentionally) to the advance of liberalism. Nor did he (along with the Wilberforce brothers) regard the Oxford Evangelicals as the right sort of men, spiritually or otherwise—a factor that contributed to his further estrangement from the ‘gospel party’.

At the same time, a number of positive forces also exerted an influence on Newman (and on many of his Oxford contemporaries), contributing further to his spiritual odyssey. These included the close study of the lives and teachings of the Church Fathers, the Caroline divines, and the Christian saints; direct encounters with Roman Catholicism while travelling on the Continent; the effect of personal friendships and associations in Oxford and elsewhere; the exposure to Catholic devotional material (not least The Christian Year); and the desire to enter into more devotional and contemplative forms of spirituality.

While many historical accounts of Evangelicals and Tractarians have often focused on their differences in doctrine and practice, or on the heated controversies that arose as a consequence of these differences, these were not entirely representative of the larger picture. In fact, the relationship between Evangelicals and Tractarians was, at least during the initial phase of the Oxford Movement, largely complementary (Nockles 2015). Though there were numerous points of compatibility between the two parties, they can be summarized fairly concisely.

Evangelicals and Tractarians shared a deep commitment to the life of the Church of England and its liturgy. An emphasis on the invisible church (or the church of all believers) sometimes led the early Evangelicals to engage in ‘irregular’ practices, such as itinerancy or field preaching. Later generations, however, perhaps influenced by Milner’s church history, developed a higher view of apostolic authority and order and a greater appreciation for the visible church. In 1820, for example, the leading Evangelical (and future bishop) Daniel Wilson insisted that a firm belief in ‘the authority and purity of our national Church’—which included episcopal order and a valid ministry—was shared by both Evangelicals and High Churchmen (Bateman 1860: I.205–6). While Evangelical veneration of the English Reformers never wavered, over time their ecclesiological views broadened to include an awareness of (and appreciation for) the contributions of both patristic and post-Reformation theology.

Tractarians, on the other hand, tended to emphasize the visible church, or the Church of England as one, holy, catholic, and apostolic body. It was, as in the Early Church, a Divine Society, not a ‘gathered’ body of believers. As such, the defence of apostolic continuity as the basis of the Church’s spiritual authority was paramount. This led naturally to a greater emphasis on patristic teachings and on those of the Caroline divines, and a suspicion of (or even antagonism to) the teachings of the Protestant Reformers. Of no small significance to the Oxford Movement, the emphasis on apostolic continuity also led to the resolute defence of the Church against ungodly state intrusion.

Closely aligned to this, Evangelicals and Tractarians shared a common quest for holiness. ‘Holiness rather than peace’, the dictum of Thomas Scott, became a guiding light for the young Newman (Newman 1873: 5). One of Newman’s earliest sermons (1826) and Pusey’s very first sermon (1828) focused on the theme of holiness. This understanding took two distinct—though not contradictory—forms: for Evangelicals, holiness was the natural by-product of sanctification, or ‘growth in grace’ as Scott and others often referred to it, while Tractarians tended to emphasize corporate holiness as expressed through the sacramental witness of the Church.

Common ground could also be found in practice and worship, though these points would later (especially after the rise of Ritualism) become divisive. Both Evangelicals and Tractarians were deeply committed to the Book of Common Prayer. The Evangelical emphasis on hymnody paved the way for Tractarian composition of numerous new hymns and its adoption of many old ones (hymns from both parties are now sung indiscriminately by all traditions, both within and without the Church of England), while Evangelical missions, which employed passionate preaching and sacred music, helped to inspire Tractarian outreach among the poor. Frequent communion was practised by Wesley’s Holy Club at Oxford more than a century before the launch of the Oxford Movement. The Evangelical emphasis on preaching compelled the Tractarians to take pulpit oratory more seriously, even though their principal emphasis in worship fell elsewhere. Evangelicals also laid great stress on the office of pastor, held high expectations for his performance and duty, and criticized the universities for their inadequate preparation of young men for clerical office—themes frequently identified with the teachings and pastoral practice of followers of the Oxford Movement.

Theologically, both movements agreed that religion should appeal first to the heart; indeed, as some have claimed, sans the Evangelical emphasis on human emotion (or personal religion) the Oxford Movement might never have been established. Both movements opposed rationalism in its many forms. Evangelicals and Tractarians stood united in opposing not only Hampden’s appointment as Regius Professor but, later, his elevation to the Episcopal Bench. Finally, both parties placed great emphasis on the Cross of Christ, and both appealed to the importance of ecclesiastical tradition.

Evangelical reaction to the appearance of the Tracts was mixed. In November 1833, shortly after their appearance, Newman wrote to Froude: ‘The Tracts are spreading and the Evangelicals of Cheltenham join us, but deprecate them.’ In the same week, Henry Wilberforce wrote from Farnham Castle that Charles Sumner, the Evangelical Bishop of Winchester, on the whole approved of the Tracts and ‘showed much more Church notions than I knew him to have’; he went on to quote Sumner as remarking, ‘Well, I think a copious and general distribution of these will do great good.’ Encouraged, Newman replied: ‘O that he would take us up! I would go to the length of my tether to meet him!’, adding: ‘Evangelicals as I anticipated, are struck with the “Law of Liberty” [Tract 8] and “The Sin of the Church” [Tract 6]. The subject of Discipline, too (I cannot doubt), will take them’ (Mozley 1891: I.476, 477, 479). Pusey thought similarly; his first contribution to the Tracts (18, 1833, on fasting) was intended principally as a letter to Evangelicals. Samuel Wilberforce was ‘convinced by it’, and he was certainly not alone (Ashwell 1880–2: I.83).

Despite these points of agreement, relations between Evangelicals and Tractarians soon began to deteriorate. Brilioth observed a change in tone during the latter half of 1834, despite Newman’s claim at that time that he could still go ‘a great way with the Evangelicals’. Within two years, however, Newman’s tune had changed. He now admitted ‘that the Evangelicals are afraid and annoyed at us’, and he expressed hope that the Tractarians could ‘absorb ALL young Evangelicals’ into the movement. By 1840, with secessions to Rome looming on the horizon, relations between the two parties had darkened significantly. As Newman now confided, ‘I see more clearly that we are working up to a schism in our Church … the only hope is that the Peculiars may be converted or broken up’ (Mozley 1891: II.66, 187, 198, 297). What led to this important change in sentiment? Certainly, the direction and influence of Newman’s own spiritual odyssey cannot be overlooked. Likewise, the changes in the Oxford Movement itself, which by now had become decidedly less Protestant in nature. Even more significantly, the character of Evangelicalism in and around Oxford had changed considerably. Devoid of effective leadership and unity and driven by extreme Protestant elements largely of its own making, the ‘gospel party’ became unable to moderate its doctrinal excesses, stand united against the advance of liberalism, or influence the Rome-ward drift within Tractarianism. It was therefore perhaps inevitable that Evangelicals and Tractarians should find themselves increasingly at cross purposes in the Church.

A succession of events soon led to a further deterioration in relations between the two parties. In 1838, Newman and Keble provoked a serious controversy by publishing Hurrell Froude’s Remains (1838–9), which included a number of provocative passages, especially those denouncing the English Reformers. The work deeply offended not just Evangelicals, but also the bishops and virtually everyone else in the Church. It even helped alienate the ‘high-and-dry’ clergy (who had previously been allies of the Tractarians) from the Oxford Movement. As is well known, publication of Tract 90 (1841) provoked a sensation in the Church of England, fuelling antagonism to Tractarianism. Evangelicals were scandalized by Newman’s apparent advances in the direction of Rome. Nor did Newman’s secession from the Church in 1845 assuage growing Evangelical concerns over the increasingly popish nature of the Oxford Movement. The celebrated Gorham case, which ran from 1847 to 1850, and involved the issue of baptismal regeneration (and, more broadly, that of comprehension) in the Church of England, inflicted further damage on relations between the two parties. Gorham’s eventual institution dismayed the Tractarians and provoked the secession of a number of their leading lights to Rome, including Manning and Robert Wilberforce. Ironically, such secessions did little to soothe Evangelical anxiety, for they were widely perceived as representing merely the tip of a much larger popish ‘iceberg’ that threatened to sink the Church of England. In truth, however, Evangelical concerns were unjustified, for these secessions marked the onset of a new and more irenic chapter in the history of the Oxford Movement, during which it achieved greater acceptance and importance in the life of the Church of England, and of the nation itself.

Evangelicalism made an enormously important contribution to the religious life of the Church of England, and indeed to the world-wide Anglican Communion. As Gladstone observed, however, it also created spiritual appetites which it could not satisfy (especially given the rapid political and social changes then taking place), filling ‘men so full with the wine of spiritual life, that larger and better vessels were required to hold it’ (Gladstone 1879: VII.232). The close continuity between—and interdependence of—the Evangelical Revival and the Oxford Movement, often unrecognized and unacknowledged (or mischaracterized) in previous treatments of the period, remains an important feature in the history of the Church of England during the ‘long’ eighteenth century, and beyond.
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CHAPTER 4



HIGH CHURCH PRESENCE AND PERSISTENCE IN THE REIGN OF GEORGE III (1760–1811)



NIGEL ASTON

HIGH Churchmen remained an appreciable presence in the second half of the eighteenth century, with an importance out of proportion to their numbers. And this significance is reflected in a historiography that has rescued the Established Church of England in the reign of George III from the critical accounts that prevailed between about 1850 and 1930, critical accounts that, paradoxically, the spread of Tractarianism out of Oxford into the dioceses and parishes of the whole Anglican Communion did much to sponsor. The objective of the Oxford Movement fathers was the renewal of the Church of England and its reconnection with the Church’s Catholic heritage, which had been both disrupted and overlaid by the trauma of Reformation. The Oxford Movement leaders acknowledged the ‘sound’ elements in the Established Church of their grandfathers and great-grandfathers, although they were offended by the ecclesial subordination amounting often to downright Erastianism surrounding the Church of those days. They were disparaging about the ‘high-and-dry’ Tories, but half-heartedly admitted they had done something to preserve a sacerdotal inheritance. This grudging recognition should not surprise us for, as Peter Nockles has insisted in his magisterial study, the Movement was essentially innovative, creating a template for the Church’s future based on a selective and often controversial reading of its past.

It was the apparently negligible presence of a strong High Church movement under George III that for Keble and Newman necessitated their emergency manifesto for their own troubled times—the turbulent decade of the 1830s. Tractarianism was a new High Churchmanship for a reformed age and it did not acknowledge much of a bequest from the immediately preceding generations. In fact, however, the signs of doctrinal and mildly ritualistic High Churchmanship in the period c.1760–1811 were considerable, and they fed into the cultural deposit of the Oxford Movement in a manner that, by the earlier twentieth century, was at last being acknowledged in, for instance, the sensitive scholarship of C. Wickham Legg and W. K. Lowther Clarke. As current religious historians insist, these manifestations are worthy of recovery in their own right, not just as pointers back to the ‘Caroline divines’ or forward to Anglo-Catholicism.

The abundance of distinguished work on later eighteenth-century Anglicanism since the 1980s allows for more precise identification of High Church currents. In retrospect, the conferences held in Oxford in 1983 for the 150th anniversary of Keble’s Assize Sermon, and that in 1990 at what was then King Alfred’s College, Winchester, on ‘The Functioning of the Church of England 1662–1833’ were vital to the recovery of the topic. The latter resulted in the publication of sixteen distinguished essays in The Church of England c.1689–c.1833 three years later. The volume was launched on a revisionist tide inaugarated in 1985 by Jonathan Clark (not one of the contributors to the Winchester volume) who put the Church into the foreground of our understanding of eighteenth-century England. Clark’s vigorous insistence that England was most accurately viewed as an ancien régime society where the alliance of Crown and Church was the bedrock of the polity was not uncontested (Clark 1985; Innes 1987; O’Gorman 1998). But his impact has been enduring, and any proposition that religion was not central to Georgian society would now sound very odd indeed. For pre-Tractarian High Churchmanship per se, the lead was taken by Peter Nockles, whose Oxford doctoral thesis of 1982 was hugely influential and consulted to the point that the Bodleian copy was in danger of disintegration. The thesis was published in an amended form in 1994 and retains an authoritative place in contemporary historiography. It is Nockles’s achievement to rescue the High Churchmen (he prefers the term ‘Orthodox’) of George III’s reign from misunderstanding and neglect. While conceding that organized church parties existed, he plays down their activity and argues that they operated within a broadly based theological consensus which the Tractaraians went on to destroy. It was precisely because of this consensus (and the respect that existed for it), along with the pejorative associations of the term ‘High Church’ with echoes of Laud and Sacheverell, that later eighteenth-century divines tended to opt for the label ‘Orthodox’. Three decades later, Nockles’s views have not been significantly challenged, and they remain the starting point for High Church studies of this era—which have been undertaken inter alia by Rowan Strong, Richard Sharp, Jeremy Gregory, and Nigel Aston.

At the accession of George III in October 1760, the High Church or ‘Orthodox’ dimension of the Established Church existed as a historical residue rather than a predominant feature, and had a slight presence in the higher reaches of the Church. The hierarchy had become used to working with the Hanoverian monarchy over time, and the price for the retention of its undoubted centrality in English public life was the permanent prorogation of Convocation throughout this period (Langford 1988). Yet the outright Erastian subordinationism associated with Bishop Hoadly and the Bangorian Controversy of 1717–20 had not come to pass and Hoadly himself (still alive as Bishop of Winchester until 1761) had taken care (in return for substantial preferment of himself and his protégés) not to rock the boat any further (Gibson 2004). Nevertheless, the Church of England was the lynchpin of the Revolution Settlement and, as such, it was expected to work harmoniously with the orthodox Dissenting sects, whose numbers were declining, partly because the experience of Anglicanism in the average parish was no longer unpalatable to them. In those circumstances, with a majority of beneficed clergy reconciled to its status as the Established Church rather than the national one, eirenicism had become customary. Moreover, liturgical revision in the interest of further reducing Anglican exceptionalism was again being mooted, as the proposals associated with Jones of Alconbury in the early 1750s showed (Stephens 2004).

The Anglican–Dissenting alliance actually came unstuck quite quickly during the primacy of Thomas Secker (1758–68) (Ingram 2007). Secker was not himself a High Churchman, though he was obliged to call on the services of men who were as a means of resisting demands for revisions in the liturgy and Thirty-Nine Articles to make them more palatable to Dissenters. The issue came to head in 1766 when William Blackburne, Archdeacon of Cleveland, published anonymously The Confessional, a sophisticated but accessible polemic in favour of change. Secker would not abandon his ground, despite a rising tide of criticism that portrayed him as a latter-day Laud. The controversy indirectly led to an open disclosure of and justification for Anglican distinctiveness that Secker had not quite expected, as younger clergy took up the cudgels against Blackburne and his allies. The time was right for such belligerence: the accession of George III finally restored Tories to favour and they hailed his sacral kingship with the fervour of men who had been largely denied access to royal favour since Queen Anne’s death. In those circumstances, it was impossible to prevent the echoes of the ‘Church in Danger!’ heard in her reign from being audible again as confessional differences were rekindled over the next two decades (Bradley 1990: 112).

Younger ‘Orthodox’, such as William Jones of Nayland (1726–1800) and George Horne (1730–92), spoke up for the claims of the Church of England as the unique embodiment of both royal and apostolic authority in the realm. They had made their reputations as young controversialists in the 1750s and, by the 1760s, they were best known as the leading exponents of Hutchinsonianism, the anti-Newtonian physico-theology that posited an alternative understanding of the world derived from a re-examination of the Hebrew Scriptures (Wilde 1980). Hutchinsonianism was not, in its origins, exclusively associated with High Churchmanship but, thanks particularly to Jones (a lifelong exponent of that perspective and a tireless campaigner against heterodoxy for nearly half a century), the two became inextricably linked at this time. Horne was the most influential of the two, serving successively as President of Magdalen College, Oxford, Vice-Chancellor of the University, Dean of Canterbury, and Bishop of Norwich, and had veiled his original Hutchinsonian credentials by the 1770s (Aston 1993). He and Jones were fortunate to find favour with Secker and made a greater impact on the Church of England than they might have done a generation earlier. They were profoundly conscious of the Church’s spiritual integrity and they located the Church of England within that world-wide communion of Christians that for them the Reformation had sundered but not completely dissolved. Both were men of appreciable historical knowledge. They derived their sacerdotal understanding from their sense of the universal Church, the essential vessel of salvation on earth, whose ordering was providentially dispensed and whose protection was the first duty of orthodox Anglicans. Unsurprisingly, they were influenced by the spiritual values of the Nonjurors whose numbers were, by this date, very small. The ‘Orthodox’, such as Horne and Jones, wanted to ensure that the Nonjuring inheritance (minus its Jacobitism) became central to the Church of England as a whole, a desire that they embraced as young men, not least through Jones’s experience while serving as curate to Canon Sir John Dolben (an executor of Nathaniel, 3rd Lord Crewe, High Church Bishop of Durham) between 1750 and 1755 at Finedon, Northants. (only a few miles from the parish of the aged William Law at King’s Cliffe). Having ready access to Dolben’s superb patristic library, Horne and Jones gained a knowledge of the Fathers which helped to make them uncompromising in their defence of Trinitarian Christianity and deeply suspicious of any apparent deviation from Athanasian orthodoxy. Their views were expressed in Jones’s The Catholic Doctrine of a Trinity (1756 and reprinted at least twelve times by 1830), and in Horne’s sermon preached in Canterbury Cathedral as Dean in 1786, at a time when he was engaged in controversial exchanges with the indefatigable Unitarian chemist, Joseph Priestley.

Later Georgian High Churchmen, irrespective of their attitude to Hutchinsonianism, were united in their esteem for kingship as a divinely sanctioned mode of authority, and George III’s dutiful attitude to the discharge of his royal responsibilities was gratifying, not least as a form of protection for the Church of England against its confessional rivals. High Churchmen lost no opportunity in proclaiming the king’s merits, especially those furnished by the Book of Common Prayer observances laid down for 30 January, 29 May, and 5 November, though few went as far as Horne who, in his 30 January 1761 sermon on ‘The Christian King’, triumphantly asserted the propriety of comparisons ‘between our Lord and the royal martyr’ (Jones 1799: III.98). Of course, these occasions in the so-called ‘Protestant Calendar’ recalled Stuart monarchs, and it did not take much for Whig and Low Church detractors to accuse their opponents of trying to trumpet the merits of passive obedience, non-resistance, and patriarchal monarchy in a way that ignored or undermined the Revolution Settlement. This was to exaggerate. Nevertheless, the nostalgia of Georgian High Churchmen for a pre-1688 Caroline ‘golden age’cannot be doubted, and they infused the monarchy of George III with a sophisticated dimension of providential ordering dating back to King David’s rule that stiffened its resistance to the manifold Revolutionary challenges of the 1790s. ‘Church and King’ was as much the mantra for them as it had been for their predecessors in the reign of Queen Anne. This dichotomy would become more muted by the time of the Tractarians, and one finds the same weakening of the ‘Throne and Altar’ binary in continental Catholic countries from the 1830s.

The High Church or ‘Orthodox’ dimension of later Georgian Anglicanism may have been something of a residue in 1760 but it quickly became more central to the ethos of the Established Church, partly due to royal and ministerial favour. Despite the polemical prominence of such as Horne, Jones, Horsley, and, later, the Hackney Phalanx and William Van Mildert, the tradition was not monolithic, admitted of variations, and was found in pockets. Though Horne at Magdalen College and others elsewhere emphasized the tradition of worship ‘in the beauty of holiness’ celebrating the liturgy with dignity and with moderate ceremonial (Mather 1985), applying the label ‘ritualists’ to the Orthodox would be quite misleading. Neither were they willing to sponsor departures from the Book of Common Prayer rubrics though some, like Horne, found evidence within the Book of Common Prayer for oricular confession, and all had a view of the eucharist that allowed for a non-specified, mystical ‘real presence’ at the consecration of the elements. They universally upheld the dignity of the ordained ministry, its duties and responsibilities, partly because of an antiquarian sense of the Church in history signified by the survival (despite the Reformation) of a superb built heritage that had been documented by scholars such as Browne Willis. Overall, within Orthodoxy, there was an understated awareness of theological essentials of the apostolic succession combined with a degree of theological imprecision on non-fundamentals. All this was much as one might expect at a time when church parties were fluid. After all, there were many senior Whig bishops and clergy who, in the period 1714–60, had adopted moderate High Church values and viewpoints, and successfully advanced their own careers by evincing no doubts about dynastic change in 1714 (Clark 2000: 100–2; Sharp 1986). They continued to be influential post-1760, alongside Tory ‘Hanoverian’ survivors, notably Thomas Sherlock, Bishop of London (1678–1761), who had a considerable personal following (Carpenter 1936). Sherlock was a Cambridge man, while throughout the eighteenth century, Orthodoxy’s stronghold and intellectual powerhouse was Oxford University, an institution that came in from the cold after 1760, and whose Tory members (to the scandal of the Whig minority in the colleges) subsequently had access for the first time in nearly half a century to the blessings of royal patronage. Sermons, lectures, and longer works of theology emanating from the University now tended to have a High Church tinge to them as latitudinarian influences within the Established Church fell out of favour. Hutchinsonians had excoriated the excessive reliance during the reigns of the first two Georges on natural religion as the primary bastion of Christian apologetics; after 1760, the whole Church veered away again to revelation, a bias that had the effect of slowly harmonizing relations with Methodism in the three decades before John Wesley’s death in 1791. That realignment was long overdue. Wesley was originally a High Churchmen from a Tory background whose character and temperament rather than his patristic learning had helped him fall out of favour at Oxford University (Green 1945). There was always a significant overlap between Methodists, Hutchinsonians, and High Churchmen, the Hebraist and President of Corpus Christi College,Thomas Patten (1714–90), for instance, being an early member of Wesley’s Holy Club at Lincoln College.

If the accession of George III could plausibly be presented (as many Whigs were willing to do) as the triumph of Jacobite values, albeit without the Pretender, its fruits were not apparent in higher ecclesiastical preferments during the king’s first decade. The range of eligible candidates was necessarily restricted to men of a certain age who had made their way forward under the pre-1760 dispensation (in other words, moderate Whigs acceptable to the Duke of Newcastle), while the number of identifiable ‘Tories’ in offices of state with the power of preferment was too few to bring much benefit to High Churchmen (Taylor 1992). Any sense that High Churchmen would enjoy a promised land protected by Lord Bute was soon dissipated when he lost his nerve and abandoned office in 1762. His departure once again tainted the name of ‘Tory’, although that was less of a problem than in earlier decades: High Churchmanship could no longer be primarily associated with a Tory party since such a party had not effectively existed since the mid-1750s, and the majority of politicians operated under the loosest of Whig colours—even those from Tory backgrounds such as Frederick, Lord North, who was First Minister from 1770 to 1782. Despite having a friend in Archbishop Secker, High Churchmen had little to show for their ringing endorsements of the king by 1770; indeed, the translation by the heterodox 3rd Duke of Grafton of Frederick Cornwallis to Canterbury on Secker’s demise on 1768 could be seen as a setback to their cause (West Suffolk Record Office, Grafton MSS, A. II. A/517122,23). At least in the Metropolitan of England, the Archbishop of York, Robert Hay Drummond (who had preached the Coronation sermon in 1761) Tories could find the grandson of Robert Harley, however overlaid his lineage had become with subsequent Whig connections.

High Churchmen were quick to endorse the administration of Lord North formed in 1770 and they stayed loyal to it over the next twelve years as ministers wrestled with the American rebellion and War of Independence (1775–83), and also the vigorous demands by Protestant Dissenters for the removal of their legal disabilities and a reform of the liturgy and Articles. Trinitarian orthodoxy became a non-negotiable requirement for any would-be bishop. It was an expression of Oxford’s confidence in North’s value as a defender of the status quo that he was speedily elected as Chancellor of the University in 1772, yet he was slow to recommend High Churchmen and Hutchinsonians for senior office. Horne, for instance, had to wait until 1780 before receiving his deanery. In making recommendations to the bench, North, a committed Anglican himself, appears to have appreciated a quiet kind of orthodoxy. Thus Beilby Porteus’s doctrinal reliability secured him the see of Chester in 1777 while the able civil lawyer Samuel Hallifax was given Gloucester four years later. Oxford was gratified by the translation of a former headmaster of Westminster and Dean of Christ Church, William Markham, to the see of York in 1777, and his court Whiggism was offset by the nomination of a very capable scion of a Staffordshire Tory family, Lewis Bagot, to Markham’s Deanery and the see of Bristol (Ditchfield 1993).

Markham gained notoriety within months of going to York with a sermon preached before the SPG in February 1777 denouncing the American rebellion and highlighting the misfortunes of the loyalists (Aston 2010). The American repudiation of royal authority in 1776 struck at the heart of the conventional Tory understanding of the duty subjects owed to lawfully constituted authority and, throughout the unsuccessful war, High Churchmen were to the fore in sermons delivered on fast days and other occasions in condeming the insurgency and calling upon the colonists to return to their obedience (Bradley 1989; Ditchfield 1993; Ippel 1982). The resemblances to the Civil War of the 1640s were all too apparent for most pulpit orators, and for many High Churchmen, heretical religious views were driving the rebellion. Their main emphasis, however, was on affirming order and authority, an insistence that resonated with the abortive High Church effort to establish a colonial episcopate in the North American colonies (Doll 2000; Taylor 1993; Clark 2000: 326). This affirmation was no abstract manifesto. Many North American clergy and their congregations had been intimidated for their loyalism and, in the New England colonies, they suffered eviction and imprisonment for their stance. Some of the most prominent, such as East Apthorpe and Jonathan Boucher, ended up in England where fund-raising schemes to relieve their suffering were put in place, and they repaid the debt with thoughtful loyalist sermons that drew on their own experiences and confirmed their High Church credentials (Ditchfield 1993: 204–5). The eventual defeat of British arms and the granting of American Independence in 1783 was seen by most High Churchmen as a judgement on the nation but it did not preclude, as will be seen, their prompt sponsorship of a hierarchy for Anglicans in North America.

The commitment to defeat the rebellious American colonists had, as its domestic counterpart, the defence of the Thirty-Nine Articles and liturgy against a major Dissenting campaign in the early 1770s to obtain parliamentary approval for a modified form of subscription for ministers and schoolmasters, which would have further diminished the legal privileges of the Established Church. High Churchmen were part of a majority within the Church that resisted change. They knew well the connection of most Dissenters with opposition Whigs (Bonwick 1976; Conway 2002: 140–2), were willing to think the worst of the petitioners’ commitment to Trinitarian orthodoxy, and had no hesitation in voicing their misgivings publicly. The House of Commons rejected the Feathers Tavern petition by a large margin in February 1772 (Ditchfield 1988; Barlow 1962: 150–9; Young 1998), but the issue would not go away. In 1779 Parliament passed a Dissenters’ Relief Act that was narrowly framed and the leaders of rational Dissent were emboldened to push for further concessions. Anglican apologists in the 1780s made the most of Joseph Priestley’s calls for ecclesiastical reform which he openly associated with the destruction of the Established Church and the introduction of a primitive Christianity shorn of Trinitarian ‘corruptions’. Priestley was an indefatigable controversialist, as well as an acute one, but tarring all rational Dissenters with the same Unitarian brush was implausible, and Priestley’s extremism did not deter the moderate majority of Dissenters from running a sophisticated campaign in Parliament in the late 1780s for the repeal of the Test Acts (Ditchfield 1974; Goodwin 1979: chap. 3). There were votes on the issue in the House of Commons in 1787, 1788, and 1790 that came close to success. Pitt the Younger threw his weight behind the defenders of the status quo but High Churchmen deluded themselves if they imagined he did so from commitment rather than pragmatism. At least, the king could be considered an insuperable barrier to ill-considered reform; ‘I shall hope Parliament will not be again troubled with this most improper business’, he told Pitt in 1790 (Aspinall 1962: I.464). The campaign for the repeal of the Test Acts triggered a recrudescence of sectarian tensions that would be exacerbated by the Revolutionary agitations of the 1790s. High Churchmen feared the capacity of such Arians as Dr Richard Price to make mischief at the Church’s expense and they expressed no surprise even if they did not condone the ‘Church and King’ mob’s destruction of Joseph Priestley’s house and library at Birmingham in 1791. A century and a half on, recollections of the Civil War and the religious disruption that followed still found expression in 30 January sermons and on other occasions. High Church attitudes towards Roman Catholics were, by contrast, steadily warming in a more ‘enlightened’, post-Jacobite England (Sack 1993: 223–9). While they did not deny the theological divergences of Rome, High Churchmen recognized that Roman Catholic organization was founded on a hierarchical structure that respected episcopacy and apostolic ordering. Moreover, English Catholics were perceived to live quietly and to be happily led by gentlemanly peers such as the 9th Lord Petre (1742–1801) in Essex and the 8th Lord Arundell of Wardour (1740–1808) in Wiltshire, men whose religious persuasion was no obstacle to social intercourse with other members of the elite. For High Churchmen, the decided anticlerical tone of the French Enlightenment boded ill for the Anglican hierarchy as well as for its Gallican counterpart. The prelates in the House of Lords had been more comfortable with the English Catholic Relief bill in 1778 than they were with the Protestant Dissenters’ version the following year. And in 1791, Catholic Relief was further extended to include the right to hold many public offices after taking an oath of allegiance and to practise free worship indoors—with the blessing of the bench led by the High Churchman Bishop Horsley, who saw it through the Lords (Mather 1977). It was only in the later 1790s that High Church opinion became disquieted about removing the last Catholic disabilities that it feared would stem from repealing the Test Acts.

A High Church presence among prelates was less of a rarity by about 1790. It was, to a considerable extent, accidental. In making appointments, William Pitt throughout his long first ministry relied on the advice of his former Cambridge tutor, George Pretyman (promoted to the see of Lincoln aged just 37 in 1787), and he looked for competency and a fair division of the ecclesiastical spoils between Oxford and Cambridge rather than holiness and patristic awareness (Ditchfield 2002: 92–3). Those latter qualities were more likely to win favour with the king, whose personal piety and commitment to the Church of which he was the Supreme Governor never wavered. Nevertheless, the consecration of Samuel Horsley to St Davids in 1788 and George Horne to Norwich in 1790 (he survived only two years in post) were clear indicators that able men of impeccably orthodox credentials could go far in the national Church during the primacy of John Moore (1783–1805). They joined other, less well-known men. For instance, Lewis Bagot, Bishop of Bristol and Dean of Christ Church, Oxford, from 1777 to 1783, upset some of his clergy with eucharistic teachings derived from the Anglican divines of the mid-seventeenth century, notably Isaac Barrow, whose Doctrine of the Sacraments he reprinted (Bagot 1781). William Cleaver, Bishop of Chester (from 1787), and Principal of Brasenose College, Oxford, was a supporter of patristic studies, who in sermons to the University in 1787 and 1790 insisted on the sacrificial significance of the eucharist, while elsewhere he proudly lauded the apostolic origins of the Church of England which ‘exhibits in its present form the most correct model of primitive purity’ (Cleaver 1791: 7). But it was Horsley more than any other who provided leadership for the majority of bishops, readily engaging with the adversaries of the Church at home and abroad during the 1790s and demonstrating the polemical gifts that had first brought him to the episcopal bench (Mather 1992).

Those among the parochial clergy doctrinally committed to High Church orthodoxy expected to benefit from such episcopal appointments. Precise numbers are hard to determine and we remain dependent on case studies. Among them one finds Samuel Glasse of Hanwell trying to revive weekday festivals: ‘Ascension Day was observed in my parish at Wanstead, with due solemnity. We had full morning and evening service, a sermon and a Communion at which between 40 and 50 people attended’ (BL, Spencer MSS, Glasse to Rev. Charles Poyntz, n.d. [1788]). In Cheshire, in the parish of Malpas, the Magdalen College, Oxford, alumnus, Thomas Townson, anticipated Keble in his pastoral dedication and his declining of major academic preferment. Townson’s fierce loyalty to George III and the Hanoverians had its origins in his flirtation with Jacobitism and Nonjuring principles while he was a young don in his twenties (Churton 1793). Townson’s church was beautified with religious pictures by Assheton, 1st Viscount Curzon, himself a legatee of the wealthy Midlands Nonjuror Thomas Jennens of Gopsall Park, Handel’s librettist (Smith 2012). Other long-established Midlands families who kept High Church values alive in this reign were Sir Roger Newdigate, MP for Oxford University until 1780, who rebuilt his mansion at Arbury Hall in an inimitable Gothic style, Sir William Dolben of Finedon, who succeeded Newdigate in that seat and kept up his father’s churchmanship, and William, 1st Lord Bagot, brother of Bishop Lewis Bagot, pupil and friend of Thomas Townson, whose commitment to the Church of England as an apostolic entity underlay his parliamentary opposition in the 1770s to the easing of legal restrictions on Dissenters. High Church values within elite families were often upheld and transmitted to the next generation by females, including Pusey’s mother, Lady Lucy née Sherard, daughter of the 4th Earl of Harborough, a church builder who was himself in holy orders (Aston 1986). At a less exalted social level, Samuel Johnson was arguably the most important lay Anglican of the century. According to Boswell, he was ‘a sincere and zealous Christian, of high Church-of-England and monarchical principles’ (Boswell 2008: IV.426). He believed in prayers for the dead, had a deep respect for the Church Fathers, and admired Scottish episcopalians (Davis 2012: 50–1; Suarez 1997: 197–9). Neither were High Churchmen confined to the highest level of English society. William Stevens, treasurer of Queen Anne’s Bounty from 1782 to 1807, was a Hutchinsonian educated alongside his cousin George Horne. Stevens made his fortune as a City of London hosier, but was also a polemicist, a daily churchgoer, spent half his income in charitable works, and in 1800 a club called ‘Nobody’s’ was founded in honour of his patronym. As Bishop Douglas of Salisbury observed: ‘Here is a man, who, though not a Bishop, yet would have been thought worthy of that character in the first and purest ages of the Christian Church’ (Lowther Clarke 1944: 114).

Stevens was one of those instrumental in welcoming three Scottish bishops to London in 1789. Until the death of Prince Charles Edward Stuart, the de jure Charles III, in 1788, the majority of Scottish episcopalians remained nominally Jacobite and prayed for a Stuart king, however much they recognized the anomaly. For this, they suffered for decades under penal legislation. With the ‘accession’ of a Roman Catholic cardinal, Henry Benedict, Duke of York, they sought to rectify the anomaly by uniting with the Anglican minority in Scotland (Mather 1977). English High Churchmen worked hard to secure an end to the penal restrictions on their brethen to the North. They saw in the Scottish episcopalians a primitive Catholic Christianity. Prebendary George Berkeley, Vice-Dean of Canterbury, son of the great Irish philosopher, energized efforts to have the Scots bishops recognized in English law, and persuaded Horne, Horsley, Douglas of Salisbury, and other prelates to take up the cause. Some Anglicans baulked at the recognition of non-territorial episcopal orders but, for High Churchmen, the jure divino character of episcopal ordination trumped all other considerations, and a Relief Act was eventually passed in 1792 (Mather 1992: 116–38). The Scottish bishops also played a vital role in introducing episcopacy into the new United States. Despite the good will of the metropolitan, the Church of England could not act quickly, and it was the Scottish Nonjuring bishops who offered episcopal consecration to Samuel Seabury from Connecticut in Aberdeen in 1784, when the Scottish Bishop John Skinner in his homily presented the Church as a divine society, by virtue of its original constitution ‘independent of the state’ (Skinner 1785).

By the time the Scottish Relief Act reached the statute book in 1792, it was the threat posed by the French Revolution and its domestic apologists that engrossed High Church attention. The creation of a Republic in France in August 1792 followed by the execution of Louis XVI on 21 January 1793 was profoundly unsettling for churchmen, who were reminded of the English precedents for regicide and republicanism in the 1640s. And their disquiet was reinforced by the overthrow of the Gallican Church establishment and the Jacobin dechristianization efforts of 1792–4. These events were a call to arms with High Churchmen prominent in inspiring the nation to resist French aggression (war between France and Britain ensued in February 1793) and to counter the false and anti-Christian values that they saw as ineradicably associated with Jacobinism (Hole 1991). In Parliament, Bishop Samuel Horsley lost no opportunity of reminding his hearers of what was at stake, while his great sermon preached in Westminster Abbey on 30 January 1793 between the execution of Louis XVI and the declaration of war captured the national imagination like no other in that decade (Horsley 1793). Up and down the country preachers highlighted the horrors of Jacobinism, called attention to the blessing of the nation in possessing such a Christian king as George III, and warned of dire consequences for the Church if ‘French values’ prevailed. The calls for national repentance that had been heard during previous eighteenth-century wars were vigorously taken up again in innumerable sermons. Pulpit denunciations were crucial, but parishioners needed additional guidance in their reading matter. High Churchmen, who, with the exception of Bishop John Douglas (promoted to Salisbury in 1791), were not particularly close to Edmund Burke nevertheless followed the example of the king and commended the attention of the educated to his Reflections on the Revolution in France (1790) and subsequent publications (Aston 1997: 196). And William Jones of Nayland, ever the energetic controversialist, scoured the writings of previous authors and recycled them for current use in the tracts that made up The Scholar Armed against the Errors of the Time (1793 onwards). High Churchmen were anxious to make clear that they were far from Gallophobic; they encouraged the public to distinguish between the Jacobin zealots and the victims of their policies, especially the clergy who sought refuge in England. High Churchmen were keen supporters of fund-raising to improve the lot of those who had fled destitute across the Channel, with Bishops Horsley and Shute Barrington sitting on the Committee for Emigrant Relief (Bellenger 1986: 15–16). They offered the refugees hospitality and work when opportunity afforded, and took delight that Oxford University sponsored a translation of the Douai Bible into English.

Jones had believed from the start that the Revolution was not only a threat to Christian civilization but even a sign portending the end of the world (Jones 1789: 6–9). And the sense that the momentous events of the 1790s could only be understood within a millennial framework only intensified over time. As French armies advanced into Italy from 1796 onwards, the possibility that the papacy itself would fall victim to the Revolution became very real. That prospect did not afford any satisfaction to High Churchmen. They had accepted, mainly with equanimity, the institutional decline of the papacy during the preceding decades (regarding the Roman claims to pontifical supremacy as a usurpation of patriarchal authority) (King 1788), but the dramatic events of the 1790s caused a change in their position. Horsely and Jones of Nayland had become interested in prophetical interpretations of Scripture, and it was in Jacobinism (and later in Napoleon Bonaparte) not in Pius VI that they discerned features of the Antichrist. In this regard, High Churchmen stood slightly apart from most English apocalyptic thought, which saw in the declaration of the Roman Republic and the removal of Pius VI to France (both 1798) a vindication of scriptural prophecy (Burden 1997; Bindman 1999; Newport 2000: 48–65). High Churchmen, whose familiarity with the Fathers, Caroline divines, and Nonjurors gave them a firm sense of what it meant to be a Catholic Christian, worried about the threat to the historic fabric of Christendom that the termination of the papacy might entail. They certainly sympathized with the plight of Pius VI who, in his last months, came to share the fate of the Gallican exiles (Mather 1992: chap. 6; Leighton 2000: 131–2).

This fellow feeling for Gallican Catholics in the 1790s was the most generous display of High Church sympathies for Catholicism in a generation. The papacy survived and found in the person of Pius VII a pope possessing the diplomatic skills required for survival; Napoleon and the Catholic Church in France came to a settlement of sorts in the Concordat of 1802; and, at home, the possibility of full civil rights for non-Anglicans loomed ever closer and threatened the High Church vision of an authoritative Established Church protected by a godly monarch. The number of Trinitarian Protestant Dissenters was also increasing, fuelled by the movement of Methodists into their ranks after the death of John Wesley in 1791. Pressure for the repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts came from that direction. But it was the status of Catholics within the British Isles that particularly exercised High Churchmen as Pitt’s government brought forward a bill for a Union with Ireland in 1799 that looked likely to grant Catholics full Emancipation and entitle them to sit in both houses of Parliament. That concession would have symbolism that disquieted majority Anglican opinion; and with millions of Irish Catholics finally having the last of their penal disasbilities removed, their pressure as a lobby group in the new United Kingdom would be palpable and almost certainly exercised against the Established Church.

Much High Church energy between 1800 and 1829 was concentrated on stopping Catholic Emancipation and defending the legal status of the Church of England within what became vulgarly known as ‘the Protestant Constitution’ (Sack 1993: chap. 9). For its apologists, this was now a providentially arranged dispensation, and to overturn it amounted to act of apostasy. Such a move had to be resisted at all costs. George III agreed, and his flat rejection of any element of Catholic Emancipation in the Irish Act of Union was urged on by Archbishop John Moore, among others. But the king’s resistance helped trigger another bout of disabling illness in 1801 and revealed the frailty of this royal barrier. The heir, George, Prince of Wales, could not be relied on to hold the line, given his friendship with the Whigs who supported full Catholic rights (Best 1960). As soon as there was a new monarch (or regency), there was likely to be a Whig administration that would dismantle the legal basis upon which the Church had operated since the Revolution of 1688. In fact, the final crisis was delayed until the 1820s. When George III suffered irretrievable mental relapse in 1811, a regency was proclaimed but, against expectation, Prince George kept his father’s Cabinet under the Evangelical Spencer Perceval in office.

After Perceval’s assassination in 1812, the 2nd Earl of Liverpool became prime minister and his survival in office until 1827 preserved existing Church–state arrangements for another generation while promoting incremental reforms in ecclesiastical administration. Liverpool was a moderate High Churchmen himself and the steady patron of clergy who shared his beliefs—the so called ‘Canterbury party’—(Molesworth 1882: 317), as well as talented divines from other traditions brought to his notice by his ecclesiastical advsiers, Bishops William Howley of London and Charles Blomfield of Chester. High Churchmen were aware that they could rely on the bishops and their lay allies in the House of Lords to ensure that any motion for Catholic relief that passed the lower house was blocked. Here their outstanding talent was William Van Mildert, Bishop of Durham, whose Rise and Progress of Infidelity, the Boyle Lectures of 1802–5, had established his formidable reputation (Varley 1992: 45). Thus, High Churchmen of all descriptions enjoyed a flourishing two decades in the 1810s and 1820s, an experience that would make the arrival of Whig politicians and policies in power after 1830 all the more alarming.

This was an era that rediscovered and savoured in its plenitude the rich heritage of the High Church tradition, a recovery that afforded the Tractarians of the 1830s a solid theological foundation. Foremost among them, Nockles argues, indeed the centre of the High Church revival in the fifty years prior to 1833, was the ‘Hackney Phalanx’ (Nockles 1993: 340), a group of well-connected clergy and laity originally in the London diocese—including Joshua Watson, Henry Handley Norris, William Van Mildert, Christopher Wordsworth, and Thomas Sikes—whose pastoral priorities and apostolic values were informed by their reading of earlier generations of divines. For example, a work by Joshua Watson’s brother, Archdeacon John James Watson’s Divine Commission and Perpetuity of the Christian Priesthood (1816), owed much to the Nonjuror George Hickes’s Christian Priesthood (1712). Such writings gave them a pride in their vocation that was inseparable from their Anglican identity. Archdeacon Charles Daubeny’s A Guide to the Church asserted ‘a detached and principled attachment to the Apostolic government of the Church’ (2nd edn., London, 1804: I.xliv). His devotional familiarity with Caroline and Nonjuring masterpieces was typical of High Church spirituality in this generation, one shared by his diocesan, Bishop Thomas Burgess, who was translated by Lord Liverpool near the end of his life to the see of Salisbury (Harford 1841: 182). And the texts of the Fathers themselves were increasingly available in well-edited contemporary editions, such as Martin Routh’s acclaimed Reliquae Sacrae of 1814 (Middleton 1938: 104–16).

The long-lived Routh exemplified the overlap that existed between late Hanoverian High Churchmen and their early Victorian successors. Other links abound, such as that of Thomas Rennell, Dean of Winchester, a Hackney Phalanx man, introducing the young Walter Hook to Law’s Serious Call in the early 1820s (Nockles 1986: 35–6). But while there were continuities between the early Tractarians and their ‘high-and-dry’ fathers and grandfathers, there were also considerable differences in emphasis and tone. High Churchmen in George III’s reign were entirely comfortable with establishment, and saw in the symbiotic relationship of Church and state an interdependence not dependence. In an era of fluid religious parties, they combined a Catholic ecclesiology and insistence on the apostolic succession with an appreciation of Evangelical pastoralia and theology (in their non-Calvinist versions). High Churchmen of the first three decades of the nineteenth century enjoyed a period of growth parallel to that of their Evangelical brethren in the Church. If it was failing slightly by the late 1820s, it was still a presence that compelled respect (sometimes grudging) from the pioneers of the Oxford Movement. The later Georgian High Churchmen knew what was owed to their immediate predecessors; the early Tractarians and Ritualists could be culpable in forgetting what they owed to theirs.
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CHAPTER 5



TRACTARIANISM AND THE LAKE POETS



STEPHEN PRICKETT

WORDSWORTH’s admiration for John Keble’s best-selling Christian Year (1827) was ostensibly warm—if slightly ambiguous. The volume, he said, was so good that he wished he had written it himself—adding so that he could rewrite it and make improvements (Battiscombe 1963: 104). On another occasion, however, he added that Keble’s poetry was inferior to that of Isaac Watts, and positively ‘vicious in diction’ (Moorman 1965: 479–80). Keble’s dedication to Wordsworth, in the published version of his Lectures on Poetry, De Poeticae vi Medica (1844), is, on the contrary, one of unbounded admiration—though since the lectures were in Latin (except for Burns, who was translated into Greek!), their impact on the wider public was perhaps more muted than it might otherwise have been. It runs as follows:


TO WILLIAM WORDSWORTH

TRUE PHILOSOPHER AND INSPIRED POET

WHO BY THE SPECIAL GIFT AND CALLING OF ALMIGHTY GOD

WHETHER HE SANG OF MAN OR OF NATURE

FAILED NOT TO LIFT UP MEN’S HEARTS TO HOLY THINGS

NOR EVER CEASED TO CHAMPION THE CAUSE

OF THE POOR AND SIMPLE

AND SO IN PERILOUS TIMES WAS RAISED UP

TO BE A CHIEF MINISTER

NOT ONLY OF SWEETEST POETRY

BUT ALSO OF HIGH AND SACRED TRUTH …



Keble had been first introduced to the poems of Wordsworth and Coleridge in 1809 at Oxford when he made the acquaintance of John Taylor Coleridge, nephew of the poet, at Corpus Christi College. Keble was in his third year there as an undergraduate, having come up as a scholar in 1806 at the precocious age of 14. J. T. Coleridge, who was to become his lifelong friend and later his first biographer, was actually two years older, having taken his scholarship at the more sober age of 19. ‘This was a period’, writes J. T. Coleridge


… when the Lake Poets, as they were called, and especially Wordsworth and my uncle, had scarcely any place in the literature of the country, except as the mark for the satire of some real wits, and some mis-named critics of considerable repute. I possessed, the gift of my uncle, the Lyrical Ballads, and Wordsworth’s Poems, (these last in the first edition). It is among the pleasantest recollections of my life, that I first made the great poet known to Keble. (J. T. Coleridge 1869: 17)



The appeal of both Wordsworth and Coleridge to the young Keble was at several levels. Most obviously, of course, was an idea of nature that, if not overtly sacramental, could most easily be read as such. Indeed, Wordsworth as ‘the poet of nature’ was almost a cliché by the 1830s, and his influence on The Christian Year was, as we have seen, clearly acknowledged from the start. More subtle, if no less clearly marked, was Wordsworth’s contribution to Keble’s sense of a hidden allegorical correspondence implicit in the workings of the material universe which gives it a meaning and value only available to the initiated Christian.


There is a book, who runs may read,

Which heavenly truth imparts,

And all the lore its scholars need,

Pure eyes and Christian hearts …

Two worlds are ours: ’tis only Sin

Forbids us to descry

The mystic heaven and earth within

Plain as the sea and sky.

(Keble 1827, ‘Septuagesima Sunday’)



A more detailed and fanciful range of correspondences is listed by Lytton Strachey in his ‘Life of Cardinal Manning’ in Eminent Victorians (Strachey 1918: 19–21), but though this mystic correspondence between the visible world of nature and the inner world of religious experience can be extracted from the broader mysticism hinted at in poems like Wordsworth’s Tintern Abbey, what amounts in Keble to an almost mechanical system of correspondences is nevertheless quite foreign to the whole tenor of Wordsworth’s poetry.

But as befits someone with a lifetime’s admiration for everything Wordsworth had written, the 1844 Lectures advance what is certainly the most thoroughgoing exposition ever contemplated of poetry as the ‘spontaneous overflow of powerful feelings’. Whereas, for Wordsworth, the Lake District man, however, the image behind that metaphor from the 1800 Preface to the Lyrical Ballads seems to be that of a spring of water, or natural fountain, for Keble, writing at the heart of the railway mania of the 1840s, the image clearly suggested the safety-valve on a steam boiler—eerily anticipating Freud’s later theories of ‘repression’ and its attendant dangers. Writing to J. T. Coleridge, he summarizes his scheme for the lectures as follows:


My notion is to consider poetry as a vent for overcharged feelings, or a full imagination, and so account for the various classes into which Poets naturally fall, by reference to the various objects which are apt to fill and overpower the mind, and so require a sort of relief. (J. T. Coleridge 1869: 199)



In Keble’s theory, poetry depended on tension or repression. The man who under emotional stress utters his feelings easily and without reserve is no poet (Keble 1912: 36). In his 1838 review of John Gibson Lockhart’s Memoirs of the Life of Sir Walter Scott (1837–8), he had written ‘Poetry is the indirect expression in words, most appropriately in metrical words, of some overpowering emotion, or ruling taste, or feeling, the direct indulgence whereof is somehow repressed’ (Keble 1877: 6). Repression, or reserve—a tension between what is felt and what finally finds expression—is essential to what he calls ‘the poetic’. This is not a quality peculiar only to poetry. All the various art forms, including architecture, music, painting, and sculpture have a ‘poetical’ element in them. ‘What is called the poetry of painting’, explains Keble, ‘simply consists of the artist’s own feeling’ (Keble 1912: I.38). The traditional genres of poetic criticism, which had held sway more or less since Aristotle, are dismissed in favour of this new ‘expressionistic’ theory. For Keble, there will be as ‘many kinds of poem as there are emotions in the human mind’ (Keble 1912: I.88).

The problem is that Keble’s own poetry, which appears relatively straightforward, does not seem to coincide with his own poetic theory. One possible explanation lies simply in his own humility. He did not see himself as being a good enough poet. Keble’s Lectures divide poets into two main classes: Primary and Secondary. The Primary are ‘those who, spontaneously moved by impulse, resort to composition for relief and solace of a burdened or over-wrought mind’. The Secondary are ‘those who, for one reason or another, imitate the ideas, the expression, and the measures of the former’ (Keble 1912: II.471). The list of Primary poets is strictly classical, ending with Virgil—though Dante is allowed to sneak in as an afterthought (Keble 1912: II.471). Wordsworth raises another problem for Keble: though he seems by all criteria to belong to the Primary category, he suffers from the crippling disadvantage of being neither Greek nor Roman. A letter to J. T. Coleridge of July 1844 suggests that a similar list of modern poets might be drawn up—which includes both Byron and Shelley (both conveniently dead by this stage) and Wordsworth would no doubt be allowed to join the company when he actually died (J. T. Coleridge 1869: 205). Though, given his extraordinary modesty, Keble—by far the best-selling poet of the century—would have been most unlikely to have included himself at all, the obvious place for him in this categorization would have been as a Secondary poet: an imitator, or, more kindly, a disciple of Wordsworth.

Wherever he might have placed himself, however, it is important to remember that both Keble and Newman, the two most innovative thinkers of the Oxford Movement, were also both poets—and, even more importantly, specifically saw themselves as poets in the tradition of Wordsworth and Coleridge. Keble was already famous as the author of The Christian Year well before the Assize Sermon of 1833, and any account of his thought that fails to stress the importance of both Tract Eighty-Nine, and the Lectures on Poetry, underestimates the degree to which the tradition of the Church had always been for Keble as much an aesthetic as a legal or theological one.

Newman, the author of such popular poems as ‘Lead, Kindly Light’, and, later, ‘Praise to the Holiest in the Height’ from the longer poem The Dream of Gerontius, was no less aesthetically inclined. Not merely had both been heavily influenced by their Romantic predecessors, but both had turned the aesthetics of their predecessors into what amounted to an ecclesiology of poetics (Prickett 1976: chaps. 4 and 7). Religion and aesthetics met not merely in forms of worship, but, more importantly, also in the belief that the unity of the Church itself was best understood by means of aesthetic analogies.

This was not, it must be stressed, an idea that would ever have made much sense to either Coleridge or Wordsworth. In a letter to Godwin of 1800, Coleridge, who had ostensibly given up his Unitarian phase, and returned to the Anglican fold, expressed his doubts about having his sons Hartley and Derwent baptized.


Shall I suffer the Toad of priesthood to spurtt [sic] out his foul juice in this Babe’s face? Shall I suffer him to see grave countenances and hear grave accents, while his face is sprinkled, and while the fat paw of a Parson crosses his forehead? (Coleridge 1956–71: I.352)



If this language seems trimmed to its audience—Godwin was an extreme radical and armchair revolutionary—there is another entry in one of his notebooks in 1828—at a time when Coleridge is often seen as a pillar of the Church of England—that would, presumably, have horrified Keble:


A very useful article might be written on the History and Progress of the Vice of Lying in the Christian Church … Can a man of mind, for whom the Truth on all subjects, & philosophic Freedom in the pursuit of it, are good per se … adopt the Church for a Profession? (S. T. Coleridge, Notebook 39, F. 52)



Wordsworth’s opinion of the Established Church was no better. The curate at Grasmere was frequently drunk. In 1812 he declared to his rather startled sister, Dorothy, that he would gladly ‘shed his blood’ for the Church of England, but when challenged, confessed he couldn’t remember when he had last been inside his local church: ‘All our ministers are such vile creatures’ (Moorman 1965: 104–5).

Nevertheless, as we have seen, for Keble and his Romantic predecessors—and in particular the Lake Poets—had exposed, or, better still, ‘revealed’ the innate kinship of poetry and religion. ‘It would be hard to believe’, declared Keble in his Lectures on Poetry, that poetry and theology ‘would have proved such true allies unless there was a hidden tie of kinship between them’ (Keble 1912: II.479–80). ‘Poetry … supplies a rich wealth of similes whereby a pious mind may supply and remedy, in some sort, its powerlessness of speech’ (Keble 1912: II.581). It is the proper medium or vehicle of religious experience because it does not make direct statements (which the limitations of human language would render impossible) but through its symbols, it expresses the hidden inwardness of religion. In short, ‘Poetry lends Religion her wealth of symbols and similes: Religion restores these again to Poetry, clothed with so splendid a radiance that they appear to be no longer merely symbols, but to partake (I might almost say) of the nature of sacraments’ (Keble 1912: II.480).

The echoes of Coleridge’s description of symbols in the appendix to The Statesman’s Manual—published less than twenty years before—are obvious. For Coleridge, the narratives of the Bible were:


the living educts of the imagination; of that reconciling and mediatory power, which incorporating the Reason in images of the Sense, and organising (as it were) the flux of the Senses, by the permanence and self-circling energies of the Reason, gives birth to a system of symbols, harmonious in themselves, and consubstantial with the truths, of which they are the conductors … Hence … the sacred book is worthily intitled the WORD OF GOD. (S. T. Coleridge 1972: 28–9, 30)



Similarly, the Coleridgean poetic symbol:


is characterised by a translucence of the special in the Individual, or of the General in the Especial, or of the Universal in the General. Above all by the translucence of the Eternal in and through the Temporal. It always partakes of the Reality which it renders intelligible; and while it enunciates the whole, abides itself as a living part in that Unity, of which it is the representative. (S. T. Coleridge 1972: 28–30)



Like many of S. T. Coleridge’s statements, this is closer to poetry than prose in its density, and requires considerable unpacking. Indeed, there is a sense in which such unpacking was to provide the agenda for English theology for the rest of the nineteenth century—and beyond. Thus, though Newman was quicker to quote Keble than he was to quote Coleridge, it is not difficult to see where many of his ideas were coming from. In later life it is claimed that he said that he had never read a word of Coleridge, but this was usually taken by his associates as not so much a declaration of intellectual independence as a sign of how much the old man’s memory was failing (Ward 1912: I.88). Take, for instance, Newman’s idea of the Church itself—written now not as a Tractarian, but as a Catholic.


It is sometimes asked whether poets are not more commonly found external to the Church than among her children; and it would not surprise us to find the question answered in the affirmative. Poetry is the refuge of those who have not the Catholic Church to flee to and repose upon, for the Church herself is the most sacred and august of poets. Poetry, as Mr Keble lays it down in his University Lectures on the subject, is a method of relieving the overburdened mind: it is a channel through which emotion finds expression, and that a safe regulated expression. Now what is the Catholic Church, viewed in her human aspect, but a discipline of the affections and passions? (Newman 1890: II.442)



Though the ostensible reference is to the still-Anglican Keble, the idea of the Church as ‘poetic’—in other words as a symbolically charged work of art whose meaning is always more than can be literally expressed—is, as we have seen, one that leads back through the Tractarians to Coleridge himself.

The paradox of Coleridge and Wordsworth’s influence on the Oxford Movement is that whereas the aesthetic connections—important as they are—have been well documented, their social influence has scarcely been acknowledged, and was arguably still more profound. If we go back to that dedication to the 1844 Lectures on Poetry, Wordsworth’s role as ‘true philosopher and inspired poet’ is immediately connected with the fact that he never ‘ceased to champion the cause of the poor and simple’. For Keble in particular, Wordsworth was primarily the poet of the poor—and this, if anything, was the root of his ‘true’ philosophy.

In 1839 the University of Oxford had bestowed an honorary degree on Wordsworth at the annual Commemoration ceremony (J. T. Coleridge 1869: 247). The award speech, or Creweian Oration, was delivered appropriately enough by the Professor of Poetry—John Keble himself. J. T. Coleridge records that though it was not the normal function of the Orator to present the candidates for honorary degrees, and neither was he necessarily obliged to refer to them in his speech, Keble expressly chose to do both (J. T. Coleridge: 1869: 248). ‘Hearty and general applause’ greeted Keble’s encomium, and, at the mention of Wordsworth’s name there was a ‘universal shout’ of acclaim. His biographer continues:


The Oration commences with pointing out a close analogy between the Church and the University as institutions, and after tracing this out in several particulars, notices a supposed and very important failure of the analogy in respect to the poorer classes, to whom the gates of the latter are not practically open, nor instruction afforded. This failure the orator then proceeds to explain and neutralize so far as he is able. (J. T. Coleridge 1869: 248)



This passage, concluding with Keble’s graceful tribute to Wordsworth himself as the poet of the poor, and its tumultuous reception, has become one of the most famous accounts of Keble’s attitude not merely towards poverty, but in particular towards the virtual exclusion of the poor from higher education in general and Oxford in particular—the centrepiece, of course, to Hardy’s Jude the Obscure (1895). Its ambiguity has been read as symptomatic of an ambivalence towards education and social privilege that was endemic to the Oxford Movement right from its beginnings.

Examination of the original manuscript of Keble’s speech, however, tells a very different story. In the first place it is clear that J. T. Coleridge himself must have been the source of all previous references to this speech. Though in passing he refers to Dr Wordsworth’s printing of ‘it in the original’ this seems only to refer to the paragraph directly concerned with William Wordsworth. For the rest we are apparently reliant either on Coleridge’s own recollections of the occasion twenty-six years later, or on notes he had made at the time. Either way, his summary of its contents was selective to the point of being totally misleading. Keble had indeed noted that Oxford was in no sense open to the poor, but so far from proceeding to ‘explain and neutralize’ this failure (a curious phrase, to say the least), as Coleridge suggests, he had gone on to say something very much more pertinent:


First, I pray you, recall and re-imagine what was the shape and figure of academic things, at the time when we began to enjoy a firm succession of records. There were more than thirty thousand Clerks: some attended to learning here, some wandered all over England, in such a condition of life, for the most part, that the phrase became proverbial: Oxford means poor; while meantime aristocratic youths despised and detested all pursuits except soldiering.



Poverty, for Keble, was never an accidental quality of Oxford in its early days. Citing page after page of evidence, he argues that poverty, and its concomitant, unworldliness, was actually an ideal of the founding patrons of the various colleges: as it were, part of the Platonic idea of Oxford. Here he is on the foundation of his own college:


And I have a superstitious dread of leaving out at this point the name of the founder of Oriel; who of his piety made sure that this eloquent rule was sworn to, that none should be received into his number ‘except the decent, the chaste, the lowly, and the needy’. No need for more: almost everybody bears witness that it was for the sake of the poor that they had these houses founded; right up to the time when the ceremonies of religion, and the whole spirit of literature and politics was changed, and the custom gradually grew up of allowing access to the Academy for the talented rich …



Once again, ecclesiology is paramount: the medieval idea of a university, centring on poverty and learning, had been fatally undermined by the materialism of the Reformation. Nonetheless, Keble’s role-call of poverty, godliness, and good learning does not stop at the sixteenth century. Samuel Johnson, who ‘was not so far removed from true piety and ancient faith’, stood as a shining witness that even in the eighteenth century the old ideals had not been quite extinguished.

Significantly, there was no discernible attempt to—in J. T. Coleridge’s words—‘neutralize’ the failure of nineteenth-century Oxford to open its doors to the poor. Immediately after Coleridge’s somewhat florid translation of the encomium on Wordsworth, Keble returns to his main theme of the true calling of the University:


So he who would pay his debt of gratitude, let him to the best of his ability defend that part especially of our discipline which is contained in a worthy and thrifty mode of life; let nothing profuse, nothing immoderate, nothing voluptuary be readily allowed to cross this threshold, within which dwell the poor; and in the tutelage of the poor are honoured the testaments of the dead.



That Alfred Doolittle (not to mention Wordsworth himself) might have been somewhat sceptical of this sentimentalized portrait of the ‘deserving poor’ is beside the point. As the following paragraphs make clear, Keble was not just paying lip-service to a lost ideal. Contained within the rhetoric of his peroration is a perfectly practical programme to realize this dream.


Therefore we will call such people back as best we can, and devote ourselves to ensuring that since the waters have been, as it were, divided, our Academy may share its blessings with the commonality and the tribe of the needy. I would wish there to go forth from this place men who shall lead colonies, so to speak, (planted) on every shore of our (native) Britain, nay, and of her provinces. Let the Academy join itself more closely with the views of those who, at this very moment, have by divine inspiration (for I shall speak boldly) formed the plan of propagating in each town not only elementary schools or places to learn a profitable trade, leaving aside the lecture-rooms of a wordy and empty philosophy, and creating those schools which nurture servants and children worthy of Holy Church.

At this very moment, I say, there have gone forth from the bosom of this Academy—and may they succeed and prosper—distinguished architects of this policy; and I pray that our Lord may favour their enterprise, and that he may bring it about, day by day, that this dear and kindly mother of ours may reflect the (true) image of his Church.



For Keble the time had come. Through poets like Wordsworth, the hated Reform Act of 1832, and the whole process of early nineteenth-century social agitation that would culminate in Chartism, the poor, like a new Israel, had been led out of bondage to the shores of the Red Sea. There could be no return to the old order. The social transformation that had begun six years earlier must be met not by stubborn resistance, but by constructive change. In particular, the university must reform itself by a return to ancient principles. He urged the introduction of a system of scholarships allowing those from all ranks of society to have the opportunity to attend the university. In short, Oxford must be reinvigorated academically as well as spiritually from top to bottom. But for Keble the idea of ‘re-forming’ meant quite literally a return to the past—the pre-Reformation Oxford. As Keble had already made clear, admitting the poor with a desire to learn had an inevitable concomitant: excluding the idle rich, the nouveau-aristocrats and descendants of the Tudor profiteers who made fortunes from the dissolution of the monasteries, and had no real desire for either the disciplines or the piety of the old learning.

Moreover, the metaphor of ‘colonies’ indicates that his Academia does not mean just ‘Oxford University’. What he seems to have had in mind was a nationwide system of provincial universities, presumably on the lines of newly founded Durham University, and King’s College, London, to make godliness and good learning available to all who wanted it sufficiently. Even more interesting, perhaps, was the suggestion that Oxford might stand at the apex of such a national system—providing, in effect, what might nowadays be described as a ‘graduate school’.

Although, since it was in Latin, it could hardly have been meant as a popular rallying call, Keble’s Oration was clearly intended to give a force and direction to the social conscience of his university and of the Tractarians. What then went wrong? Why, if this were so, did the Oration fail to ignite his peers in the way the 1833 sermon had? The short answer is almost certainly Newman. Writing to Bishop Selwyn in December 1845, just after Newman’s defection to Rome, Charles Marriott, sub-Dean of Oriel, commented, ‘There has been much talk of extending Education in Oxford. Had it been eighteen months ago, I could have raised money to found a college on strict principles. Now, people are so shaken that I do not think anything can be effected.’

But history is not the story of inevitabilities. Another, quite fortuitous, tragedy had also distracted the energies of the Movement: less than three weeks before that Commemoration of 1839, on 26 May, Pusey’s wife had died, and with her much of his personal energy and vitality. With both Pusey and Newman otherwise occupied, Keble’s call to reform Oxford and the education system it represented scarcely stood a chance. The crisis into which Newman was to plunge the Oxford Movement was to last for the whole of the 1840s, and the Movement that was finally to emerge as the High Church of the 1850s was, in some ways, a very different creature. Not merely had it lost Newman, its most charismatic leader, it had also lost Manning—perhaps the only one of the Tractarians to have any real understanding of, or sympathy for the working classes. Moreover, the world of the 1850s was also itself a very different place. Any faint chance there might have been of creating a reformed Anglican Oxford in 1839 was finally dispelled by the Royal Commission of 1851 that was effectively to secularize the institution and to hand control of it from the clergy to a new generation of career dons who were to totally transform it within a generation.

As we have seen, Coleridge’s contribution was of a rather different nature. Whereas Wordsworth’s was—paradoxically—towards social action, Coleridge’s—no less paradoxically, given his dislike of priests—was to be towards ecclesiology. As we have seen, the idea that the Church is in some sense a ‘poetic symbol’, in that it is charged with divine meaning that can be expressed in no other way, and which can never be literally exhausted, can be traced back at least as far as the Appendix to The Statesman’s Manual. But this was an idea that was to find fuller expression in Coleridge’s Church and State (1830). As his notebooks show, this is the tip of a vast iceberg of reading and biblical exploration carried on throughout the 1820s, where his earlier work on poetic symbolism was to be incorporated into his reading of the German Higher Criticism. For Coleridge, such critics as Eichhorn or Lessing were right in questioning much of the assumed historicity of the Old Testament, but wrong in being too quick to attribute miracles and demonstrable historical inconsistencies to ‘pious fictions’ or, worse, ‘priestcraft’—key terms in the Protestant critique of Catholicism of the period. What interested him increasingly was the nature of poetic narrative, and the ways in which a story could—consciously or unconsciously—be altered and modified to give it universal significance.

In Church and State, however, this close interest in textuality and narrative was expanded to explore the ideal relationship between an established Church and the State itself—a relationship that he now saw as essentially dialectical. The two primary forces within the nation were to be best understood as polar opposites, standing for entirely different things, yet each implying the existence of the other, just as the two poles of a magnet are co-dependent. Each ‘pole’—or rather, dynamic force, for they were not seen as static institutions—is itself the product of a similar dialectical tension. Thus the ‘State’ itself was the product of two opposing principles, which Coleridge labelled the ‘Permanent’ and the ‘Progressive’. The former was represented by the landowning interest, the latter by the commercial and manufacturing. His point is that the two traditional political parties, Tories and Whigs as they then were, are not just warring self-seeking factions (though they may well also be that!) but do actually represent real and legitimate concerns within the political life of the country. More surprisingly, Coleridge goes on to claim that the Church is also composed of polar opposites: the ‘National Church’ and the ‘Church of Christ’. There was, for him, nothing inherently Christian about the former. It was rather the repository and guardian of the spiritual values of the nation—that peculiar moral sense of values and communal identity that differentiates one country from another, that makes the Scots, for instance, feel themselves collectively distinct from the English.

To the English national Church belonged what he called the ‘Clerisy’. This is his collective term for its guardians, both clerical and lay, which included not merely the clergy of the Church of England, but also the ‘learned of all denominations’, such as teachers in the universities and great schools. They were not merely upholders of religion, but of culture in its broadest sense: the parson and the schoolmaster providing, in effect, the resource for civilization and learning in every parish in the kingdom. The similarities with Keble’s vision of the civilizing mission of his university, not just to Oxford, but to every part of the country is as striking as it obvious.

The fact that, as Coleridge himself had earlier observed, this vision was in practice rarely realized was beside the point. In Church and State the national Church, with all its manifest faults and inadequacy, is in dialectical equipoise with its own opposite, the ‘Church of Christ’, which is Christian in the fullest most unworldly and idealistic sense. The two ‘ideas’ are entirely separate and distinct, yet, by what he calls a ‘blessed accident’, they coexist within and animate the same institution.


As the olive tree is said in its growth to fertilize the surrounding soil, to invigorate the roots of the vines in its immediate neighbourhood, and to improve the strength and flavour of the wines; such is the relationship of the Christian and the National Church. But as the olive is not the same plant with the vine … even so is Christianity … no essential part of the being of the National Church, however conducive or even indispensable it may be to its well being. And even so a National Church might exist, and has existed, without … the Christian Church. (S. T. Coleridge 1839: 60)



The clerisy helped ensure that the English national Church and the Christian Church coexisted in a single organic unity in exactly the same way that Christ himself could be described as ‘wholly man’ and ‘wholly God’ in the classic Nicene formulation.


[T]wo distinct functions do not necessarily imply or require two different functionaries: nay, the perfection of each may require the union of both in the same person. And in the instance now in question, great and grievous errors have arisen from confounding the functions; and fearfully great and grievous will be the evils from the success of an attempt to separate them. (S. T. Coleridge 1839: 61)



In short, as Coleridge conceived it, the Clerisy was not something that can exist by itself. It was one pole of an institution under tension, whose opposite pole is real Christianity. It could no more exist by itself (as Arnold and Mill wanted) than the negative pole of a magnet could exist without the positive. It only existed under judgement from Christ. The very presence of a church and its parson in every parish and village throughout the land bore witness to those eternal principles against which the institutional Church would be weighed in the balance and found wanting.

But, of course, the Church of Christ was also a ‘poetic’ institution. If, at one level, the narrative of successive corruptions and failures that constituted the historical thread of the Old Testament was a familiar and all-too-human story, the poetic symbolism of the ‘Word of God’ pointed to a transcendent meaning that shone through the particularities of history—a ‘translucence of the Eternal in and through the Temporal’. In other words, even within the Church of Christ, there was yet another dialectical tension between the human and the divine, and, perhaps, beyond that between immanence and transcendence. Indeed, this model of dialectical oppositions contained one within another, like a nest of Chinese boxes, arguably came to permeate large areas of nineteenth-century thinking, affecting not merely theology, but literary criticism and even politics.

Though much of the force of this immensely subtle analysis was dissipated by the context, in that it was actually written in opposition to the Catholic Emancipation Act of 1829, Church and State came to haunt the Anglican imagination. Tactically framed as an account of the existing state of affairs (i.e. pre-Catholic Emancipation) it was of course, effectively prescriptive, not descriptive. As contemporaries immediately saw, it held up a social and religious ideal that could be taken quite independently from the political debate that had engendered it. How could a state Church also serve truly Christian and spiritual ends unsullied by short-term or nakedly political directions from a government with quite different interests? Although Keble’s 1833 Assize Sermon (also explicitly addressing the problem of Catholic Emancipation) did not refer explicitly to Coleridge, there is little doubt that in general terms the subsequent discussion of what the Anglican Church was, now that it was no longer represented by Parliament, owed much to Coleridge’s challenge in a way that Keble’s comparison between the university and Church had failed to do. In some ways, indeed, Coleridge’s influence was the greater because, by being ostensibly descriptive, his account was spared the need explicitly to suggest further action. That was left to others. One thinks of Disraeli’s cryptic description in his 1844 novel, Coningsby, of selected students who are introduced by their tutor to new and exciting ideas in what amounts to secret after-hours tutorials—a reference to the habits of the Cambridge don Julius Hare, whose students included John Sterling and Frederick Denison Maurice, who were later to be prime disseminators of this Coleridgean dialectic. The Cambridge Apostles, co-founded by the latter pair, saw itself specifically as constituting and promoting the Clerisy.

To regard the Tractarians as being in some sense Oxford’s response to Church and State, and as a direct parallel with the Cambridge Apostles, is to put both in a new light. Yet the similarities are as compelling as the differences. Coleridge’s achievement, at a time of intellectual and spiritual crisis, was to provide space to consider both the worldliness and the spirituality of Anglicanism within a single holistic and dialectical framework, and a challenge that (to use Matthew Arnold’s dictum from another context) the Church of England has neither been able to live with, nor live without, ever since.
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CHAPTER 6



PRE-TRACTARIAN OXFORD

Oriel and the Noetics



PETER B. NOCKLES


When I contemplated so many young men, all communicants at the altar, worshipping in an audible and reverent manner, the God of Heaven, and pouring out their prayers and praises with one voice, through Jesus Christ, I could hardly believe myself on earth.

(Chase 1948: I.221)



THIS awestruck observation in November 1823 from Philander Chase, a visiting bishop of the Protestant Episcopal Church of the United States, gives a rosy portrait of religious observance in the chapel of Oriel College, in many respects the birthplace of the Oxford Movement. Such observations can be notoriously subjective, and more negative impressions of religious observance and practice in contemporary Oxford colleges, such as by Isaac Williams about Trinity, can be cited (Wiliams 1892: 52–3). Similarly, G. V. Cox later recalled that university sermons in this period were ‘dry, cold discourses, little attuned to stimulate piety’ and that congregations were ‘thin and listless’ (Cox 1868: 236). John Campbell Colquhoun (1803–70), an evangelically minded gentleman commoner of Oriel, went so far in 1822 as to address the heads of houses of the university on the evils of profanation and impiety attendant upon enforcement of compulsory chapel attendance for undergraduates. Colquhoun’s strictures on a system whereby undergraduates might go straight to chapel after carousing over wine seem to have been inspired by his Oriel experience. A few years later John Henry Newman, then a young Fellow of Oriel who was only slowly moving away from his early evangelicalism, privately aired similar complaints over what he later characterized as a ‘lax traditional system’ in the college, as well as of a lack of sufficient ‘direct religious instruction’ in the tuition at Oriel (LDN XXX.409). However, Colquhoun was comprehensively answered and rebutted by Edward Hawkins, a Fellow and later Provost. Such impressions, supported by contemporaries such as Sir James Graham, an undergraduate between 1810 and 1812, and notably by the young Gladstone who was an undergraduate at Christ Church in the 1820s, have been used by later historians to convey a picture of contemporary university religion as essentially cold and arid. The prevailing religious orthodoxy within the University of Oxford in the pre-Tractarian era has been described as ‘high and dry’, or more negatively still as one of ‘two-bottle orthodoxy’. However, the higher standards of a later generation, shared by Evangelicals and Tractarians alike, make retrospective accounts of collegiate religious practice problematic, if not anachronistic. By the 1820s many of the criticisms of the religious state of the university were manifestly out of date. Moreover, impressions of the religious character of an Oxford college cannot be confined to the formulaic and statutory observances maintained within its chapel.

A better index of religious activity is provided by evidence of how well Oxford colleges fulfilled their statutory obligations by way of religious instruction to their junior body and by the general level of theological education, insofar as this can be gauged. Tractarian voices in the 1830s claimed that theological learning at Oxford had fallen to an alarmingly low ebb at the beginning of the nineteenth century and lamented an apparent lack of provision for theological teaching. Courses of lectures for the professors of theology were poorly attended and candidates for holy orders were only required to reside for a few weeks to attend the lectures of the divinity professor. If this diagnosis was accurate, then the Oxford Movement can rightly be seen as the harbinger of a theological renewal in educational and academic terms as well as a religious and sacramental revival. Significantly, the powerful defence of Oxford’s educational system mounted by Edward Copleston in 1810 against the strictures of the Edinburgh Review for its apparent lack of utility and relevance to society focused on the value of a classical education in cultural terms as an indispensable source of mental training. The study of divinity did not form a central plank of Copleston’s argument and for him this was primarily a subject for the pulpit. Nonetheless, the bleak picture of a decline in theological learning can be modified by tantalizing glimpses of a renewed emphasis on undergraduate religious instruction at the collegiate level in the pre-Tractarian era. For example at Oriel, undergraduates were required to attend and take notes on university sermons. The Censor Theologicus was enjoined to check these notes and there is evidence from the college archives of informal and private undergraduate note-taking of divinity lectures.

Another benchmark of collegiate religious practice was the relative seriousness with which Fellows fulfilled their pastoral obligations when taking up college livings. However, in this chapter our focus will be less on evaluations of formal religious practice and more on broader religious influences within pre-Tractarian Oxford. These influences were felt as much through personal contact, sermons, and theological publications as through tutorials and lectures; the tutorial system would become a powerful engine of personal religious influence and the inspiration for a wider religious movement emanating from Oriel.

It is noteworthy that the main force of religious zeal in the Church of England over the preceding half-century, Evangelicalism, was poorly represented and rather despised in Oxford, outside St Edmund Hall under the principalship of John Hill, ‘where prevailed tea and coffee, pietistic Low Church talk, prayer and hymnody of portentous length’ (Tuckwell 1900: 96). For a time in the late 1820s and early 1830s a Calvinist Evangelical Fellow of Exeter College, Henry Bellenden Bulteel, aided by J. C. Philpot of Worcester College, was stirring up theological passions and bringing down on himself the censures of the university authorities. Oriel was largely immune from the Bulteelite stirs, aided by a new feature of the 1820s whereby previous barriers between colleges were broken down through such factors as the growth of reading parties made up of undergraduates from different colleges. Provost Hawkins preached from the university pulpit of St Mary’s in 1831 against the antinomianism implicit in Bulteel’s doctrine. Although one of its former Fellows, after turning Dissenter, assailed the Church of England in the mid-1830s as a ‘Mark of the Beast’ as ascribed in the book of Revelation, Oriel remained conspicuous for its relative lack of representatives of the Evangelical tradition. The young Samuel Wilberforce, one of the three Oriel sons of the famous Evangelical William Wilberforce, made the point clearly in a letter to his father on going up to Oriel in 1823:


At Oriel there are perhaps above two or three men whom you can call really religious [i.e. Evangelical] … the men generally who are most religious belong (I believe) to Wadham or St Edmund Hall and are very low by birth and equally vulgar in manners, feelings and conduct. (Newsome 1966: 73)



Samuel proceeded to describe the religious and moral character of his contemporaries at Oriel, observing that there were ‘a great proportion of moral, hopeful, good sort of men’. On the other hand, pre-Tractarian Oriel could also count few representatives of the ‘high-and-dry’ church tradition, or of the more devotional, overtly sacramental, and liturgical form of High Churchmanship, rooted in the early Fathers and Caroline divines, which characterized Magdalen and its long-lived president, Martin Routh (1755–1854). In contrast, the religious outlook of the Oriel fellowship was detached from, if not opposed to both these prevailing orthodoxies: ‘equal bigotries’ in Richard Whately’s trenchant phrase.

Nonetheless, for all the limitations of pre-Tractarian Oxonian religious education and the overwhelming dominance of the Classics in the curriculum, there were stirrings that paved the way for the great religious revival of the 1830s represented by the Oxford Movement. Charles Lloyd’s divinity lectures provided a direct personal influence over the Movement’s future leaders, transmitting a sense of the Church of England’s catholic liturgical and patristic heritage. Moreover, the Tractarian religious revival of the 1830s was preceded by an intellectual renaissance in the 1820s. The one owed much to the other. In both cases, Oriel College was at the heart of the ferment. The rise within Oriel of a vigorous school of intellectual religious enquiry, the Noetics, is well documented. This school came to dominate the Common Room by the 1820s, under the leadership of the college’s energetic Provost, Edward Copleston. The Noetics included such figures as Richard Whately, Edward Hawkins, John Davison, Baden Powell, Renn Dickson Hampden, Joseph Blanco White, Thomas Arnold, and Samuel Hinds. Whately and Hawkins led the way in practising the Socratic method of clarifying thought by constant questioning, through which florid and inaccurate expression was discouraged and exposed. The Oriel Common Room, in a memorable phrase, was said to have ‘stunk of logic’. But while the Noetics represented a unity of intellectual purpose and gave rise to a keen interplay of ideas in the Common Room, it would be misleading to portray them as a distinct theological party bound together in mutual doctrinal agreement. Blanco White, who on his admission to the Common Room in 1815 described the college as ‘one of the most distinguished bodies of the University’, remarked that the Common Room ‘united a set of men, who, for talents and manners, were most desirable as friends and daily companions’ (Thom 1845: III.136). The dangers of promoting a religious party spirit was a regular Noetic refrain. In 1822, Whately devoted his Bampton Lectures to the subject. Above all, the Noetics stood against a narrow ecclesiasticism: ‘fanaticism’ was a term of regular reproach in their vocabulary. Theirs was an ideal which survived the vicissitudes of the odium theologicum that would divide Oxford in the 1830s and 1840s, and which Provost Hawkins boldly restated from the university pulpit in 1855 and again as late as 1871. It was a stand which had been tested to destruction, in and out of Oriel, in the intervening decades.

Noetic influence was not narrowly restricted to Oriel alone or confined to matters of religion. While individual writers varied their emphasis, the Noetics and especially Copleston are best understood as orthodox apologists for rational Christianity and revelation in general against heterodoxy, infidelity, Protestant Dissent, and Romanism; and as ‘free-thinking’ or independent in their methodology and approach but not in their theological conclusions. Thomas Mozley famously characterized the Oriel Noetics as consumed by ‘a morbid intellectual restlessness’, only too ready ‘to impose certain opinions and expressions when the opportunity offered itself’, and seeming ‘to be always demolishing, received traditions and institutions’, so that ‘even faithful and self-reliant men felt the ground shaking under them’ (Mozley 1882: I.19–20). However, their orthodoxy, not least that of Copleston’s, was never in doubt. The truths of Christianity were defended and grounded on a clear philosophical basis. Significantly, Origen’s Conta Celsum was one of Copleston’s favourite books, and he encouraged Hampden to produce a new English translation and edition of that ancient classic of Christian apologetic. One of Copleston’s Bosworth Lectures (popularly known as ‘Bossies’) on the Christian Church, delivered in Oriel Chapel under the will of a college benefaction, espoused ‘ the “high” theological creed of pre-Tractarian days, with an insistence on the Church as a divinely appointed society, visible and universal, holding spiritual authority and governed by officers tracing descent from the Apostles in a long chain of historical succession’ (Tuckwell 1900: 44).

Although not an unbiased witness, given his later tortured religious history, the Anglicized Spanish poet and journalist refugee from persecution, Joseph Blanco White, first entered Oriel in 1815 and in 1826 became an honorary member of the college and MA of Oxford at Copleston’s instigation, long thereafter remaining under Whately’s protection. Blanco White later described his new-found friends as ‘though orthodox enough to remain within the Church, they were continually struggling against the mental barriers by which she protects her power’ (Thom 1845: I.206). Blanco White owed his new-found standing in Oxford to his opposition to Catholic Emancipation; he dedicated his anti-Catholic treatise, Practical and Internal Evidence against Catholicism (1826) to Copleston in recognition of ‘the friendly intercourse with which you have honoured me’ (Blanco White 1826: v). Copleston, White intimated, had read most of the manuscript. Moreover, the influences and interaction cut both ways. Whately gave a generously fulsome dedication of his own Errors of Romanism (1830) to Blanco White:


I am indebted to you for such an insight into the peculiarities of the Church of Rome as I could never have gained from anyone who was not originally, or from anyone who still continued to be a member of that Church. (Whately 1830: vi)



Loyalty to his Noetic friends in Oriel Common Room for a time kept Blanco White’s incipient heterodoxy in check, while his services to the anti-Catholic cause in the debates over Emancipation and his anti-Evangelical instincts earned him a certain grudging respect from Oxford’s High Church party. Blanco White was full of praise for Hawkins’s sermon in 1831 against Bulteel; he obsequiously acknowledged to Hawkins that his sermon would


be a most useful manual to the undergraduate where they might constantly find the true principles of an essential part of the Christian doctrine, not usually stated in the clear light you have placed it. It would be the best and most convincing answer to the charge that the Church of England and especially the University have swerved from their scriptural professions of faith. (OCA i.96, White to Hawkins, 27 February 1831)



Blanco White was to become an acute embarrassment to the Noetics as the years passed: Whately and others would have cause to regret the extent of their connection with him. In particular, Hampden and Whately (whom Blanco White followed to Dublin on Whately’s elevation to the archbishopric of Dublin in 1831) would later be damaged by association as the theological pendulum swung decisively against them in the 1830s. For Blanco White, always at the margins of Christian belief, it was his perception of his Noetic patrons as tolerant liberal churchmen which almost alone made Oxford congenial for him. He clearly had his own personal reasons for understating the orthodoxy for which the Noetics could rightly lay claim.

Typical specimens of the Noetic genre of apologetic included Whately’s one-time pupil Baden Powell’s Rational Religion Examined (1826), which compared the Unitarian and ‘Romish’ religious systems as both equally irrational and unphilosophical; John Davison’s Discourses on Prophecy (1824); and another of Whately’s pupils Samuel Hinds’s History of the Rise and Early Progress of Christianity (1828) and Inquiry into the Proofs, Nature, and Extent of Inspiration and into the Authority of Scripture (1831). There were, however, strict limits to the freedom of religious enquiry championed by the Noetics. In his sermon of 1831, Hinds maintained that intellectual enquiry needed to be informed by religious knowledge and theological learning, arguing that intellectual scepticism was often the result of the vacuum created by a failure to exercise the intellect sufficiently on religious subjects, so as to match the attention readily given to the acquisition of purely secular knowledge. Copleston later warned against a ‘false liberality in religious matters’, which treated


the truths of revelation as if they were things of indifference or of a conventional nature, or at best, matters of speculation merely, to be received or rejected according to our own pleasure. (Copleston 1841: 9)



While Richard Whately can be regarded as the eminence grise among the Oriel Noetics, in many ways their guiding spirit and mouthpiece was Copleston himself. Copleston as tutor acted as the formative influence on the young Whately when he arrived at Oriel in 1805. One of Whately’s earliest pieces of religious apologetic, his Historic Doubts Relative to Napoleon Bonaparte (1819), a satirical parody of the philosophical principles of David Hume as displayed in Hume’s Essay on Miracles, owed its inspiration and even final execution to Copleston’s guiding hand. As Whately later recalled:


I remember conversing with him on the subject of an article in the ‘Edinburgh Review’, eulogizing Hume’s “Essay on Miracles”; and we were observing to one another how easy it would be, on Hume’s principles, to throw doubt on the history of the wonderful events that had recently occurred in Europe. I put down on paper the substance of our conversation, and showed it to him: when he told me he had just been thinking of doing the very thing himself. (Whately 1854: 83–4)



It was Copleston who initially suggested that Whately should satirize Hume’s doctrine of evidence by first giving a plausible account of Hume’s position but then rendering it ridiculous: ‘by extending, restating, and generalizing the position until the absurdity of its implications when taken together becomes devastatingly apparent’. Whately dedicated his Bampton Lectures (1822) and Elements of Logic (1826) to Copleston, who became godfather to Whately’s daughter. Whately later made clear that he was indebted to Copleston not only for his role in this youthful work, but for his other publications in his Oxford years, and even many works subsequently published. Such publications, Whately explained,


may be regarded as so far Bishop Copleston’s, that though he is not responsible for any part of them—since I always decided according to my own conviction—they were submitted, wholly or in great part, to him before publication, and are indebted to him for any important suggestions and corrections. (Whately 1854: 83–4)



Noetic theologizing was certainly capable of a ‘High Church’ tendency, and tended to be anti-Evangelical because of a perception of the ‘unreasonableness’ or irrationality of the Evangelical system and even for its apparent undervaluing of the efficacy of purely sacramental grace. A few examples can suffice. In his Remarks on Baptismal Regeneration (1816), John Davison obliquely touched on a theme that later would be taken much further by Tractarian controversialists: that in exposing the ‘excesses’ of ‘Romanist’ notions of the sacraments, the Reformers may have ‘driven the reform into the opposite extreme, that of stripping the two sacraments, that really were real, too much of their spiritual nature’ (Davison 1840: 301). In fact, Newman later recorded of Davison: ‘He was our greatest light, more so than Whately, Arnold, Keble, Pusey, or Copleston’ and that he (Newman) ‘had ever delighted in his writings’ (LDN XVI.161). One of Whately’s notable publications, Letters of an Episcopalian (1826), can be construed no less in support of a ‘High Church’ position. The evidence of Copleston’s handiwork in this work is more problematic than in other writings of Whately. This was partly because the pamphlet’s actual authorship, though initially ascribed to Whately, later came to be doubted not only because its original anonymity had been maintained but because its views—which supported a ‘High Church’ doctrine of the Church’s divine origin and authority, akin to that of the Jewish theocracy, and of its essential independence from the state—did not seem at all to accord with later perceptions of Whately’s ‘Low Church’ theology. In this work, which really was Whately’s, the author challenged Latitudinarian or ‘Low Church’ notions of the Church’s constitution as merely a voluntary organization of believers, lamenting the excesses of the Protestant reaction against the pretensions of ‘the Romish hierarchy’ as evidence of the frailty of human nature in falling ‘from one extreme into another’. With a side-swipe against Protestant Dissenters and ‘irregular’ Anglican Evangelicals, Whately argued that


‘the Church’ (that is, the Catholic or Universal Church), certainly is not, as some seem to regard it, merely a collective name for all who happen to agree in certain opinions, like the names of “Cartesian” or “Newtonian”, but is a society, or, body-corporate (if I may use such an expression), of divine institution. ([Whately] 1826: 1)



On the other hand, Whately did not restrict his definition of the Church to bodies comprising an episcopal system of church government as a strict High Churchman might have done. Moreover, there were limits to church authority, as presented by Whately: the Church could not impose articles of belief not warranted by Scripture, though it could regulate rites and ceremonies left undetermined by Holy Writ. To his later dismay, however, Whately’s reflections on the limitations of a church establishment due to the restrictions consequent upon the state connection, and his essentially anti-Erastian conception of church policy and cautious advocacy of disestablishment without disendowment would strike a chord with the Tractarians in the following years.

The most explicit trope of High Church theological principle in Noetic apologetic was to be found in a remarkable sermon on Tradition preached by Edward Hawkins in St Mary’s in 1818. Hawkins argued that in the early Church a system of oral instruction was traditionally transmitted which, though verified by Scripture and thus in itself unauthoritative, had been indispensable for supplying the fullness of revelation that was not otherwise communicable in a systematic form. While accepting that Hawkins’s position was quite distinct from a Roman Catholic advocacy of tradition as in itself authoritative, Low Church critics assailed ‘this new pretension of tradition’ for appearing to derogate from the sufficiency of Holy Scripture. Significantly, much to the later embarrassment of Hawkins himself and of his Noetic allies, his sermon would serve as an inspiration for the Tractarians, and the published version made ‘a most serious impression’ on Newman in particular. Whately cited it no less approvingly in his Letters. He adopted Hawkins’s argument that the New Testament Scriptures were not calculated, nor could have been intended, to convey to hearers the elements of the Christian faith, all the books of which had been written for the use of Christian converts. With Hawkins, he concluded that therefore


it must have been the intention of Jesus Christ that the Church He established should have the office of drawing out and settling its order, with a view to instruction in the truths of the Gospel, referring to the inspired writers for the proofs of everything they advanced. ([Whately] 1826: 67–8)



Whately immediately distanced this position from ‘the error of the Romanist’ which advanced ‘their claim of authority for their tradition, independent of Scripture’ ([Whately] 1826: 68). Nonetheless, in private correspondence with Hawkins, in an argument directed against the individualism inherent in the Evangelical way of salvation, Whately argued ‘that individual Christians have no life in them unless they continue branches of the true Vine as members of the Body of Christ’. He emphasized that the Church was ‘the appointed channel through which grace is conveyed’ (OCA 2/179: Whately to Hawkins, 3 September 1830).

Another Noetic, John Davison, while not critical of Hawkins, was careful to argue that it was only prior to the rise of the written Scripture that tradition had necessarily had an authority as the record of faith. Thereafter, tradition only had a secondary use as evidence as to whether the ancient Church had the faith of particular doctrines later enshrined in Scripture. On the other hand, Hawkins’s exposition of tradition was in line with a High Church tradition of teaching on the subject and was later plausibly claimed by Tractarians in support of their own position. By the mid-1830s, with Whately and Thomas Arnold both locked in theological combat with Newman and his Oriel disciples, Oxford’s theological climate had altered beyond recognition. With the benefit of a hindsight shaped by the rise of the Tractarians, they both privately blamed Hawkins for having ‘contributed to their mischief by his unhappy sermon on Tradition’. Hawkins accepted the criticism and determined upon revising his sermon so as to rebut what he came to regard as unfair inferences being drawn from it.

The prominent Noetic, Renn Dickson Hampden, was no less engaged in philosophical apologetic for Christian orthodoxy. His Essay on the Philosophical Evidence of Christianity (1827), which elucidated Bishop Butler’s analogical arguments for Christianity, was to prove highly influential, and seems to have even been intended as a companion to and modernization of Butler’s Analogy of Religion (1736). At the root of Hampden’s apologetic lay a determination to highlight the difference between revealed truth and the theological language in which it was clothed, a view which Hampden shared with Thomas Arnold. Hampden gave an uncontentious spiritual expression of this theological position in his Parochial Sermons (1828) in which he insisted on the unity of Christian faith and Christian holiness behind the obscuring layers of speculative theology and inappropriate philosophical categorization. Hampden’s growing interest in scholastic theology stemmed from a perception that scholasticism had been a source of a later confusion between the ‘facts’ of revelation and the theories of philosophical theology. Although he could claim the sanction of Bishop Butler, Hampden’s later working out of the practical implications of this approach in his Bampton Lectures, The Scholastic Philosophy considered in its relation to Christian Theology (1832) was to render him notorious as a theological bête noir of the Oriel Tractarians, Newman especially. Hampden maintained, like Hinds in his History of the Rise and Early Progress of Christianity, that metaphysical speculations and technical language had obscured the word of Scripture. One might draw the implication that creeds and articles were symbols of scriptural truth rather than enjoying the authority of revelation.

It was into this intellectually vibrant, Noetic-dominated society that the future leader of the Oxford Movement, the young John Henry Newman, entered as a Fellow on 12 April 1822, proudly proclaiming to his mother that he had become ‘a member of “the School of Speculative Philosophy in England” to use the words of the Edinburgh Review’ (LDN I.135). Newman’s religious and intellectual development from youthful Evangelicalism on a long spiritual journey into the Roman Catholic Church in 1845 via High Church Anglicanism, was to owe much to Oriel and, in particular, to his mentors among its Noetic fellows, Whately and Hawkins. Intellectually and psychologically, they were the making of him. They found Newman to be shy and reserved, with a powerful sense of ‘spiritual solitariness’ shaped partly by his then Calvinistic religious beliefs, when he entered the college. They drew him out and formed him for the future.

Newman’s Oriel Noetic mentors gradually weaned him away from the moderate Calvinistic evangelicalism which he had embraced under the earlier tutelage of Walter Mayers and Thomas Scott of Aston Sandford. As he recorded in his Apologia, from the moment when he entered Oriel in 1822: ‘I came under very different influences from those to which I had been hitherto subjected’ (Newman 1864: 64). The intellectual and theological as well as personal influence of Hawkins was immediate and profound, and would give a bitter taste to the later breach when it eventually came. In 1824 Newman became curate of St Clement’s, across Magdalen Bridge, while Hawkins had become vicar of St Mary’s in 1823. During the summers of 1824 and 1825 they were often the only two to dine in Hall, spending much time together; time spent in theological discussion. Given the history of their later relations, it was to be ironic, as Mozley noted, that, ‘from the first he loved and admired the man with whom eventually he lived most in collision, Edward Hawkins’ (Mozley 1882: I.29).

The impact of Whately’s Letters of an Episcopalian on the impressionable Newman—in being the first to teach him ‘the existence of the Church’—was another step along that path. However, Whately’s greatest influence on Newman was his training him in the weapons of disputation, weapons which he and other leaders of the Oxford Movement would later turn to such brilliant use against the very theological liberalism with which Whately’s name came to be associated. Newman himself recognized as much. As he explained to his mentor in a revealing letter in 1826:


Much as I owe to Oriel, in the way of mental improvement, to none, as I think, do I owe so much as to you. I know who it was that first gave me heart to look about me after my election, and taught me to think correctly, and (strange office for an instructor) to rely upon myself. (LDN I.307)



In short, Whately was ‘the first person who opened my mind … gave it ideas and principles to cogitate upon’. Whately used Newman, as he did others, as an intellectual anvil on which he thrashed out his own ideas. The intellectual closeness of the relationship ripened during their period of greatest intimacy between 1825 and 1828 when Newman was Whately’s Vice-Principal at St Alban Hall, a hall whose hitherto low academic standing earned it the nickname ‘Botany Bay’. Newman worked closely with Whately to overturn this reputation. Their close relationship was also illustrated by the assistance which the young Newman provided to his mentor’s influential Elements of Logic, first published in 1827, and which Whately fulsomely recognized in his preface. Newman was almost embarrassed by the extravagance of Whately’s published notice of him in a way which bore the seed of their future painful parting of the ways. When he examined many years later their correspondence with each other at this formative time, Newman alighted on the prophetic significance of the phrase in the letter above, ‘to rely upon myself’ (LDN I.307).

A key moment in Newman’s dawning self-knowledge and new-found sense of self-reliance, associated with a feeling of alienation from his Noetic friends, was prompted by the critical reaction to a sermon which he preached in Oriel Chapel at Easter 1827. Newman aimed to explain the ante-Nicene doctrine of the Trinity but laid himself open to charges of systematizing beyond Scripture, if not of rationalizing: even Whately criticized his former pupil of Arianizing. Newman himself came to regret the sermon as ‘a specimen of a certain disdain for antiquity which had been growing on me now for several years’ (Newman 1864: 72–3). He now drew back from the brink and struck out on a new course. For in truth, as Whately himself had prophetically warned Newman, his mentor had become ‘dangerous’ to know and lean upon. Other crucial formative influences within Oriel, which had for some time been competing for Newman’s attention, now pulled him in a very different direction to that previously set by his Noetic mentors. As Newman made clear in his Apologia, it was two other Oriel figures who stood outside the Noetic camp, John Keble (1792–1866) and Richard Hurrell Froude (1803–36), who helped rescue him from the proud liberal intellectualism to which he felt he was in danger of succumbing under Noetic influence. Newman’s contact with another young Oriel Fellow, Edward Bouverie Pusey (1800–82), later one of the leading lights in the Oxford Movement, also left its mark. They each represented a new and very different school in the college from that of the hitherto dominant Noetics. For as Samuel Wood famously put it, the renewal of the studies of Logic and Rhetoric in pre-Tractarian Oxford owed much to Whately’s work and influence, but while they had ‘sharpened and disciplined the intellect’, they had done so ‘without giving it matter to feed and rest upon’ (Pereiro 2008: 253). It was to be Keble and the Oriel tutors who would provide this lacuna for the rising Oxford generation in a way that struck a deep religious chord.

The rift between Newman and Hawkins over tutorial practice and policy has been analysed by this author elsewhere. Underlying it was Newman’s strictly religious understanding of the tutorial office, an understanding shared by the other tutors Hurrell Froude and Robert Wilberforce, and which had been imbibed from John Keble. Keble was the first name which Newman had heard spoken of with reverence when he first came up to Oriel. From 1818 to 1823 as a college tutor Keble exerted a profound influence on an impressionable group of students who included Froude (who came up in 1821) and Robert Wilberforce, both of Oriel, as well as Isaac Williams of Trinity. All three were invited by Keble to the first of a series of reading parties at his curacy at Southrop, Gloucestershire, during the long vacation of 1823. This reading party might be considered as the germ of the future Tractarian circle. However, having returned to his father’s parish at Fairford, Keble was no longer resident in Oriel during Newman’s formative years in the college. Unlike Newman, Keble found the atmosphere of Oriel Common Room uncongenial and reacted against its ‘intellectualism’. In the words of Keble’s pupil Isaac Williams, ‘the Keble school’ in ‘opposition to the Oriel or Whatelian, set ethos above intellect’ (Williams 1892: 46). Keble’s sense of pastoral calling was such that he had only undertaken the tutorial office in Oriel and among private pupils ‘as a species of pastoral care’, otherwise questioning whether a clergyman ought to leave a cure of souls for it. For Keble, the role of a good tutor was more about imparting moral and religious precepts and example than in inculcating ‘head’ knowledge and intellectual or logical proficiency. It was Keble’s Southrop reading parties which provided the spiritual and pastoral characteristics of the tutorial method which Newman, along with Froude and Robert Wilberforce, sought to apply at Oriel. Years later, Newman described his model of pastoral care over undergraduate pupils at Oriel:


With such youths he cultivated, not only of intimacy, but of friendship, and almost of equality, putting off as much as might be, the martinet manner then in fashion with college tutors, and seeking their society in outdoor exercises, on evenings, and in Vacations. (Newman 1956: 90)



The tutorial dispute itself partly stemmed from the provost’s perception that in rearranging college tuition to foster a closer relation between undergraduate and tutor, in accord with the particular gifts of each undergraduate, Newman and Froude were encouraging favouritism. Both sides believed in a religious dimension to the tutorial office and in the religious mission of the college; Newman and the other tutors merely took this consideration further and interpreted it in a different way. The provost was insistent that pastoral concerns, important as they were, should not overshadow the place of teaching, or of college custom and order. Hawkins also took a somewhat laxer line on the issue of testimonials for holy orders and of administering the sacrament to undergraduates, and resisted Newman’s attempt to dispense with the custom of Gentlemen Commoners dining with the Fellows. However, more than a merely personal conflict of wills was at stake: the root of Hawkins’s misgivings lay in the nature and direction of Newman’s personal religious influence on his pupils.

Although the shape of the three tutors’ religious views were not yet clear or fully formed, Hawkins sensed the danger of concentrating tuition in the hands of unchecked and potentially unsound teachers. Given the later theological development of the three tutors, even Thomas Mozley conceded that the provost ‘seemed to be justified by the event in not virtually resigning the education of his college into Newman’s hands’ (Mozley 1882: I.233). Incipient religious differences rendered the disagreement insurmountable. Newman resigned his last two pupils into Hawkins’s hands at Easter 1831, and Froude and Wilberforce followed in the long vacation. The potential for future division and strife was also now heightened by Hawkins’s decision to call on Renn Dickson Hampden, now a married former Fellow residing in Oxford, to plug the gaps left thereby. The tuition controversy and its outcome would cast a long shadow over the religious condition as well as the academic state of the college in the following decade. The seeds of the waning and eventual loss of Oriel’s academic ascendancy had been sown.

Oriel’s tutorial dispute also needs to be viewed in the light of a very slightly earlier episode of wider significance in the university’s history, the impact of which had profound religious repercussions for Oriel: the attempted re-election to Parliament of Sir Robert Peel in1829. Peel, who had voted for Catholic Emancipation, resigned his seat for the university and stood for re-election. This proved to be the real catalyst of the theological realignment that would now divide the college. The university election of 1829 drew Newman and Hawkins apart, marking the decisive parting of the ways between the Noetics and the future Tractarians. Blanco White, always acutely sensitive, instinctively recognized that the polarized positions which his Oriel friends took up on the issue was the dawn of what he called a ‘mental revolution’, the harbinger of Tractarianism. He rightly recognized that its consequences in Oriel went far deeper than differences over the merits of making concessions in relation to the Roman Catholic claims for civil equality. Before the Peel election, in Oriel as in Oxford generally, ideological differences in the college had been submerged by the strength of personal bonds and a broader sense of intellectual common ground. Oriel Noeticism had always been more a frame of mind and religious temper than a distinctively liberal theological creed. As we have seen, it encompassed many shades of opinion, some of them markedly ‘High Church’. Blanco White had felt at home in this climate. The Oriel Noetics seemed to have the future before them, their intellectual supremacy within the university still largely unquestioned.

The Noetics, notably Whately, had for some time been supporters of Catholic Emancipation and thus were not in tune with prevailing Tory High Church anti-Emancipationist sentiment. Newman, under Whately’s influence, had himself supported Catholic Emancipation and voted against the anti-Catholic petitions of 1827 and 1828. In 1829, he professed indifference on the Emancipation question itself, but took a vigorous stand against Peel on other grounds, projecting the deeper values which he had imbibed from Keble and Froude, and which he had made his own. So he hailed the university’s rejection of Peel as a ‘glorious victory’ for ‘the independence of the Church and of Oxford’ in equal measure. For Newman, the episode fuelled the potent image of Oxford as a ‘place set apart’ to witness to a degenerate age and nation. His imagination was given full rein. On the other hand, Newman’s erstwhile Noetic mentors were cast as suspect in their loyalty to Church and university, allies of a hostile spirit of Latitudinarianism and ‘indifferentism’ by which both were threatened. He rejoiced in a victory over the ‘rank and talent’ of the university, a triumph for moral principles over political expediency. The language of Newman’s own anonymous pamphlet in the contest and his private correspondence at the time presaged the coming era of religious conflict within and without the walls of Oriel. For their part, the Oriel Noetics were bruised by the unexpected experience of defeat; Peel’s rejection was a psychological body-blow from which they never recovered. Dismayed by the popular passions roused by the election, they increasingly turned to their London Whig parliamentary friends in a way that would only isolate them and heighten their unpopularity among the rising Tractarian generation in the 1830s. Whately, like the other Noetics, conspicuously failed to grasp the depth of feeling and principle that would set his erstwhile friends on a new course. In short, the rift with Newman would become personal, and the religious climate in Oriel would turn sour and embittered. In Oriel, as in the wider university, the moral initiative was passing to Newman and his followers and away from the increasingly discredited Noetics.

On the other hand, by challenging the Noetics on an important point of principle, and defending the rights of both university and Church against what they regarded as the ‘insolence’ of the self-styled ‘talent’ of Oxford, Newman and his friends were riding with rather than initiating a reaction against the Noetic hegemony. A later generation would need reminding that until at least 1829 the real opponents of the Noetics were neither the future Tractarians nor even the Evangelicals, but what Newman described as the ‘old unspiritual high-and-dry, then in possession of the high places in Oxford’ (Newman 1864: 73). This dominant group in pre-Tractarian Oxford may not have held sway in Oriel, but it had some notable representatives among non-residents, notably John Hume Spry, a London High Churchman linked to the ‘Hackney Phalanx’ and an Oriel Master of Arts who had been close to Provost Copleston. One sign that the earlier rapprochement between the Oriel Noetics and ‘Hackney Phalanx’ was truly over was Spry’s complaint in December 1829 to the prominent ‘Hackney’ High Churchman Henry Handley Norris about the damage wrought by ‘Dr Whately’s books’; he deplored Whately’s ‘sophistical attempts to destroy the Christian Priesthood’, a surprising and significant charge, given Newman’s own acknowledged debt to the author’s Letters of an Episcopalian. In an angry tone, Spry declared himself ‘sick of Oriel and its writers’, and condemned Whately as the ‘mouthpiece and indefatigable supporter of a party in the Church which promises to do more harm to her doctrine and discipline than all the Calvinism, or dissent, or evangelism of the last century has effected’ (Bodleian: Spry to Norris, 10 December 1829).

In the light of such criticism Whately naturally assumed that Newman in turning against him must be allying himself with the ‘two-bottle orthodox’ and the ‘high and dry’ of popular caricature, under-represented as they were in Oriel. He took mischievous pleasure as principal of St Alban Hall in seating the fastidious Newman in the company of ‘a set of the least intellectual men in Oxford to dinner, and men most fond of port’. As Newman recalled, Whately afterwards ‘asked me if I was proud of my friends’ (Newman 1864: 73). Of course, Newman and his disciples saw things differently. Their stand was only incidentally at one with that of Spry and his school. Their action in the Peel election and their attempt to revolutionize tuition within Oriel signified a much deeper point of departure from the old religious consensus within the college. They had taken a first crucial step in establishing the moral and religious influence which they would enjoy in and out of Oriel in the subsequent decade. Crucially, Newman’s and Froude’s relinquishment of the Oriel tuition freed them to pursue a broader vision and initiate a wider religious movement. Isaac Williams later reflected that ‘their course had, as yet, been chiefly academical; but now, released from college affairs, their thoughts were more open to the state of the Church’ (Williams 1892: 47). The way was open for the Oxford Movement to emerge.

For all the importance of the Oriel Noetics in forging the future Tractarian leaders with the intellectual skills of logic and dialectic which they would utilize so effectively, it was the Oriel curriculum which played as crucial a part in shaping the Oxford Movement. Aristotle’s Ethics and Bishop Butler’s Analogy of Religion (1736), both of which were taught in Oriel, inculcated the importance of moral habits in the formation of opinions. In short, virtue and orthodox belief were linked. Butler taught that life was a trial or probation for man, with the ascertainment of religious truth being dependent not so much on an intellectual reception of the ‘evidences’ of Christianity but on man’s personal spiritual and moral progress. Both works appealed to the generation of pupils under Newman’s care at Oriel, supplying what were later regarded by the Tractarians as deficiencies in the religious teaching of the period; deficiencies which even the Noetics could not make up for, but which, as a later chapter will show more fully, Newman’s other sources of Oriel influence, Keble and Froude, did. In this way the moral and spiritual as well as the intellectual character and ethos of the Oxford Movement was laid in pre-Tractarian Oriel. Oriel was indeed the nursery of Tractarianism.
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PART II



THE MOVEMENT’S SPRING AND SUMMER




CHAPTER 7



KEBLE, FROUDE, NEWMAN, AND PUSEY



SHERIDAN GILLEY

THE Oxford Movement—the term seems to date from 1841 (Chadwick 1990: 136)—was shaped not so much by its leaders but by what united them, Oxford itself. John Henry Newman wrote that ‘Catholics did not make us Catholics; Oxford made us Catholics’ (LDN XIX.xv). It was their shared experience of the University of Oxford in the early nineteenth century that bound the leaders of the Movement to one another. This shared experience, in turn, reflected larger events affecting the university. The academic reforms of Oxford had raised the standard of scholarship from the low expectations of the Augustan age, with the introduction between 1801 and 1807 of honours schools in classics and mathematics (Culler 1955). There was of course a raffish element among the undergraduates, sporty or debauched, but there was also a new aspiration among some of the young to make their mark in the affairs of Church and state. They knew that they belonged to the ruling class of a nation which, with the defeat of Revolutionary France and the Industrial and Agricultural Revolutions, had become the mistress of the seas and workshop of the world.

Moreover, in a peculiarly English sense, Oxford was a sacred city, and the loyalty to Oxford was a religious one. Oxford and Cambridge were the seminaries and intellectual powerhouses of the Church of England as by law established, the national Church; the Fellows of the Colleges were for the most part celibate clergymen, although heads of houses and professors could marry. The Church of England enjoyed the cultural self-confidence of a rich and privileged institution conscious of its role in a new imperial order. The nineteenth century was to be the British century, and Oxford and the national Church had their parts in it. Yet it was also an age of instability and insecurity, and the Church of England was under threat, externally from the mushroom growth after 1790 of religious Nonconformity, which was in part the result of the Church’s failure to provide proper pastoral provision for a rapidly increasing population, especially in the industrial north. More widely there was the challenge of the radical forces in Britain strengthened or inspired by the events of the French Revolution; for many radicals, the Church was a corrupt and venal spiritual arm of a corrupt and venal state (Chadwick 1967: 7–158). The Church was also divided against itself by the spiritual energies of the Evangelical Revival, which from the 1780s had transformed the face of England with its multitude of reforming causes and charities (Brown 1961). The older High Church tradition, which had been defined in the seventeenth century, had its own particular theological emphases. It was sometimes called Orthodox, was hostile to what it considered to be Evangelical enthusiasm, and was (sometimes rather unfairly) dismissed as ‘high and dry’, though it sustained its position in the Church through its alliance with the Tory Party which governed Britain with only a minor interval in the three decades up to 1830. The Hackney Phalanx or Clapton Sect, the High Church equivalent of the Evangelical Clapham Sect, consisted of rich and powerful churchmen. They enjoyed a special influence with the state during the long prime ministership (1812–27) of the Earl of Liverpool, whose administration made large government grants for church extension and popular education. The Church’s privileges increased the wrath of radicals and reformers, who viewed it as a bulwark of a corrupt status quo. Although the Church of England was not yet divided into parties in the Victorian manner, it was out of this milieu of conflict, combined with a theological self-consciousness alien to many Christians in the eighteenth century, that the Oxford Movement was to come (Nockles 1994).

Evangelicalism informed the religious conversion of the 15-year-old John Henry Newman in 1816, the year before he went up to Oxford. A recent work has stressed the compulsive character of Newman’s writing: he was seldom without a pen in his hand (Cornwell 2010). As the greatest English theologian of the nineteenth century, with the most entrancing of prose styles and the supreme gift of converting a dry theological tome into a literary masterpiece, the older Newman, in 1864, was to spread the enchantment of the Movement and of Oxford itself far beyond the shores of England, through his Apologia pro vita sua (Newman 1967), the autobiographical record of his spiritual life. The influence of Newman’s perception of events was to be reinforced by another master of musical English prose, his disciple Richard William Church (1816–90), later Dean of St Paul’s (Smith 1958), in his history of the Movement, which compared the intensity of the loves and hates of Oxford in the 1830s and 1840s with those of Renaissance Florence (Church 1891: 141). Newman gave the unreformed Oxford of his youth a golden image which was to be reproduced in secular poetic form by his admirer Matthew Arnold. The reliability of the Apologia as a history of the Movement has often been questioned (Abbott 1892; Egner 1969). Most recently Frank Turner argued that Newman, writing in 1864, had misrepresented his principal enemy in his youth and that of the Movement as theological liberalism rather than Evangelical Protestantism (Turner 2002). Turner’s work has the merit of showing the importance within the Oxford Movement of its developing anti-Protestantism, which it largely understood in terms of the new Evangelicalism, but Turner argued his point with a sustained polemic against the person of Newman himself, which weakened his wider interpretation.

Newman certainly ascribed to Evangelicalism a primary if gradually weakening role in his own religious formation. Evangelicalism was, with Utilitarianism, one of the two primary intellectual forces of the coming Victorian era, and Newman was decisively influenced by an Evangelical sense of providence and an Evangelical moralism. Newman later viewed his conversion in 1816 as a return to his childhood sense of the unreality of the material world, and thought that his experience did not fit the usual Evangelical norm of conviction of sin, repentance, and a full and free forgiveness through acceptance of Christ’s death for sinners on the cross. There were, however, in the early part of the century, many kinds of Evangelical conversion, an experience which was not as narrowly defined as it afterwards became. More specifically, Newman’s conception of God was framed by the Calvinism of his young Anglican mentor, the Revd Walter Mayers (1790–1828), though Newman embraced the Calvinist principle of his final perseverance to everlasting life rather than the related doctrine of double predestination. He recalled that he thought only of the mercy to himself.

Newman’s conversion had a personal foundation in his conviction of there being ‘two and two only luminous and self-evident beings, myself and my Creator’ (Newman 1967: 18), which later developed into his mature teaching of the personal character of religious truth, communicated from God to the believer and from believers to one another, which he summed up in his old-age motto of ‘Heart speaks to heart’. He expounded this personalism in the University Sermons which he began to preach in 1826 (published in 1843), from 1828 as vicar of the University Church of St Mary the Virgin (Newman 1979). Newman gave a subordinate place to a then fashionable view of the role of reason and proof in religion, in the manner of the popular apologist William Paley, from the evidences of natural religion in divine design in creation, and the evidences of Christianity in Christ’s performance of miracle and fulfilment of prophecy. Instead Newman maintained that these arguments would only convince a man who was already awakened in heart and conscience. Further, he enunciated his ‘proof’ that in natural theology, it was conscience which imprinted on the hearts of believers the moral law and the image of God as ruler, judge, and lawgiver as one to whom we owe obedience.

Less theoretically, the eight volumes of his Parochial and Plain Sermons (published in numerous editions from the appearance of the first volume in 1834) attracted an audience by suggesting in the austere beauty of their prose that the messenger had received his message of the supreme importance of personal holiness from another world (Newman 1842). The sermons have, however, been criticized for the severity of their conception of the Christian life, lacking as they did the consolations of the Evangelical doctrine of assurance and the Roman doctrine of merit (Newsome 1964). Yet their severity was part of their attraction. Much of Newman’s reputation in Oxford came from his influence as a preacher, though he deliberately spoke quietly and eschewed any Evangelical appeal to the emotions, practising ‘reserve’ in communicating religious teaching. It is said that the colleges sought to counter their dangerous attraction to undergraduates by changing their dinner hour. The extraordinary power of Newman’s intellect and the fascination of his personality have given him a cult status, which was described by hostile contemporaries as Newmania. This fascination has extended to the present with the thousands of books and articles about him. Rome declared him Venerable in 1991, and his cultus received the Church’s formal approval when Pope Benedict XVI beatified him at an open-air ceremony in Birmingham in 2010. It should also be said that he was and continues to be the subject of sustained criticism, even by Roman Catholics (Egner 1969; Cornwell 2010).

Newman’s early Evangelicalism also found an important expression in his belief in the absolute centrality of dogma to religion, including such doctrines as the Trinity and the Incarnation. Here a particular influence was The Force of Truth (1779) by the Calvinist Thomas Scott (1747–1821) of Aston Sandford, and the dicta summarizing his teaching, ‘Holiness rather than peace’ and ‘Growth the only evidence of life’ (Newman 1967: 19). Scott’s specifically Calvinist dogmata posed a problem (Sheridan 1967). The Thirty-Nine Articles of the Church of England not only defined the Church’s faith but had to be subscribed by undergraduates in Oxford at matriculation, even though they were a statement of the moderate Elizabethan Calvinism which the emerging High Church tradition had partly renounced in the course of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (MacCulloch 2013).

Then there was Newman’s position in the conflict between the Evangelical understanding of the Christian life as beginning at conversion or with a second birth, and the teaching of the Anglican Book of Common Prayer, that it begins at baptism, through the regeneration of the child by water and the spirit at the font. There were Evangelical attempts to interpret the bald words of the baptismal service—‘Seeing now … that this child is regenerate’—in terms of a conditional pardon of Original Sin at baptism to be completed at a later conversion, but the issue posed the problem as to whether the baptized child is wholly a Christian, as a member of the Church, when conversion was properly a matter of later adult experience. Did justification and regeneration occur at baptism or conversion? Or, to put it starkly, was anyone baptized a Christian or was only a convert a Christian? Calvinism also posed an absolute distinction between the converted and the unconverted, the elect and the non-elect, the saved and the damned. Yet Newman found as a young curate in the Oxford parish of St Clement’s that the distinction did not make sense to his parishioners, and did not work in a parish. Between 1824 and 1825, he resolved the issue in his own mind in favour of the doctrine of Baptismal Regeneration—that is, the child becomes a Christian at baptism. He might turn out to be a bad Christian, but he was a Christian nonetheless, and that made Newman effectively a Churchman, with a high doctrine of the Church which could confer so enormous a privilege.

Like that of his future rival cardinal, Henry Edward Manning, Newman’s conversion had an external cause in the collapse of his father’s bank, a matter over which he was always deeply ashamed. His failure to secure high honours in his Oxford finals examinations in 1821 was another element in his insecurity, though this was eased in 1822, when through his distinction in competitive examination, he became a Fellow of Oriel College, the centre of the Oxford intellectual renaissance (Nockles 2013a: 306). The Fellows included Richard Whately, afterwards Archbishop of Dublin, who drew the shy young Newman out of himself as his co-author of a book on logic, showing him the role of the a priori in argument and teaching Newman a central strand in his ecclesiology, the independence of the Church from the state in matters spiritual. Edward Hawkins, who was later provost of the college, gave him the idea of Tradition as well as Scripture as a source of Church teaching, while another Fellow, William James, supplied him with the further idea of the apostolic succession, the continuity of the leadership of the Church through the spiritual descent of its bishops from Christ’s apostles. These Oriel men were called Noetics (from the Greek for knowledge); they might be accounted rather moderate High Churchmen—they were certainly anti-Evangelical—though Newman later came to regard them as traitors surrendering to the triumphant liberalism of the age.

Newman later claimed to have gone through a liberal period himself around 1827, but he had its antidote to hand. From 1828, Newman began to read, in their original language, the Greek Fathers of the early Church. Much in this was spiritual in its ultimate effect. The Fathers inspired what was to become the Oxford Movement’s emphasis on the great mystery of the Incarnation and its transforming grace, on the Spirit’s indwelling in man and man’s participation in the divine nature, and on the role of the imagination rather than reason or proof in believing. This fascination with the spiritual life would later flow into a new Catholic devotionalism. The appeal to the Fathers was an older part of the Anglican tradition, but no Anglican had read them before with the intensity of Newman, in his efforts to show the resemblances between ancient and modern heresy, ancient and modern faith. His sustained study of the Fathers preoccupied his remaining years as an Anglican (Thomas 1991).

His initial foray into the subject was in his first book, of 1833, The Arians of the Fourth Century, which had been originally commissioned as a work on the First Council of Nicaea (Newman 1890). Newman identified the orthodox tradition with the school of Alexandria, in its Neoplatonic mystical and allegorical philosophizing on the divine dispensations or ‘economies’ of the eternal. He saw the foundations of an heretical Arianism in the rationalism and materialism of the opposing theological school of Antioch, and thought that modern liberalism was its heir. This led to his broader attempts to identify the origins of ancient and modern heresy and the parallels between them. His exposition of the doctrine of deification, of God entering man to make man like God, gives a splendour to some passages in the otherwise polemical Lectures on [the Doctrine of] Justification (1838), said to be unfair in its treatment of Martin Luther (McGrath 2000). Yet his neo-Catholic view of what was effectively, if not explicitly, justification by faith and works had the precedent that seventeenth-century High Churchmen had already departed in this matter from Protestantism.

One figure stood out in Newman’s later account of his patristic studies (Newman 1967: 37). This was St Athanasius, the combative fourth-century Bishop of Alexandria. The consistency of Newman’s interpretation of St Athanasius has recently been challenged by Benjamin King, who has argued that Newman’s interpretation changed over time (King 2009). But it was from the Fathers, and in particular from his hero, St Athanasius, that Newman believed that he had given intellectual substance to the principle that the Catholic faith of Christian antiquity had stood contra mundum, against the world, and that the modern Church should do the same.

The ancient Church also supplied the Movement with its ecclesiology. The preservation in England of the traditional ‘three-fold’ Catholic clerical ministry at the Reformation—of bishop, priest, and deacon—might be considered an historical accident, the result of sixteenth-century royal preference and administrative convenience. But it subsequently became a central strand in the Church of England’s claim to be the local representative of the One Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church, in continuity with the ancient and the unreformed medieval Church, a claim which if pushed to its logical extreme affirmed that Rome was still a Church, however corrupt, because it had bishops, while Nonconformist Christians such as Methodists and Congregationalists were inadequately Christian, because by lacking bishops they also lacked Churches. That principle, of the apostolic succession of the Church’s bishops—of ‘No Bishop, no Church’ (Sykes and Gilley 1986)—was already insisted upon by the stiffer figures within the older High Church tradition, such as William Van Mildert (1765–1836), the last Prince Bishop of Durham (Varley 1992). The principle was represented among the Fellows of Oriel by another shy and brilliant scholar, John Keble (1792–1866).

Keble, whom the young Newman held in reverence and awe, and who was nine years his senior, was the son of an Anglican country parson. It was Keble’s ambition to reproduce the pattern of his father’s ministry without being original. His modern biographer has stressed his ‘limitations’ (Battiscombe 1963) which as has been pointed out, underestimated his considerable intellectual and spiritual abilities and his influence on others (Blair 2004). In his youth he was regarded as an intellectual prodigy, the finest product of the new Oxford honours schools. In 1827, he published The Christian Year, an anthology of his own poems for each Sunday, saint’s day, and service of the Book of Common Prayer, which for Anglican High Churchmen had come to represent the standard of orthodoxy. The Christian Year amounted to a cultural revolution: it brought into Anglicanism a moderate and widely acceptable version of the Romantic movement, in what has been called ‘the Victorian Churching of Romanticism’ (Gilley 1983), while reawakening, in Newman’s words, ‘a new music, the music of a school long unknown in England’ (Newman 1967: 29).

Newman himself wrote a good deal of verse, especially on his Mediterranean tour of 1832–3, including what became his most famous hymn, ‘Lead, kindly Light’, composed on his way home to England conscious that he had work to do (Gilley 1990: 107). Both Keble and Newman contributed poems to a volume called the Lyra Apostolica, 109 of them by Newman and 46 by Keble, with other devotional verses by their friends and followers. The poems originally appeared in the British Magazine, and were published as a collection in 1836. Newman also contributed to the poetic movement his edition of the Hymni Ecclesiae, drawn from the Paris, Roman, and various other breviaries (Newman 1838); other verses appeared in his work The Church of the Fathers (1840). Such followers of the Oxford Movement as John Mason Neale would later further the development of popular Anglican vernacular hymnology in Hymns Ancient and Modern (1861).

As the Oxford professor of poetry from 1831, Keble enunciated his own understanding of poetic inspiration, in the decent obscurity of a set of Latin lectures (Keble 1912). For him, poetry inspiration found expression not through emotional excess but through the disciplines of form, in which feeling is intensified in the act of containing and subduing it. This, as he indicated in the preface to The Christian Year (1827), conveyed a sober standard of feeling in matters of practical religion, and mirrored the function of an ordered liturgy in arousing and yet controlling the inner experience appropriate to worship in a sense of awe and mystery and wonder.

The early Church, Keble thought, had displayed the same self-control or ‘reserve’ in the Disciplina Arcani or discipline of the secret, withholding certain teachings from neophytes or catechumens until they could be expected to receive them in the fullness of faith. The Disciplina was the term devised by some continental theologians to explain the reticence of the early Church about later Christian doctrines. In its Anglican form of ‘Reserve in Communicating Religious Knowledge’, it was to be expounded by Keble’s disciple, the poet Isaac Williams (1802–65), author of such ecclesiastical poems as The Cathedral (1838) and The Baptistery (1842) (Williams 1837, 1840). ‘Reserve’ was to have a troubled history: Protestants interpreted it as the sinister withholding of Roman Catholic teaching from the gullible until they had been seduced into error. Keble also introduced into the Oxford Movement the idea of ethos, the spirit and atmosphere of a time and place, which has recently been shown to have a central role in the Movement’s thought (Pereiro 2008). Newman and his great friend Richard Hurrell Froude understood ethos as the body of often hidden intellectual, moral, and spiritual assumptions on which a set of beliefs was held, which counted for more than explicit reasoning and argument. There was a need not only for right doctrine, but also for the right spirit of believing it to be true.

As the vicar of Hursley, in Hampshire, from 1836, Keble, who married, was also to embody his teaching in a rural ministry which became a model for other High Churchmen, reflecting his own belief that were the Church of England as a national institution to fail, the true Church would still be found in his parish. His adoring local circle included the gifted novelist Charlotte M. Yonge (1823–1901), whose devotion was lifelong. His Lyra Innocentium (1846) was a collection of his poetry, not addressed to children but based around the notion of their innocence (Watson 2004). This was a very Victorian conception, and another Anglo-Catholic contribution to a refined and formal literary religious culture. Despite all this cultural activity, the Oxonians had comparatively little interest in the architectural and artistic aspects of the Gothic Revival pioneered by John Mason Neale at the University of Cambridge, or in Neale’s creation, the Cambridge Camden Society founded in 1839 (White 1979), or in the introduction into the Church of England of Catholic symbolic ritual, an issue which would polarize the Church after 1850 (Reed 1996; Yates 1999). Neither Newman nor Keble nor the Movement’s other early leaders were ‘Ritualists’ in this later sense, though some like Newman himself built Gothic churches. One pioneer Ritualist was Newman’s curate from 1837 to 1840, John Rouse Bloxam, who remained an Anglican but whose devotion to Newman was to be lifelong (Middleton 1947).

The Gothic Revival spread the Movement’s influence by its insistence on the centrality of the altar over the pulpit and by its medieval arrangement of divine worship led by the priest and the choir in the chancel and sanctuary, a model provided by the prolific church builder, Walter Farquhar Hook, Vicar of Leeds (1798–1875), in his rebuilt St Peter’s Parish Church of 1841 (Dalton 2002). Originally a supporter of the Movement, Hook was to become its enemy, as its more radical members moved Romewards.

The third figure in the early triumvirate of leaders of the Oxford Movement was Richard Hurrell Froude (1803–36), a Fellow of Oriel from 1826. As with Keble, Froude was the son of an Anglican cleric, the Archdeacon of Totnes, himself a stiff, old-fashioned High Churchman. Hurrell might be described as a right-wing cleric of a counter-revolutionary continental type, though this kind of conservatism (and economic anti-liberalism) was often compatible with a lively social conscience and a paternalist sense of obligation to the poor (Skinner 2004). Froude’s own intellectual daring—he was not afraid of inferences or conclusions—influenced the Oxford Movement’s early drift in a Romeward direction. Froude himself claimed that the best action of his life was to have ‘brought Keble and Newman to understand each other’ (Newman 1967: 29). Through him Newman became aware of his own congeniality of mind with Keble. This in turn led to a deeper understanding of Froude, and it was Froude’s authority that Newman invoked to Blanco White in March 1828, for the connection of ‘speculative error with bad ethos’ that was to be a defining mark of the Oxford Movement (LDN II.60). From Froude Newman also absorbed his dislike for the Reformers, his scorn for the Bible and the Bible only as the religion of Protestants, and his love for Tradition as the main instrument of religious teaching. Something of Newman’s own fierceness in this period can be ascribed to Froude, who might be considered the opposite of Keble in his disavowal of moderation. His controversial and largely self-invented asceticism and dedication to virginity was one legacy to the Movement; another was his increasing repudiation of the claim that the Church of England was Protestant as well as Catholic. Yet another was his high conception of clerical hierarchy and of the office of priesthood: a clergyman was not simply a mere educated English gentlemen. Froude was a young man in a hurry. His tuberculosis removed him from the university and from active participation in the Oxford Movement. Subsequently, his main contribution to the Movement was his correspondence with Newman, encouraging him and also challenging his ideas, pushing Newman forward to their logical conclusions. He died prematurely in 1836, leaving Newman, who loved him deeply, without his closest intellectual friend and guide. His charm and dash died with him, and would be invisible to a world which had not known him. Yet Froude’s influence was a lasting one. The old High Church tradition had reflected the complexities of English history, not least in its insistence on the excellence of a middle way, being both Catholic and reformed. The Oxford Movement upset that notion of compromise by defining Protestantism as one extreme, and so brought a more intense kind of conflict into the Anglican world.

As has been suggested, the Movement can be regarded as the domestic English equivalent of the counter-revolutionary Roman Catholic Revival on the Continent which followed the defeat of Napoleon. The beginnings of the Oxford Movement were related to the challenge to what remained of the ancien régime of a confessional state. In 1828, the Test and Corporation Acts imposing civil disabilities on Protestant Dissenters were repealed. In 1829, the threat of Daniel O’Connell to make Catholic Ireland ungovernable secured from the Tory administration a third act of Catholic Emancipation which admitted Catholics to the very parliament which held authority over the Church of England.

That threatened the whole idea of establishment, and Newman outraged his Oriel Noetic colleagues, who were in favour of Catholic Emancipation, by campaigning against the Home Secretary responsible for the measure, the MP for the university, Robert Peel, on the grounds that he had changed his position without reference to the interests of the Church, which it was his principal duty as MP for Oxford to uphold. The conflict within Oriel was a contributing factor to the exclusion of Newman, Froude, and the gifted theologian Robert Wilberforce (1802–57), the son of William, the anti-slavery campaigner, from their office as college tutors, as their relations with the Noetics broke down. The return of the Whigs to power in 1830 promised further government measures of ecclesiastical reform, as part of its more general reform programme. In 1831 and 1832, the debates over the Reform Bill to redefine the electoral franchise and parliamentary constituencies provoked popular demonstrations against those Anglican bishops who opposed it, increasing the alarm of conservatives at what they saw as the perilous position of the Church (Chadwick 1967).

When Newman was on holiday in the Mediterranean with the tubercular Froude in 1832–3, he learned of the administration’s plans to reform the Church of Ireland, united to the Church of England by the Act of Union of 1801, by the suppression of two Irish archbishoprics and eight bishoprics. Newman fell ill in Sicily, and by his own account, following his recovery he returned to England resolved that he had work to do. He identified the beginning of the ‘movement of 1833’, as he called it, with Keble’s preaching on 14 July of a sermon before the Judges of the Assize on National Apostasy, in Newman’s own church of St Mary the Virgin. Implicit in Keble’s sermon was a distinction between a national Church and a Catholic one. The national Church might fail as a result of persecution by the English state, but the Catholic Church in England would still stand.

Keble’s sermon seems to have mattered principally because it mattered to Newman, with his circle of friends, which included a Cambridge graduate, Hugh James Rose (1795–1838). At the end of July 1833 Froude had taken part in the Hadleigh meeting with traditional High Churchmen which took place at Rose’s rectory in Suffolk. The Oxford Movement has sometimes been dated from this meeting, in an effort to give the Movement a High Church origin. Rose was certainly a representative of an older brand of High Churchmanship through his extensive connections with the Hackney Phalanx, of whom the Tractarians tended to be suspicious. Newman wanted something more stirring, and he began publication in September 1833 of the Tracts for the Times, with each of the early Tracts only a few pages in length. In the first Tract, Newman challenged the Anglican bishops to fulfil their calling to their apostolic ministry by defending the Church ‘even to the spoiling of their goods and martyrdom’.

The High Anglican stress on the office of the bishop implied that the Church of England had preserved the apostolic teaching through a direct succession from the apostles. ‘Apostolicals’ was the name which Newman and his friends gave themselves (or Xs to distinguish themselves from the Zs, the more old-fashioned High Churchmen, while the Evangelicals were the Ys). Of the four ‘notes’ or ‘marks’ of the One Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church, the Tracts stressed Apostolicity even over Catholicity. The Church was no mere state institution, to be reformed by the state, but an independent God-given supernatural society. The Tracts were to inspire the further nicknames of Tractites, Tractarians, and Tractarianism (Chadwick 1990: 135). The content of the Tracts emphasized the clerical character of the Movement, as it spread through an extensive network of clergymen, but it had influential lay disciples aplenty, such as Newman’s undergraduate friend, John William Bowden (1798–1844), who wrote Tract 56 and a life of Gregory VII, and another close friend, Frederic Rogers (1811–89), later Lord Blatchford. The lay participation is well illustrated from the contribution of another of Newman’s pupils, the lawyer Samuel Francis Wood (1809–43), who helped to sow in Newman’s mind the seeds of the idea of the development of doctrine (Pereiro 2008).

The change in the character of the Tracts occurred with the recruitment to the cause of Edward Bouverie Pusey (1800–82), Newman’s colleague from 1823 as a Fellow of Oriel, and from 1828, Canon of Christ Church and Regius Professor of Hebrew. The young Pusey had been influenced by the German divine August Tholuck to seek out a mediating position between an over-rigid orthodoxy and an unbelieving rationalism within German Protestantism (Frappell 1983). The product of his sojourn in Germany itself, Pusey’s first work was a critical exposition of German Protestant theology. His full accession to the Movement occurred around 1835. His formidable learning in ancient languages gave further intellectual substance to the Tracts as they expanded into learned treatises, his first contribution being his Thoughts on the Benefits of the System of Fasting (1834). The sheer weight of his erudition appeared in his lengthy Tracts, Scriptural Views of Holy Baptism (Tracts 67, 68, and 69, of 1836). The seriousness of his views on the forgiveness of post-baptismal sin was possibly rooted in the depression arising from the severity of his tyrannical father, his long courtship of Maria Barker and the postponement of his marriage, and then in 1839, her early death (Forrester 1983). He was also to mourn deeply the death of his daughter: in her memory he provided Leeds with a church, St Saviour’s, opened in 1845.

Pusey’s family history contributed to his somewhat melancholy image, though his organizational abilities and unflagging scholarship and gifts as preacher helped to make a Movement out of what was, Newman thought, ‘without him, a sort of mob’ (Newman 1967: 65). The Library of the Fathers began publication in 1838 with Pusey’s edition of St Augustine’s Confessions.

Keble’s most substantial intellectual contribution came in 1836, with his edition of the Ecclesiastical Polity of the founding-father of a distinctively Anglican theology, Richard Hooker. Keble attempted to claim Hooker for the later High Church tradition, despite certain ambiguities in his teaching on the episcopate and the eucharist. In 1836, Pusey, Keble, and Newman all signed a prospectus for another intellectual enterprise, a projected Library of Anglo-Catholic Theology which was to appear from 1841. There was, however, a problem with their project: none of them had any real acquaintance with the theology of the Middle Ages or the later neo-scholastics. Newman would continue to struggle with this weakness after becoming a Roman Catholic.

Pusey was less unequivocally anti-Protestant than his fellow Tractarians, although Protestants would stigmatize those of his disciples who remained Anglican as Puseyites (the word itself is in evidence from 1838) (Chadwick 1990: 135). The Oxford Movement was heir to an older apologetic for the Church of England, expressed in the Preface to the Prayer Book, that it occupied a moderate via media or middle way between popery and Puritanism. Increasingly, the Oxford Movement repudiated both Protestantism and Roman Catholicism. In doing so, it departed from a fundamental Protestantism, in what amounted to a destructive challenge to the historic Anglican compromise as it had been worked out over three centuries. This was the position of Newman’s principal attempt to define the via media in his Lectures on the Prophetical Office of the Church, viewed relatively to Romanism and Popular Protestantism (1837), delivered in the Adam de Brome chapel of his university church, in which he defined his position as ‘Anglicanism’. In the second edition of 1838, the word had been changed to ‘Anglo-Catholicism’ (Newman 1990: 71, 360). He insisted that doctrine was embodied in and imparted through the liturgy of the Book of Common Prayer, and he argued for the importance of worship in establishing a theological standard. This perception has borne abundant fruit since his time: the kind of God in whom we really believe is the God to whom we say our prayers. Moreover, despite his disagreement with many of their teachings, Newman acknowledged that Roman Catholicism and Protestantism were ‘real religions’, practised by great numbers and defining the character of nations, while his own via media was a paper theory, existing only in the writings of learned theologians (Newman 1990: 71).

These learned theologians presented him with a problem in the variety of their opinions, as a sort of Noah’s Ark containing beasts clean and unclean, ‘Catholic’ and ‘Protestant’, on matters on which Newman now took, in a highly polemical manner, the ‘Catholic’ side. He honestly admitted the difficulties presented for his position by the theological heterogeneity of the Movement’s Anglican inheritance, suggesting that it required a novel reassessment of its treasures to separate the gold from the dross, or as one might put it, to refine ‘Anglicanism’ into ‘Anglo-Catholicism’.

The Lectures introduced an element of instability into the Oxford Movement from which later problems were to come, raising the awkward question as to whether the Church of England was Catholic or Protestant or liberal, and in what sense and degree. Newman’s power possibly reached its height in 1836 when his somewhat unfair attack on the new Regius Professor of Divinity, Renn Dickson Hampden (1793–1868), a Whig appointee, united many conservative Protestants behind him in their opposition to Hampden’s alleged rationalistic liberalism. In response Thomas Arnold, the eminent headmaster of Rugby School, perhaps stung by a quip of Newman’s, published a liberal denunciation of the Movement as ‘Oxford Malignants’ in April 1836 in the Edinburgh Review. The union against the liberals saw the height of Newman’s influence on the fellow-members of his own Church, but it was not to last. There was a storm of protest over the publication of the first two volumes of Froude’s literary Remains in 1838 for their fierce repudiation of Protestantism, not least in Froude’s commitment to celibacy and devotion to the Virgin Mary. The Remains weakened the attachment to the Movement of some of its more conventional members such as the Hebraist Benjamin Harrison (1808–87), decisively alienated Newman and his friends from Protestant Churchmen, and produced their subsequent isolation from mainstream Anglicanism. Henceforth liberals such as Hampden and Arnold would engage with Protestants by crying popery where the new High Churchmen had cried heresy, in a succession of conflicts which would in time lead to the departure of Newman and some of his followers into Roman Catholicism.
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CHAPTER 8



‘A CLOUD OF WITNESSES’ TRACTARIANS AND TRACTARIAN VENTURES



JAMES PEREIRO

NEWMAN’s last sermon in the Anglican Church had the poignant title: ‘The parting of Friends’. It was an appropriate title. The Tractarians, particularly the first generation, did not only share a set of ideas and ideals, they were also bound by deep bonds of friendship. The genesis of the Movement and its intellectual vision had made it so. Newman’s sermon ‘Personal influence as the means of communicating truth’ described well the initial force that had brought them together and that had forged them into a band of friends. Keble’s personality had given the initial stimulus to a form of relationship between teacher and pupil that was to blur the formality which had usually characterized it, setting a tone of personal interest and familiarity between tutor and students which Newman, Hurrell Froude, and Robert Wilberforce, as Oriel tutors, tried to institutionalize.

The three tutors not only introduced a new approach in the relationship between tutor and students; they gave a new scope to the collegiate tutorial system. They conceived that the main aim of university education was the formation of that moral temper or ethos which would enable the person to think well and, as a result, to acquire right knowledge. The educational process could not therefore be separated from moral and religious formation. The tutors followed carefully their students’ individual progress, as Newman’s memorandum books in the Birmingham Oratory clearly show, and maintained a close and friendly relationship with the most promising of them. Those friendships, reinforced by intellectual affinity and shared religious convictions, were to endure beyond their university years.

The Oriel tutors were also preparing men who could stand by the Church in the moment of crisis which they saw fast approaching. In this they were particularly successful. The list of the Oriel tutors’ students, before their supply was stopped by Hawkins, includes many who were later to be active in Tractarian undertakings: Henry Wilberforce, Thomas Mozley, Samuel Francis Wood, Frederic Rogers, Sir George Prevost, George Dudley Ryder, Charles Page Eden (Tract 32), Robert Francis Wilson, John Frederic Christie, Mark Pattison, and others. Like-minded members of other colleges were also to join this group: Isaac Williams, from Trinity; his friend, William John Copeland, from the same college; and Richard W. Church from Wadham, the future historian of the Movement.

Newman and his fellow tutors not only had definite ideas about the education of their students, they also held that the collegiate system was in need of reform or rather restoration. At a time when government-inspired liberal reformers were seeking to modernize Oxford’s college statutes, Newman advocated a return to the spirit of Oriel’s fourteenth-century founder, Adam de Brome, with the provost and Fellows living together in spiritual brotherhood, sharing a common table, and all devoted to a life of study in the service of God. Oriel was their initial battlefield but their plan of campaign envisaged a general reform movement in the university, starting with their own college. Newman, Froude, and to a lesser extent Robert Wilberforce, tried to reinforce their position at Oriel and in the university by the appointment to fellowships of men who had been formed under them and shared their views. Mark Pattison later maintained that for about ten years, from 1830, elections to Oriel fellowships were protracted struggles between Newman endeavouring to fill the college with like-minded men and the provost, ‘endeavouring, upon no principle, merely to resist Newman’s lead’ (Pattison 1969: 99). Pattison felt that this led to some inferior elections, but he laid the blame for the worst elections on ‘the Provost’s party’.

Newman’s letters at that time are full of expectant references to Oriel fellowship elections. John Frederick Christie and Thomas Mozley who graduated BA in 1828, became fellows of Oriel in 1829; Frederic Rogers and Charles Marriott were elected to fellowships in 1833. Samuel Francis Wood, however, was beaten to one by Eden in 1832, on account of having prospects in life which were denied to the latter. Richard William Church, who had matriculated from Wadham College in 1833, was elected for an open fellowship at Oriel in 1838, becoming a tutor in 1839. He had been introduced to Newman earlier in 1835 and from 1838 he was one of his closest allies and confidants, resigning his tutorship in June 1841 as a gesture of solidarity with Newman. He was junior proctor in 1844, when the Tractarian crisis came to a head, and vetoed the proposal to censure Newman’s Tract 90, supported by his fellow proctor Guillemard of Trinity. Albany Christie, son of the auctioneer, was elected a Fellow in 1840, having been recommended by Blanco White, a friend of his father. Tractarians were also elected to fellowships of other colleges. Both Isaac Williams and Copeland were elected to Trinity College fellowships in 1832. There, Copeland would fill many college posts, while being involved in pastoral work within some of the Oxford parishes and helping Newman at St Mary’s. Charles R. Bloxam, who in the early 1840 was to correspond with Ambrose Phillips de Lisle about reunion, was elected a probationer Fellow of Magdalen in 1836, where he promoted the traditions of the college. James Mozley became a Fellow of the same college in 1840. Two Balliol College Fellows—Frederick Oakeley (1827) and William George Ward (1834)—were to declare their commitment to Tractarian ideas in the late 1830s. This latter pair had no part in the early years of the Oxford Movement but were to have a determining influence in the events that led to its breaking up.

The dismantling of Hooker’s ideal of a confessional state, started with Catholic Emancipation (1829) and continued by the interference of both Whigs and Tories in the affairs of the Church, marked a watershed in Church–state relations. Keble’s apostasy sermon of 1833 was a clarion call to rally in her defence. Newman expressed this new sense of mission in his poem ‘Lead, Kindly Light’, when, contemplating the growing intellectual and political ‘encircling gloom’, he set off on his journey back to England. By then there was a closely knit group of like-minded individuals in positions of influence—in the university, in politics, and in the professions—ready to support or set in motion different initiatives to promote the role of the Church on English society.

The printing-press had been the organ for mass diffusion of Reformation ideas; the Tractarians would use it now to spread Catholic ones. They poured on the reading public a continuous stream of publications. As Newman was to recall many years afterwards, in his Postscript to the 1879 edition of the Lyra, there was initially a three-pronged effort to recommend or recall to their readers important and neglected Christian truths: the Tracts for the Times, the Lyra Apostolica, and the Church of the Fathers. The last two were published in monthly instalments in the British Magazine. According to Newman, the Tracts took the theological and controversial side of Christianity, the Lyra the ethical, and the Church of the Fathers the historical (Newman 1879: vi–vii). It might, however, be questioned whether this neat distribution of functions among the different publications had been totally conscious at their inception or was the product of a later rationalization. To these publications should be added the first volume of Newman’s sermons which appeared in 1834. According to Wood, its aim was the ‘production of a certain moral temper—a temper, for the most part, in strong contrast with the prevalent one of the day’ (Pereiro 2008: 256).

Few of the younger Oriel Fellows contributed to the Tracts for the Times. Only two seem to have done so, Robert Wilson, who wrote Tract 51 on Dissent, and Eden, who authored Tract 32. The most prolific contributors, after Newman (about 30), were John Keble (8), Pusey (7), Samuel Bowden (5), and Thomas Keble (4). Froude contributed three Tracts, perhaps four. Isaac Williams published only three tracts in the series, but his two tracts on Reserve in Communicating Religious Knowledge were to have a considerable impact. Pusey thought them the most important of the series. Benjamin Harrison, who contributed four tracts, was Christ Church student from 1828 and Pusey’s assistant as Hebrew lecturer. Harrison was appointed in 1838 examining chaplain to Archbishop Howley, although the archbishop was initially somewhat wary about his Oxford Movement credentials. The Tractarians, particularly Pusey, hailed his appointment as a breakthrough into areas of higher influence. These expectations were soon disappointed, as Harrison distanced himself progressively from the Tractarians and moved in the direction of a more traditional High Churchmanship. The Tracts ceased publication in 1841, after the crisis of Tract 90.

The success of Keble’s Christian Year (1827) in fostering a renewal of Christian spirituality inspired the publication of the Lyra Apostolica, published in volume form in 1836. Keble considered that religion and poetry were closely related. He described poetry’s mission as ‘the awakening of some moral or religious feeling, not by direct instruction (that is the office of morality or theology)’, but by a process of imaginative associations (Keble 1814: 579). In this respect, the Tractarians acknowledged the influence that the Romantic poets had had on the renewal of contemporary religious sensibility. The Lyra was again the work only of a few among those associated with the Movement. It included pieces by Keble, Froude, Newman, Isaac Williams, a major contributor this time, plus a few by Samuel Bowden and Robert Wilberforce. Although most of those around the nucleus of the Movement did not contribute to the Tracts and the Lyra, or did so in a very minor way, most of them would be active in the distribution of the Tracts among the clergy and their acquaintances, encouraged by frequent letters from Newman. It is difficult to estimate the effect these publications had in disseminating the Movement’s ideas but they sowed them far and wide across the country.

The year 1836 marked the opening of new channels for Tractarian intellectual influence. The Library of the Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church, anterior to the Division f East and West, to give it its full title, was conceived by Pusey and Newman in 1836, as a means of spreading Catholic theology. The Fathers witnessed to Vincent of Lerins’s rule of faith: what has been believed always, everywhere, and by all defines the faith of the Church. The Tractarians thought that the Church of England had lost much Catholic doctrine in the foregoing three hundred years by its neglect of the Fathers. The Prospectus of the Library mentioned that it was necessary to make recourse to them in order to bring to mind the teaching of the Primitive Church, the professed guide of Anglicanism in faith and practice. It was not possible to claim continuity with antiquity and, at the same time, be ignorant of its representative writers. Besides, the knowledge of Christian antiquity was necessary to understand and maintain orthodox doctrine and resist heretical error.

To their surprise, the Archbishop of Canterbury agreed to be the Library’s patron, and even some Evangelicals, like Bickersteth, supported the project. The first volume, St Augustine’s Confessions, saw the light in 1838. Some twenty volumes appeared before 1845. The Library of the Fathers counted among its contributors some High Churchmen and a good number of those associated with the Movement: Church, Copeland, Prevost, Hubert Kester Cornish, R. G. Macmullen (of St Saviour’s fame), Charles Marriott, and others. Some of the contributors, for different reasons, did so anonymously: J. D. Dalgairns, Samuel Francis Wood, and Mark Pattison among them. From 1841 onwards, Marriott took up the editorship of the Library of the Fathers, together with Pusey and Keble, although it was Marriott who undertook most of the work, preparing many of the prefaces to the published works, checking the translations and even doing the index to the different volumes. The last volume—St Cyril’s commentary on the gospel of St John—was published in 1885. By then, the appeal to the Fathers—to their doctrine and ethos—had lost the prescriptive character that it had for the early Tractarians, as expressed in the preface to Froude’s Remains: ‘Ancient Consent binds the person admitting it alike to all the doctrines, interpretations, and usages, for which it can be truly alleged’ (Froude 1839: I.xiii). Patristic learning tended now progressively to view the Fathers’ writings as mere historical records, with little bearing on the present.

In 1838 Pusey had taken a house in St Aldate’s to lodge there some young scholars without college fellowships, in order to avoid their giving up their academic careers. The plan was for them to help with some Tractarian initiatives, like the Library of the Fathers, while waiting for college fellowships to become available. James Mozley, who had failed in his attempt to gain one because of the reluctance of Oriel College to have two brothers as Fellows, was to be in charge of the house. He was joined by Albany Christie, Charles Seagar, and Mark Pattison, who cooperated with Newman on the edition of Thomas Aquinas’s Catena Aurea. The House of Writers, as they called it, did not operate for long. Pattison left it in late 1839, just in time to present himself for the Yorkshire fellowship at Lincoln College without the negative public association with the Tractarians; Christie was elected to an Oriel fellowship the following year; and James Mozley, who was its only resident from November 1839, obtained a Lincolnshire fellowship at Magdalene in July 1840.

Also in 1836, the Tractarians started collaborating with the British Critic. This time the younger Tractarians were to take their full share in the publication of the review, especially after Newman took over the editorship in 1838. Wood, Copeland, Rogers, Marriott, Henry Wilberforce, Thomas and James Mozley, and a number of others, were among its contributors. Thomas Mozley soon became the most prolific of them all, publishing no less than fifteen articles over the next three years. He was, therefore, an obvious choice as editor when Newman resigned the editorship after the April 1841 issue. After his appointment as editor, Thomas Mozley continued providing the largest number of contributions to the British Critic. The other more regular contributors were his brother James, Frederick Oakeley, and William George Ward. Newman soon felt concerned about the direction of the review. The first issue of Mozley’s editorship carried Oakeley’s blistering attack on Bishop Jewell and the Reformation, together with an article by Thomas Mozley himself against Henry Godfrey Faussett, the Lady Margaret Professor. Ward’s articles about the Tractarian theory of religious knowledge and development, in spite of their prodigious length and dense prose, soon attracted considerable attention and many of the British Critic readers looked forward to them as the main source of interest in each issue. Newman—in his University Sermons—recommended those of 1841–2 as giving an idea of the Tractarian theory on the subject.

High Churchmen, however, would soon become seriously alarmed by Ward’s and Oakeley’s articles, in which the Reformation was denigrated and Roman doctrine and practice set as a model for the reform of the Anglican Church. Thomas Mozley later confessed in his Reminiscences that, because of temperament and pressure of time, he had been unable to keep a close oversight over the review and control his two ‘run-away horses’. Still, he did not use this fact to exculpate himself from responsibility in the content of what was being published, confessing that he was inclined to go along with the ideas expressed in Ward’s and Oakeley’s articles (Mozley 1882: II.225–54, 393). Mozley’s own temporary Roman doubts and episcopal disapproval led him to resign the editorship. His resignation and the considerable High Church pressure exerted on Rivington led to the termination of the British Critic’s publication in 1843. A second Tractarian publishing venture ended under a cloud.

James Mozley, aware for some time of Newman’s doubts about the Anglican Church, had started in the early 1840s to take an independent line. In 1844 he brought out, with William Scott as joint editor, the Christian Remembrancer, where he was to publish his long critical analysis of Newman’s Development of Christian Doctrine. From then on, he started to move theologically towards a Latitudinarian stance on some dearly held Tractarian doctrines like baptismal regeneration. James Mozley, with Frederick Rogers and Richard Church, was also involved in the foundation of the moderately Tractarian Guardian. Both, the Christian Remembrancer and the Guardian, aimed at offering an intellectual secure harbour to those Oxford Movement sympathizers buffeted by its crisis in the 1840s.

Another Tractarian literary project was the Library of Anglo-Catholic Theology. The idea of the Library had been mooted in 1839, urged by some traditional High Churchmen wishing to stress their Anglican credentials and those of the ideas put forward by the Tractarians. It was intended as High Church ballast to the Movement. The committee overseeing the Library was made up of traditional High Church representatives, heavily outnumbering the few Tractarians included in it. Newman, Keble, and even Pusey were to approach the project in a rather lukewarm way. They preferred not see in print some of the authors suggested for publication in the original list, thinking that it would be necessary to add explanations to the ambiguous expressions in some of their works. The Tracts had used Catenae of texts from Anglican divines in support of Catholic ideas but they had used them rather selectively. Copeland, who was well regarded by traditional High Churchmen, was appointed superintending editor of the Library. After his ordination in 1829, he had moved to Hackney, where he came into contact with the Hackney Phalanx and, under their influence, became acquainted with the Anglican divines of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. He was to be the reluctant factotum of the project from 1840 to 1843.

The first volume of the Library was published in 1841. The Library represented a serious trial for Copeland, who on becoming better acquainted with their works, found that they did not go far enough for him in Catholicity. The Tractarians had delved deep into Catholic antiquity in the intervening years and moved far beyond the standard High Church divines. Besides, the treatises suggested for publication also contained objectionable passages. Copeland was loath to bring them to light and he considered giving up the editorship. Still, on reflection, he thought that the good in them far outweighed the evil. The fear that the Parker Society would inundate the market with pure and undiluted Protestantism led the Tractarians to continue supporting the project. Isaac Williams and Copeland, also in 1839, started the publication of the series of Plain Sermons by Contributors to the Tracts for the Times. Like the Library of Anglo-Catholic Theology, the sermons aimed at presenting a more moderate image of the Oxford Movement, after the furore created by the publication of Froude’s Remains. Ten volumes appeared from 1839 to 1848. These, however, did not manage to change the general perception of the movement or to slow down the progression of many Tractarians towards Rome.

Tractarian activity soon expanded beyond Oxford after 1833. By then, some of Newman’s friends and disciples had already moved to London for professional reasons; his close friend Samuel Bowden, who had become Commissioner of Stamps and Taxes, was one of the first. Samuel F. Wood had also left the university for London to study for the Bar, as had done Frederick Rogers and Thomas Dyke Acland. They, however, continued in contact with Oxford and got involved from the first in Tractarian undertakings. Newman, who had been encouraged by some High Churchmen to exert Tractarian influence in London, was soon interested in extending the activity of the Movement there. In April 1836, in a letter to Acland, he expressed his conviction that there was a harvest to be reaped in London, ‘if anyone would set himself to the work’ (LDN V.290). Wood, Rogers, Bowden, and Acland heard the call and set their hands to the plough without delay. Rogers, on 2 July 1836, reported to Newman: ‘Wood is most sanguine, and eager to know everyone who holds prospects of being bettered’ (Rogers 1896: 30). The first obvious targets were their Oxford friends and acquaintances. James Hope, later Hope-Scott, was approached earlier in the campaign. Hope soon made his own the ideas put forward by the Oxford divines and, in his turn, introduced Gladstone and Roundell Palmer to them. The group was growing. Newman encouraged them to counteract the influence of the Evangelicals and to break the ‘stranglehold’ that the ‘Peculiars’ had gained in London, and in many Church societies. Their early aims seem to have included the setting up of a more Catholic paper, which they failed to do; the reform of the SPCK, almost paralyzed by Evangelical pressure; and reform of the Pastoral Aid Society, founded to provide resources and personnel to churches, which, according to them, had fallen under Evangelical control.

The efforts and dynamism of the new men soon came to the attention of an older generation of High Churchmen, who before long looked for the support of the young Tractarians in their battle against Evangelical inroads into Church societies. The failure of previous High Church efforts to free the Pastoral Aid Society from the stranglehold the Evangelicals had on it spurred some of them, led by Joshua Watson, to set up in 1837 the Additional Curates Society. Wood, Acland, Gladstone, and Bowden were appointed, as lay members to its Committee. ‘This shows’, Newman confidently wrote to Manning on 30 January 1838, ‘how the current is setting’ (LDN VI.195).

The contemporary debate about creating a national system of general education—as had been done in Prussia, Holland, and, more recently, in France—opened a new front for the operation of the London Tractarians. Convinced of the role of the Church as educator of the people, they wanted to steal a march on the government by setting up a national system of public instruction—from infant schools to universities—inspired by Church principles and under the supervision of its ministers. Gilbert Farquhar Graeme Mathison, Secretary of the Mint, was the prime mover of the plans to establish it. His interest in education had already led him to set up a school at the Mint. In 1836, attracted by the spirit then stirring at Oxford, Mathison had got in contact with Newman and, through him, with Samuel Francis Wood. The National Society for the Education of the Poor, promoted by High Churchmen, had done good work since its foundation in 1811 but school expansion had lost its initial momentum, the running of the Society’s business had fallen into a complacent routine, and those who ran it had been drawn into a false sense of security by the granting of state subsidies since 1833. However, as Acland told Pusey on 2 April 1838, Mathison and his friends thought that, in spite of the parlous condition of the National Society, the way forward was to re-energize and develop it rather than creating a new society (LBV: 38). Their intention was to make state intervention unnecessary by creating a system of public instruction—from infant schools to university—essentially and intricately connected with the principles and ministers of the Church. They formed a committee for this purpose which would originally incorporate men of different ecclesiastical persuasions, including the Evangelical Lord Ashley. Their approach to the National Society, conveying their plans, was successful and some of them were to be incorporated into the governing bodies of the Society—Wood and Acland taking the initiative, after Mathison’s mental breakdown.

The years 1838–9 were a time of incessant activity for this small group, especially for Wood, on whom—through Joshua Watson’s recommendation—would fall much of the business of the National Society. The expansion of the Church’s system of education in those years was remarkable, in spite of efforts on the part of the Whig government to control its extension. Acland and Gladstone, who were already MPs—with James Hope, as parliamentary lawyer, and Wood’s support—would also be active in the defence in Parliament of the Church’s interests, as they saw them. In this they were not always in full sympathy with some of the bishops, Bishop Blomfield in particular. Wood’s work in the law and his involvement in diverse Tractarian and High Church initiatives did not prevent him from making significant contributions to the Movement’s theology. He was the first, among the Tractarians, to put forward a coherent theory of doctrinal development and also explored the doctrine of justification. Theology remained his first love. He died of overwork in 1843.

The year 1838 was an annus mirabilis for the Tractarians. They had published the first volume of the Library of the Fathers, had taken over the running of the British Critic, and become deeply involved in the running of the National Society. Besides, in that same year, a new field of operation was opened where they could exercise their influence: the creation of the first theological college in England for the formation of the clergy. Chichester Theological College was the fruit of Bishop Otter’s concern for the doctrinal and spiritual formation of his clergy. In a letter to Newman, dated 2 March 1838, Henry Edward Manning reported: ‘My bishop excessively wishes to establish in Chichester a college for candidates for Holy Orders—to take them for six or twelve months, and indoctrinate, and break them in. He has begged me to think of some scheme.’ Manning looked for premises, money, and, as he wrote to Newman, for ‘some good Catholic who will live on £100 a year to poison them up to the crown of their heads’ (LDN VI.209). Charles Marriott was appointed as the first Rector of the Theological College, starting his tenure in February 1839—an appointment over which Bishop Otter hesitated for long, because of Marriott’s Tractarian credentials. Marriot carefully prepared the curriculum of studies and the corresponding bibliography, including many High Church authors.

The College, however, had an uncertain start, and barely survived Otter’s death in the summer of 1840. Marriott, who had absented himself because of ill health in Michaelmas term 1840, finally resigned in early 1841. Forty-six students had passed through it by 1845. Marriott returned to Oxford, becoming sub-dean at Oriel, where he would occupy Newman’s old room. He was particularly active in the editorship of the Library of the Fathers and, from 1850 to 1855, as vicar of the University Church, he tried to fill some of the vacuum left by Newman’s departure from Oxford and the Church of England. He was one of the few old Tractarians left at the university, Copeland having resigned his fellowship and moved into parish ministry in 1849. Marriott’s long illness and final death in 1858 represented another step in the waning of Tractarian influence at Oriel and in the university.

The setting up of training colleges by the National Society offered a new field for Tractarian influence. The Tractarians, however, found themselves hampered by the reticence to appoint men tainted even slightly by Tractarianism. Henry A. Jeffreys applied unsuccessfully for the Mastership of the Training College at Gloucester. Robert F. Wilson, Keble’s curate, suffered a similar fate: he applied for the Mastership of the London Training College but his appointment was blocked by Bishop Blomfield. Newman would complain to Mozley (12 December 1839) that, after Wood’s and Acland’s efforts to set up the educational system, the training colleges had come to a deadlock at London, Gloucester, and Oxford because none were ‘found selfdenying enough to become schoolmasters except those whom the rest call Puseyites, and therefore reject’ (LDN VII.192).

The dissemination of the Oxford Movement’s spirit and ideas in the parishes, at least in its early years, is a phenomenon difficult to evaluate in all its extent. Newman, John and Thomas Keble, Isaac Williams, George Prevost, Thomas Mozley, and others associated with the Movement had long been in parish ministry. But the spreading of the spirit and ideas of the Movement at parish life level, and with the reading public in general, is only now being properly researched. Much of it, by its very nature, has left little or no record in history. Oxford was the main provider of clergy for the Church of England, and many of those who moved into parish life after finishing their studies at the university had been influenced to a greater or lesser extent by the ideas of the Movement while there. Others read their way into Tractarian ideas or had received them through personal contacts with other clergy. Perhaps the most remarkable among these country Tractarians was the learned and pugnacious William Thomas Allies who was to clash repeatedly with the bishops of London and Oxford before his conversion to Rome.

Robert Isaac Wilberforce, the third Oriel tutor, had also moved into parish ministry and would not be directly involved in Tractarian ventures. He left Oxford soon after Hawkins’s intervention to curb the influence of the Oriel tutors and before the agitation of 1833. He had married in June 1832 and received the offer of the substantial living of East Farleigh in Kent, where he was to minister until August 1840, when he took up the living of Burton Agnes, near Beverley. In January 1841 he was appointed archdeacon of the East Riding. Robert’s ministrations at East Farleigh were followed, from 1843, by those of his brother Henry, a more ardent supporter of the Tractarian movement and more advanced than Robert in his liturgical ideas. Robert has been described as a shy, self-effacing man, unambitious, studious, slow to commit himself. While in agreement with the Tractarian attempt to define the via media between Protestantism and Romanism, Robert was uneasy about Pusey’s tract on baptism and disapproving in respect to Froude’s and Newman’s attacks on the Reformers. Robert’s main contributions to the Oxford Movement would take place after Newman had crossed the Tiber. He shared with Henry Edward Manning the conviction that Catholic Anglican doctrine was in need of a theological synthesis. Manning and Gladstone considered that Robert was the man to undertake it, and their insistence bore fruit in a series of powerful theological treatises: The Doctrine of the Incarnation (1848), The Doctrine of Holy Baptism (1849), and The Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist (1853). These works systematized and developed Tractarian ideas on central dogmatic doctrines and were to exert considerable influence on Anglo-Catholic theological thought. Robert, challenging the Evangelical emphasis on the centrality of the atonement, presented the Incarnation as ‘the great objective fact of Christianity’, its very essence, and the sacraments as the natural continuation of the Incarnation, effecting the union and identification of the Christian with Christ.

Margaret Street Chapel, where Frederick Oakeley ministered from 1839 to 1845, was to epitomize the new spirit of liturgical worship coming from Oxford. The previous incumbent, William Dodsworth, had made Tractarian ideas his own and, as a popular preacher, introduced many to them, his chapel becoming a centre for Tractarian sympathizers in London. Oakeley brought in some of John Rouse Bloxam’s innovations in liturgical furniture at Littlemore: candlesticks, altar Bible, and so on (Middleton 1947: 43–4). The preaching, the music, and the reverent way of conducting the services were also the objects of his attention. He achieved remarkable results. In the words of Richard W. Church, Oakeley was ‘the first to realize the capacities of the Anglican ritual for impressive devotional use, and his services … are still remembered by some as having realized for them in a way never since surpassed, the secrets and consolations of the worship of the Church’ (Church 1891: 321). He attracted a large and select congregation, including those who were involved in diverse Tractarian-inspired initiatives in London: Samuel F. Wood, Thomas D. Acland, Edward Bellasis, Alexander Beresford-Hope, James Hope, William E. Gladstone, and others. Some of those associated with Margaret Street Chapel—the Aclands, Frederic Rogers, Gladstone, and Roundell Palmer among them—were later to establish a religious lay association inspired by the Tractarian ethos: ‘The Engagement’. It had a similar character to a Catholic ‘Third Order’ and its members committed themselves to a rule of prayers and charitable works.

In the summer of 1842 Newman had conceived the plan of publishing a series of Lives of the English Saints. He told Keble (18 May 1843) that the project ‘would be useful, as employing the minds of persons who were in danger of running wild, and bringing them from doctrine to history, from speculation to fact; again, as giving them an interest in the English soil and English church, and keeping them from seeking sympathy in Rome as she is; and further, as tending to promote the spread of right views’. He considered it ‘a practical carrying out of No 90’ (LDN IX.349). The series aimed to show the Catholic principle present at the heart of the national Church in the pre-Reformation period, illustrating Anglicanism’s historical continuity with the medieval Church. Newman also wanted to prove that the Anglican Church possessed the note of sanctity, his last line of defence in his apologia for the Church of England. It was not a popular project with some Tractarians.

Pusey expressed from the first doubts about its wisdom, and his doubts were reinforced after seeing some proofs of the Life of Stephen Harding by John Dobree Dalgairns, the first one to be published. Newman, after consulting Gladstone, who concurred with Pusey’s opinion, and also Hope, decided to go ahead with the publication of the lives which had already been written or were in advanced state of composition as individual and independent volumes, not as part of a series. Rivington, however, withdrew his offer of publishing the series and Newman arranged for James Toovey to publish the lives. They were published anonymously but their authorship is known. Dalgairns was the principal contributor to the series and also edited or completed some lives prepared or started by others; Newman contributed three of the shorter ones; Pattison—who, on his own testimony, ‘spent an amount of research, of which no English historian at that time had set the example’ (Pattison 1969: 186)—contributed a couple of lives, and so did Oakeley, John Barrow, and Faber. Other contributors included R. W. Church, Thomas Mozley, Robert A. Coffin, William Lockhart, Thomas Meyrick, Robert Ornsby, and John Walker. James Anthony Froude, a Fellow of Exeter since 1842, accepted Newman’s invitation to be part of the project and wrote the life of St Neot, his first incursion into historical research. The whole series, edited in six volumes by William Holden Hutton, would be reprinted in 1900 by S. T. Freemantle.

Newman held that the propagation of an idea in the world was not by means of a system, by books or by argument, but by the personal influence of those who were at once the teachers and the patterns of it. That personal influence within the close contact of college and university forged Tractarianism as a force to be reckoned with in England. By 1843, however, the tight bonds of friendship were beginning to unravel. Friends were blown asunder as events and intellectual and religious developments took them in different directions. This parting of the ways would represent, in some cases, a permanent fracture. The relationship of those who later renewed their contact with former friends was to be marked by an awkwardness that prevented the old easy intimacy from being renewed. Time, the great healer, could only go so far.
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CHAPTER 9



CONFLICTS IN OXFORD

Subscription and Admission of Dissenters, Hampden Controversy, University Reform



PETER B. NOCKLES

BACKGROUND

FROM the early 1830s onwards, the incipient divisions within Oxford manifested in the Peel election of 1829 were to be deepened and magnified by a series of conflicts rooted in a fundamental divergence of theological principle and differing understandings of the role and place of the University of Oxford in the life of Church and State. The experience of the Peel election of 1829 had taught the Tractarians never again to put the trust of their university in the hands of politicians. Thus, they even regretted the election of the Tory Duke of Wellington as Chancellor in 1834 in succession to the onetime Whig Lord Grenville. The Archbishop of Canterbury, William Howley, was their preferred candidate, symbolizing their view of the ecclesiastical nature of the university.

The Tractarians, the most dynamic element in the university in the 1830s, confronted an older and now scattered generation of Noetics. While Newman and his colleagues were expounding the spiritual authority and independence of the Church in the Tracts for the Times, Thomas Arnold was asserting a contrary Latitudinarian ecclesiology in his Principles of Church Reform (1833). Arnold advocated an established national Church on the basis of a communion among all denominations worshipping separately in the parish church. Newman satirized the proposals thus:


If I understand it right, all sects (the Church inclusive) are to hold their meetings in the parish churches, though not at the same hour of course. He excludes Quakers and Roman Catholics, yet even with this exclusion, surely there will be too many sects in some places for one day. This strikes me as a radical defect in his plan. If I might propose an amendment, I should say pass an Act to oblige some persuasions to change the Sunday. If you have two Sundays in the week, you could accommodate any probable number of sects, and in this way you would get over Whately’s objections against the Evangelical party and others; make them keep Sunday on Saturday. (LDN III.257–8)



For Arnold, priesthood, apostolic succession, and the sacraments, doctrines dear to the Tractarians, were only a species of idolatry, ‘the worst and earliest form of Antichrist’ (Arnold 1844: 19). Two radical and incompatible visions of the Church would now collide in the public arena, dividing not only the Oriel Common Room but the University of Oxford itself into irreconcilable parties.

THE ADMISSION OF DISSENTERS AND THE SUBSCRIPTION CONTROVERSY

The first public challenge to the Anglican character of the University of Oxford came in 1834, with a bill introduced by the Unitarian MP G. W. Wood to abrogate religious tests and admit Dissenters to the university. The bill passed the House of Commons but was defeated in the Lords after strenuous opposition from the Duke of Wellington and the bishops. A revised bill proposed to abolish subscription to the Thirty-Nine Articles at matriculation as well as on taking any degree (the latter was already allowed at Cambridge), but left intact the right of each college to exclude undergraduates who would not attend chapel. This provoked an Oxford declaration against any attempt to modify subscription, signed by 1,900 members of Convocation and over 1,050 undergraduates. The Tractarians were naturally signatories but were only part of the overwhelming majority of Oxford tutors who signed. On the other hand, the Noetics were more divided. Baden Powell rejected it, publishing his Reasons for not Joining in the Declaration. Hampden however signed, his concerns allayed by the generalized wording of the document. But his controversial Observations on Religious Dissent (1834) showed where he really stood. He advocated the admission of Dissenters and the abolition of all doctrinal tests, based on the distinction between ‘religion’ or divine revelation and ‘theological opinion’: Christians were in broad agreement over the former and only human interpretations of the divine word caused them to differ over the latter (Hampden 1834: 18). Arnold made clear to Hampden that this distinction between Christian Truth and theological opinion was a view which he had long held. Both tempered their relativism in practice, expecting Dissenters at Oxford to conform to existing religious practice and attend college services. Baden Powell was more uncompromising: he wondered whether Hampden’s ‘claim for the maintenance of the university as exclusively a Church of England institution’ was ‘quite consistent with those opinions which he has expressed in previous publications’. Nonetheless, he supported Hampden’s contention that the university, and by implication the college, was ‘not the Church’ but ‘a literary society’ and only ‘incidentally a society of church members’ ([Powell] 1835b: 38).

Newman dreaded giving Hampden publicity, but felt obliged to write a sharp letter to him, lamenting that his pamphlet was a first step in the interruption of ‘that peace and mutual good understanding, which has prevailed so long in this place’. Newman’s letter concluded with an ominous threat, declaring that this breakdown in harmony would be ‘succeeded by dissensions the more intractable because justified in the minds of those who resist innovation by a feeling of imperative duty’ (LDN IV.371). Newman now found himself in conflict with Edward Hawkins, the provost of Oriel, but with whom he had once been close. Hawkins supported a proposal of the Hebdomadal Board to replace subscription with a form of declaration, which was however defeated in Convocation. He insisted, against Newman and Pusey, that no relaxation of principles was involved in the measure; only a change of form, so as ‘to clear our system from objections’ ([Hawkins] 1835: 16–17). But on this question the Noetics were themselves somewhat divided: Oriel’s ex-provost Edward Copleston was still more conservative than Hawkins, informing him that ‘as to the admission of Dissenters I am not so liberal or so bold as you are’. He hoped that they would ‘never be admitted except on the same terms as at Cambridge—compliance with the whole routine of college discipline’ (OCA: 14/1358: Copleston to Hampden, 15 November 1837). For Pusey, as for Newman, subscription to the Thirty-Nine Articles was a mark of submission to Church authority, a bulwark against Latitudinarianism as much as to heterodoxy; the provost’s scheme would alter ‘the character of our church’. Equally, it would undermine the principle of a college where instruction flowed from the personal relationship of tutor and pupil. The example of Cambridge, where Dissenters were permitted to matriculate, was not applicable because its colleges were larger and many junior members lived outside in lodgings. The religious basis of Newman’s adopted tutorial method in Oriel would be threatened. Newman explained how this could happen. In Oxford, he maintained, students are required to attend chapel, morning and evening (as the rule) and the Lord’s Supper terminally. Each tutor knew his pupils personally, and sometimes with an intimacy that bordered on friendship. Moreover, in Oxford, the tutor was often the means of forming his pupils’ minds, of setting up a standard of thought and judgement in his society, in accord with ‘the doctrines of the Church’. Newman argued for a fundamental difference between the temper and ethos of Dissent and churchmanship. The latter was founded on reverence, the former on ‘boldness and self-will’. From this, he concluded: ‘How can a tutor do anything for pupils whose first element of character differs from that of the Church? … will it not of necessity follow, that dissenting pupils will demand dissenting tutors?’ He continued:


are dissenting pupils to go to our college chapels or not? … Is it not a tyranny of conscience to oblige men to attend upon those forms which they disown? Is it allowable to recognize a kind of hypocrisy? Will it “satisfy” the dissenting faction to force such a measure of discipline? On the other hand, are we to recognize the presence of persons in our college who live without this decent worship? Will it be possible, for any long time, to insist upon attendance in the case of church pupils, when their companions do not attend? (LDN IV.209)



Thus, the Tractarians rested their defence of undergraduate subscription on the ground that religion was to be approached with a submission of the understanding to authority and disavowal of the principle of private judgement. While Protestant High Churchmen regarded subscription and religious tests as essentially cornerstones and fences of establishment, the Tractarians bestowed a quasi-sacramental efficacy to the act of subscription itself. To tamper with the terms of subscription was to strike at the root of the ‘catholic’ character of university education which they enthusiastically espoused.

The debate was taken a stage further by an anonymous pamphlet, soon understood to be by Henry Wilberforce, but of which Newman was effectively at least part-author. It was written in the form of a letter to the Archbishop of Canterbury. Wilberforce echoed Newman’s description of his practice as a tutor at Oriel: undergraduates were to be trained up


in pure and uncalculating loyalty to the church … to regard as the sacred ark wherein the truth has been preserved … not as skeptical disputants, who would investigate for themselves a new road to the shrine of truth; but as humble and teachable disciples, labouring to ascertain what has been the church’s faith and practice.



He proceeded to assail a ‘spirit of innovation’, in effect an indictment of the Noetic principles which Arnold and Hampden were now carrying to new lengths: they spoke for a party possessed of an ‘unequivocal disposition to modify our system by a series of liberal changes, tending to make knowledge, rather than moral discipline, the object of our studies, and to cultivate rather the habit of bold and irreverent inquiry’ ([Wilberforce] 1835: 8–9).

The pamphlet’s strictures on Hampden created uproar among the Noetics. Hampden himself, already angry at the damage to his reputation produced by Pusey’s pamphlets in particular, demanded an apology for misrepresentation of his religious position. Newman was well aware that he was the main object of Hampden’s wrath, confiding to a friend that only restraints of society precluded physical violence on Hampden’s part. Even allowing for hyperbole in a private letter this shows how high passions were running and how high were the stakes. The absent Hurrell Froude wrote to strengthen Newman’s resolve, sarcastically commenting on his account of Hampden’s frenzy ‘if there was not something so shocking in a clergyman’s professing a wish to fight a duel, there is a commendable originality in the motive, i.e. to prove himself a Christian’ (LDN V.53). Hampden sought to draw Newman out from his cover behind Wilberforce, accusing Wilberforce of scattering ‘venom under a mask’ (LDN V.73–4). Newman made matters worse in the summer of 1835 when he and Pusey collected together all the Oxford pamphlets in defence of subscription, and added a controversial introduction and postscript which highlighted allegations of Socinianism. In response, Hampden’s furious letter to Newman gave full vent to his aggrieved feelings, accusing him of provoking a cowardly fight and misleading the public with ‘what you knew to be untrue’ (LDN V.83). Newman’s replied that he could not ‘enter into the details’ of the matter ‘without doing violence to his own feelings of self-respect’ (LDN V.84).

Whately threw the weight of his own authority behind Hampden, regarding him as ‘a man of sound views, who will keep aloof from all party’. He even sounded Hampden out as to whether he might accept a bishopric if offered one. Whately later reflected that the ‘faith’ whose ‘foundations’ Hampden was accused by his opponents of assailing was manifestly not that of the Church, but that of High Church extremists who inculcated doctrines ‘utterly opposed to its fundamental principles’ (Whately 1848: 33). Provost Hawkins meanwhile sought to mediate by seeking Pusey’s partial retraction of his charges against Hampden, though he was somewhat hampered by his association with the Noetics. Arnold teased him in his discomfiture, congratulating him on being honoured by Tractarian abuse ‘in company with Whately, Hampden, and myself’ (Stanley 1844: I.362: Arnold to Hawkins, 27 May 1835). Whately told him that he found ‘allusions to me, which are to be felt by you’ in Tractarian pamphlets, and complained that Newman had written ‘as if I were another Judas’ (OCA: 3/211: Whately to Hawkins, 9 June 1835). The public controversies of 1834–5 had destroyed the harmony of Oriel and created ‘a house divided’. The divisions would soon be widened.

THE HAMPDEN CONTROVERSY

The subscription controversy had turned Hampden into a leading antagonist of the Oxford Movement. Hampden’s Bampton Lectures (1832) and other writings were only now in consequence closely scrutinized for heterodoxy by his Tractarian and other opponents. It was not surprising therefore that his appointment as Regius Professor of Divinity in February 1836 proved to be highly controversial. The Prime Minister, Lord Melbourne had preferred his Whig friends’ advice to that of Archbishop Howley, whose list of six candidates actually included the names of Newman and Pusey. It was on Whately’s recommendation, confirmed by the former provost of Oriel Edward Copleston, that Melbourne had finally settled on Hampden, ‘a safe man’ and a solid scholar. Hampden’s appointment united old High Churchmen, Evangelicals, and Tractarians in furious opposition, and a motion to require the Hebdomadal Board to examine his theological writings was promulgated in the University’s House of Convocation. In Oriel it alienated even moderate opinion, including the dean, the former provost’s nephew William James Copleston who informed Hampden that he had been conscientiously obliged to join the ranks of those who had declared war against his published theological opinions. Twenty Oriel men signed the Requisition to the Hebdomadal Board. The opponents of Hampden met in the Corpus Christi Common Room with Vaughan Thomas of Corpus in the chair. Newman was the driving force of the campaign, writing an anonymous pamphlet, Elucidations of Dr Hampden’s Theological Statements, drawing largely on his Bampton Lectures and associating their rationalist tendency with the suspicious influence of Blanco White.

The Noetics regarded reference to the Lectures as a mere pretext for the campaign against Hampden. Baden Powell pointed out that the Lectures had hitherto not prevented Hampden’s appointment to be principal of St Mary Hall or his election to Oxford’s Chair of Moral Philosophy. It was the rise of ‘the peculiar theology’ of Tractarianism that lay behind the recent anti-Hampden polemics. He likened the Tractarian party’s ‘fearful denunciations’ to being more like ‘the reveries of visionaries and the hallucinations of fanatics than the sober deliberations of academical divines’ (Powell 1835a: 3–4). Blanco White, himself now effectively a Unitarian, lamented that his old friend Newman seemed to be acting in the spirit of the Spanish Inquisition, informing the provost that he now regarded Newman and Froude as ‘very remarkable instances of the poisonous nature of bigotry’. Constrained by his old friendship, he felt unable to write against them, but speculated on their state of mind:


When people have advanced to that stage of mental disease (I do not know a milder word in the circumstances of the case) in which the ultimate ground of argument is an act of the will, it is most distressing to attempt any thing like reasoning. Newman, I am convinced, is in that state; and I remember to have perceived the first symptoms while I was at Oxford. He had drawn into the same cause the more lively mind of poor Froude, who seemed to me at times to laugh at the extravagance of the conclusions into which he found himself compelled by logical consistency. (OCA: 2/109: Blanco White to Hawkins, 9 May 1836)



Like Newman, Blanco White viewed Oriel’s divisions in personal as well as in ideological terms. He wrote to Hawkins: ‘however changed the college may be, I shall never lose the agreeable and interesting recollection of my companionship with you. You are to me Oriel—the Oriel which I shall ever love’ (OCA: 2/108: Blanco White to Hawkins, 11 April 1836). But he was aware of his own compromised position: his support of Baden Powell’s defence of Hampden was likely to do Powell harm.

Other Noetics were less tender. Hampden himself was indignant that his orthodoxy was impugned, claiming that no member of the Church had been more falsely charged with Socinianism than he had been. Arnold entered the fray with relish: he assured Hampden that he would be writing ‘an article on your persecution and on the Judaizing Christians your persecutors in the next Edinburgh Review’. Provocatively entitled ‘The Oxford Malignants and Dr Hampden’, it deplored Hampden’s critics for exhibiting ‘the character, not of error, but of moral wickedness’ ([Arnold] 1836: 238). Arnold privately castigated a pamphlet of Pusey’s as being ‘the last seal of the perfect triumph of the lowest fanaticism over a noble nature’ (OCA: ‘Hampden Controversy’: Arnold to Hampden, 17 February 1836). But his protégé at Rugby, the Balliol undergraduate Arthur Stanley, who hero-worshipped his former headmaster, lamented Arnold’s inability to judge the work of minds wholly different from his own. Convinced that Arnold and Newman were much closer spiritually than their theological views suggested, he regretted Arnold’s article as likely to ‘make the breach … irreparable’ (Stanley 1844: I.241). Arnold himself later recognized his common ground with Newman and when they met in the Oriel Common Room in 1842 got on surprisingly well, Newman contrasting the ease of this encounter with the strained nature of his personal contact with the Provost (Nockles 2013: 369).

A recurrent complaint by the Noetics was of the inquisitorial nature of the proceedings against Hampden. Baden Powell, an able draughtsman, drew an ingenious cartoon, entitled The Procession of the Grand Auto da Fe Celebrated at Oxford in 1836, the iconography of which has been recently explained (Roberts 2013). Whately’s Dublin chaplain Charles Dickinson’s spoof Pastoral Epistle of His Holiness the Pope to some Members of the University of Oxford called the Tractarians the pope’s ‘beloved children’ and ‘our Missionaries’. More seriously, Whately focused on the apparently unconstitutional and subversive character of Tractarian proceedings, accusing High Churchmen who declaimed most loudly against schism of themselves going ‘the greatest lengths in schismatical proceedings’. Proceedings, insisted Whately, should always be instituted by regular ecclesiastical authority alone, and not by any individuals acting by their own self-constituted authority as ‘accuser, judge, jury, and executioner, all in one’. (OCA: ‘Hampden Controversy’: Whately to Copleston, 21 November 1836).

The Noetics did not present, however, a united front. Hampden claimed the approval of the late John Davison for the Bampton Lectures, but his widow was doubtful and the view was canvassed that Hampden’s Bampton Lectures were not in fact a legitimate offspring of the ‘old Oriel school’. Copleston and Hawkins certainly were far more measured than were Arnold or Whately in their assessment of Hampden’s writings. Copleston cautioned Hampden against his use of ambiguous language to avoid misrepresentation. He urged Hampden to reply to Newman, but did not object to the Hebdomadal Board examining Hampden’s writings in accord with ‘their general superintendence that concerns the well being of the University’ (OCA: 1/42: Copleston to Hampden, 18 February 1836). Hawkins, under pressure from Keble to distance himself from ‘Whately’s school’, was still more critical of the Bampton Lectures, informing Whately that he was far from approving of all that Hampden had written, and that there were ‘many things very rash and contentious in his writings, and, as they stand, unsound’. On the other hand, Hawkins felt that Hampden’s Inaugural Lecture ‘had pretty well silenced the cry against his personal faith’ and should ‘expose some of the absurd fallacies and blunders in the extracts and propositions said to be maintained by him’ (OCA: 5/146: Hawkins to Whately, 31 March 1836). On the Hebdomadal Board, Hawkins attempted to mitigate the formal proceedings instituted against Hampden, acting as his ally and friendly interpreter. He did not, however, ultimately carry the day on the Board, and on 5 May 1836, on the second attempt and after a proctorial veto, Convocation deprived the Regius Professor of the power to appoint select preachers and the right to sit among the judges of heresy cases.

Hampden was unrepentant and indignant. He reissued his Bampton Lectures with a new introduction, in which he asserted against his critics: ‘I see no reason, from what they have alleged, for changing a single opinion, or retracting a single statement. Nor indeed, in that posture of mind in which they applied themselves to the work of criticism, were they likely to discover any real objections.’ With Newman in mind, he derided them for failure to understand him and relying on hearsay and garbled statements:


It is not only true that men condemn what they do not understand, but that they are disabled from understanding what they have been taught to condemn. (Hampden 1837: 3–4)



He had reason for confidence, having been worsted only by a temporary and always fragile alliance of Evangelicals and traditional High Churchmen with the Tractarians.

In spite of the outcry, the measures which, under great pressure, the anti-Hampden faction forced the university to adopt were puny. The Hebdomadal Board of the Heads of Houses was finally prevailed upon by a narrow majority to submit to the university’s Convocation a statute depriving the Regius Professor of Divinity of the right to appoint select preachers and the right to sit among the six doctors empowered by statute to judge heresy cases. In May 1836, after earlier having been blocked by a pro-Hampden proctorial veto in March, the statute passed Convocation by a resounding majority. The closest that proceedings against Hampden came to meeting the Tractarian demand for a formal theological indictment came with an appeal to the bishops to withdraw their sanction to certificates of attendance at the Regius Professor’s lectures, normally a requirement for those intended for ordination. A proposal that the bishops refuse to recognize such certificates so long as Hampden was in the Regius Chair attracted some support on the Hebdomadal Board but in the end the latter voted to do nothing. Moreover, when in November 1836 the Vice-Chancellor and Principal of Brasenose, A. T. Gilbert, announced his intention to stop signing testimonials for ordination candidates who had attended Hampden’s lectures, his action was widely criticized. Gilbert withdrew his prohibition as soon as a bishop refused to examine a member of Brasenose who could not produce the necessary certificate. Meanwhile Hampden continued to attract larger attendances at his lectures than any of his predecessors.

The Hampden affair, however, deserves to be considered in a wider theological context and not merely as an unhappy episode in the history of Oxford University politics. For the Tractarians, the theological aspect of the affair was paramount. The vehemence of their campaign against Hampden owed much to what Blanco White called the ‘mental revolution’ of 1829 in the wake of the Peel contest. Henry Wilberforce admitted many years later (1871) that ‘Dr Hampden was singularly unlucky in the moment at which his lectures were preached. Only five or six years earlier he might have said all he actually did say without any great danger of awakening the University from its sleep’ ([Wilberforce] 1871: 76). There was a new ideological polarization within the university which reflected an apparent shift towards greater liberalism among some of the Noetics as well as a hardening of High Church attitudes among Tractarians. Nonetheless, even some of Hampden’s more moderate supporters had qualms about his theological writings.

A sense of the paramount importance of revealed dogma was the great unifying theological principle that united the various elements of the anti-Hampden alliance—Tractarian, Evangelical, and Protestant High Church. Each of these different strands of opposition claimed that Hampden’s apparent differentiation of ‘fact’ from ‘doctrine’ was subversive of ‘scriptural truth’. In his Brief Observations upon Dr Hampden’s Inaugural Lecture, Pusey couched his theological objections in terms designed to win the assent of Evangelicals, criticizing him for an apparent denial of ‘preventing and cooperating grace’, a failure to assert that Jesus was of one substance with the Father, and for a defective understanding of the Atonement. Evangelicals were especially impressed by the way in which Pusey made Hampden appear to speak slightingly or irreverently of each of the Thirty-Nine Articles. Oxford Evangelicals and Protestant churchmen such as John Hill and C. P. Golightly relished the task of compilation of Hampden’s ‘errors’. There was clearly a good ‘Evangelical’ as well as good ‘High Church’ case to be made out against Hampden’s teaching. The former were offended by Hampden’s apparently anti-dogmatic treatment of Holy Scripture. There was, however, a distinctively Tractarian line of objection against Hampden’s apparent irreverence towards the Fathers of the Nicene and later period, and his devaluing of apostolical tradition in general was a particular ground of objection. When Tractarians accused him of setting aside the ‘received principles of interpreting scripture’, they evidently meant apostolical tradition and the so-called Vincentian Canon, or Commonitorium of St Vincent of Lerins, in defining the rule: quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus, referring believers to the era before the first divisions in the Church began to appear. It was significant that in the second edition of his Dr Hampden’s Past and Present Statements Compared (1836a) Pusey added key sections on Tradition and Church Authority which bolstered a ‘Tractarian’ emphasis.

Tractarian commentators also judged Hampden’s opinions to be defective on moral grounds. Whereas the Tractarian ethos encouraged reverence and humility in the pursuit of truth and exercise of reason alongside deference to church authority, Hampden appeared to sanction a ‘self-willed’ reliance on private judgement and freedom of speculation. There was a certain reluctance to engage in intellectual debate of Hampden’s actual propositions. As Pusey explained to his German Lutheran friend, Professor Tholuck:


We had not to dispute a point, or show whence the mischief came, but we had to give the alarm and to cry “Fire”; if people took the warning and ran to extinguish the fire, the end was secured. In our present state, it was enough to show that Dr Hampden’s system, as a system, went counter to that of the Articles, to show the leprous spot, and warn people to flee the infection. (Liddon 1897: I.388)



It would seem that Newman, Pusey, and Tractarians in general thought that they discerned in Hampden’s theological liberalism an incipient unbelief. Against Hampden’s rationalizing, they insisted on the insufficiency of empirical and verifiable evidence as the foundation of faith. Since Oxford represented the historic bulwark of that faith, the subtext of the Tractarian anti-Hampden campaign was to safeguard and protect its reputation for doctrinal orthodoxy.

UNIVERSITY EDUCATION AND UNIVERSITY REFORM

The Oxford Movement could not so readily have taken root at Oxford without the wide-ranging intellectual atmosphere and culture associated with the Noetics in the 1820s. This intellectual renaissance was in itself a by-product of the era of university academic and examination reforms of the 1800s in which John Eveleigh at Oriel, John Parsons at Balliol, and Cyril Jackson at Christ Church played a part. Moreover, the Oriel emphasis on the value of academic learning and intellectual enquiry for its own sake, rather than as purely a means of academic success, left its mark on the future leaders and followers of the Movement. Furthermore, the particular character of Oxford’s mental training, combined with its ethos, helped foster receptivity to Tractarian ideas. Bishop Joseph Butler’s moral philosophy and method of Christian apologetic, rooted in Aristotelianism, was held in higher esteem than at Cambridge and permeated Oxford’s system of education. It notoriously left an indelible mark on the young Gladstone as well as Keble, Newman, and Froude. As the Tractarian Frederick Oakeley later observed: ‘the philosophical studies of Oxford tended to form certain great minds on a semi-Catholic type’ (Oakeley 1865: 180). ‘Head knowledge’ had to be accompanied by ‘heart knowledge’.

There was a distinctively Oxonian ‘idea’ of a university which, along with the Aristotelian and Butlerian emphases in the curriculum and their experience of Oriel tuition, influenced the educational ideals of Newman and the Tractarian leaders. The Tractarians did not oppose university reform per se but took issue with the premises of the measures advocated in Parliament and by a minority of advanced liberals in the university from the 1830s onwards. For the Tractarians, education was about cultivation of the moral sense and perfection of flawed human nature and not only intellectual attainment or the ‘diffusion of knowledge’. They opposed utilitarian concepts of education which threatened to render the colleges into becoming mere education factories on the lines of what many Oxford men most despised: ‘some Prussian or French academy’. Oxford’s tutorial system seemed to support this viewpoint and Newman famously had put it into practice as a tutor at Oriel between 1826 and 1832. In short, in espousing and fulfilling an overtly pastoral concept of the tutorial office, Newman felt vindicated by his understanding of the university statutes. On the other hand, Newman and the Tractarians remained broadly loyal to the ideal of ‘liberal education’ which Edward Copleston had espoused in his defence of Oxford’s educational system against the assaults of the Edinburgh Review in 1810: that the main purpose of the curriculum was to provide abstract training or mental discipline.

The Tractarians did not oppose university reform per se but only reform proposals which undermined the priorities described above and which were grounded on utilitarian principles or which threatened to remove what was good as well as what were genuine abuses. Thus, as Pusey later explained, their opposition to a move by the Heads of Houses to revise the University Statutes in 1839 stemmed from a fear that they would as well as removing what was obsolete also ‘bring down good Statutes to a lower standard, rather than wait until our standard should rise to the Statutes’ (Pusey 1853: 442).

The Tractarians’ concern for the highest standards enabled them to welcome the publication in 1840 of the original statues of Magdalen College, Oxford, by a radical university reformer, and Newman’s Trinity College contemporary, G. R. M. Ward, Deputy High Steward of the University. Ward’s was one of several published English translations of original Oxford college statutes, in response to a request from the Chancellor of the University, the Duke of Wellington. The Tractarians recognized more fully than some conservative Oxford die-hards that judicious reforms might be necessary and non-observance of statutes should be exposed. In particular, they advocated a return to the ‘monastic’ and paternalistic spirit of Oxford’s collegiate founders, whether it were Adam de Brome’s Oriel, William Wykeham’s New College, or William Waynfleete’s Magdalen. At Oriel, Newman wished to rekindle a feeling of spiritual and scholarly brotherhood among all members regardless of academic status. In particular, Newman declared war on the traditional privileges of the so-called Gentlemen-Commoners which for the Tractarians represented an abuse, denoting an excessive regard for the claims of birth and rank which violated the intentions of medieval founders for whom the education of poor scholars was paramount. The Tractarian Robert Hope likewise held up the example of the intentions of Magdalen’s founders. Hope claimed that it was at Magdalen that the ideal of a body of poor scholars, Fellows and President, all living under a common discipline and on equal terms, united in a common life of prayer, charity, self-denial, and theological study, could most easily be recreated. Hope even saw in Magdalen the possibility of imitating St Maur, the great French Benedictine monastery which in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries had flourished as a centre of theological scholarship and deep learning combined with ascetic piety (Nockles 1991: 171).

Hope’s proposals for Magdalen stood little more chance of realization than did Newman’s for Oriel. Only at Merton College was full advantage taken of the wider demand for statute reform in the late 1830s to instigate something of a ‘counter-revolution’ on Tractarian lines. As a Fellow of Merton, Hope managed to get some of his proposals put into practice when a committee of Fellows was set up in 1839 to initiate statute reform. In 1846, a further move in an anti-secular direction was taken in direct opposition to the whole trend of liberal reform proposals then being canvassed within the university—it was decided that all fellowships in future, except six, should be clerical or awarded only to those seeking holy orders. However, this spirit of counter-reformation was short-lived. Hope’s vacation of his fellowship in 1847 heralded a turning of the tide even there. With the wider University Reform of 1854 the Tractarian educational ideal was finally overturned.

Moreover, the Tractarians were not opposed to curriculum reform, and actually pressed for the wider study of church history and liturgy at Oxford. In 1837, conscious of the need to improve clerical training, they supported a private offer to fund a liturgical chair. At about the same time, High Church dissatisfaction with the state of religious education at the older universities was partly behind support for the foundation of Durham University, where such subjects were given priority. The Tractarians were also prepared to consider the introduction of modern history, but were opposed to the increasingly fashionable subject of political economy. However, even political economy might be studied as long as it was on the right principles, namely, in accord with the claims of Revelation. Moreover, Newman sought to encourage the study of mathematics, hitherto much better represented at Cambridge. It is true that the Tractarians did not throw their full weight behind scientific studies, but many future Tractarians such as Thomas Mozley and Robert Wilberforce had been eager in their attendance at William Buckland’s Oxford scientific lectures in the 1820s. Moreover, there were those in the Tractarian entourage themselves involved in scientific pursuits. Newman’s friend Manuel Johnson held the prestigious post of Radcliffe Observer, and Thomas Mozley, in his Reminiscences (1882), has left a vivid account of Johnson’s astronomical labours.

The Tractarians readily accorded scientific endeavour the status of being a ‘norm of truth’, so far as it preserved the priorities of revealed religion and recognized the limitations of physical science. For Pusey, ‘all things must speak of God, refer to God, or they are atheistic’, and just as ‘history without God is a chaos without design, or end, or aim’, just as ‘political economy, without God, would be a selfish teaching about the acquisition of wealth’, so ‘physics without God, would be but a dull enquiry into certain meaningless phenomena’ (Pusey 1854: 215). However, in an 1839 review in the British Critic of reports of the British Association for the Advancement of Science, Newman’s friend William Bowden dissociated the Tractarian position from that of Evangelical critics of recent scientific discoveries for the supposed inconsistency of such scientific advances with a literal interpretation of the Bible. The Tractarians regarded the Church rather than Holy Scripture alone as the chief instrument of Revelation. Science presented man with a view which was necessarily partial and temporal. The believer accepted mystery and the limitations of human knowledge, knowing therefore that he would have to wait for the ultimate resolution of any apparent incongruities between Science and Revelation. Science could never be a threat to revealed religion so long as its practitioners respected the boundaries and limitations of its sphere of influence and application. However, for the Tractarians, the new breed of ‘gentlemen’ of science, the savants of the British Association, and their spokesmen such as Baden Powell, Savilian Professor of Geology, did not appear to accept such limitations. The British Association was deemed a menace because as a ‘self-formed fraternity’ it appeared to neglect the principles, aims, and ends for which the ancient universities had been founded.

CONCLUSION

Newman’s famous Idea of a University and his vision and plans for a Catholic University in Ireland had their roots in his own Oxford and Tractarian experience. Tractarian educational ideals grew out of an Oxford academic context and were ‘liberal’ as opposed to merely utilitarian or ‘professional’/vocational in character. Newman was always clear that it was Oxford’s unique collegiate structure that allowed university teaching to transcend the mere dissemination of knowledge and to become an agency of personal influence, and, in the final instance, of spiritual and moral regeneration. The Oxford Movement had an educational and academic as well as a theological vision and the two were inextricably intertwined.
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CHAPTER 10



THE TRACTS FOR THE TIMES



AUSTIN COOPER

IN response to the Church Temporalities (Ireland) Act of 1833 John Henry Neman issued a clarion call to clergy: ‘Is it fair, is it dutiful, to suffer our Bishops to stand the brunt of the battle without doing our part to support them?’ (Tract 1 1833: 1). The context for the Tracts involved the Irish Church Act and the response to it. Just what were the bishops doing in ‘the brunt of the battle’? Since the suppression of Convocation in 1717, the House of Lords provided a forum in which they could respond. The debate at the second reading of the Irish Church bill, when general principles were discussed, provides a glimpse of their attitude.

Under the terms of the 1801 Act of Union, four Irish bishops (in rotation) sat in the Lords. Only one of these (Richard Whately of Dublin) spoke and voted in favour of the Irish Church bill, while two others (Thomas Coen of Clonfert and Robert Fowler of Ossory) did not speak but voted against the measure. William Van Mildert of Durham, a bishop quoted in the Tracts as a witness of Catholic truth (Tract 74 1836: note 42; Tract 76 1836: note 40; Tract 78 1837: note 42) opened with a brief speech. Although promising a healthy level of theological content, he proffered little more than summary points: despite the title of the bill ‘it affected its spiritualities as much as its temporalities’ and ‘there could not be a much greater violation of principles than contained in [it]’. Unfortunately he took no further part in proceedings, being ‘compelled to leave town shortly’ (Hansard’s 1833: col. 767). Like numerous speakers in both Houses, the bishop of Rochester (Lord George Murray), viewed the bill in the light of the utilitarianism of the day: ‘the expediency’ of abolishing ten dioceses, he insisted, had not been established. Indeed the move would diminish ‘the power of the clergy to promote public peace’ (Hansard’s 1833: col. 782). Henry Phillpotts of Exeter was another bishop later quoted as an authority in the Tracts (Tract 81 1837: no. 63). In a long, eloquent speech, he too resorted to a pragmatic approach (Hansard’s 1833: cols. 809–55). Were it not for the Church of Ireland clergy ‘every trace of civilization would have disappeared from that country’; they were ‘the true source of relief, consolation, and protection to the unhappy peasantry of Ireland’ (Hansard’s 1833: cols. 818, 820). He contested the assertion in the preamble, that several Irish bishoprics may be ‘conveniently’ diminished (Hansard’s 1833: col. 829). He came closer to specifically theological issues when noting the change in Roman Catholic self-confidence. Their leaders used to describe themselves as ‘Prelates of the Roman Catholic Communion in Ireland’ but now Dr Doyle (James Doyle (1786–1834) Catholic bishop of Kildare and Leighlin) spoke of the Roman Catholic Church as ‘the Church’ in Ireland (Hansard’s 1833: cols. 833–4). Rather than develop the theological implications for the Church of Ireland, Phillpots discussed at length examples of ‘excitement and agitation’ caused by some Catholic priests (Hansard’s 1833: col. 835). Indeed ‘there are Catholic books subversive of the first principles of morality and religion’, which assured people of an easy ‘Absolution which destroys in their minds all fears of punishment in the world to come’ (Hansard’s 1833: col. 847).

A different note was struck by Charles Blomfield of London who regretted that the clergy of Ireland had not been consulted (Hansard’s 1833: col. 925). He supported the measure because it infringed no single article of the faith (Hansard’s 1833: col. 928). Richard Whately of Dublin agreed: while not perfect, the measure ‘involved no sacrifice of principle’ (Hansard’s 1833: col. 936). He hoped all would join in ‘securing the safety and stability of existing institutions in Church and State’, against (unnamed enemies) ‘who were at that moment hovering, like vultures over the field of battle’ (Hansard’s 1833: col. 940). The mild-mannered William Howley of Canterbury lamented that the government had not followed precedent and consulted ‘the heads of the Church in the first instance’ (Hansard’s 1833: col. 941). More vigorously he ‘by no means concurred in the notion that the Bishops of the Church should implicitly submit to the dictation of the Government’ (Hansard’s 1833: col. 941). While bishoprics had in the past ‘been frequently consolidated or disunited’, these acts had been done in different circumstances (Hansard’s 1833: col. 946). He questioned whether it was ‘good policy in those who wished to support the Protestant religion to remove ten Bishops at once, leaving the ground open to the Roman Catholics’ (Hansard’s 1833: col. 946). In a very brief statement John Henry Lay (George Henry Law) agreed to vote for the bill because it was supported ‘by a very large majority in the House of Commons’ and by the king (Hansard’s 1833: col. 975). Edward Grey (bishop of Hereford) supported it because he ‘felt great confidence in those who had proposed the measure’ (Hansard’s 1833: col. 975). Some eleven bishops (five present and six proxies) were among the 157 majority in favour of the second reading, while only nine bishops were among the ninety-eight ‘not-contents’ (Hansard’s 1833: cols. 1017–18). Admittedly these bishops were addressing a political assembly, but they were doing so specifically as Church leaders speaking to a predominantly Anglican membership. A higher level of theological content might have been expected.

What then of the personal context of the Tracts? Fresh and reinvigorated after his Mediterranean tour, Newman was steeped in patristic studies. In 1826, after professing a ‘very slender knowledge’ of the Fathers, he embarked on a systematic reading of some ‘200 volumes at least’ (LDN I.276, 285–6). Progress is duly noted in his Diary on 23 and 24 June 1828 (LDN II.76).

The Fathers of the Church had appealed to Newman ‘like music to my inward ear’ (Newman 1967: 36). In September 1833 that same music was transposed into a contemporary Anglican key. An entirely fresh sound entered the current discourse. The Tracts for the Times appeared and were entirely Newman’s initiative. He began them ‘out of my own head’ as he expressed it (Newman 1967: 47). Concurrently he published the Records of the Church in identical format. The seven letters of Ignatius of Antioch were among the first of these. The combination of the Tracts for the Times and Records of the Church struck an entirely different note. With Ignatius of Antioch there was the clear affirmation of the role of the bishop in the Church; the bishop was the guarantor of orthodoxy and the one around whom the local Church gathered as a worshipping community in the eucharist. When eventually the Tracts were published in volumes, their motto was ‘If the trumpet gives an uncertain sound, who shall prepare himself to the battle!’(1 Cor. 14:8). These publications uttered a very certain sound.

The tract format, however, presented difficulties. Dean Church noted its ‘disparaging’ connotations, associated with the ‘pertinacity of good ladies who pressed them on chance strangers, and who extolled their efficacy as if it was that of a quack medicine’ (Church 1892: 110). Yet in the first three Tracts dated 9 September 1833, Newman took this out-dated instrument and infused new life into it. These were published anonymously, a practice followed almost universally by contributors. This enabled ‘the Church’ to speak through Oxford, a recognized bulwark of orthodoxy. Newman’s impassioned opening salvo eschewed ‘practical’ needs and stressed fundamental beliefs. Beliefs were realities which shaped action. He sought to rouse his fellow clerics from ‘those pleasant retreats, which it has been our blessedness hitherto to enjoy’ and ‘to contemplate the condition and prospects of our Holy Mother in a practical way’. The bishops are the leaders of the Church and ‘we encroach not upon the rights of the SUCCESSORS OF THE APOSTLES’. Clergy should ‘be their shield-bearers in the battle without offence; [as] Luke and Timothy were to St. Paul’. They could no longer rely on their birth, education, popularity, or social standing as Christ’s ministers. Their claims rested on a firmer foundation: the ‘real ground on which our authority is built,—OUR APOSTOLICAL DESCENT’.


We have been born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of GOD. The LORD JESUS CHRIST gave His SPIRIT to His Apostles; they in turn laid their hands on those who should succeed them; and these again on others; and so the sacred gift has been handed down to our present Bishops, who have appointed us as their assistants, and in some sense representatives.



Through the ministry of ‘the Bishop who ordained us, we received the HOLY GHOST, the power to bind and to loose, to administer the Sacraments, and to preach’. The bishop ‘could not give what he had never received. It is plain then that he but transmits; and that the Christian ministry is a succession.’

Parliament might think the power of the Church ‘lies in property, and they know they have politically the power to confiscate that property’. The power of the Church lies in another realm. Newman had shifted the discourse from political to theological issues. While political and social commentary abounded in the British Critic, the Tracts almost exclusively focused on fundamental doctrinal issues. What was at stake in Ireland was ‘not a matter of mere utility’. Clergy professed their faith in ‘The One Catholic and Apostolic Church’. And faith calls for action: ‘This is a tenet so important as to have been in the Creed from the beginning. It is mentioned there as a fact, and a fact to be believed, and therefore practical’ (Tract 2 1833: 4, 2). So clergy should oppose the Irish Church Act on specifically religious grounds.

Newman then quoted from the seventeenth-century Anglican writer John Pearson, bishop of Chester, 1673–86: ‘The necessity of believing the Holy Catholic Church [which] CHRIST hath appointed … as the only way to eternal life …’ (Tract 2 1833: 3). In a letter to the editor of the British Magazine in January 1834, Newman applied a specifically theological criterion to the Irish Church Act: ‘Our legislators have lately … annihilated independent Churches. Each Church is a separate existence, a substantive witness for the Lord Christ’ (LDN IV.165).

The third of the initial three Tracts took issue with the quest for liturgical change. Such causes an ‘unsettling of the mind which is a frightful thing’ for Church folk have ‘long regarded the Prayer Book with reverence as the stay of their faith and devotion’ (Tract 3: 2). Again he appealed to the early Church, St Clement of Rome (Letter to the Ephesians, 1:44) and St Ignatius of Antioch (Letter to the Philadelphians, chap. 7).

Indicative of the collaborative approach of the Tracts, the defence of the liturgy was made more explicit by John Keble, who more directly related liturgy to the eucharist. Apostolic succession enabled the clergy to convey the Saviour’s sacrifice: ‘Piety, then, and Christian Reverence, and sincere devout Love of our Redeemer … prompt us, at all earthly risks, to preserve and transmit the seal and warrant of CHRIST’. In episcopacy we have ‘Christ’s special commission for conveying His word to the people, and consecrating and distributing the pledges of His Holy Sacrifice’ (Tract 4 1833: 2, 5). And this was reiterated in the fifth Tract written by Newman’s lawyer-friend, John Bowden, who reminded his coreligionists that ‘no ordinance of an earthly legislature, could invest us with power over the gifts of the Holy Ghost … the power duly to administer the Sacraments which Christ has ordained’ (Tract 5 1833: 2).

These early Tracts focused on essential truths enshrined in the liturgy. This is neatly summed up in one of the shortest Tracts, and the only one by Anthony Buller, a friend of R. H. Froude (LDN IV.104). In stressing essentials, Buller observed, Tractarians avoided ‘illiberality, intolerance and bigotry’. ‘The tolerance and comprehensiveness of the Church’, Buller continued,


is shown from the fact, that she can afford to receive within her pale varieties of opinion, imposing on its members, not agreement in minor matters, but a charitable forbearance and mutual sympathy. Hence she has been accustomed to distinguish between Catholic Verities and Theological Opinions, the essentials and non-essentials of Christian Faith. (Tract 61 1834: 2)



The distinction between ‘Catholic Verities and Theological Opinions’ was promoted by Newman, while Keble derived ‘great relief’ from it (LDN IV.83, 78). This approach ensured a unity in essentials combined with a surprising flexibility. Thus Keble, while promoting the Church system, did not judge Presbyterians or Roman Catholics, for ‘necessary to salvation’ and ‘necessary to Church Communion’ were not convertible terms (Tract 4 1833: 6). Newman, on the other hand, thought the Presbyterian system ‘wrong’ (Tract 7 1833: 2). And in the midst of the early Tracts, Newman declared that the Church system is but ‘faintly enjoined’ in the New Testament (Tract 8 1833: 1). This was a hint of the development theory that he would expand later. It implicitly appears in the early Tracts, for example in Keble’s Tract 52, where the election of Matthias to replace Judas indicated the reality of succession (Tract 52 1834: 3–6; see also Tract 5 1833: 3).

If the Tracts were Newman’s initiative, they also remained his responsibility: ‘I have to write, correct press, distribute all the tracts’, he informed Bowden on 31 October 1833. ‘No one can help me—first because one is apt to think no one can do so well as oneself—secondly because my friends are scattered’ (LDN IV.75). Of the series of ninety Tracts, no less than twenty-nine were by Newman, eighteen of these being among the early shorter productions. Sixteen were reprints of Anglican writers and eight each were by John Keble and Edward Pusey.

The vigorous prose of the early Tracts was matched by the number produced: twenty between September 1833 and the end of the year; thirty-seven during 1834 and, by 28 October 1835, the last for that year, Tract 70, had appeared. What was being constantly reiterated was the continuing teaching and practice of the Church Catholic. The message was making its mark. Bowden reported to Newman on 3 February 1834 that, after giving Tracts to his parish clergyman, he noted ‘slight touches of their effect in every one of his sermons which I hear’ (LDN IV.184).

While Newman wrote largely under the influence of the Fathers of the Church, it was also necessary to show that such beliefs had persisted through the Anglican centuries. So Newman adopted Thomas Wilson (1663–1755), bishop of Sodor and Man from 1698, as a model. Wilson’s Sacra Privata was already popular. Here was an Anglican bishop who excelled. His Form of Excommunication and his Form of Receiving Penitents were reproduced as Tract 37 and Tract 39, while his Meditations on His Sacred Office formed another seven of the Tracts for the Times (later slightly rearranged and enlarged).

In the partially autonomous Isle of Man, Wilson had exercised a vigorous discipline, seeing excommunication as a ‘remedy’ and not a ‘punishment’ (Tract 37 1834: 4). His writings foreshadowed major Tractarian themes. The preacher must ‘speak to the heart, as well as to the understanding and the ear’ (Tract 44 1834: 4). He expressed a clear determination to preach the truth: ‘If for fear of offending men, or from a false love of peace, we forbear to defend the truth, we betray and abandon it’ (Tract 46 1834: 3). And the eucharist was prominent: Wilson prayed ‘whenever I approach Thine altar … offering a spiritual sacrifice to God, in order to convey the body and blood of Jesus Christ, the true bread of life, to all His members’ for ‘Him we present to God, in this Holy Sacrament’ (Tract 50 1834: 3). Wilson also maintained the separate identity of the Church, notwithstanding the state nexus: ‘its fundamental rights remain distinct’, especially the right ‘to receive into, and to exclude out of the Church, such persons which, according to the laws of the Christian society, are fit to be taken in, or shut out’ (Tract 53 1834: 2). These Wilson reprints were addressed ‘ad populum’, revealing an ideal bishop to the whole Church. A practical spirituality is largely influenced by past heroes of the faith.

The Wilson Tracts provided valuable precedents. Two further reprints were by Bishop William Beveridge (1637–1708), bishop of St Asaph from 1704. Beveridge argued that the Jews and also the early Church had daily public prayers, morning and evening. Now these rules ‘are shamefully neglected all the kingdom over, there being very few places where they have any Public Prayers, upon the Weekdays, except perhaps upon Wednesdays and Fridays’. This is ‘a great fault, a plain breach of the known laws of Christ’s Holy Catholic Church (Tract 25 1834: 4). Beveridge argued for fidelity to the Book of Common Prayer in this regard. Renewal of the daily offices of the Church was firmly on the Tractarian agenda. Newman began daily celebration of Matins at St Mary’s on Monday, 30 June 1834 (LDN IV.288). This revival further illustrates the continuing interaction between members of the Oxford circle. Isaac Williams (at one time Newman’s curate, and author of two contentious Tracts) learnt the practice of restoring the daily office from Tom Keble (Williams 1892: 75–6). Tom later assembled a Tract on this issue (Tract 84 1839).

The second Beveridge reprint was on frequent communion, and urged moving beyond the minimal three celebrations a year. More frequent communion was advisable for in the sacrament ‘we are not only put in mind of the great Sacrifice which the Son of God offered for our sins, but likewise have it actually communicated unto us, for our pardon and reconciliation’ (Tract 26 1834: 21–2).

More frequent celebration was to become a hallmark of the Oxford Movement. Newman posed the question as early as Tract 6: ‘can we wonder, that faith and love wax cold, when we so seldom partake of the MEANS, mercifully vouchsafed us, of communion with our LORD and SAVIOUR?’ (Tract 6 1833: 4). Much of Newman’s thinking on the eucharist was influenced by Hurrell Froude (Newman 1967: 35). And Henry Wilberforce was exercising influence also. Wilberforce recommended the ‘capital’ work of John Cosin (1594–1672), bishop of Durham from 1660 (LDN IV.190). This was reprinted as Tracts 27 and 28. In Newman’s view, reading Cosin on transubstantiation would exercise minds on the true teaching of the eucharist as the ‘strongest words fall as dead to those who are used to them’ (LDN IV.217). Cosin taught ‘our Blessed SAVIOUR’S design was not so much to teach, what the Elements of Bread and Wine are by nature and substance, as what is their use and office and signification in this mystery’. Rather ‘We that are Protestant and Reformed according to the ancient Catholic Church … leave it to the power and wisdom of our LORD, yielding a full and unfeigned assent to His words’ (Tract 27 1834: 2). In the second of these Tracts, Cosin argued against what he termed ‘the leprosy of Transubstantiation’ (Tract 28 1834: 17): strong words clearly designed to assert an Anglican, as distinct from a Roman view, and thus to strengthen Newman’s via media argument. The second Cosin Tract (Tract 27) was first published in February 1834, yet it was not until Easter 1837 that Newman introduced weekly eucharist at St Mary’s. He proceeded cautiously and preceded the move with three sermons on the eucharist (Härdelin 1965: 274). John Keble was even more cautious, announcing weekly eucharist ‘in fear and trembling’ when he opened the new church at Hursley in 1848 (Keble 2004: 28).

Meanwhile Tracts surged from the press, reiterating the message: the Primitive Church offered the model for belief and practice. The challenge was frankly faced: to most contemporaries, ‘to attempt to revive what is past, is as absurd as to seek to raise what is literally dead’. Newman used Old Testament precedents (Deuteronomy 29 and Judges 17) to ‘impress upon us the necessity of going to the Apostles’ (Tract 6 1833: 2, 3).

A marked change of style was introduced with the four ‘Richard Nelson’ Tracts (Tract 12 1833; Tract 22 1834; Tract 40 1834; Tract 43 1834). Slightly longer than most of the early Tracts, they reiterated the Tractarian gospel in story form. A young national school teacher seeking enlightenment on the faith was introduced to the writings of Bishop Wilson, then guided towards a Catholic understanding of ministry through the teaching of the apostolic Fathers (Tract 12 1833: 10). He was instructed on the need to retain the Athanasian Creed, ‘a fence or bulwark, set up to protect the Truth against encroachments’ (Tract 22 1834: 4). Tract 40 dealt with the implications of baptism, one of these being the sacredness of Christian marriage. Richard was warned off ‘our Frenchified newspapers’ who assert that marriage is not a religious matter (Tract 40 1834: 6). These had the desired effect. Henry Wilberforce reported to Newman on 25 March 1834 that ‘Nelson [Tracts 12 and 22] was the general favourite’ (LDN IV.222, note 1). Tract 22 had its seventh edition in 1843.

While all the Tracts stressed basic truths, these were truths to be lived. Indeed the living of them would be their greatest witness. So the Tracts effortlessly involved spirituality. Edward Bouverie Pusey’s Tract 18 (on fasting) endorsed the need for set forms and ascetical practices: ‘our closest union with our Saviour, is dependent upon certain forms’ (Tract 18 1833: 2). Newman followed this with a Tract on the same subject, offering a scriptural argument in favour of fasting, rather than the more patristic-based argument of Pusey’s Tract 18. This Tract comprised a veritable battery of Scripture texts, such as Newman often used as an opening gambit in his sermons. The injunctions of the Lord on these matters are forgotten ‘by numbers of educated and amiable men who are fond of extolling what they call the mild, tolerant, enlightened spirit of the Gospel’ (Tract 21 1834: 3).

But dangers lurked. John Bowden wrote to Newman on 19 July 1834 that he feared the Tracts ‘will be one day charged with rank Popery’ (LDN IV.304). To which Newman replied on 10 August 1834 with alacrity: ‘I took your hint about Popery immediately, and wrote the Tract called Via Media’ (LDN IV.321). In two parts, Tracts 38 and 41, Newman argued that, since the Reformation, the Church of England had dropped some practices which would now be considered ‘Popish’, such as daily services and weekly communion (Tract 38 1834: 4). Newman adopted a quasi-fictional format, a dialogue between ‘Laicus’ and ‘Clericus’. This literary form enabled him to express, through Laicus, the popular prejudices against anything that smacked of ‘Romanism’. It also enabled him to articulate a specifically Anglican view: the Thirty-Nine Articles were very much the product of the Reformation controversies, while the liturgy (the Book of Common Prayer) enshrined something more abiding (Tract 38 1834: 8–10).


Our Articles are not a body of divinity, but in great measure only protest against certain errors of a certain period of the Church. Now I will preach the whole counsel of GOD, whether set down in the Articles or not. I am bound to the Articles by subscription; but I am bound, more solemnly even than by subscription, by my baptism and by my ordination, to believe and maintain the whole Gospel of CHRIST. The grace given at those seasons comes through the Apostles, not through Luther or Calvin, Bucer or Cartwright. (Tract 38 1834: 10)



Newman lifted the argument out of the post-Reformation debates to one affecting the whole Church. At the same time, he deftly appealed to popular prejudices: ‘I like foreign interference as little from Geneva as from Rome’ (Tract 38 1834: 6).

In the second of these Tracts, Newman lamented that ‘ignorance of our historical position as Churchmen is one of the especial evils of the day’. A second Reformation was needed because ‘the Church has in a measure forgotten its own principles’ (Tract 41 1834: 1). The Reformers kept the creeds but ‘added protests against the corruptions of faith, worship and discipline’ (Tract 41 1834: 3). Over succeeding generations the Church of England had become more Protestant through changes which moved away from its essentially Catholic spirit (Tract 41 1834: 6–7).

One significant sympathizer, S. F. Wood, informed Newman on 1 November 1834 that he thought these two Tracts offered a ‘more systematic exposition’ of Newman’s views than anything he had read. They accounted ‘for the mode and form in which your “Parochial Sermons” exhibit Divine truths’ (Newman 1911: 63–4). Wood detected the essential connection between proclaiming religious beliefs and the strong moral challenge posed by Newman’s sermons. Indeed these Tracts marked a highpoint for Newman. He told his sister Jemima on 2 October 1834 that ‘my own confidence in my views seems to grow. I am aware that I have not yet fully developed them to myself’ (LDN IV.337).

The year 1836 opened with two Tracts ‘Against Romanism’. The first of these was Newman’s On the Controversy with the Romanists, which developed the via media theory. One owed a ‘debt of gratitude’ to the branch of the Church in which one was born and baptized unless that Church was corrupted by heresy or lack of sacraments (Tract 71 1835: 3–4). The Bible was the rule of faith, ‘and the Church Catholic’s tradition is the interpreter of it’ (Tract 71 1835: 9). After enumerating what he considered ‘false Roman accretions’, he articulated his personal membership in the via media: the ‘Holy Catholic faith professed by the whole Church before the disunion of East and West; more particularly I die in the communion of the Church of England, as it stands distinguished from all Papal and Puritan innovations’ (Tract 71 1835: 30). The second, Tract 72, was a reprint of ‘Prayers for the Dead’ by James Ussher (1581‒1656), Archbishop of Armagh and patristics scholar. Ussher’s work offered ‘substantial bulwarks for the Anglican believer against the Church of Rome’. He could ‘expatiate in the rich pastures of Catholicism, without the reasonable dread, that he, as an individual, may fall into that great snare which has bewildered the whole Latin Church, the snare of Popery’ (Tract 72 1836: 54).

The earlier Tracts were, in Newman’s words, written when the prospects of ‘Catholic truth were especially gloomy’. The times called for ‘short and incomplete papers’ written ‘as a man might give notice of a fire or inundation’ (Newman 1837: iii, iv). The limits of such an approach were obvious. By December 1835, Newman would inform H. J. Rose that he was ‘not quite certain whether to continue or suspend the Tracts’ (LDN V.178). Fortunately Pusey now came to the rescue with an eighty-page tract on baptism, which was published in 1835 as three tracts, Tracts 67, 68, and 69, under the title of Scriptural Views of Holy Baptism. Such was the warm reception of these Tracts that Newman’s enthusiasm revived. As he explained to Bowden on 11 October 1835, he now saw the value of longer works and of publishing the Tracts in collected volumes (LDN V.150–1). The series was saved and reinvigorated. The Tracts became not only longer, but more learned and they appeared less frequently. This, together with their publication in volumes, made them much easier to handle for both publishers and booksellers. It also gave them more stability. The Swedish scholar Rune Imberg has shown the extent to which several early Tracts went through numerous editions, often with interesting and significant changes (Imberg 1987). These Tracts were vibrant, vigorous, and at the centre of the quest. With the changes in 1836, Newman became increasingly confident of their value. By January 1839 the Tracts were ‘selling faster than we can print them’ (LDN VII.15). And on 22 June 1839 he told Bowden: ‘We sold about 60,000 Tracts altogether last year’ (LDN VII.97). And their financial stability was assured. By the end of June 1840 they ‘have cleared the considerable sum of £300’ (LDN VII.349). In a letter of 27 August 1839, Pusey encouraged Newman: ‘Your mustard seed of the Tracts is becoming a goodly tree’ (LDN VII.130).

Among these later, longer Tracts, four stand out as especially significant. The Catena Patrum provided scholars with a wide-ranging selection of texts showing a continuity of Anglican belief with that of earlier Christendom. The first, assembled by Newman, concerned apostolic succession. He quoted forty-three authors, varying in length from 1,687 words from Lancelot Andrewes of Winchester (d. 1626) to a mere twenty-eight words from Bishop John Fell of Oxford (d. 1686). The chain of witnesses concluded with John Jebb of Limerick (d. 1833), William Van Mildert of Durham (d. 1836), and Richard Mant, bishop of Down and Connor (d. 1848).

A brief introduction reminded readers that to ‘adhere to this Church thus distinguished, is among the ordinary duties of a Christian, and is the means of his appropriating the Gospel blessings with an evidence of his doing so not attainable elsewhere’ (Tract 74 1836: 2). Almost all the authors cited insisted on the divine institution of the episcopate, but this view was tempered by the inclusion of some, including Lancelot Andrewes, John Bramhall (d. 1663), Thomas Scott (d. 1821), and Reginald Heber (d. 1826), who merely agreed that it was useful (Tract 74 1836: 9, 12–13, 30, 53). The tradition was there as an aspect of the providential care for the Church, which did not depend for its validity on the reasons adduced for its acceptance.

Newman’s second Catena Patrum (Tract 76): Testimony of Writers in the Later English Church to the Doctrine of Baptismal Regeneration addressed contemporary debates. It unequivocally asserted that


the Sacrament of Baptism is not a mere sign or promise, but actually a means of grace, an instrument, by which, when rightly received, the soul is admitted to the benefits of CHRIST’S Atonement, such as the forgiveness of sin, original and actual, reconciliation to GOD, a new nature, adoption, citizenship in CHRIST’S kingdom, and the inheritance of heaven,—in a word, Regeneration. (Tract 76 1836: 1)



Newman’s minimal introduction allowed the tradition to speak for itself.

The third Catena (Tract 78) was entitled Testimony of Writers in the Later English Church to the Duty of Maintaining, Quod Semper, Quod Ubique, Quod ab Omnibus Traditum Est. The famous dictum of St Vincent of Lerins (d. c.450) aptly summed up the wider theological context: Anglican writers have consistently taught the basic truths recognized always, everywhere and by all and are therefore truly ‘Catholic’. The Tract was apparently the idea of Henry Edward Manning, and was the only one of the series ascribed to him. Newman was delighted when Keble reported on 16 July 1837 that the Tract proved useful in preparing his sermon on tradition (LDN VI.96).

The fourth Catena was dedicated to the eucharist and bore the marks of its compiler, Pusey. Its style was often tortuous, with flashes of deep devotion and theological perceptiveness. Its strength lay in its insistence on a practical spirituality: living the truth that the eucharist was ‘a sacrifice commemorating the sacrifice’ (Liddon 1894: 37). It brought blessings on those who offer it devoutly (Tract 81 1837: 5). While rejecting transubstantiation, it moved beyond Reformation controversies to the seventeenth century, for what the editor regarded as a ‘calmer, deeper statement of men, to whom God has given peace from the first conflict’ (Tract 81 1837: 25).

These four Tracts stand apart. They sought to ‘exhibit the practical working of a system and peculiar temper and principles of our Church upon the minds of the more faithful of her sons’ (Tract 81 1837: 1, 5). This considerable body of historical scholarship illustrated the continuity of the Anglican Catholic tradition which ‘is absorbed in its subject, appeals to Scripture, to the Fathers, to custom, to reason’ (Tract 82 1837: viii).

In these later Tracts Newman reiterated the practical nature of faith. Faithful Christians must face the prospect of ‘open infidelity’ and the possibility of persecution (Tract 83 1838: 16). Newman had mentioned this as early as the first of the series. While persecution is not ‘the necessary lot of the Church … looking on the course of history, you might set down persecution as one of the peculiarities by which you recognise her’ (Tract 83 1838: 41). This prompted a clear moral:


surely with this thought before us we cannot bear to give ourselves up to thoughts of ease and comfort, of making money and settling well, or rising in the world. Surely with this thought before us, we cannot but feel that we are what all Christians really are in the best estate … pilgrims, watchers, waiting for the morning, waiting for the light, eagerly straining our eyes for the first dawn of day—looking out for our Saviour’s coming. (Tract 83 1838: 52–3)



The deeper spirituality of the later Tracts was maintained in the two much maligned Tracts on ‘reserve’ by Isaac Williams. He argued that theological knowledge was not arrived at ‘by speculation or any other mode but that of practical obedience’ (Tract 80 1837: 66). It involved a slow process. Knowledge of God was of a moral, not an intellectual, nature; so holiness was important in the art of preaching. Real religious knowledge was a slow dawning, and came with obedience. Newman judged Williams’s approach ‘most valuable’ (LDN VI.216). Despite its lofty spirituality, based on the teaching of Origen, the Tract was widely criticized on the ground that it advocated ‘withholding’ certain religious truths when preaching (Williams 1892: 90).

Newman produced two Tracts designed to lead people to a deeper experience of prayer. The first was his translation of selections from the Roman Breviary, which he argued contained much of ‘excellence and beauty’ though some ‘corruptions’ were found in it (Tract 75 1836: 1–2). Despite promising sales, the work provoked some disagreement among Tractarians (Withey 1992: 28–37). More felicitous was Newman’s translation of the Preces Privatae of Bishop Lancelot Andrewes. Newman enabled it to be for others what Andrewes had intended for himself: an invitation to prolonged daily prayer. Newman felt that previous editions had turned it from ‘a book of prayers into a collection of texts’ (LDN VII.341). He considered it one of the best texts of its kind and re-edited it no less than six times throughout his life. Of all the texts it was one that could most profitably be reproduced.

Several Tractarian themes came together in the penultimate Tract. John Keble’s study of the mysticism of the Fathers redressed much of the criticism levelled by earlier writers. One must approach the Fathers in a spirit of respect: the reader will ‘put off his shoes from off his feet [for] the place where thou standest is holy ground’ (Tract 89 1840: 3). While not minimizing the difficulty of reading such a large and diverse body of writing, one should approach them with ‘reverential reserve’ (Tract 89 1840: 8, 12). The Fathers are not marked by a ‘vague dreamy view’ but are ‘generally speaking, Mystics’ (Tract 89 1840: 22, 70). After discussing difficulties of interpreting the Fathers he concluded we ‘do not hide our eyes indolently from the light, which we know shines round us, but [we] strengthen them gradually, that they may be able to bear it; and this can only be done by moral means; i.e. by repentance, devotion, and self-denial’ (Tract 89 1840: 72).

How have the Tracts fared since their cessation? Rather poorly, on the whole, despite providing one of the most commonly used designations of the Movement. Doubtless the fracas surrounding Tract 90 muddied the waters. Yet they formed a vigorous, focused, and sustained programme of clergy renewal and a deepening of the faith for all. They successfully maintained a robust synergy between the ministry of the Church and the call to personal holiness. It is time they were revisited.
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CHAPTER 11



TRACTARIAN VISIONS OF HISTORY



KENNETH L. PARKER


The matron smiled but she observed a frown

On her son’s brow, and calmly sat her down;

Leaving the truth to Time, who solves our doubt,

By bringing his all-glorious daughter out;

Truth! for whose beauty all their love profess,

And yet how many think it ugliness!

(Crabbe 1819: 228)



IN the opening pages of John Henry Newman’s Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine (1845), he paraphrased George Crabbe when describing a ‘class’ of developments he called ‘historical’. He explained, ‘I mean when a fact, which at first is very imperfectly apprehended except by a few, at length grows into its due shape and complete proportions, and spreads through a community, and attains general reception by the accumulation, agitation, and concurrence of testimony’ (Newman 1845: 49). According to Newman, development of ‘Truth’, while inexorable, was not a smooth linear trajectory. He explained, ‘Thus some reports die away; others gain a footing, and are ultimately received as truths’ (Newman 1845: 49).

He claimed that development of ‘Truth’ could be discerned even in mundane sources. ‘Courts of law, Parliaments, newspapers, letters and other posthumous documents, historians and biographers, and the lapse of years which dissipates parties and prejudices, are in this day the instruments of the development.’ Newman concluded, ‘History cannot be written except in an after-age’. Because time is required to ascertain ‘facts and characters’, he appealed to Crabbe’s imagery and observed, ‘the Poet makes Truth the daughter of Time’ (Newman 1845: 49).

Veritas est temporis filia—‘Truth is the daughter of Time’—is an aphorism with ancient roots and malleable perspective. Newman’s 1845 commentary on this truism demonstrates its plasticity. Fifteen years earlier, as Newman researched and wrote his first work of Christian history, Arians of the Fourth Century (Newman 1833), the noun ‘development’ did not occur once in his prose, and the verb ‘developed’ appeared only in connection with heresies in early Christianity. The sole exception implied that the doctrines of the Trinity, Incarnation, and atonement were ‘exact and fully developed’ in the Alexandrian Church from the time of its founding by St Mark in the first century (Newman 1833: 95, 135–6, 228, 418–19; for the exception, see 46. Cognates like ‘growth’ and ‘progress’ were similarly employed when referring to doctrine and the emergence of heresy. See 15, 36, 54, 281, 422). This view of orthodox teaching associated ‘Truth’ with apostolic teaching, preserved unaltered by time or circumstance through the succession of bishops, who acted as guardians of that deposit. This successionist metanarrative of the Christian past stands in sharp contrast to Newman’s later developmental vision of Christian doctrinal history.

Just four years after publishing Arians and assuming a leadership role in the Oxford Movement, Newman published his Lectures on the Prophetical Office of the Church (Newman 1837). In the introduction he pointed towards yet another vision of the Christian past. Affirming his desire to ‘refute error’ and to ‘establish truth’, Newman juxtaposed Romanism (corrupted by centuries of accretions) and Protestantism (marred by early modern innovations) with Anglicanism’s via media, which he asserted preserved the purity of ancient apostolic teaching (Newman 1837: 7–12). Though Newman described this via media as the foundation on which Christianity originally spread, he acknowledged that it had been ‘superseded’ by two ‘actually existing systems’—Romanism and Protestantism—which did not exist in antiquity but did exist in his time (Newman 1837: 20). He conceded that these systems had ‘furnished the mould in which nations have been cast’, and that ‘the Via Media, viewed as an integral system, has scarcely had existence except on paper’ (Newman 1837: 21). Stressing the need to restore Christianity’s original purity, Newman asked, ‘What is the nearest approximation to that primitive truth which Ignatius and Polycarp enjoyed, and which the nineteenth century has virtually lost?’ (Newman 1837: 9). He stated emphatically that his via media was ‘the very truth of the Apostles’ (Newman 1837: 22). Newman confidently asserted Anglicanism’s claim to apostolic truth because the seventeenth-century Caroline divines had achieved a period of restoration in their era. Though ultimately thwarted, Caroline divinity remained an early modern example for members of the Oxford Movement in the 1830s (Newman 1837: 14). Newman used this historiographical model of primitive purity, corruption/innovation, and restored primitive purity, to argue for the orthodoxy of Oxford Movement priorities in doctrine and practice. He condemned the opponents of the Tractarian cause, because the Oxford Movement was a second—orthodox—reformation, which sought to restore British Christianity to its original purpose and system of beliefs.

In Newman’s Tractarian years, these three ‘metanarratives’—successionism, supersessionism, and developmentalism—shaped his visions of Christian history. Successionism assumes that Christian truth was received by the apostles from Christ (or the Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost) and has been preserved by their successors unaltered by time and circumstance. Supersessionism ascribes to ancient Christianity a privileged normative quality, identifies a period—or periods—of corruption or innovation that distorted Christian teaching, and looks to a later era when primitive Christian truth is rediscovered and restored. Developmentalism identifies in early Christianity nascent expressions of doctrinal teaching, yet assumes that organic growth—in human time and experience—results in deeper, more expansive understandings of truth that may take centuries of struggle and debate to discern. Newman often employed more than one of these metanarratives in a single essay or tract, using them in ways that best suited the issue at hand.

While many writers could be included in a study of Tractarian visions of history, this essay will primarily focus on those who composed the Tracts for the Times between 1833 and 1840. This enquiry demonstrates that two visions of Christian history—successionism and supersessionism—were manifested in their Tracts, while developmentalism became a metanarrative explored in private correspondence. Of the fifteen men involved in writing the Tracts for the Times, some are well known to students of the Oxford Movement, with essays devoted to them in this Handbook, others are obscure and almost forgotten. Newman’s influence is pervasive, yet the intent here is to bring to the fore voices that are often neglected. By tracing out their use of these historiographical metanarratives, it will be possible to understand better how these very different visions of history influenced the direction of the Oxford Movement.

SUCCESSIONISM

The successionist metanarrative of the Christian past—which links the absolute and changeless nature of Christian truth claims with the apostolic succession of bishops—stretches back at least to Eusebius of Caesarea in the fourth century. For well over a thousand years, it was unrivalled in shaping Christian assumptions about the past. It also proved vital in any controversy over disputed matters of doctrine. Innovation was the very mark of heresy, and changes in doctrine or practice demonstrated a rejection of apostolic ‘Truth’. Given the political, social, and religious climate of England in the 1820s and early 1830s, this vision of the Christian past, rooted as it was in Christian antiquity, became an essential element in the early polemics of the Oxford Movement.

While the Irish Church Temporalities Bill of 1833 proved the spark that ignited the Tractarian flame, years of parliamentary and governmental action affecting the Churches of England and Ireland had created unease among those who became leaders of the Oxford Movement. For them, the political emancipation of Roman Catholics, Dissenters, and Jews made Parliament’s role in the Churches of England and Ireland untenable.

John Keble’s 14 July 1833 assize sermon, ‘National Apostasy’, sounded the alarm; and less than two months later Newman published the first three Tracts on 9 September 1833. All touched on the theme of apostolic succession. In his second Tract, Newman emphasized that the Church was not merely a creation of the state, but in ‘fact’ remained ‘one, catholic, and apostolic’, and must be allowed to perform its functions unhindered by the state. In his third Tract, Newman grounded his conclusions in antiquity, citing the writings of Clement of Rome and Ignatius of Antioch on the bishop as source of unity and apostolic succession. John Keble published the fourth Tract on 21 September, which he entitled, Adherence to the Apostolical Succession the Safest Course. He rooted secure and stable teaching in apostolic succession and denounced those who appealed to the constitutional authority Parliament exercised over the British churches.

John William Bowden, a close undergraduate friend of Newman and career civil servant, wrote with passion about apostolic succession from his lay perspective. In the fifth Tract, he stressed, ‘it must not be supposed that … the Apostles were not from the first aware that their office was to be perpetuated by succession’. For Bowden, this succession was essential for the preservation and existence of the Church. Newman reinforced these claims in the sixth and seventh Tracts, entitled The Present Obligation of Primitive Practice and The Episcopal Church Apostolical.

Thomas Keble, younger brother of John Keble and rector of the Bisley parish in rural Gloucestershire, applied the successionist metanarrative to pastoral care in the twelfth Tract, published on 4 December 1833. Through a fictionalized dialogue between Rector Richard Nelson and a wavering parishioner, Thomas Keble demonstrated how laity, buffeted by claims of Dissenting Protestants, could be evangelized by introducing them to the early Church Fathers. In this account, translated readings from Clement, Ignatius, and Polycarp persuaded Nelson’s parishioner that his church was essentially pure in its doctrine and that apostolic succession had been preserved. Acknowledging the challenges of the times, the fictionalized parishioner affirmed that while the Church of England may have been altered by recent events, ‘The Church in England, God be thanked, however afflicted, remains, and ever will, I trust,—whether the world smiles or frowns upon her.’ Thomas Keble’s rector rejoiced in prayer over the success that came from drawing a parishioner into deeper understanding of the sustained apostolic character of the Church in England.

William Palmer, an early adherent of the Oxford Movement who rejected it by the early 1840s, collaborated with Newman in writing the fifteenth Tract in defence of the English Church’s apostolic character. The authors confidently affirmed, ‘We know that the succession of Bishops, and ordination from them, was the invariable doctrine and rule of the early Christians.’ With an anti-Roman tone that permeated the Tract, they also emphasized that in the sixteenth century, ‘There was no new Church founded among us, but the rights and the true doctrines of the Ancient existing Church were asserted and established.’ Palmer and Newman stressed continuity with antiquity and the English Church’s fidelity to the apostolic heritage it had received.

By the end of 1833, the first twenty Tracts for the Times firmly established a polemical agenda shaped by their successionist vision of Christian history. For some among the authors of the Tracts, this remained the foundation on which they built their theological systems and claims for the English Church. In the seventy Tracts published during the next seven years, this vision of history endured as a touchstone.

Benjamin Harrison, a contemporary of William Gladstone and Henry Manning at Oxford, defended through Scripture the veracity of the apostolic commission in the twenty-fourth Tract, published on 25 January 1834. He concluded his argument by observing: ‘And now I would ask … where is the essential difference between the Apostolic age and our own, as to the relation in which God’s Ministers and His people stand to each other? … The scene is changed, but the city [of God] remains the same.’

Early in 1835, John Keble continued this theme in Tract 52. In a sermon critical of Dissenters, Keble used the first chapter of the Book of Acts to stress that Christian communion is not based on ‘convictions, and emotions, and highly-wrought feelings’, but rather depends on adherence to episcopal authority, ‘the system which we trace back in the Church to the very generation next following the Apostles, [and] must be in all great points the very system enjoined by our Lord’.

John Keble continued this theme in Tracts 54 and 57 (published in February and March 1835). In Tract 54 he argued that the doctrine of the Incarnation had been transmitted unchanged, because ‘the Apostolical succession of pastors has continued, as a divinely-appointed guard, meant to secure the integrity of Apostolical doctrine’. In Tract 57 he concluded that ‘disrespect to succession is part of the heretical character’. With this line of argument, Keble inextricably connected respect for the apostolic succession of bishops with respect for Christian antiquity.

Edward Pusey used this metanarrative in Tract 66, on fasting (published in June 1835), and stressed that the English Church was ‘not a mere Protestant but a Primitive Church’. In his Tracts on baptismal regeneration (Tracts 67–69), which appeared in the autumn of 1835, Pusey concluded that his explanation of baptism followed ‘the ancient Church and our own’.

In the context of the anti-dogmatic controversy at Oxford surrounding R. D. Hampden, who was appointed Regius Professor of Divinity in 1836, Newman published Tract 73, which addressed the challenge of ‘rationalistic principles in religion’. Rejecting the rationalist tests of dogma proposed in the writings of Thomas Erskine and Jacob Abbot, Newman stressed the ‘need of the Athanasian creed in these dangerous times’, an implicit appeal to the standards of antiquity to refute error. In Tract 74, Newman published a catena of quotes from forty-three early modern English theologians, all intended to defend the principle of apostolic succession and the continuity of primitive Christian truth in the English Church. In the autumn of 1836, Newman issued the seventy-sixth Tract, a catena of forty-one early modern English theologians’ writings in support of the doctrine of baptismal regeneration as apostolic teaching.

Tract 78 appeared on 2 February 1837, and was a collaboration between Henry Manning, close friend of William Gladstone and the Wilberforce brothers, and Charles Marriott, an Oriel Fellow and devoted colleague of John Henry Newman. This catena of forty-two early modern English divines was gleaned to demonstrate that the English Church had functioned according to the canon of Vincent of Lérins, which defined Christian Truth as ‘that which is handed on always, everywhere, by all’ [Quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus traditum est]. In this way Manning and Marriott asserted their Church’s claim to bear the essential marks of antiquity, universality, and consent, characteristics they denied to the Roman Church because of its inventions and corruptions.

Perhaps the most fascinating example of the successionist metanarrative at work in the Tracts for the Times is Edward Pusey’s Tract 81, on eucharistic sacrifice. Here he invoked a theory employed by Newman in his Arians of the Fourth Century, to explain the anomalous appearance of doctrines that for centuries had been unknown to the ordinary believer. Pusey began the Tract by explaining the concept of the disciplina arcani (hidden tradition), which had enabled Anglicans to remain faithful to the ancient truths of the Church Fathers, though teaching on eucharistic sacrifice had been muted for more than three centuries. According to Pusey, this had been due to the Roman innovations of transubstantiation and purgatory, and ultra-Protestant efforts by sixteenth-century reformers to excise these errors from the Church of England. Pusey insisted that ‘a chain of witnesses’ had been maintained, however muted, and early modern English theologians continued to teach this primitive Christian truth: the need for a sacrificial priesthood to celebrate the eucharistic sacrifice. In almost 300 pages of extracts from sixty-five sources, he illustrated the continuity of this teaching, into the nineteenth century.

The successionist metanarrative proved a vital foundation for the Tractarian cause, rooting their claims in antiquity, asserting their role as heirs to a continuous primitive apostolic tradition, and differentiating themselves from the corruptions of Romanism and the innovations of Protestantism. Pusey’s creative use of the disciplina arcani, normally invoked to explain anomalous ancient Christian teaching in the later patristic era, transformed the English Reformation and period of the Caroline divines into a second normative period which had required core truths to be ‘hidden’ from those who might profane them.

SUPERSESSIONISM

While the successionist vision of history served the Tractarian polemic asserting continuity with primitive Christianity, it did not explain why Romanism and Protestantism had moulded nations, while Anglicanism’s via media scarcely had existence except on paper. The resolution of this quandary required a different vision of history: supersessionism. By positing a normative primitive Christianity that had been lost—and that the Oxford Movement sought to restore—Tractarians maintained a connection with antiquity, while calling for dramatic changes in the status quo. This supersessionist metanarrative permeated the Tracts for the Times from the autumn of 1833, and remained a vision of Christian history employed by Tractarians to the very end of the series. Newman proved a staunch proponent of this vision of history from 1834 until doubts began to plague him in the late 1830s.

The supersessionist vision of history first appeared in Tract 9 (published 31 October 1833), written by Hurrell Froude, a Fellow of Oriel College, former student of John Keble, and close friend of John Henry Newman. Focused on the need to reintroduce more rigorous and ancient patterns of prayer, Froude not only included the patristic era, but also the medieval heritage in his description of normative patterns of prayer that had been lost. According to Froude, the sixteenth-century Protestant reformers had stripped the sanctity and fervour of that received tradition of liturgical prayer by adopting English as the language of prayer, compressing rituals, and staggering the Psalter over a month rather than the ancient pattern of weekly recitation of the psalms. In so doing, the reformers had constructed an ecclesial prayer life that conformed to the spirit of their age, not the ancient practices of the Church. Froude called for a return to the ‘catholic’ and ‘primitive’ observance of Christians, and implied that the Prayer Book was inadequate to achieve that goal.

The fourteenth Tract (published 12 December 1833) carried forward Froude’s emphasis on the English Church’s lost liturgical heritage. Alfred Menzies, Fellow of Trinity College and curate of Godalming, who died in 1836 at age 26, lamented that Ember Days had fallen out of use in the Church of England. These days of fasting and prayer, especially those set aside in preparation for the ordination of clergy, had the sanction of Scripture and ancient practice and had been preserved in the laws of the English Church. Yet this ‘apostolic’ practice had become so neglected, ‘the observance of this ordinance of the Church has fallen so generally into disuse, that few comparatively feel the value of it; and some perhaps are not even aware of its existence’. Menzies emphasized that because ‘there is a great struggle going on between good and evil’, it was crucial that they ought to ‘seek a restoration of what is lost, as well as lament for it’. Like Froude, Menzies perceived that a retrieval of lost liturgical practices, and the reintroduction of primitive ideals, must be achieved to restore Anglicanism to its ancient apostolic character.

Reacting to the anti-asceticism characteristic of High Church spirituality in the 1830s, Edward Pusey made a plea for a restoration of fasting in Tract 18 (published 21 December 1833). Appealing to the practice of the ancient Church, which held Wednesday and Friday as weekly fast days, Pusey complained that in his day ‘we have allowed our Fasts to become rare’. Unlike other Tractarians, he praised the sixteenth-century reformers’ preservation of this discipline, noting that they retained 108 fast days during the church year. He considered their practice reflective of an apostolic heritage that had been all but lost in the centuries that followed. Pusey called for fasting to be reincorporated into the public life of the English Church.

Newman set out an explicitly supersessive vision of history in Tract 31 (published 25 April 1834), entitled The Reformed Church. Using Ezra 3:11–12, he created a parallel between the pre- and post-exilic temples, and the ancient Church and the Caroline ‘reform’ of the English Church. The two temples symbolized two historical periods of normativity—ancient Christianity and Caroline ‘reform’—that the Oxford Movement sought to restore. Like the Jews, Christians over time had ‘left their first love’, and had been taken into exile by enemies (Romanism and Protestantism). Through God’s mercy they had been rescued. Newman asserted that like the Jews, Christians had prophetic voices calling them back: ‘Ezra and Nehemiah are the forerunners of our Hookers and Lauds.’ Yet just as the rebuilt temple lacked the splendour of the first temple, the reformed English Church failed to reflect the glory of the Primitive Church. It lacked unity of truth, discipline, and charity. Like post-exilic Israel, the English Church compromised itself politically. Newman explained that this had led to ‘the tyrannical encroachments of the civil power at various eras; the profanations at the time of the Great Rebellion; the deliberate impiety of the French Revolution; and the present apparent breaking up of Ecclesiastical Polity every where, the innumerable schisms, [and] the mixture of men of different creeds and sects’. Just as post-exilic Jews had divided into rival religious parties (Pharisees, Sadducees, etc.), England’s reformed Church was riven with discordant factions. Yet he ended the Tract on a positive, hopeful note, confident that ‘When our Lord seems at greatest distance from His Church, then He is even at the doors.’ Newman trusted that God would be with them in their corrupt time, just as God had been with the Church in the time of St Paul, St Cyprian, and St Athanasius.

Newman carried forward this supersessive vision of history in Tract 38, Via Media, No. 1, published on 25 June 1834. This dialogue between Laicus and Clericus explored whether the Church of England had remained faithful to Reformation principles. Laicus asserted that the Church had maintained its doctrines and their meanings since the Reformation, while Clericus insisted that churchmen had departed from the Articles and the Liturgy. After listing matters like unbaptized persons receiving Christian burial and clergymen failing to read Daily Service or observe saints’ days, Clericus speculated that these practices, stipulated by rubrics of the Prayer Book, had been discontinued because they savoured of popery. Yet Clericus insisted that ‘The Glory of the English Church is, that it has taken the via media’, stressing that it is a middle way between Romanism and Protestantism. He insisted that the Oxford Movement’s efforts to restore these practices corrected a Protestant error, and was not the insertion of popery into English religious life.

When Laicus accused Clericus of making unwarranted additions or stressing ambiguous aspects of the Thirty-Nine Articles, Clericus conceded that Laicus would be right if their Church had been founded at the Reformation. However, Clericus claimed that he drew from the wealth of primitive Christianity, which was his standard. The Articles were not a ‘body of divinity’ but ‘polemical’, protesting against abuses of a particular time. Because the liturgy was a depository of apostolic teaching, restoration of discontinued usages would bring renewal of forgotten priorities. Clericus concluded by demonstrating how the Oxford Movement was distinct from Romanism by listing the latter’s abuses and corruptions.

Newman’s via media theory depended on a supersessive vision of history, laying the charge of discontinuity at the door of both Protestants and Romanists. Advocates for the Oxford Movement sought to restore the English Church to its intended primitive practice and system of beliefs, which had been neglected or lost in recent centuries.

Newman continued this line of argument in Tract 41, published 24 August 1834, entitled Via Media, No. 2. Clericus and Laicus continue their dialogue by exploring whether the Church of England was in need of a ‘second reformation’. When pressed, Clericus emphasized that like the sixteenth-century reformers, he (as a representative of the Oxford Movement) would keep the ancient creeds, but would add to the Articles protests against the Erastianism and Latitudinarianism of his day. While Laicus argued the reformers had only begun their work, and their ethos tended towards a Latitudinarian system, Clericus used the liturgy and catechism to demonstrate the opposite conclusion. He asserted that what Laicus described was an ‘arrogant Protestant spirit’ which ‘thinks it takes bold and large views and would fain ride over the superstitions and formalities’ of the ancient Church and the via media. Clericus declared that to combat this spirit of their age would require a ‘second Reformation’.

John William Bowden employed the supersessive metanarrative in his appeal for the restoration of holy days in English religious observance. In Tract 56, published on 25 March 1835, Bowden outlined the festivals and fasts of the church year, and explained that these either commemorated the life of Christ (Nativity, Circumcision, Epiphany), or those who followed him (apostles, evangelists, and others). Saints’ days called Christians to ‘ever recollect that we, humblest members of Christ’s Church militant here on earth, form part and portion of a great society’. Bowden lamented that these festivals and periods of fasting, like Ash Wednesday and Lent, had fallen into disuse. For him, ‘Those happier, because purer, days of the Church’s history have passed away. God in His own time will renew them; and that He will speedily do so, we are bound to pray.’ This supersessive vision of history called for restoration of primitive practices in his day, through Tractarian advocacy.

Hurrell Froude authored Tract 63, The Antiquity of Existing Liturgies, published on 1 May 1835, and applied the supersessive metanarrative as he called on Protestant churches to restore ancient liturgical practices. After reviewing the most recent research on the common characteristics of the Antiochene, Alexandrian, Basilean, and Roman rites, Froude noted that only the Protestant churches neglected these elements in their liturgies. Many of these liturgical norms were absent from the rubrics or current practices of the Church of England. Froude called for a renewal of these liturgical practices, because of their origins in the apostolic era.

On 1 January 1836, Newman published Tract 71, entitled On the Controversy with the Romans. In spite of biting anti-Roman Catholic polemics, Newman engaged in sharp critiques of past Anglican tendencies to abandon principles maintained by the early Church. He concluded that his Church should look to the example of primitive Christianity and the witness of the Caroline divines, and produce from those secure sources a systematic introduction to theology. This supersessive metanarrative, calling for retrieval and restoration—while acknowledging imperfection and deficiencies in the English Church—mirrors the supersessive argument he employed in Tract 31.

In August 1838, the eighty-fourth Tract was published by Thomas Keble and Sir George Prevost, second baronet, former pupil of John Keble at Oriel College, and permanent curate of rural Stinchcombe, Gloucestershire. Their concern was to call the English clergy back to their duty to conduct public worship on a daily basis. Citing evidence from the Prayer Book, Queen Elizabeth’s Injunctions, the canons of James I, and an array of Caroline divines who appealed to the practice of ancient Christianity, they asserted, ‘We have always had in our prayer-books and in the writings of our ritualists, and other eminent divines, a witness against our neglect of this duty.’ Rejecting the argument that this practice was new or innovative, Keble and Prevost insisted it was a restoration of practices long abandoned by the clergy of England. This Tract, like those of Froude, Menzies, Pusey, Newman, and Bowden, employed the supersessive vision of history to call for restoration of liturgical and devotional practices that had fallen into disuse or disrepute.

These examples illustrate how the Tractarians, who employed the successionist metanarrative to claim Anglicanism’s continuity with the Primitive Church, could also use the supersessive metanarrative to mark out the via media’s differences from both Protestantism and ‘Romanism’. They used one or the other of these two visions of history to assert Tractarian fidelity to ancient Christian teachings and practice, depending on its polemical utility in specific controversies or issues being addressed. Yet certain members of the Oxford Movement struggled towards another way to perceive the Christian past, and articulated a theory that accounted for historical anomalies that could not be explained by successionism or supersessionism. By late 1835 a third vision of history—developmentalism—gained a foothold, and became part of the private discourse among Tractarians. While Newman’s fifteenth university sermon (1843) and Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine (1845) are normally treated as watershed events, evidence indicates that Newman and other Tractarians were puzzling over the concept of development in the earliest years of the Movement. The catalyst for this debate came from the provocative reflections of a London-based lawyer, Samuel Francis Wood.

DEVELOPMENTALISM

On 19 November 1835, Samuel Wood, a former student and devoted disciple of John Henry Newman, wrote to his Oxford contemporary and close friend, Henry Edward Manning, full of news from a country holiday with mutual friends. Wood noted that he looked forward to receiving from Manning reflections on the nature of ‘tradition’, based on Vincent of Lérins’s Commonitorium, from which the Vincentian canon had been culled. Manning’s project eventually became Tract 78 (published 2 February 1837).

In anticipation of that exchange, Wood offered Manning ‘a few dogmas of my own on the same subject’. Before setting out six points in a document he titled ‘Scripture and Tradition’, Wood expressed the hope that Manning would not think him ‘very Popish’ (Pereiro 2008: 240). Wood had reason for concern, because the theory he set forth resonated with ‘Romish’ caricatures attacked in Tracts Newman and others had published. It also paralleled theories of historical development (Entwicklung) current in German universities, especially in the Protestant and Catholic faculties of Tübingen. Thomas Acland in May 1834 had already corresponded with Newman about the work of Johann Adam Möhler, a Catholic theologian closely associated with concepts of organic growth of doctrine in human time and experience (LDN IV.257).

Wood’s key point touched on the issue of ‘development’. He stated, ‘In common with other societies the Church has the inherent power of expanding or modifying her organization, of bringing her ideas of the Truth into more distinct consciousness, or of developing the Truth itself more fully.’ He went on to observe, ‘It follows then that doctrines may be true, though not traceable* to the Apostles: *i.e. we may not have need to trace them, etc.’ (Pereiro 2008: 241).

While Manning’s reply has not survived, Wood continued his reflections on development in another letter to Manning dated 18 December 1835. Wood quoted Manning’s rejoinder to his earlier letter on the issue of development. According to Manning, the Church ‘ “has no warrant to promulgate new truths” ’. The brief phrase Wood quoted succinctly summarized Manning’s successionist vision of Christian history, an outlook that only intensified in Manning’s thought and publications over the remaining six decades of his life.

Convinced that they did not differ in substance, Wood conceded that the apostles were divinely illuminated and conscious of the ‘whole range of Christian doctrine’. Yet he doubted the early Church had been capable of apprehending the entirety of Christian truth in its fullness. Comparing the growth of the Church to human development, Wood considered it more natural that, like a human person in the midst of struggle, using the Divine Word as its guide, the Church might ‘evolve, comment on, and exhibit the whole counsel of God’ over time. This did not cast ‘a shadow of disparagement on the Primitive church, because it shows the moral necessity of the progress I contend for’. He argued that one could discern development of doctrines between the Gospels and the Epistles. Wood went on at length to demonstrate how doctrinal truths had developed from their nascent character in Scripture to settled doctrines centuries later. In a postscript he emphasized that the Rule of Faith—the ‘summa Fidei’—had concluded with the apostles and that no additions should be made to the Scriptures. Yet he framed a crucial question in human developmental terms: ‘was their Faith fully exhibited in the teaching of the infant Church?’ (Pereiro 2008: 244–6).

Two weeks later, on 1 January 1836, Wood wrote to Newman on the same topic. Returning a draft of what became Newman’s third letter to Abbé Jager, Wood expressed satisfaction that while they used the term ‘Rule of Faith’ somewhat differently, their views were not irreconcilable. He pressed against his mentor’s critique of his theory of development, observing: ‘I do not see how my notion can disparage the early Church, even as an historical fact’. Quoting Vincent of Lérins’s Commonitorium, Wood assumed God intended ‘profectus religionis’ (progress of religion) in the Church. While he considered early Christian teaching the foundation of the Church’s doctrinal system, ‘It surely will not be said that Her authority was exhausted by its first exercise’. Indeed Wood insisted that ‘the full body and perfection of Divine truth could not be ecclesiastically exhibited, at once, in a moment’, without violating the ordinary way God deals with humans or acknowledging the limited capacity of the human mind to understand. In a striking passage, that resonates with Newman’s 1845 description of historical developments, Wood stated: ‘The course of events, corruptions, and schisms, might interrupt its [a doctrine’s] subsequent application, and this is our grievous loss, but no invalidation of the authority itself, or disproof that a “profectus” [progress] was designed.’ It does not depreciate the early Church’s role in the ‘profectus’, ‘to show that it was humanly impossible she could do more’ (Pereiro 2008: 246–7).

Four weeks later, on 29 January 1836, Samuel Wood sent Henry Manning a detailed letter of Newman’s week-long visit to London. The bulk of the text explored the intense resistance Newman had to Wood’s theory of development. Newman staked out a firm supersessionist vision of history that seemed impenetrable, despite Wood’s best efforts. Manning’s candid reaction and counsel was sought (Pereiro 2008: 247).

Far from dissuading Wood, Newman’s line of argument had convinced him that his theory of development was not mere ‘idle speculation’, but ‘involves practical consequences of very great weight in our present condition’. Wood observed that Newman’s ‘violent repugnance’ towards sixteenth-century reformers and their doctrines was justified by principles so extreme ‘they opened one’s eyes to their unsoundness’ (Pereiro 2008: 247). Wood critiqued his mentor’s supersessionist polemic against early modern Protestant theologians.

To make his case, Newman had asserted that after the Church ceased to be one, the right of any part of the Church to ‘propound’ articles of faith had been suspended. Newman condemned the reformers for attempting to deduce doctrines from Scripture—like justification by faith—and considered their appeals to the early Fathers perverse. Wood observed that the effect of Newman’s approach was ‘not merely to refer us to antiquity but to shut us up in it, and to deprive, not only individuals but the Church, of all those doctrines of Scripture not fully commented on by the Fathers’. In this way Newman condemned England’s ‘Reformed Church’ in the same manner that he condemned the Tridentine Roman Catholic Church (Pereiro 2008: 247–8). Indeed Newman had already staked out a firm commitment to this vision of history in Tracts 31, 39, and 41. Just that month he had employed it in Tract 71 against ‘Romanists’. It framed the argument in Lectures on the Prophetical Office of the Church, published the following year. Yet Wood remained firm in his convictions and pressed his former Oriel mentor.

Wood concluded that Newman’s position required Anglicans to suspend judgement and not fully accept their Church’s teaching on justification and other doctrines, because they were not rooted explicitly in ancient teaching. It removed from serious consideration large portions of the Church of England’s heritage, ‘under the pretense of respect for primitive antiquity’. Wood found this unduly dismissive of doctrines propounded by ‘many holy men’ and the good fruit that had come of their teaching. His unease over Newman’s heavy-handed application of the supersessive vision of history caused Wood to ask: ‘How then am I to prevent them from being wrested from me … on what theory are they to be defended?’ (Pereiro 2008: 248).

Wood’s resolution of this dilemma was his theory of development. Taking up again the human developmental analogy, he stated that in the individual Christian and in the life of the Church, ‘there is a natural course of the mind’, that starts with the ‘external Objects of faith’ and moves on to examine ‘their inward operations on the soul, and its condition as affected by them’. He went on to identify different classes of subjects, and the order in which they attract consideration. While regretting that corruption and schisms had disrupted the unity of the Church, Wood rejected Newman’s supersessive vision of history, and insisted that each church, and even parties within churches, must play their part ‘in building the temple of the Lord’. In his view, it was ‘no disparagement of the early Church’ to look to later Christian history for things which would have been impossible for early Christians to discern (Pereiro 2008: 248–50). Wood’s assessment of the power of his theory is worth quoting at length:


Surely in thoughts like these one may see glimpses of a beautiful and comprehensive system which holding fast primitive antiquity on the one hand, does not reject the later teaching of the Church on the other, but bringing out of its stores things new and old, is eminently calculated to break up existing parties in the Church, and unite the children of light against those of darkness. (Pereiro 2008: 250)



This developmental vision of history left Newman unmoved in January 1836. Wood explained to Manning, ‘I have endeavoured in vain to gain entrance into Ns. mind on this subject, and have tried each joint of his intellectual panoply, but its hard and polished temper glances off all my arrows’ (Pereiro 2008: 250). Wood closed by professing ongoing devotion to the ‘positive parts’ of Newman’s system, and expressed a willingness to ‘wait calmly in the sure trust that … God will reveal this also unto us’. He stated this in full knowledge that Newman would not seek to move forward with Wood’s developmental vision of history. Evidence from Newman’s Lectures on the Prophetical Office of the Church, published in 1837, demonstrates that Wood was accurate in reading Newman’s disposition at that time.

If Newman rejected the concept of organic growth at this time, Henry Manning and Charles Marriott, who published Tract 78 on 2 February 1837, at least acknowledged that the idea could be traced in Caroline divinity. In their Catena Patrum.—No. III. Testimony of Writers in the later English Church to the duty of maintaining Quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus traditum est, they used Thomas Jackson’s Treatise of the Holy Catholike Faith and Church (1627) to contrast Anglicanism’s legitimate ‘growth’ or ‘increase’ in doctrine with the ‘invention’ of doctrines in the ‘Romish’ Church. Jackson explained, ‘Our Church according to Vincentius’ rule, admits a growth or proficiency in Faith, in that it holds not only those propositions which are expressly contained in Scripture, but such as may by necessary consequence be deduced out of them, for points of Faith and this growth is still in eodem genere, from the same root’ (21). While Manning personally struggled with this concept, its presence in the catena that he edited, and that Wood reviewed, illustrates that developmentalism already manifested itself in Tractarian thought, even if only tentatively and overshadowed by successionist interpretations of Vincent’s dictum in the same Tract.

CONCLUSION

Though Newman’s ‘intellectual panoply’ may have deflected the idea of development in 1836, events preceding the composition of Tract 90 (published 25 January 1841), and the reactions it generated once in print, created a crisis of faith for Newman and others involved in the Oxford Movement. Historiographical assumptions about the Christian past proved central to their dilemma. Rejection of Newman’s defence of Christian antiquity and his attempt to reinterpret the English Reformation’s central document, the Thirty-Nine Articles (1563), left Newman in no doubt that his vision of the Church of England’s doctrinal past was not shared by bishops of his Church. His defence of Anglicanism’s via media between a corrupted Roman Catholicism and innovating Reformation Protestantism was no longer viable. ‘Apostolical’ preservation of Christian doctrine handed down from antiquity could no longer be asserted. Without this apostolic warrant for his system of belief, Newman had to find shelter elsewhere. This required reframing Christianity’s doctrinal past. Development resolved his difficulties, and created a path towards a future he had not intended.

In The Conservative Journal, on 28 January 1843, Newman retracted his harshest criticisms of Roman Catholicism (reprinted LDN IX.216 n1). On 2 February 1843, Newman preached his first public articulation of doctrinal development, and created a sensation among Anglicans (LDN IX.218–19). In the August 1843 issue of the Dublin Review, Bishop Nicholas Wiseman commended Newman’s theory of development in lavish terms: ‘We cannot conceive an abler vindication of the whole Catholic system’ (Wiseman 1843: 103–24, at 114). While 1841 to 1845 may have been the deathbed of Newman’s Anglican experience, the pain of that experience gave birth to his understanding of doctrinal development. Seeds that had been planted years before by Samuel Wood—and possibly the translated writings of Johann Adam Möhler—grew into a compelling vision of doctrinal development that enabled him to become a Roman Catholic. Many Tractarians—even those who later converted to Roman Catholicism—could not embrace this vision of history. Newman’s theory itself required human time and experience to be embraced and applied.

Successionism, supersessionism, and developmentalism became the historiographical metanarratives that informed the controversial literature of the Oxford Movement. They remain vital aspects of its legacy. Indeed one might argue that the enduring value of studying the Movement lies in a close analysis of how its leading thinkers employed metanarratives of the Christian past. Their efforts to reshape their present and reorient the future direction of their Church remained closely connected to how they appropriated ‘history’ in their writings. Their struggle to embrace the rising historical consciousness of their era ultimately altered their lives, and refashioned the churches they came to serve. Tractarian visions of history not only became part of the Anglican patrimony, but also nurtured a vision of history that became central to twentieth-century Roman Catholic understandings of tradition.

REFERENCES AND FURTHER READING

Crabbe, George (1819). Tales of the Hall, vol. 1. London: John Murray.

Newman, John Henry (1833). Arians of the Fourth Century. London: Rivington.

Newman, John Henry (1837). Lectures on the Prophetical Office of the Church, viewed relatively to Romanism and Popular Protestantism. London: Rivington.

Newman, John Henry (1845). An Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine. London: James Toovey.

Newman, John Henry (1961–2008). Letters and Diaries of John Henry Newman [LDN] ed. C. S. Dessain et al., 32 vols. London: Thomas Nelson; Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pereiro, James (2008). ‘Ethos’ and the Oxford Movement: At the Heart of Tractarianism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pereiro, James (2015). Theories of Development in the Oxford Movement. Leominster: Gracewing.

Wiseman, Nicholas (1843). ‘Art. V:—“The Synagogue and the Church” ’, Dublin Review, 15.29 (August).



CHAPTER 12



PROTESTANT REACTIONS

Oxford, 1838–1846



ANDREW ATHERSTONE

No sooner had the first Tracts for the Times been published than they were seen by some as a threat to Protestantism, and to the Christian gospel itself. Throughout the early controversies the movement was frequently portrayed as the revival of Laudianism or, worse, of Roman Catholicism within the English Church. The Record, an Anglican evangelical newspaper, was startled to see such writings ‘from the pen of Protestant clergymen’ (Record, 5 December 1833). The Christian Observer, a journal closely associated with the Clapham Sect, spoke of the ominous rise of the Oxford Movement which had ‘begun to scatter throughout the land publications which, for bigotry, Popery, and intolerance, surpass the writings even of Laud and Sacheverell’ (Christian Observer 1833: iii). The Tract system, it continued, ‘tends to subvert the pure Gospel of Christ, and the foundations of the Protestant church’ (Christian Observer 1837: 505). Edward Bickersteth, a prominent Evangelical divine, called Tractarianism a ‘departure from Protestantism, and approach to papal doctrine’, which would ‘open another door to that land of darkness and shadow of death, where the Man of Sin reigns’ (Bickersteth 1836: 44). Another clergyman pungently chastised the Tracts as ‘the popery of Oxford’ (Maurice 1837).

The Protestant reaction initially focused upon the doctrines that were the subject of the Protestant–Catholic controversies of the Reformation, principally concerning the authority of Scripture and tradition, justification and sanctification, priesthood, sacraments and the nature of the true Church (Toon 1979). Some of the response was weighty and learned, like the magna opera of Bishop Charles M’Ilvaine in defence of sola fide and William Goode in defence of sola scriptura (M’Ilvaine 1841; Goode 1842). From Ohio, M’Ilvaine said the battle against ‘Romanism revived’ concerned ‘the very life of the Gospel’ (M’Ilvaine 1843: 8). From Calcutta, Bishop Daniel Wilson denounced Tractarianism as ‘a mighty evil’ which was ‘digging up the foundations of our Protestant Church’. He chastised John Henry Newman’s Lectures on Justification as ‘far worse than Popery’ and ‘the greatest insult ever offered’ to the Anglican Reformers for three hundred years (Atherstone 2015: xxxiv–xxxv). Likewise, G. S. Faber asserted that the Tractarians’ ‘gross innovating perversion’ of this vital doctrine was at the root of all their errors, betraying the Church of England into ‘unscriptural delusion’ (Faber 1842: vii).

It was easy for Protestant polemicists to tar the Tractarians with the Roman Catholic brush. For example, Edward Pusey’s teaching on baptismal regeneration in Scriptural Views of Holy Baptism was rejected as a return to ‘the darkest ages of Popery, when men had debased Christianity from a spiritual system … to a system of forms, and ceremonial rites’, more suited to a lecturer at Maynooth College or the Vatican than the University of Oxford (Christian Observer 1836: 789). Newman’s sermons were ‘more Popish than Protestant’ (Christian Observer 1837: 245). Another commentator argued that Tractarian and Tridentine doctrines were identical, calling all ‘friends of the pure Gospel of Christ’ to join the conflict: ‘the battles of the Reformation are to be fought over again, not with avowed Romanists, but with professed Anglicans’ (Anon. 1838: 52).

During the early years of the Tractarian controversy, much Protestant rhetoric coalesced around three overlapping themes—Protestant Reformers, Protestant Formularies, and Protestant Truth. This chapter analyses each in turn, focusing on the events in Oxford itself between 1838 and 1846.

PROTESTANT REFORMERS

Tractarian attitudes to the English Reformation and the Reformers came under particular scrutiny from Protestant opponents. According to George Townsend, whose vindication of John Foxe was published at the head of a new edition of the Acts and Monuments (1837–41), the Reformation had re-established ‘Spiritual and Scriptural Christianity’, but the Tractarians were making it ‘a by-word, and a reproach’ (Townsend 1838: 40). In private, John Keble wrote to Pusey that, ‘Anything which separates the present Church from the Reformers I should hail as a great good’ (Atherstone 2003: 286), and this attitude was soon expressed in print. Hurrell Froude’s Remains especially startled Protestant readers by the revelations of his true opinions: ‘I am every day becoming a less and less loyal son of the Reformation’; ‘As to the Reformers, I think worse and worse of them’; ‘Really I hate the Reformation and the Reformers more and more’; ‘The Reformation was a limb badly set—it must be broken again in order to be righted’ (Froude 1838–9: I.336, 379, 389, 433). The posthumous publication of Froude’s private papers by Newman and Keble was intentionally provocative, described by one historian as ‘an anti-eirenicon par excellence’ (Brendon 1974: 180). The responses were predictably violent. The bishop of Chester declared that ‘the foundations of our Protestant church are undermined by men who dwell within her walls, and those who sit in the Reformers’ seat are traducing the Reformation’ (Sumner 1838: 2). Froude was called ‘a disguised Papist’ (Anon. 1839: 220) and Oxford’s Lady Margaret Professor of Divinity preached against ‘the revival of Popery’ (Faussett 1838).

The Parker Society, founded in 1840 under the presidency of Lord Ashley, was an erudite reaction to this Tractarian belittling of the Reformation. Its object was to reprint the works of the English Reformers and it published fifty-four volumes in fifteen years (Toon 1977). Meanwhile in Oxford a memorial was erected to three of Foxe’s martyred heroes, Cranmer, Latimer, and Ridley, who were burned to death in the reign of Mary Tudor. According to H. P. Liddon ‘it was intended primarily as a protest against Froude’s “Remains”, and the editors of that book, Newman and Keble…. It was, and it remained, an expression of hostility to the Oxford writers’ (Liddon 1893–7: II.65, 68). Geoffrey Faber suggested that the memorial was a deliberate ‘trap’ to catch the Tractarians, a hypothesis often repeated by subsequent scholars (Faber 1933: 395; Herring 2002: 59; Chandler 2003: 48; Faught 2003: 90). However, this interpretation is too simplistic. Froude’s Remains were certainly a significant stimulus, but they do not provide the whole answer. Anti-Tractarianism and anti-Catholicism were closely interwoven and subscribers to the memorial were motivated by a complex array of factors as they sought to defend the Protestant Reformers (Atherstone 2003).

Newman blamed the memorial scheme on ‘goose Golightly and Co’ (LDN VII.66–7). Charles P. Golightly, one of Newman’s former disciples and an original subscriber to the Tracts for the Times, gained a reputation as one of Oxford’s leading Protestant campaigners. Working often in anonymity and behind the scenes, he spent his career trying to drive Tractarianism from the university and the Church of England. Isaac Williams called Golightly ‘our chief persecutor … the active watcher and accuser against Church principles’ (Williams 1892: 100–1). Newman said he was ‘my chief slanderer’ (Newman 1956: 267). Golightly was mocked scornfully by the press as a ‘spiritual Don Quixote’ (English Churchman, 23 March 1843) and the ‘champion of all that is Protestant’ (Morning Post, 19 January 1842). He was secretary of the martyrs’ memorial committee and believed that a love for Protestantism meant a love for the Reformers, asking: ‘But for these despised Reformers, where would have been the religion of this land? Buried beneath the deadly garb of superstition, fed from the poisoned streams of ignorance and idolatry’ (Golightly 1841b: II.85). His co-belligerent, W. S. Bricknell, donated the profits from the sale of his anti-Tractarian sermons to the memorial fund (Bricknell 1841b).

The rhetoric surrounding the martyrs’ memorial was dominated by anti-Catholicism. The Oxford Herald warned that ‘popery’ was multiplying and that it aimed to destroy ‘Protestantism wherever it is to be found…. At such a moment an appeal to the hearts and consciences of the Protestants of Great Britain, reminding them of what they owe to the piety and the courage of Cranmer, Ridley, and Latimer cannot fail to command universal attention, or to evoke a prompt and suitable response’ (Oxford Herald, 1 December 1838). The official prospectus celebrated the blessings of the ‘Protestant reformed religion’, which the martyrs had helped to restore, though some objected because the word ‘Protestant’ occurred in none of the martyrs’ writings nor in the Book of Common Prayer. The language of Protestantism was likewise harnessed by leading members of the university in support of the project. Professor Faussett proclaimed it would ‘demonstrate to the world the triumph of genuine Protestant principles’ (Oxford Herald, 2 February 1839). J. D. Macbride, principal of Magdalen Hall, was determined the memorial should be fitting for ‘a Protestant University, and a Protestant country’ (Times, 7 February 1839).

The memorial inscription caused particularly heated debate. Its Protestant orientation was strengthened by the late insertion of eight most significant words, ‘against the errors of the Church of Rome’. A critic wondered whether the phrase was added specifically to include Dissenters, in a pan-Protestant alliance, making it ‘no longer a Church of England memorial, but merely Anti-Popish’ (Morning Post, 3 January 1839). The inscription also spoke of the martyrs’ ‘witness to the sacred truths’, which left Augustus Welby Pugin, convert to Roman Catholicism, spluttering about ‘so flagrant an insult to truth’. He continued: ‘What a miserable foundation does your establishment stand upon, if such men as these are its pillars! … But go on, erect your puny memorial, and when it is done it will cut but a sorry appearance among the venerable remains of ancient days that will surround it. CATHOLIC is indelibly stamped on the very face of your ancient city’ (Pugin 1839: 3, 20, 25). Pugin’s pamphlet was circulated in Oxford with a satirical handbill offering a reward for the heart of Cranmer, said to have been found unburnt amongst his ashes, as a rare Protestant relic which could be deposited within the memorial. He aroused such anger within the university that he lost the opportunity to work as architect for the rebuilding of Balliol College, because of this anti-Protestant diatribe.

The original idea was to build a martyrs’ church, perhaps in the slums of St Ebbe’s parish, but they could only afford a memorial cross. Newman mocked that, for lack of funds, they would have to be ‘contented with busts in the Bodleian’ (LDN VII.47). Bishop Bagot of Oxford agreed to be patron and subscriptions were received from across Britain. The iconography of the monument was designed to reinforce its theological message. Cranmer’s statue held a large bible, illustrative of the importance of the Scriptures in the vernacular. Other symbolism included a crown of thorns and a crown of glory; firebrands and palm branches; a communion cup and an open bible—a reminder of the Reformation controversies and an attempt to claim the Protestant martyrs as on the side of Christ and the saints. The foundation stone was laid in May 1841. The following year Bishop Gilbert preached in connection with the memorial on ‘the spiritual despotism usurped by the Roman Church’ and ‘the arrogated supremacy of the Pope’ (Oxford Herald, 4 June 1842). As Tractarianism’s Romeward trajectory became clearer during the 1840s, the memorial was increasingly identified in public perceptions as a protest against Newman and his allies. It was a visible and permanent reminder of the Protestant identity of the Church of England and the University of Oxford, and especially the place of the Reformers in securing the Protestant establishment.

PROTESTANT FORMULARIES

Central to the Protestant campaign against the advance of Tractarianism was defence of the Reformation formularies of the Church of England, especially the Thirty-Nine Articles of Religion. Subscription was required, ex animo, by all Anglican clergymen and all members of the University of Oxford. The Articles were widely regarded as a bulwark of the Church of England’s Protestant identity, and therefore were hotly contested.

Newman’s Remarks on Certain Passages in the Thirty-Nine Articles, the ninetieth Tract, published in February 1841, attacked their exalted status and the standard Protestant interpretation. He spoke derogatorily of ‘the stammering lips of ambiguous formularies’ which bound the Church ‘in chains’. His primary aim was to prove that although the Articles were ‘the offspring of an uncatholic age’, they could still be subscribed in good faith ‘by those who aim at being catholic in heart and doctrine’. This involved a sometimes tortuous argument about their ‘literal and grammatical sense’, but he insisted: ‘The Protestant Confession was drawn up with the purpose of including Catholics; and Catholics now will not be excluded’ (Newman 1841b: 4, 83). The fact that the Tract was issued anonymously, like all the Tracts for the Times, only increased its aura of sedition.

Protestant readers reacted fiercely. Bishop Blomfield of London wrote: ‘It is really hardly possible to believe that the writer of such a Tract can be of the Reformed Church’ (Atherstone 2007: 90). A torrent of sermons and pamphlets poured forth. Episcopal charges fell upon Tractarian heads (Bricknell 1845b). Charlotte Elizabeth Tonna, editor of the Protestant Magazine, declared that Newman was trampling over ‘the charred ashes of Latimer and Ridley’ and enticing others into the ‘murderous embrace’ of the ‘Great Harlot’ (Tonna 1841: 32). Within the university, Tract 90 was denounced by the ‘Four Tutors’ (T. T. Churton, John Griffiths, A. C. Tait, and H. B. Wilson) as ‘highly dangerous’, tending to mitigate ‘the very serious differences which separate the Church of Rome from our own’, to the prejudice of ‘the pure truth of the Gospel’. They rebuked its novel interpretation of the Church of England’s historic formularies, claiming that it would result in Roman doctrine being taught in lecture rooms and pulpits. The Hebdomadal Board resolved that Newman’s method of interpretation, ‘evading rather than explaining the sense of the Thirty-nine Articles, and reconciling subscription to them with the adoption of errors which they were designed to counteract’, was against the university statutes (Anon. 1841: 3, 5–6). Thomas Mozley lambasted this ‘tyranny’ by the Heads of Houses, who he believed had ‘degenerated from the arbiter of justice into an accomplice of party’ (Mozley 1841: 232). Meanwhile, A. P. Stanley appealed to Tait: ‘do not draw these Articles too tight, or they will strangle more parties than one. I assure you when I read the resolution of the Heads I felt the halter at my own throat’ (Atherstone 2007: 93). Newman attempted to stand his ground and explained in self-defence that Tract 90 was intended merely ‘to keep members of our Church from straggling in the direction of Rome’ (Newman 1841a: 29). Yet he readily conceded to the bishop of Oxford’s demand that the Tracts for the Times be discontinued.

The controversy over Tract 90 was aggravated in Oxford by Golightly. Behind the scenes he coordinated the early censures and goaded senior churchmen into pronouncing against Newman. R. W. Church commented sarcastically: ‘The row, which has been prodigious they say, has made Golightly a great man…. It is supposed that a niche will be left for him among the great Reformers, in the Memorial, and that his life will be put in Biographical Dictionaries’ (Church 1895: 31). Golightly’s Strictures on No. 90 set out to show that the Tract’s teaching was ‘neither Anglican nor scriptural’ and that Newman was an apologist for the Church of Rome, ‘that apostate Church’. He warned that if Tractarian principles of interpretation prevailed, then ‘we may have all doctrine preached in our pulpits, but that which is scriptural, catholic, and true’, and ended with a passionate plea that ‘No peace with Rome’ must remain ‘the watchword of our Church, if she wish not again to sink under the bondage of ecclesiastical tyranny’ (Golightly 1841b: I.18, 48; II.60, 95). The Morning Herald (18 November 1841) hoped that other pamphleteers would also help to ‘awaken the Protestant mind of England to a wholesome sense of the danger, the insidious advances and the ultimate objects of Puseyism’.

Several of Newman’s friends published passionate defences of his final Tract (Keble 1841; Pusey 1841; Oakeley 1841b). Most provocative was that of William Ward, Fellow of Balliol College, who argued that the Thirty-Nine Articles might be subscribed in their non-natural sense (Ward 1841a, 1841b). Ward spoke of the ‘decayed condition’ and ‘present degradation’ of the Church of England, ‘buried in the darkness of Protestant error’. Protestants might view Tract 90 as ‘a wanton exercise of ingenuity’, but Ward described it as ‘a most important step towards claiming for all members of the Church of England a full right to that substratum of Catholic doctrine on which Catholic feeling and practice may be reared up’. He looked forward to the day when the Church of England would be ‘restored to active communion with the rest of Christendom’ as ‘the united Catholic Church’ (Ward 1841b: 29–30, 79, 91). Ward developed this radical line of thought in the British Critic and in The Ideal of a Christian Church. He launched a direct assault upon ‘the emptiness, hollowness, folly, laxity, unreality, of English Protestantism’. He described the Anglican system as ‘corrupt to its very core’, and spoke of his ‘deep and burning hatred’ for the Reformation which he derided as ‘wholly destitute of all claims on our sympathy and regard’. Fiercely provocative and deliberately undermining the Protestant formularies, he observed: ‘Three years have passed, since I said plainly, that in subscribing the Articles I renounce no one Roman doctrine: yet I retain my Fellowship which I hold on the tenure of subscription, and have received no Ecclesiastical censure in any shape’ (Ward 1844: 44–5, 61, 565, 567). After reading Ward’s Ideal, one Protestant reviewer concluded: ‘Puseyism is popery—nothing less’ (Redford 1845: 39).

The Hebdomadal Board pushed for Ward to be stripped of his degrees which had been awarded on condition of his subscription to the Thirty-Nine Articles. Keble complained that such proceedings were ‘inexcusably partial and one-sided’, since men such as Professor Hampden continued in office unquestioned: ‘If the “Via Media” is to be defended by something like the sword of excommunication, at least it should be two-edged, and cut both ways’ (Keble 1845: 9, 11). It seemed to Oakeley like ‘wanton and capricious persecution’ (Oakeley 1845a: 29), and the Heads of Houses were rebuked for wielding ‘the dagger of retaliation, rather than the sword of justice; their law is of Lynch, rather than Lincoln’s Inn’ (English Churchman, 30 January 1845).

The Hebdomadal Board tried to restore the value of Protestant subscription by restricting the latitude of interpretation to the sense in which the Thirty-Nine Articles were ‘et primitus editos … et nunc … ab Universitate propositos’ (both originally published and now proposed by the University), a potentially narrow Protestant understanding. Pusey thought it would restrain ‘that liberty which Archbishop Laud won for us’, while another declared: ‘Every Oxonian must henceforth solemnly and publicly profess himself a Cranmerite’ (English Churchman, 19 December 1844, 9 January 1845). The Christian Remembrancer complained that the new statute would give to the vice-chancellor ‘an instrument of the most grinding and oppressive tyranny to the conscience, which has been heard of since the days of the Solemn League and Covenant and the Westminster Assembly’ (Anon. 1845: 200). William Gresley saw it as ‘the commencement of a bellum internecinum—a war of extermination’ (Gresley 1845: 12). Yet many Protestant campaigners were worried that the ‘new test’ could also be turned against them. Tait opposed it because it might ‘crush at some future day, the very parties who now support it’ (Tait 1845a: 15). Preaching before the university at the beginning of February 1845, he cautioned the congregation not to press on others ‘a greater resemblance to ourselves than the Bible requires’, nor to ‘confound our own prejudices with Christ’s all-comprehensive truth’ (Tait 1845b: 30). Faced by objections from across the theological spectrum, the Hebdomadal Board withdrew the measure.

In place of the ‘new test’, Bricknell suggested a censure of Tract 90. This had the advantage of being less vague than the ‘new test’, while still sending out a clear message that there were limits to a legitimate interpretation of the Thirty-Nine Articles. Bricknell drew up a Requisition asking the Hebdomadal Board to let Convocation vote on a censure of Tract 90, and he immediately set about collecting signatures. Professor Faussett and Edward Ellerton (an elderly Fellow of Magdalen College) agreed to be the Requisition’s official promoters. Church recalled: ‘The mischief-makers were at work, flitting about the official lodgings at Wadham and Oriel…. The temptation [to censure Newman] was irresistible to a number of disappointed partisans—kindly, generous, good-natured men in private life, but implacable in their fierce fanaticism’ (Church 1891: 328–9). Bricknell’s Requisition eventually received 528 signatures, headed by those of Bishop Copleston, Bishop Gilbert, and Lord Ashley (Bricknell 1845b: 70–6). The Hebdomadal Board agreed that Convocation should vote upon a censure of Tract 90 which maintained that, ‘evading rather than explaining the sense of the Thirty-nine Articles’, it was inconsistent with the university statutes. The Standard (27 January 1845) reckoned that this condemnation ‘must drive the Tractarians from the University, or if they remain, gibbet them there in a light so contemptible, as to render their continued connection with that learned body comparatively harmless’. The English Churchman (6 February 1845) lamented: ‘It is war to the knife: it is a contest of extermination.’

After months of intense debate about the limits of Protestantism, and the role of the Thirty-Nine Articles within the Church of England and the University of Oxford, Convocation finally proceeded to vote on 13 February 1845. Hundreds of non-residents took part in proceedings which were summarized as ‘sad enough to make Democritus weep, and farcical enough to make Heraclitus split with laughter’ (Tablet, 22 February 1845). Mozley termed it ‘a sham court’ (Mozley 1845: 528) and Stanley ‘the great battle of Armageddon’ (Stanley 1881: 321). Ward’s Ideal was decreed to be ‘utterly inconsistent’ with the Thirty-Nine Articles, by 777 votes to 386. He was then stripped of his degrees by 569 votes to 511. The third climactic vote, to condemn Tract 90, was vetoed by the proctors because of the ‘unseemly haste’ of the proceedings (Church 1891: 330).

Bricknell campaigned unsuccessfully for Convocation to be summoned back to condemn Tract 90 when new proctors were in place, but the Heads of Houses did not have the stomach for a renewed fight. Over the next few months, Ward, Oakeley, Newman, and others slipped quietly out of the Church of England into the Church of Rome, putting themselves beyond reach of their Protestant critics. In parting, Oakeley admitted his aim as a member of the Church of England had been ‘to infuse the Roman spirit into the Anglican body’ (Oakeley 1845b: 34). The Protestant formularies continued to be a bone of contention amongst those who remained. In January 1846 Pusey completed his two-year ban from preaching before the university, punishment for his ‘heretical’ sermon in 1843 on The Holy Eucharist a Comfort to the Penitent. Some Protestant campaigners called for him to sign the Thirty-Nine Articles before he re-entered the pulpit, but Vice-Chancellor Symons concluded it would be ‘worse than useless’, since on the principles of Tract 90 ‘the partisan of any erroneous doctrine whatever’ might subscribe (The Standard, 16 January 1846). Another commentator agreed that the Tractarian attitude to the formularies ‘would allow a Mahometan to subscribe the Articles, or Dr Pusey to declare his belief in the Koran’ (Morning Herald, 19 January 1846). Any extension of Pusey’s ban, J. B. Mozley thought, would be ‘a consummate act of despotism which would be simply claiming the pulpit all the year round for the V.C.’s own friends’ (Mozley 1885: 175). Protestant observers were deeply dissatisfied with this state of affairs, and The Standard (19 January 1846) queried: ‘How long, we ask, is Dr Pusey to be permitted to poison the minds of University students?’

One Sussex clergyman exclaimed that Pusey’s doctrines raised revulsion ‘in the Soul of every sound Protestant’ (Atherstone 2007: 159). Another newspaper wryly observed: ‘It is almost difficult to say what Dr Pusey does hold in common with the English Church, except his canonry’ (Church and State Gazette, 10 January 1846). The Protestant formularies remained in place as a historic bulwark of Reformation theology, with the emotive capacity to galvanize the Protestant troops, but compulsory subscription was increasingly ineffective and the Tractarians had successfully dealt the Thirty-Nine Articles a fatal blow as the doctrinal standard of the Church of England.

PROTESTANT TRUTH

A third dominant motif in Protestant rhetoric was the polemical contrast between Protestant truth and Tractarian duplicity or dishonesty. Protestant commentators were particularly perturbed by the Tractarian principle of ‘economy’ or ‘reserve’, as seen in Newman’s discussion of the disciplina arcani (secret discipline) of the early Church (Selby 1975). Newman argued in The Arians of the Fourth Century that until catechumens were received into the Church the deeper mysteries of salvation were held back from them. He contrasted this with the contemporary evangelical habit of preaching about the atonement to all and sundry, pointedly quoting the command of Christ not to cast pearls before swine. Newman offered Clement of Alexandria as a model ‘in speaking and acting economically…. He both thinks and speaks the truth; except when consideration is necessary, and then, as a physician for the good of his patients, he will be false, or utter a falsehood’ (Newman 1833: 81). Golightly compared St Clement unfavourably with St Paul’s proclamation in Scripture: ‘We have renounced the hidden things of dishonesty, not walking in craftiness, nor handling the Word of God deceitfully; but by manifestation of the truth, commending ourselves to every man’s conscience in the sight of God’ (Golightly 1841a: 16–17). ‘Better to die than tell a lie’, Golightly taught children as a memorable ditty, and Bishop E. A. Knox recalled that ‘above all his characteristics he was distinguished by hatred of falsehood’ (Knox 1933: 252).

Tractarian deceit was a regular accusation amongst Protestants. Golightly believed Newman’s adoption of ‘economy’ had led him to practise ‘systematic disingenuousness’ (Atherstone 2007: 33). During the Tract 90 crisis he questioned Newman’s ‘honesty and fair play’ (Golightly 1841b: II.15) and said it would be better for Newman to be cast into the sea with a millstone around his neck than lead his young followers to sign the Thirty-Nine Articles dishonestly (Bricknell 1845a: 675). Later he wrote: ‘Better cut off your right hand, than subscribe what you do not believe’ (Golightly 1867: 85). The Record newspaper (16 December 1844) stated that if Ward’s Ideal was consistent with the principles of an Anglican clergyman, ‘then a thief is an honest man—an Infidel is a religious man—and a courtezan is a virtuous woman’. Symons told the Duke of Wellington that Ward’s approach to subscription was ‘a flagrant instance of double-dealing’. Likewise Archdeacon Browne of Ely hoped for an exposure of Pusey’s ‘flagrant and atrocious dishonesty’, calling him ‘an utterly dishonest heretic’ (Atherstone 2007: 138, 158).

Isaac Williams was embroiled in this debate because his two Tracts on Reserve in Communicating Religious Knowledge advocated ‘economy’ with the gospel truths. His nomination for the vacant poetry professorship at Oxford in 1841 provoked a Protestant backlash. Some argued that if Williams was elected it would be seen as the university’s endorsement of Tractarianism. The Morning Herald (29 November 1841) warned: ‘The doctrines of “Reserve” and the “Disciplina arcani” will never be so attractive as in a song or sonnet—and this is the atmosphere in which the bats and owls of Puseyism love to expatiate.’ When Pusey came forward in public support of Williams, he was blamed for initiating a theological contest. Williams recalled that the rival candidate, James Garbett, ‘had promises pouring in on all sides, and many, who had been with us, held aloof, and some withdrew their promises. A regular reign of terror set in’ (Williams 1892: 139).

Although both candidates gathered support from a wide theological spectrum, some portrayed the competition in simplistic terms as a dispute ‘between Protestants and Puseyites’ (Morning Herald, 29 December 1841). Another asserted: ‘the real question now at issue … is not whether Mr Williams or Mr Garbett shall become Professor of Poetry, but whether the University of Oxford shall or shall not hereafter be considered a Protestant University’ (The Standard, 31 December 1841). Bricknell fired off several pamphlets, insisting that the election was ‘a contest for the maintenance of the pure principles of our Protestant Faith’. He asked: ‘are the Members of Convocation to look calmly on, and see the poison spread, and make no effort to administer the antidote which they possess? Shall they commit the suicidal act of yielding, without a struggle, a post which is confessedly of such great importance?’ (Bricknell 1841a: 21). From the opposite side, Henry Woodgate said that by adopting Garbett as their party champion, the Protestants were resorting to the ‘low carnal weapons of dishonourable rivalry’ (Woodgate 1842: 4).

Both candidates were asked to stand aside to make room for a neutral nomination, perhaps William Wordsworth, but others objected: ‘the battle must be fought, and the sooner it is fought and decided who is on the Lord’s side the better it will be for the purity and peace of the Church’ (The Standard, 5 January 1842). To save calling non-residents up to Convocation, a comparison of votes was agreed—921 votes were promised for Garbett and 623 for Williams, so the Tractarian withdrew. At the next vacancy on the episcopal bench in January 1842, Garbett’s nominator, Principal A. T. Gilbert of Brasenose College, was named as bishop of Chichester. Coming so soon after the poetry professor contest, it was widely interpreted as a reward for his part in the Protestant resistance and as proof of ‘the care of Providence for the Protestant Church’ (The Standard, 22 January 1842).

Protestant polemicists continued to forge a rhetorical link between Tractarianism and duplicity. They warned frequently about ‘pious frauds’ in the Church of England—Romanists pretending to be Protestants. When Richard Waldo Sibthorp (Fellow of Magdalen College, Oxford) seceded to Roman Catholicism, The Standard (6 November 1841) observed:


The danger, the real danger, under which the Church now suffers, is not that of losing the services of men of Mr Sibthorp’s mind, but of retaining them. Let us find all Romanists at heart under their own proper banner, and we shall know where and how to meet them. It is when they hide themselves among our own men that they excite a real and well-founded alarm.



Likewise when Bernard Smith (former Fellow of Magdalen College) seceded the following year, Golightly declared:


I do not say that every individual embracing Roman Catholic opinions ought necessarily to leave the Church of England; but at all events let them in common honesty give up their preferment, their fellowships, and livings, which they have obtained upon the faith of subscription to Articles which they no longer believe, and cease to officiate in the pulpits of a Protestant church. (Morning Herald, 7 January 1843)



He suggested there were ten members of the University of Oxford who had ‘hoisted the flag of Anglicanism’ and were fighting under ‘false colours’. In particular, he claimed that the contributors to the British Critic were ‘in heart and spirit Roman Catholics’ (The Standard, 13 November 1841). Admission of this Tractarian deceit came from an unlikely source, A Narrative of Events by William Palmer of Worcester College, who launched a vociferous attack upon Newman’s younger, more radical followers. Palmer claimed there were some ‘who are secretly convinced of the duty of uniting themselves to Rome … who remain in the Church, only with a view to instil doctrines which would otherwise be without influence—to gather adherents who would otherwise be safe from temptation’. Although he did not want to believe that ‘such disgraceful and detestable treachery and hypocrisy can exist’, he acknowledged there was plenty of evidence to justify the assertion (Palmer 1843: 67–8).

The Record (9 January 1843) complained at Tractarians ‘hushing up’ their true views. Another lamented that they were ‘covertly labouring to overthrow all that Protestant minds hold dear and sacred’ (The Standard, 8 December 1841). One observer asked: ‘Is it possible that men should be found, who eat the bread of the Church, and yet would willingly destroy her? Can there be, dwelling in Oxford, the scene of Martyrdom for the Protestant faith, those who under the garb of Priests of our Holy Church, are labouring to work her ruin? Yes, it is even so’ (Oxford Chronicle, 21 January 1843). Much of this Protestant rhetoric was a throwback to sixteenth-century anti-Catholic polemic with alarmist tales of ‘Jesuits in disguise’. In mocking tones, one correspondent reassured Protestant readers that they need not fear a St Bartholomew’s Day massacre ‘should deluge the streets of Oxford with Protestant gore, or the dagger of Jesuits from St Oscott’s terrify us in our halls and common rooms—we do not even feel any anxiety about the probability of a Guy Fawkes conspiracy to blow up the next meeting of Convocation’ (Oxford Herald, 18 February 1843).

The British Critic was forced to close in October 1843 under the weight of Palmer’s disclosures of duplicity. The Oxford and Cambridge Review, launched in July 1845, came under similar scrutiny. It was the chief organ of the short-lived ‘Young England’ movement which aimed to revitalize national politics and culture, under the influence of Tractarian theology (Faber 1987; Morrow 1999). The journal published an anonymous article defending the Jesuits, which seemed unexceptional until the author was discovered to be Miles Gerald Keon, himself a Roman Catholic and alumnus of Stonyhurst College. Golightly remonstrated at the illicit publication of ‘Romish writers in professedly Protestant reviews’ and accused the journal’s editor of ‘as base a fraud as he could possibly have perpetrated’ (The Standard, 5 and 11 November 1845). Francis Close, evangelical incumbent of Cheltenham, chimed in: ‘How long shall we expect honest dealings from men of dishonest principles? Fraud is sanctioned, consecrated, canonized in the Church of Rome!’ He expected no better from a church founded by Satan, the ‘Father of lies’ (Close 1845: 19). Another newspaper asked: ‘When Keon writes … in the character of a Protestant, what is to prevent a Dervish from doing the same?’ (Morning Herald, 12 November 1845). The editor of The Oxford and Cambridge Review rebuked the ‘uncalled-for and intemperate conduct of those who claim for themselves the merit of exclusive Protestantism’ (Morning Post, 8 November 1845), but within two years his publication had folded. The taint of Tractarian duplicity was not easily erased, and Protestant agitators found it a particularly fruitful line of attack.

THE PROTESTANT RALLYING CRY

Protestantism remained a loud rallying cry throughout the early Tractarian controversies. Indeed Protestantism itself seemed under threat. Writing in the British Critic, Frederick Oakeley expressed his desire for ‘the unprotestantizing (to use an offensive, but forcible, word) of the national Church’, in the hope it would ‘recede more and more from the principles, if any such there be, of the English Reformation’ (Oakeley 1841a: 45). Equally provocative, William Palmer of Magdalen College anathematized ‘the principle of Protestantism as a heresy, with all its forms, sects, or denominations’ (Palmer 1841: 9). He observed that protest against Rome did not make one a ‘Protestant’ (the Greek Orthodox Church, for instance, was not Protestant). Rather, he defined Protestants as those who insisted on the ‘right of private interpretation’ of Scripture, independent of the ‘dogmatic or traditive authority lodged in the Episcopate’. Protestantism, in that sense, Palmer cursed as ‘the most subtle, the most contagious, and the most corrosive heresy’ (Palmer 1842a: 18–19). His views caused alarmed, but were readily dismissed: ‘If all the rabid ravings of anti-Popish zealots be Protestantism, then every man of accuracy, discretion, and moderation, who receives part of the Church revenues, may be described as a hater of Protestantism’ (Morning Post, 15 January 1842). Some called for Palmer to be dismissed from his Magdalen tutorship and for the word ‘Protestant’ to be added to the inscription on Oxford’s martyrs’ memorial.

‘Protestantism’ was a powerful call to arms. Professor Hampden appealed to this sentiment in June 1842, in his failed attempt to have the university’s censure of his heterodoxy repealed. Since his controversial appointment as Regius Professor of Divinity six years before, Hampden had gained a reputation as one of the Oxford Movement’s chief adversaries. Many Protestants who opposed him in 1836 now gave him their support, although he had retracted none of his former teaching, because they were united against a common foe. One observed that the cause in 1836 had been ‘orthodoxy against unsoundness’, but in 1842 it was now ‘the Reformation against innovations of Popish tendency’ (The Standard, 3 June 1842). Bricknell thought the professor should no longer be ‘shackled’ in his efforts to combat Tractarianism and uphold the teaching of the Reformation (Bricknell 1842: 5). Returning to his bête noire, Palmer of Magdalen argued that Hampden and the evangelicals shared a common attachment to ‘Protestantism’, that ‘fundamental principle of all heresy and error’ (Palmer 1842b: 8–9). Six days before Convocation was due to vote on the question, Hampden pointedly chose to lecture on the Thirty-Nine Articles. He criticized Tract 90, claimed that unlike Newman he had diligently taught the doctrine of the Articles ‘without diminution or extenuation, or any accommodation whatever’, and appealed with passion for the support of any ‘still Protestant members of the Church’ (Hampden 1842: 43, 48).

The following year a petition by thousands of concerned Protestant laity, headed by a bevy of dukes, marquises, and earls, called for the university authorities to protect students from Tractarian influence by ensuring all tuition was ‘in strict accordance with the principles of the Protestant Church, and Constitution of these realms’ (Anon. 1843: 680). Protestantism was likewise a rallying cry in the clash over Benjamin Symons’s nomination as vice-chancellor in October 1844. He had been partly responsible for the preaching ban on Pusey, and was berated by Pusey’s supporters as an evangelical partisan who stood ‘plainly against what the Church has ever accounted Christianity’ (English Churchman, 27 June 1844). The Christian Remembrancer declared that ‘Dr Hampden himself, were his nomination possible, must pass without a murmur, if Dr Symons is to be spared’ (Anon. 1844: 540). Protestants reacted strongly to this Tractarian attempt ‘to bully and intimidate’ the university (Oxford Chronicle, 21 September 1844). Non-residents were once more called up to Oxford under the Protestant flag to vote in Symons’s favour and The Record declared it ‘essential that every Protestant should be at his post’ (The Record, 26 September 1844). Some turned again to apocalyptic imagery, eliding Tractarianism with the Satan or Antichrist of Scripture: ‘The snake must be scotched by one heavy and conclusive stroke—this new head of the “beast” should be destroyed by an overwhelming blow’ (Morning Herald, 30 September 1844). Convocation approved Symons’s election by 882 votes to 183, an overwhelming majority.

CONCLUSION

Protestantism was a potent force in the early response to the Tractarian Revival. Controversies concerning the theological identity of the Church of England and the University of Oxford often centred upon the nature of Protestantism, returning frequently to the three familiar themes of Protestant Reformers, Protestant Formularies, and Protestant Truth. However, the Protestant failure to drive Tractarianism from the Church and the university was ultimately fatal to their attempts to preserve a hegemonic Protestant establishment. Newman and others were forced out, but Professor Pusey and his disciples were determined to stay. The theological inheritance of the English Reformation, and the value of subscription to the Thirty-Nine Articles, were weakened by the Tractarian controversy and never again restored to their positions of honour. Despite determined Protestant attempts to muzzle the Tracts for the Times, partially successful in the early years, the Oxford Movement’s tenacity ultimately eroded the Church of England’s Protestant fabric and foundations.
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PART III



THE THEOLOGY OF THE OXFORD MOVEMENT




CHAPTER 13



THE OXFORD MOVEMENT’S THEORY OF RELIGIOUS KNOWLEDGE



JAMES PEREIRO

RATIONALISM, while still maintaining its intellectual hegemony for most of the long eighteenth century, had abandoned its most outlandish claims towards the end of that period. By then it came to be generally admitted that reason, as already emphasized by the Cambridge Platonists or the Nonjuror William Law, had a considerable subjective dimension, not being able to escape completely the influence exerted by the moral habits and passions on the reasoning individual: moral personal circumstances, they affirmed, play a determining role in the process of knowledge and this is particularly true in the case of religious knowledge. Joseph Butler, in his Analogy of Religion (1736), had offered a classic treatment of the question and was destined to have a durable and deep influence. The Oxford University Calendar for 1831 stipulated that the study of ancient authors should be illustrated from modern ones as part of the course of reading for Academic Honours. By that time, Bishop Butler’s Analogy of Religion had become the authoritative modern text complementing the study of Aristotle’s Ethics.

For Butler, as for Aristotle, moral goodness confers a sort of instinct for what is good, facilitating the decision about what is right and wrong in particular circumstances. Butler, however, was to take the concept of practical wisdom or phronesis well beyond the confines Aristotle had set for it, giving it a more intellectual and religious dimension. Doubtfulness in respect of the evidence of Christian revelation is, according to Butler, an element in man’s probation. In man’s present condition, different moral tempers would behave differently in respect to the evidences of revelation. Neglect in examining them generally implied one form or another of depravity: lack of interest, a desire that those things may be proved not true, passion, prejudice, and so on. On the other hand, a virtuous moral temper would pay active and careful consideration to the evidences of revelation, and would be more inclined to give religion its assent and obedience. A higher degree of virtue would be accompanied by a clearer perception of truth.

KEBLE’S THEORY OF RELIGIOUS KNOWLEDGE

Present-day studies on High Church doctrine and practical devotion in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries have shown the long-established pedigree of some Tractarian ideas and attitudes. This, however, should not lead us to underestimate the differences between the Oxford Movement and High Churchmanship. Perhaps the most significant of those differences is the degree of attention the Tractarians paid to the concept of moral character and its role in their theory of religious knowledge. This Tractarian focus owed much to John Keble. He had been familiar with Butler’s treatise before going up to Oxford, and, once there, the study of Aristotle would reinforce in his mind Butler’s views on the topic of religious and moral knowledge. Keble’s ideas amounted to a reversal of the Enlightenment view of intellectual education as leading almost necessarily towards moral rectitude. It was Keble’s firm conviction that the search for truth, especially in religious and ethical questions, could not be separated from the pursuit of goodness. Moral uprightness was a fundamental condition for clear intellectual perception and, therefore, a fundamental aim of education at all levels. Doing otherwise would lead to intellectual pride, an almost insurmountable obstacle to attain moral rectitude; lack of moral rectitude, in its turn, would disturb the clear perception of truth, inclining the mind towards error.

The study of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics acquired a particular importance within Keble’s programme, and we have it on Isaac Williams’s testimony that Keble made use of it ‘as a foundation for instruction in religion and morals generally’ (Williams 1892: 21). His ideas and personality influenced deeply a generation of undergraduates and Oxford fellows, particularly those at his own college. Williams, Hurrell Froude, and Robert Wilberforce experienced Keble’s methods in the reading parties they attended at Southrop in the early 1820s. Some years later, Wilberforce and Froude, together with Newman, went on to use the Ethics in much the same way as Keble when they became tutors at Oriel. As Samuel Wood would put it: Aristotle’s Ethics ‘became in the hands of more than one College Lecturer the ground work of a very constructive course of Ethical study’ (Wood 1840: 3; Newman 1898: 26). They did not intend it as a merely academic discipline; its aim was to form as well the moral temper of their students. As Frederick Oakeley would point out in his Remarks on the Study of Aristotelian and Platonic Ethics (1837), Aristotle’s work was particularly valuable in this respect because of its agreement with Evangelical truth: ‘both represent man’s moral nature of advancing indefinitely towards its perfection’ (Oakeley 1837: 14–15, 49). Years later, he was to remark that Classical scholarship was not an end in itself but a ‘means towards a certain habit of mind’, and that the philosophical studies at Oxford tended to form great minds of a semi-Catholic type (Oakeley 1865: 18).

Butler had used the argument from analogy to defend Christianity against unbelief. Keble developed it further, applying the same argument to the maintenance of orthodoxy against heresy and to the practical guidance of individual consciences among the contrasting claims of the different denominations within Christianity or among parties within a particular Church. Butler had argued with the deist who rejected revelation, and therefore used arguments drawn from human reason. Keble, on the other hand, spoke or wrote for those who accepted revelation, and, consequently, made use of the witness of Holy Scripture. Among the scriptural texts he quoted, two were particularly useful in supporting his arguments. One was taken from the Psalms: ‘I have more understanding than all my teachers; for Thy testimonies are my meditation. I understand more than the aged, for I keep Thy precepts’ (Psalm 119:99–100). The other quoted Christ’s words: ‘a good will to do His Will shall know of the doctrine if it is from God’ (John 7:17). From these and similar scriptural texts, Keble and those who were to follow him concluded that moral rectitude, honest attention, and thoughtfulness, with the assistance of the Holy Spirit, ‘are not only necessary, but sufficient … to guide us into all truths really important to our final welfare;—not only to make us virtuous rather than vicious, but also to make us Christians rather than Infidels, orthodox Christians rather than Heretics, and conforming Christians rather than Schismatics’ (Keble 1847b: 4). A person experienced in the life of virtue and desirous to do good would have a sort of instinct for truth, making him or her more able to detect the bent of a particular doctrine (Keble 1847a: xvii). Keble also thought that there is a sort of blinding power in moral disease, and that those affected by it descend from error into further error; a sliding into heterodoxy which could only be arrested by spiritual conversion (Keble 1847c: 102).

Keble went on to establish ‘as a kind of canon of sacred criticism, that, in disputed cases, that interpretation of God’s works and ways, which approves itself most entirely to the sober and devout spirit, stands in general a fairer chance of being the true interpretation, than what has the suffrage of minds ingenious and original but deficient in those moral requisites’ (Keble 1847b: 14). He used the term ethos to refer to this moral temper or character. Keble’s early Lectures on Poetry (started in 1832) described it as a stable disposition, not just a passing impulse but the result of a lifetime searching after virtue (Keble 1912: 75ff.). His concept of ethos excluded the possibility of an innate faculty—independent from moral qualities—giving access to a higher realm of religious knowledge, as some of the Lake Poets had suggested.

ETHOS: A FOUNDATION, A GUIDING PRINCIPLE, AND AN END

Froude absorbed the concept of ethos from Keble, refined it further, and made it central to his vision of the intellectual and religious life. In 1827 he had jotted down some of his thoughts about the connection between character and opinions, between right faith and right practice, claiming that opinions are essentially consistent with particular characters. He was careful to distinguish character from temperament: character (or moral temper) is the result of the moral history of the individual. A temper of mind or character, he added, would tend to generate a certain set of opinions, and, conversely, a given set of opinions would tend to shape mind and character in a particular way. In the religious sphere, a man who is morally good will have a right faith. On the other hand, an ethos marked by worldliness, intellectual pride, or some other deficiency, however subtle or even unknown to the individual in question, will impel those possessing it along the path of error and heresy. Man, Froude would add, is thus responsible for his faith to the degree in which he is responsible for his moral character.

This line of argument was not without its difficulties. Man, naturally, tends to accept religious truth—like natural truth—on the authority of those who instruct him, and, as a result, it might not be easy or even possible for some to rise above errors or prejudices inculcated in early life. Whether they are conscious of it or not, they are likely to be prejudiced to a certain degree in the examining of evidence, inclined to underrate and neglect some, while overrating and overemphasizing others. The fact that they may not be conscious of those prejudices only makes their influence more pervasive and determining. On this basis, Froude criticized the Protestant principle of private judgement. He ridiculed those who thought that they would not be prejudiced in their interpretation of Scripture: ‘Such people are under a great delusion. Let them try ever so much, they neither think for themselves nor interpret for themselves…. Their notions, their feelings, their associations, are not their own. They have picked them up from others, or from opposing others…. The views of their times and their society are most dogmatical commentators, and will intrude at every instant on unprejudiced thought, unperceived and unsuspected’ (Froude 1939a: I.88, 34–5). Newman started reading Butler in 1825 and acknowledged the influence that he had had on him, through the medium of Keble and Froude. Vincent Blehl reckoned that Froude had introduced Newman to a new concept of religious ethos (Blehl 2001: 179). As Newman himself wrote in a letter to Blanco White (1 March 1828) he relied on Froude’s authority ‘for lowering the intellectual powers into handmaids of our moral nature’ (LDN II.60). In man’s present fallen condition, the wounded and darkened intellect needs the guidance of right moral feeling or ethos to find its way.

The fashion of the day was to consider the human mind as a machine, safely and surely producing the right results if operated properly, and education was the means to assure those proper workings Against the ideas of the Enlightenment, and contemporary rationalism, the Tractarians insisted on the determining influence of the will on the intellectual process in general and on religious thought in particular. They affirmed that there was a close interplay between religious truth and sanctity: sanctity is the final end of man and truth is a necessary condition for attaining it; besides, sanctity is a sure and necessary guide for man in his search for truth. The Tractarians, therefore, claimed that they wanted to generate an ethos rather than a system. The right ethos would serve as a light to identify true principles, and help draw the right conclusions or corollaries.

It is important to keep in mind that the Tractarian concept of first principles, at other times called simply principles, embraced not only those self-evident truths which are the patrimony of all humans, like the principle of non-contradiction; it also covers principles which, while informing the knowledge and reasoning of the individual, are not self-evident or the object of demonstration, but are the result of a person’s intellectual and moral history. They can be said to be the result of a person’s ‘choice’, or rather ‘choices’, although the principles have not been chosen as such but are engendered by the individual’s choices, being the natural offspring of his or her particular ethos.

Newman even suggested that a good man under a defective religious system would joyfully and promptly accept a more perfect one when coming into contact with it, and that the process would continue until he made his own the perfect system of Christian orthodoxy. As a matter of fact, different systems would produce similar results if acted upon by the same ethos. In this case, the right ethos would work as a corrective of the wrong ideas professed by the mind, pointing the person or group concerned in the direction of truth. The wrong ethos, on the other hand, would distort the perception of true concepts and lead the intellect towards error. The theory went a step further. Ideas also have their own proper ethos. It might happen that those holding a particular idea may be possessed of an ethos quite distinct from that of the idea they uphold. As a result of this inner tension, the idea in question might be corrupted by the influence upon it of an unsympathetic ethos. It could also happen that the pressure exerted by the ethos of the idea might transform the person’s ethos.

Newman developed at length the connection between particular ethos and the corresponding opinions. Especially revealing in this respect are his words in a letter of 10 November 1840 to his brother Francis:


I have been for some years preaching University Sermons, as I have had opportunity, on this one subject, that men judge in religion, and are meant to judge by antecedent probability much more than by external evidences, and that their view of antecedent probability depends upon their particular state of mind. I consider with you that ‘the alleged historical proof of miracles is unsatisfactory’, separate from the knowledge of the moral character of the doctrine. Accordingly I think a Churchman is (abstractly speaking) a man of a certain ethos—and a Dissenter of another—And in like manner that, abstractedly, the Church has a tendency to produce in individuals a Church ethos, and Dissent a Dissenting ethos. (LDN VII.438)



Divine truth, the Tractarians maintained, is revealed for our probation. Absolute proof and certainty would impose itself on the mind, not leaving room for choice or for merit. Faith, on the other hand, has to overcome a certain obscurity. The acceptance or rejection of faith is dependent on two grounds: the credibility of the messenger and the likelihood of the message. In both cases the mind has to judge on the basis of probabilities. Now, given that ‘probabilities have no definite ascertained value, and are reducible to no scientific standard, what are such to each individual, depends on his moral temperament’ (Newman 1843b: 182–3). A man of religious temper may be content with the evidence provided, while an irreligious mind will reject as unsatisfactory those same grounds. Their judgement is a test of moral character. While one person judges on the basis of antecedent probability, another would base his judgement on antecedent improbability, assuming that presumptions on the side of belief have no substance while presumptions on the side of unbelief have the nature of proof (Newman 1843d: 222 and 224). Newman kept repeating the central concept: ‘Faith is the reasoning of a religious mind’; ‘Right Faith is the faith of a right mind’ (Newman 1843c: 195 and 232). He considered that holiness, or love, was the eye of faith. A right heart preserves clear the vision of its object and acts as the safeguard of faith against heresy or superstition. This vision of faith is perfected by moral cultivation: ‘in him who is faithful to his own divinely implanted nature, the faint light of Truth dawns continually brighter; the shadows which at first trouble it, the unreal shapes created by its own twilight-state, vanish’ (Newman 1843a: 66). The path of faith is one of continuous discovery; the right ethos calls for change and progress. The light leads ‘amid encircling gloom’; were this light to be lost as a result of man not following after it, he would be left groping in the dark

The Catholic or apostolic ethos also enables the individual (or group) to detect the path intended for him by God’s providence and to become a willing and knowing instrument of God’s will. In this respect, the Tractarians were convinced that they were instruments God was employing to carry out his plans for the good of the Church of England. Their one concern was that they might be found faithful, and were to do the work God meant them to do. The apostolic ethos was to show the way. As Newman wrote to Edward Churton on 21 November 1837, the Oxford men were ready to cooperate with the British Critic with a proviso: ‘We want a Review conducted, i.e. morally conducted, on the Catholic temper—we want all subjects treated in one and the same principle or basis— … our Editor must be the principle, the internal idea of Catholicism itself, pouring itself outwards, not trimming and shaping from without’ (LDN VI.169–70).

The Catholic ethos involves openness to God’s action in the soul. An openness that rests on a humble disposition of mind and heart (opposed to the self-sufficiency of Rationalism or the self-righteous confidence of private judgement), and on a generous spirit, capable of following a radical ideal. Those dispositions enable the individual to submit to God’s guidance, manifested in light for the intellect to perceive truth, and grace to enable the soul discover and follow the path presented to it. It might be said that, within this concept of ethos, there are no purely intellectual lights: every truth involves a certain giving of direction for present or future action. The persons so guided would normally perceive only a part at a time of the divine plan; the light might show only the step immediately ahead. Faithfulness to the light establishes a claim to further guidance and a clearer perception of truth.

NEWMAN’S CONCEPT OF ‘REALIZING’

There was no single answer to the question about how the individual is supposed to perceive this illumination exposing new depths of truth or presenting new fields for action. Newman described different forms or ways of what he called the process of ‘realizing’. The concept of realizing has frequently been studied, but most of these studies tend to concentrate their attention on the Grammar of Assent, neglecting some of his earlier writings and the study of the Tractarian sources of Newman’s ideas.

In his Paroquial and Plain Sermons, as well as in his University Sermons, Newman distinguished between real and notional knowledge. He pointed out that men might sometimes assent to a proposition in a dreamy way, without feeling, thinking, speaking, or acting as if it were true. On the other hand, ‘[w]hen men realize a truth, it becomes an influential principle within them, and leads to a number of consequences both in opinion and in conduct’ (Newman 1899d: 263). The truth impresses a new way of looking at things, opening fresh views into its depth, revealing connections with other truths or developing new corollaries. Man, however, has a special difficulty in realizing divine things. His perception of spiritual realities is blunted in proportion as he has been seduced into worldliness: natural man understands not the things of the spirit (1 Cor. 2:9 and 14). In such a condition, he needs to undergo a process of purification and spiritualization in order to attain a gradual real apprehension of revealed truth: humility and obedience to the divine will open the path leading to the ‘realizing’ of divine truth. The Tractarians were intent on walking along that path and they hoped that, as a result, the words of the beatitude could be said of them: ‘Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God’ (Newman 1899b: 97–100).

In this continuous process of ‘realizing’ men are being guided by Christ’s wisdom and his Spirit by means of an ‘inward incommunicable perception of truth and duty’. Once light has been shown and guidance given, men must respond with a persevering obedience, making God’s will the rule of their reason, affections, wishes, tastes, and all that is in them (Newman 1899d: 267). They are ‘introduced into a higher region from a lower, by listening to Christ’s call and obeying it’. In this way they pass from ‘one state of knowledge to another’, God leading them forward ‘to the one perfect knowledge and obedience of Christ’ (Newman 1899b: 27–8).

Those who are faithful are led gradually, along the path of divine truth. Like most processes of growth, this is barely perceptible while it is taking place. In Newman words: ‘For the most part we have gained truth, and made progress from truth to truth, without knowing it. We cannot tell when we first held this, or first held that doctrine.’ God leads men on, ‘and they do not know it themselves. They are gradually modifying and changing their opinions, while they might think they remain stationary’ (Newman 1899b: 101–2). Along that process it sometimes happen that, all of a sudden, a new view opens for the pilgrim over an unsuspected horizon. The sudden and unexpected moment of realizing involves the coming into consciousness, and the outward expression, of a long process of maturing of principles already held. It entails a deep and vital appropriation of a particular truth. This realizing might be granted directly by God’s illumination; it might take place while meditating or reading the Scriptures, when its sense suddenly breaks upon the reader as it had never done before; it might be mediated through a person introducing another to truths he did not know or helping him understand previously half-understood ones; it might result from the application of principles to particular circumstances or problems (Newman 1899c: 24–5, 28–30, et al.).

The moment of ‘realizing’ might also cast a light upon the past. The individual has been carried on, ignorant of the direction of the journey. He may now discover that the new truths just perceived had perhaps been with him long, barely hidden under the surface of his consciousness or the principles he held. The past is now seen under a new light: some events not considered relevant at the time might now be perceived as having had a determining influence in leading the person along an intellectual or spiritual path; particular decisions which did not seem particularly significant when taken, now appear as having had momentous consequences, and so on (Newman 1899c: 25–7; see also 1899a: 195).

The process of realizing is rarely the result of a logic process. Newman would speak in the Apologia of his dislike for ‘paper logic’. He thought that logic, in most cases, could only be the record of what had already taken place: the logical account or analysis of what had mostly been a process of implicit (non-logical) reasoning, complete in itself and independent.

After what has been said, one might be tempted to dismiss notional knowledge as of little relevance. This would be a serious mistake, never intended by Newman. As far as he was concerned, notional knowledge plays a vital role in man’s process of knowing and is closely connected with real knowledge. The first contact of the human mind with a particular truth, specially revealed truth, is normally an act of notional apprehension. Newman considered that notional knowledge advances the range of known truth, while real knowledge increases the depth of apprehension.

THE PRINCIPLE OF RESERVE

The progressive revelation of God’s truth and plans was guided by what the Tractarians called the principle of reserve. Newman had already touched upon the subject in his Arians of the Fourth Century. The custom of communicating doctrine in a measured and progressive way, withholding some truths from those being initiated, arose ‘not from the arbitrary will of the Dispenser, but from the necessity of the case, the more sublime truths of Revelation affording no nourishment to the souls of the unbelieving or unstable’ (Newman 1833: 4).

The early Church had translated reserve into a system to be followed in the instruction of those who wanted to become Catholics and in disputation with the pagans. The Disciplina Arcani involved a charitable consideration for the recipients of doctrine, who would otherwise have been perplexed rather than converted by the sudden exhibition of the whole evangelical scheme (Newman 1833: 52). The Christian teacher, as the divine teacher had done, unfolds the doctrine of revelation in due order and within their proper context, so as not expose beginners prematurely to doctrines for which they were unprepared. Reserve was concerned not so much with withholding truth as with setting it out to advantage and facilitating its reception.

Isaac Williams developed more fully than Newman the doctrine of reserve. His Tract 80 is the most systematic and complete formulation of the principle within the Oxford Movement. He illustrated the connexion between ethos and reserve by quoting not only the Scriptures and the Fathers, but also the doctrines of Aristotle and Butler. Williams stressed the fact that God’s infinite desire to communicate the knowledge of himself without any limit or measure is hampered by the unfitness of mankind to receive divine truth. The principle of reserve therefore represents an accommodation on God’s part to the nature of the recipient, and the Scriptures clearly showed how God had employed it in revealing himself to man. Withholding knowledge is an act of divine mercy, given that this knowledge would be injurious to those who were not in possession of a certain disposition to receive it (Williams 1838: 3, 11 et al.).

Newman had already pointed out that the allegorical method used by the Scriptures was the chief means by which reserve was observed by God in the act of self-revelation, as Jesus’ recourse to parables clearly showed (Newman 1833: 62ff.). In choosing this method, Williams affirmed, God used those forms of style that man himself spontaneously selects for the expression of sublime truths or thoughts (Williams 1840: 6 and 21). God communicates light to help and direct man but in such a measure as not to overwhelm him, lest man in his weakness be overcome by God’s greatness or crushed under the weight of his full obligation towards his Creator. God uses reserve to disclose himself better.

Revelation, as explicitly shown by Jesus at the time of Peter’s confession, is a divine gift. God reveals himself according to the state of each man’s heart, disclosing his nature and will to those who are earnestly desirous of obtaining that knowledge and ready to order their lives in accordance with it. The mystical meaning of God’s word is disclosed only unto the faithful. On the other hand, God hides from those who approach sacred truth with a mere speculative mind, out of curiosity. Knowledge is withheld from these, and God punishes their attempts with a blindness which will lead them further and further along the path of error (Williams 1838: 40–5).

Williams also tried to answer the question posed by the deists: why is divine truth not set before mankind so clearly as to make it perfectly open and unequivocal for all to see? He gave a two-fold answer to this question. On the one hand, he said, God’s mercy governs the economy of his self-communication, adapting himself to human infirmity; man cannot see clearly divine truth in his present condition, without the adequate moral growth resulting from divine grace and obedience. Second, he affirmed with Butler that probability is a law of human life even at the supernatural level and that it serves the purpose of our probation. The moral sense is a sure guide to help the believer judge rightly and to distinguish saving truth from heretical error. Williams concluded that reserve is required when speaking about sacred things. Not observing it when speaking on sacred subjects might cause spiritual harm; it would eventually coarsen the heart and lead men to trample sacred things under foot (Williams 1838: 8ff.; also 1840: 7ff.). Reserve, on the other hand, corrects irreverence in handling religious truths. It is a state of thought and feeling totally at variance with the system ‘(improperly) called Evangelical, or the cold and barren (equally miscalled) orthodoxy of the last age; so as to show an entire and essential difference in tone and spirit’ (Williams 1840: 7). The Evangelicals were the worst offenders in this respect, and the evil results of their mode of conduct were visible to all. Their preaching profaned the most sacred doctrines making them subject of declamation, an instrument for exciting feelings. As Newman put it, their entire religious system consisted in a ‘luxury of excited religious feeling’ which did not influence character and would seldom lead to action, and could not but harm man’s moral system (Newman 1898a: 373).

FROUDE: THE PARADIGM OF CATHOLIC ETHOS

Wood considered that Froude had played a definitive and defining role in the formation of the Movement’s ethos. He felt that it was ‘difficult to estimate too highly the personal influence which he exercised over those contemporaries who thought and acted with him’. His search for radical holiness, his persevering effort to achieve it, and his readiness to follow God’s guidance wherever it took him, had given Froude—according to Wood—an intuitive grasp of the fundamental principles which inspired the Oxford Movement and of the corollaries that followed from them. The Catholic principles which others had to acquire by means of books and study were Froude’s ‘as it were by instinct’. He seemed to have perceived those principles not only ‘as regards their general scope and meaning, but also to have rehearsed in his own mind their application to matters of detail and conduct, in such a manner as to be able to give directions on these points which afterwards proved to be in accordance with Catholic usage’ (Wood 1840: 15–16).

Froude influenced others through his words, but in a very special way by personifying the Tractarian ethos. That is how Keble and Newman saw him. In the words of the latter, truth is preserved and communicated ‘not by books, not by argument, nor by temporal power, but by personal influence of such men as have already been described, who are at once the teachers and the patterns of it’ (Newman 1843a: 77). Froude was providentially called to fill that role. The Preface to the second part of Froude’s Remains (1839) stressed that his papers, and particularly his Journal, presented the preparatory spiritual training necessary for the clear perception of primitive Catholic doctrine and practice (Froude 1939: I.xxxv–xxxvi). Besides ‘events have been continually happening, which have tended in a remarkable manner to illustrate the Author’s remarks and confirm his prognostications’; ‘His sagacity, it begins to be found, did but anticipate the lessons of our experience’; ‘his judgment, both of persons and things, has been remarkably verified’ (Froude 1839: I.vii, vii–viii, ix–x). Church, who compared Froude to Pascal, thought that much of what he said looked ‘like clear foresight of what has since come to be recognized’ (Church 1891: 39). This justified the publication of the Remains, although, as their correspondence during 1837 shows, both Keble and Newman were aware of the potentially disturbing effect of some of Froude’s thoughts and of the way in which he expressed them.

The authors of the Preface to the second part of the Remains considered, however, that the revival of Primitive Doctrine did not depend only on the efforts of any particular individual. It was rather something in the air, going on in all places at once, developing in spite of any efforts to prevent it from so doing. It was a work of the Holy Spirit, carrying out the plans of divine providence. Still, they said, it was remarkable how that process had been ‘anticipated and rehearsed in a single mind; a mind of itself inclined to rationalism’. The pride of rationalism had been checked in Froude by submission to the Church, and such submission had been rewarded by an extraordinary insight into the true nature and claims of the Universal Church, and into ‘the means of improving to the utmost our high privilege of being yet in her Communion’ (Froude 1839: I.x).

Froude had proved himself fearless in the pursuit of first principles to their ultimate conclusions, neither sparing personal sacrifice nor being diverted by utilitarian considerations. The Preface pointed out that, once that great principle of Catholicism—universal consent—was rooted in his mind, he did not flinch from its results, ‘convinced that the only safe way for the Church is, to go back to the times of universal consent, so far as that is possible, inasmuch as such universal consent is no doubtful indication of His will’ (Froude 1939: I.xi–xii). It might be objected—as it was at the time—that this appeal to Antiquity and the Fathers was a new form of private judgement. The voluminous nature of their writings would make it difficult to determine what constituted their ‘consent’: how many Fathers, how many instances should be adduced in order to establish the Fathers’ consent to a particular doctrine or practice? The question did not trouble Newman. As a matter of fact, that state of affairs served as confirmation of the general theory. Vincent of Lerins’s rule is not of a precise mathematical nature, it is moral. Indeed this fact recommended it to the disciples of Butler. Determining the Fathers’ consent required a judgement based on probabilities, in which only the right ethos could serve as a sure guide (Newman 1837: 68–9). The early Church was home to what the Tractarians called the Catholic or apostolic ethos, and that was a fundamental reason for the return to Antiquity. This was one of the main elements of the universal consent: the religious temper to be found everywhere, always, and in all Christian Antiquity. It represented the very heart of the Primitive Church. The apostolic ethos included well-defined moral qualities, and these, although less tangible and definite than doctrines or liturgical uses, were not for that less real (Froude 1839: I.xiii).

Froude’s Remains and his single-minded pursuit of Christian perfection were to have considerable influence in William George Ward’s conversion to Tractarianism. His philosophical turn of mind made his own the Tractarian vision of religious knowledge. Ward was to describe it in his articles in the British Critic and later in the Ideal of a Christian Church (1844). He confessed from the first that he was not putting forward a theory of his own but trying to harmonize and develop what the Oxford writers had said on the subject. Newman, in his University Sermons, included a reference to some ‘admirable articles’ on the divinely appointed mode of seeking truth, giving the exact references as to the numbers and pages of the British Critic in which they were published. He added that that the articles sketched an important theory of religious knowledge and expressed the hope that they might appear in a more systematic form (Newman 1843: 242).

Ward, in those articles as well as in the Ideal of a Christian Church, pointed out how Tractarian ideas about the acquisition of religious knowledge had originated with Butler and his principles had then been expanded by the Oxford men, particularly by Froude. The Tractarians considered that Revelation is a knowledge addressed primarily to man’s moral nature (Ward 1842b: 417). As a result, it is not possible to take a vantage point external to the object of the enquiries into those truths (Ward 1842a: 43), given that it is difficult to form unbiased judgements on questions in which feelings are really and deeply involved. The high spiritual doctrines can only be spiritually discerned by the spiritual: only the spirit can understand the spirit (Ward 1841: 327; 1844: 500). It follows that moral truth cannot not be really apprehended unless practiced (Ward 1842a: 45–6, 47–9, 55). Obedience opens the door of understanding, and the more conscientious the following of Christ, the deeper and more stable the apprehension of truth (Ward 1841: 352; 1842b: 418). In the process, the person acquires a certain and infallible conviction of its reality and truthfulness (Ward 1844: 540–1). Although conscience in the abstract only discerns moral truth, it disposes the mind to discriminate also religious truth; its conformity to a holy conscience is a warrant of its truth (Ward 1844: 512). The title of Chapter IX of Ideal of a Christian Church—‘On the Supremacy of Conscience in the Pursuit of Moral and Religious Truth’—offered the gist of Ward’s argument.

The Oxford Movement’s rejection of private judgement could not, however, rely only on conscience. Ward, in his British Critic articles, would also show some of his future concerns as a Catholic. He considered that the analogy of religion suggested the need for an external guide in the acquisition of religious truth (Ward 1842a: 90). This was also the natural path in the process of human learning. Doctrinal authority should be guaranteed by the hallmark of holiness. Only a Church having in itself and in the lives of her saints the marks of holiness would teach with an authority more than human. Besides, acting upon the truth received would bring about not only a fuller recognition of its reality but also of the authority teaching it (Ward 1844: 562ff.).

The preface to Froude’s Remains described ethos in an ecclesiological key. This Catholic character or temper is no other than the mind of Jesus Christ, which ‘by the secret inspiration of His Spirit [is] communicated to His whole mystical Body, informing, guiding, moving it, as He will’ (Froude 1839: I.xiii). Froude affirmed that the present-day Church, and the individual believer, had to conform themselves to the cast of mind of the Primitive Church, ‘its way of judging, behaving, expressing itself, on practical matters, great and small’ (Froude 1838: I.xiii). Only then would the Church recover from its current prostration and regain its hold on human minds and hearts.

Pusey’s intellectual development was atypical among the Tractarians and there were to be notable differences between him and his friends, even after he joined the Movement. He had little contact with Froude, and was not aware of having been influenced by him. Pusey had spent a considerable part of the years 1825 to 1830—perhaps the most formative years of the Oxford Movement—either away from Oxford or away from Oriel, involved in a very different course of reading and study from those which occupied the circle around Keble. David Forrester pointed out that Pusey seems not to have started reading the Caroline divines—at Newman’s instigation—until 1829, and that it is possible that it was Newman also who introduced Pusey to the reading of the Fathers and the importance of the early Church around 1834 (Forrester 1989: 85–8). Copeland, in his ‘Narrative’, affirmed that Pusey was not a Butlerian like the others, and he thought that this went a long way to explain his differences with them (Copeland, ‘Narrative’ I.65). Pusey had obviously read Butler, and had been influenced by him in respect of the theory of probability—as his 1827 correspondence with his future wife clearly shows—and he would refer to some aspects of it in his sermons and elsewhere. But, as far as the developed idea of ethos was concerned, it had mostly bypassed him and he would never make it fully his own. Oakeley corroborated Copeland’s judgement: he thought that Newman and Keble were considerably in advance of Pusey in their opinions, ‘as well as materially different from him in ethos’ (Oakeley 1865: 8). It is interesting to consider that although after Newman’s departure Pusey came to be considered as the personification of the Oxford Movement, it is open to question how much he identified with its core principles.
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CHAPTER 14



TRADITION AND DEVELOPMENT



JAMES PEREIRO

THE REDISCOVERY OF TRADITION

TRADITION—secular or religious—after a partial eclipse from the intellectual firmament during the eighteenth century, loomed large in nineteenth-century thought. For some Enlightenment thinkers, tradition had in the past imprisoned the human mind and society: it was an obstacle to progress, and the religious wars of the previous two centuries had shown the dramatic consequences of conflicting traditions. Reason, on the other hand, would offer a route to general agreement on universally valid principles and strict logical conclusions. Cartesio-Kantian rationalism had, however, brought an epistemological fracture between reason and extra-mental reality, blocking man’s deeply felt desire for access to nature and the transcendental. Such longings and desires could not be held down for long. In the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries tradition came to be perceived by many as providing a remedy for that narrowing of the channels of knowledge and life, giving access to the store of accumulated wisdom from past ages; it was also seen as reopening the access to reality offered by sentiment and imagination, as well as, in the religious sphere, by divine revelation. Tradition contained the record of the progressive clarification of man’s obscure and confused early mental universe of myth and fable. The ‘reinvention’ of tradition represented a widespread cultural phenomenon and, in varying degrees, it affected most Christian religious denominations. The concept, however, had a more permanent status in religious than in secular discourse even during the eighteenth century, particularly in the Catholic Church. Post-Reformation Catholic apologetics had countered Protestant insistence on the principle of sola scriptura, and the consequent denial by Reformers of doctrines or practices not explicitly found in it, with an insistence on the idea of tradition as a divine vehicle of truths and discipline that complemented Holy Writ.

TRADITION AND ANGLICANISM

The revival of the concept and importance of tradition in the Anglican Church had to contend with fundamental and deep-rooted prejudices. For many, as William Wilson would remark, its rejection was ‘the vital principle of the Reformation’ (Wilson 1837: 3). Tractarians and High Churchmen considered that this deeply ingrained prejudice had its origin in the abuse which Catholics had made of tradition. The Church of Rome had raised it to a level with Scripture and had declared as necessary for salvation doctrines founded on the sole authority of tradition.

While a certain suspicion of the concept of tradition was a common patrimony of Anglicans, attitudes towards it varied greatly within parties in the Church of England. The ambiguities of the formularies and canons of the Anglican Church contributed to perpetuating such differences. Article VI of the Thirty-Nine Articles was interpreted by some as consecrating the self-sufficiency of Holy Scripture, not only as containing all truths necessary for salvation but also as to its interpretation. For the more optimistic, scriptural truths were clear and evident; in principle, both learned and unlearned should be able to understand them. For others, especially High Churchmen, the Canons of 1571 (6.2) had established the need to have recourse to tradition: nothing should be preached as a matter of necessary faith which is not contained in the Old and New Testaments and had not been ‘collected, as such from that very teaching by the Catholic Fathers and ancient Bishops’. They concluded that the Anglican Church professed that the interpretation of Holy Scripture needed guidance from those whose proximity to the early Church and holiness of life guaranteed the purity of their doctrine.

Post-scriptural interpretative tradition, however, did not describe completely the phenomenon of tradition within Christianity. There was also a tradition which had preceded the writing of the Scriptures: the faith of the Church had been for a while totally dependent on oral transmission and the subsequent writing of the New Testament, by its own testimony, had recorded only part of that tradition. This posed several questions. Had the role of pre-scriptural tradition ended with the writing and reception of the text of the New Testament? What was the status of those doctrines or traditions which, having been taught and practised beforehand, had not been recorded in Holy Scripture? The answers given varied greatly. The promoters of the principle of sola scriptura would incline to say that Tradition is now superseded by Scripture; nothing should be demanded as of necessary faith which was not found clearly taught in the sacred book. This, obviously, left unanswered the question about how explicitly a particular doctrine or practice should be expressed in the Scriptures to qualify as demanding the assent of faith.

High Church theologians, on the other hand, considered that past and present controversies had made manifest Scripture’s unsystematic character and its often obscure interpretation, even in respect of the most central articles of faith, and clearly showed that it had not been intended as such to teach doctrine. The teaching of Christian doctrine had always been the role of tradition, and the Church from the very beginning had ordered and systematized the fundamentals of the faith, especially in her Creeds. Scripture, in its turn, once written and received, constituted the fundamental test for dogmatic tradition. As a source of particular doctrines of faith, not contained in Holy Scripture, tradition was generally rejected by all Anglican schools, and only a few theologians can be found who, in some limited degree, were exceptions to this rule.

TRACTARIANS AND TRADITION

Among upholders of the High Church tradition, the Tractarians viewed Bishop John Jebb’s Appendix to his 1815 volume of Sermons as a timely revival, in modern form, of the true Anglican Rule of Faith. According to Jebb, the Church of England could not, like that of Rome, place tradition on the same level as Scripture. Only those truths contained in Scripture were part of binding faith. Tradition was an indispensable help to interpreting what might otherwise remain ambiguous and to explaining what was only hinted at in the sacred text. The field of tradition was defined by the rule of faith of Vincent of Lerins: quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus (only those things which had been believed always, everywhere, and by all were to be taken as demanding belief). The rule’s temporal radius, however, was imprecise: some referred believers to the Church of the first five centuries, others to six.

Edward Hawkins’s Dissertation of 1819 offered another classic High Church interpretation of tradition. He started by asking why the most important articles of faith were implied rather than taught in the canonical books (Hawkins 1819: 1–2). It was obvious, he added, that Scripture presupposed the existence of a previous orally transmitted doctrinal teaching. He concluded that, in the divine plan, tradition was designed to supply the systematic arrangement and transmission of the doctrines of the faith. Scripture’s role was to establish and enforce what had been taught by the Church, the appointed guardian and teacher of the faith. Unfortunately, the misuse of tradition had lead to its neglect and marginalization. Some of Hawkins’s ideas were to be frequently quoted by the Tractarians. He admitted, with Jeremy Taylor, that oral tradition contained many things spoken by Christ and the apostles, and not committed to writing. Apostolic oral tradition, accredited by the miraculous powers of its teachers, was doubtless equivalent to the Scriptures themselves. He, however, qualified this assertion by adding that nowadays this authority could not be claimed for any doctrine not contained in the Scriptures. A second, less qualified, expression would later haunt him because of the use some Tractarians made of it: ‘The historical Scriptures indeed not even contain all the doctrines of the Christian faith’ (Hawkins 1819: 36). He later tried to exorcize their interpretation of his words in his Bampton Lectures of 1840. It made little difference; he was too late.

Tractarian views of tradition, within a general High Church framework, were subject to significant evolution over time. Newman, in his 1834–5 controversy with the Abbé Jager, offered the first comprehensive treatment of the subject. The exchange of letters, intended for publication, revolved fundamentally around the interpretation of the Vincentian Rule of Faith. In the course of the correspondence, Newman introduced a classical distinction in Anglican theology between fundamental and non-fundamental doctrines. Fundamental doctrines were those revealed truths necessary for Church communion. Newman, in his first letter to Jager, considered that the Creeds contained the complete catalogue of them (Allen 1975: 36), and he repeated this in his Prophetical Office (Newman 1837: 259). The Church had no power either to add to or to subtract from those already established. Scripture also contained and communicated other non-fundamental doctrines—among them the so-called articles of faith ‘necessary for salvation’. The distinction was not particularly obvious and there is at times a certain ambiguity in Newman’s way of describing them (Newman 1837: 246ff., 286ff.). Besides fundamental doctrines and those necessary for salvation, there were other doctrines witnessed by tradition but which found no corroboration in Holy Scripture and could not be included in the aforementioned categories. Benjamin Harrison objected to the narrow radius of Newman’s fundamental doctrines. He considered Newman’s theory Ultra-Protestant, destined to sweep away the teaching of the Church altogether (Allen 1975: 158). Jager, for his part, thought that these distinctions had no scriptural basis, and that traditionally ‘fundamental articles’ and ‘articles necessary for salvation’ had meant one and the same thing. A Christian, he added, was bound to believe the whole divine revelation, as proposed by the Church. William Palmer, of Worcester College, in his book on the Church acknowledged the ambiguity of these terms and how there were many different views about what constitute fundamentals (Palmer 1838: I.122–3).

Newman’s second letter to Jager introduced into the controversy a novel distinction between what he called Apostolical or Episcopal tradition and Prophetical tradition. The Apostolical or Episcopal tradition contains those doctrines necessary for salvation, and is defined by the Vincentian Rule. But in the Church, besides apostles, there are also prophets. These are ‘the interpreters of the divine law, they unfold and define its mysteries, they illuminate its documents, they harmonise its contents, they apply its promises’. Their teaching constitutes a vast system, a body of truth ‘part written, and part unwritten, partly the interpretation, partly the supplement of Scripture; partly preserved in intellectual expressions, partly latent in the spirit and temper of Christians’ (Allen 1975: 94–5). The Prophetical tradition had continued growing beyond the patristic period up to the present day. It is not immune from the contagion of error and, after the Church fell prey to schisms, it had become particularly vulnerable and open to corruption.

Hurrell Froude, as he wrote to Newman on 2 July 1835, had little respect for ‘fundamentals’—‘I nauseate the word’ (LDN V.98), and, from the sidelines of the controversy, he went straight to the very heart of the issue in question. In his letter of 17 July 1835, he asked Newman to define the criteria for considering a doctrine fundamental: is it fundamental because it can be proved from Scripture or is it so because the early Christians held it as such? Would Newman accept a doctrine considered fundamental by Antiquity even when it could not be proved from Scripture? (LDN V.101). He accused Newman of drawing in his horns. Froude, when saying this, had probably in mind Newman’s words of 1833: the ‘recollections of apostolical teaching would evidently be binding on the faith of those who were instructed in them; unless it can be supposed, that, though coming from inspired teachers, they were not of divine origin’ (Newman 1833: 60–1). Newman found himself in a tight corner, and his rather lame answer on 20 July half granted the point: ‘in that case [Antiquity considering fundamental a doctrine not contained in Scripture] I should admit that it was fundamental, but you cannot show it’ (LDN V.103–4). Froude responded to Newman’s challenge with one of his own: ‘if the Fathers maintain that “nothing not deducible from Scripture ought to be insisted on as terms of communion”, I have nothing more to say’ (LDN V.117 and 128).

Froude had broken the shackles of the Thirty-Nine Articles. In his ‘Remarks on the Grounds of Orthodox Belief’ (1835) he professed that the apostolic Church was infallible and he considered its judgements and interpretations—even when not committed to writing—‘as binding on men’s conscience as the written word itself; and that, if a portion of them has been preserved faithfully to the present day [in whatever form], it is still binding, for the same reason and to the same extent’. The very fact of a doctrine being traditionally held from the very first marked it as ‘derived ultimately from the Apostles’, and, as such, it could not be regarded as less than infallible (Froude 1839b: I.348–9, 350, 352). Hawkins, following Butler, had suggested that it was antecedently possible that God might have left his revelation to be handed down only by tradition, without an inspired Scripture to record it; Froude, in his ‘Essay on Rationalism’ (1834), seems to have taken it for granted that God had left some truths to be handed down that way. The editors of the Remains hastened to add a note at this point saying that, although antecedently this was possible, in fact God had not left any doctrine necessary for salvation in that condition (Froude 1839a: I.76).

A few months after his controversy with Jager, Newman published Tract 71. He then affirmed that we have the certainty of possessing the entire truth about the ‘high theological doctrines by an argument which supersedes the necessity of arguing from Scripture against those who oppose them: it is quite impossible that all countries should have agreed to that which was not Apostolic’. He still hurried to add that this ‘majestic evidence, however, does not extend to any but to the articles of the Creed, specially those relating to the Trinity and Incarnation’ (Newman 1836: 28). In the Preface to the second part of the Remains the editors seem to have removed that restriction: ‘Ancient Consent binds the person admitting it alike to all doctrines, interpretations, and usages, for which it can be truly alleged’ (Froude 1839: I.xiii).

Keble’s sermon Primitive Tradition (1836) was to put forward ideas similar to those maintained by Froude. He affirmed that if any portion of the unwritten word of God ‘can anyhow be authenticated, [it] must necessarily demand the same reverence from us [as the written word]; and for exactly the same reason: because it is his [Christ’s] word’ (Keble 1837: 26, 21, 28). He added that the agreement of the Fathers was a probable index of apostolic tradition. That was to say much, as probability rated high with the Tractarians. Newman in 1837 seemed to have been reasoning along similar lines. In his Prophetical Office, when speaking about the Creed, he wrote: ‘independently of this written evidence in its favour, we may observe that a tradition, thus formally and statedly enunciated and delivered from hand to hand, is of the nature of a written document, and has an evidence of its Apostolic origin the same in kind with that [adducible] for the Scriptures.’ He thought that ‘whatever may fairly and reasonably be considered to be the universal belief of those ages [early Church], is to be received as coming from the Apostles’ (Newman 1837: 297 and 62). The obligatory character of this apostolic tradition did not end with the writing of the New Testament books; the fact of its inclusion in or exclusion from Holy Scripture did not change the status of those apostolic doctrines or practices not contained in it. In Tract 85 Newman admitted that the apostles did not say in the Scriptures all they had to say—as indeed the apostles themselves affirmed. Newman—with a nod in the direction of the Articles—added that the early Church did not tell us that Scripture contained all divine truth; it taught that Scripture contains all that is necessary for salvation (Newman 1838: 22–3, 31–3, 43). But, he continued, pre-scriptural apostolic tradition has the imperative character of revealed truths: there was, and is, no excuse for not admitting it. Revelation is imperative on our faith because it is revealed (Newman 1838: 18, 23, 32).

The ebb and flow of Tractarian opinions on the subject of tradition seems to be the result of their efforts to combine principles which were in tension, if not in contradiction. The quod semper led them to accept those doctrines and practices witnessed by Antiquity; on the other hand, the Thirty-Nine Articles, especially the sixth, cast a chastening shadow over their thoughts: only those doctrines found in Scripture could be imposed as of necessary faith. Tractarian principle found itself straining at Anglican formularies. Urged on by what some have called their ‘patristic fundamentalism’ (Nockles 1994: 134 et al.), they took at times bold steps forward when speaking about tradition, only to find themselves sharply jolted back by the Anglican formularies. They would then beat a peculiar sort of retreat, professing their adherence to the formularies, while not retracting their previous statements.

The canon of Vincent of Lerins had a very narrow compass: only those truths of faith explicitly believed from the very beginning in the early Church demanded the assent of faith. It was the task of historical research to provide an answer to the question of whether a particular truth was then believed. The narrowness of the quod semper was, however, widened to a certain extent by the doctrine of the disciplina arcani: some revealed truths, early on hidden from public scrutiny, would only be recorded and become public knowledge after a certain period of time; a previous lack of historical record would not, on the basis of the Vincentian canon, necessarily disqualify a particular truth from requiring belief nowadays.

AN EARLY THEORY OF DEVELOPMENT IN THE OXFORD MOVEMENT

The study of the concept and role of tradition would lead Samuel Francis Wood to develop an original theory of doctrinal development. He described it, towards the end of 1835, in his correspondence and conversations with Henry Edward Manning and Newman. In the paper he wrote on the subject, attached to his letter to Manning of 19 November, he started by affirming that the primary teaching authority is apostolic tradition. This is to be ascertained historically; the inclusion of particular doctrines in Holy Scripture, he added, being incidental (Manning MSS: fo. 440). Wood was so far within accepted Tractarian and, even to a certain extent, traditional High Church parameters.

Wood then moved beyond what his friends would deem acceptable. He claimed that the Church not only had power to develop revealed truth theologically but might also propose for belief by the faithful doctrines which had been formulated at any stage of that doctrinal development, even though they had not been explicitly known to the Primitive Church (Manning MSS: fos. 440–1). Wood found the basis for this ‘presumptio’, as he called it, in the general analogy of God’s dealings with man. God, as Scripture shows, reveals himself to man in a progressive manner. One revealed truth is followed in time by a new revelation, and this latter by another. Old truths prepare the understanding and facilitate the reception of newly revealed ones, while those previously known become more distinct and better understood in the unfolding of God’s revelation. Although the cycle of divine revelation was closed with Our Lord’s departure from this earth, analogy suggests that to the progressive unfolding of God’s revelation there now corresponds a progressive development in the understanding of revealed truth. Wood affirmed that it was impossible for the full body and perfection of divine truth to be ecclesiastically exhibited (proposed by the Church) all at once, in a moment, without violation of the ordinary course of divine dealings with men.

God’s plan implied ‘that the Church should gradually and carefully, taking the divine word for her guide, and proceeding in the course which is natural to the mind … evolve, comment on, and exhibit the whole counsel of God’ (Manning MSS: fo. 442). This process of gradual understanding of revealed truth, like that of revealing it, is the object of God’s providential guidance. The Holy Spirit plays a vital role in the preservation and transmission of Christ’s revelation and also assists the Church in the development of the faith. The pace and direction of that development, according to Wood, is determined by the conjunction of God’s guidance and the natural course of the human mind. The latter leads man to regard first those things that are external to himself, turning later towards introspection: ‘the external objects of faith’ (the Trinity, the Incarnation, and so on) would first attract man’s notice; man would next turn his attention towards the effects of redemption and grace in himself: to the study of the influence grace has on man’s soul and on its operations (Manning MSS: fo. 441). The history of the Church showed that process at work: questions about the Trinity and about Church order had first attracted the attention of believers; from them the Church had moved on to other doctrines, until it reached those related to the inner sanctification of man (grace, predestination, and, later on, justification). What place did Wood assigned to the appeal to the Fathers? He answered this question in another letter to Manning (29 January 1836), where he claimed that the character of this appeal had been misinterpreted: ‘we have no business to look to the Fathers about it further than to be satisfied that their general thinking was not contrariant to it’ (Manning MSS: fo. 448). It went without saying that the same could be said of the appeal to Holy Scripture.

Newman’s and Manning’s responses to Wood’s theory maintained, on the contrary, that the faith had been perfected uno afflatu by the inspiration of the apostles. The only development which had taken place since apostolic times had been a verbal and explicative one. Newman’s strict reading of the Vincentian canon ruled out the possibility of the Church adding to the truths to be believed those deduced from Scripture or theological speculation. The Sixth Article of the Anglican Church, which Newman would quote verbatim in his Prophetical Office, seemed to suggest, however, something different: ‘whatsoever is not read therein, nor may be proved thereby, is not to be required of any man’. It was difficult to marry Vincent’s Rule with the Sixth Article of the Anglican Church. The Rule was chronologically narrower than the article; in another respect, however, it was less restrictive, as it did not demand that the doctrines under the umbrella of the quod semper should be found in Holy Scripture. Manning, in his Rule of Faith, would add that the idea of doctrinal development in religious knowledge resulted from ‘an insatiate lust of ever-progressing discovery’, a result of the rapid advances taking place in all branches of human knowledge during the nineteenth century. It was assumed that all knowledge, religious knowledge included, ‘is, or ought to be, ever on the move’. That was not the case (Manning 1839: 49).

In common with High Churchmen Newman and Manning held that ‘the rule of faith is retrospective altogether’ (Manning 1839: 50). The rule of faith was static, not opened to development. It looked at what was believed at the beginning. Keble in his sermon of 1836 had dismissed the supposition that there could be improvement, discovery, evolution of new truths in the substance of the faith, although some old truths of Antiquity would feel new, if revived, because they had been long mislaid or forgotten (Keble 1837: 46–53). That was the very aim of the Oxford Movement: the recovery of lost or neglected ancient truth and practice.

NEWMAN’S STEPS TOWARDS A THEORY OF DEVELOPMENT

Although Newman, in later years, would say that some of his remarks in the early 1830s already presupposed a theory of development, he was not always consistent in his dating of it, telling Mrs W. Froude on 14 July 1844 (LDN IX.297) that he had had it in his mind from the time he had written the Arians, or at least from 1836. As a matter of fact, the evidence against Newman having held a theory of development before the late 1830s is compelling. He resisted the principle of development and fought against it whenever he confronted the question, whether during his 1835 controversy with Jager, in his conversations with Wood, or in the Prophetical Office. When development ‘is referred to in Newman’s early work it is usually an attribute of “Romanism”, in other words it is a case against which he argues’ (Allen 1975: 12).

Newman’s attachment to a narrow interpretation of the Vincentian Rule had been dealt a dramatic blow by Wiseman’s 1839 article on the Donatists in the Dublin Review. Wiseman quoted there St Augustine’s dictum: ‘securus iudicat orbis terrarum’. Newman did not feel at first touched by the thrust of Wiseman’s argument. When, after a while, he did feel it, it was not merely at the point at which it had been aimed; it also had seismic effects in the area of Antiquity and development. Newman had decided to go by Antiquity, and here one of Antiquity’s key oracles was advancing a simple rule to settle doctrinal and other ecclesiastical questions: ‘Antiquity was deciding against itself’ (Newman 1913: 117). Newman later confessed that his via media had been ‘pulverised’ by St Augustine’s words. He strove to recover from the initial shock, and tried to fill the breach opened in the walls of his theory of Anglicanism. The repair work, nonetheless, would not hold for long. His main line of defence (and attack)—that Rome had added to the Creed—seemed irretrievably lost. Nevertheless, Newman did not surrender his positions without a fight. As soon as he felt the force of Wiseman’s argument he started preparing his counter-attack, and by the end of the year he had ready for publication a long article, his ‘Catholicity of the English Church’. It appeared in the British Critic of January 1840. In it, Newman confronted the principle of Antiquity and that of Catholicity, confessing that each disputant sheltering behind one or the other (Anglican and Roman Catholic) had a strong point. He tried to parry the thrust of the securus by putting forward the argument that St Augustine’s maxim was a ‘presumption rather than a law, not a criterion but a general evidence’ (Newman 1840: 79). Newman, nonetheless, had left unanswered a basic question: on what principle was it established that Vincent’s quod semper was a law and Augustine’s securus was not? He would later say that the argument of the article had kept him quiet until the autumn of 1841 (LDN X.201). His despondency seems, however, to have returned earlier, for he confessed to Bowden on 21 February 1840 that Wiseman’s article was one of its causes (LDN VII.241).

Newman’s letters to his brother Francis in October–November 1840 suggest, however, that a dramatic change had taken place in his mind during the intervening months. The letter to Francis of 10 November clearly shows that by that time Newman’s mind had already come to accept the idea of development of doctrine and he was now ready to grant that development was already taking place before the fourth century (LDN VII.436–42). The degree of elaboration of the theory of doctrinal development he puts forward in the letter suggests that it was not the work of a moment. Newman was confident enough of its soundness to expose it to the critical examination of Francis, by no means a sympathetic or gullible judge.

Newman’s theory, in his 1843 sermon on development, reconciled the securus and the quod semper on the basis of his concept of realizing. ‘Realizing’, he claimed. ‘is the very life of true developments; it is peculiar to the Church, and the justification of her definitions’ (Newman 1843: 339). His Parochial and Plain Sermons had dealt with a particular dimension of realizing: the manner of passing from notional to real knowledge. The later University Sermons—the ‘Theory of Developments’ (1843), in particular—concentrated their attention on another, and closely related, aspect of the same process of ‘realizing’. As he described it later, development involves ‘the sustained and steady march of the sacred science from implicit belief to formal statement’ (Newman 1845: 448). Any new doctrine or doctrines adopted by the Church were implicitly included in the primitive Creed, ‘held everywhere from the beginning, and therefore, in a measure, held as a mere religious impression, and perhaps an unconscious one’ (Newman 1843: 324). Newman had not abandoned the Vincentian Rule; rather it could be claimed, within the Tractarian doctrine of reserve, that the Vincentian Rule had revealed its fullest meaning.

The Tractarian concept of ethos offered Newman another key to the theory of development. His letter to his brother Francis hinges on it. At some time between January and November 1840, Newman seems to have newly ‘realized’ that the ethos of Antiquity was the main component of the quod semper, and that it was indispensable for the religious enquirer to develop it. However, he would not employ the word ethos anywhere in the 1845 edition of the Essay, using equivalent expressions like ‘temper’ or ‘moral temper’. A person possessed of the right ethos, and in ultimate instance of right principles, would reason well in matters religious, while another possessed of a corrupt ethos would be prone to error. The continuity of ethos, therefore, is a better indication and guarantee of the Church’s identity than holding the same number of doctrinal tenets. Development is guided by a certain ethical temper or ethos which impresses its form on revealed truth. A doctrine without its corresponding ethos and principles would at best remain barren, a ‘sham’ supported by circumstances external to it; at worst—as in the case of a revealed doctrine developed on the basis of an alien principle—it would be deformed and degenerate into heresy. A true development, on the other hand, would retain ‘both the doctrine and the principle with which it started’ (Newman 1845: 72). From among the principles of Christian doctrine, he singled out the principle of faith as the one that must rule supreme.

Newman considered that truth develops as a result of study and contemplation, and he chose Luke 2:19—‘But Mary kept all these things, and pondered them in her heart’—as his text for the fifteenth university sermon on the theory of developments. Mary’s example suggests that an ‘idea grows in the mind by remaining there; it becomes familiar and distinct, and is viewed in its relations; it suggests other ideas, and these again others, subtle, recondite, original, according to the character, intellectual and moral, of the recipient; and thus a body of thought is gradually formed without his recognising what is going on within him’ (Newman 1845: 81). The process of realizing is not a wholly conscious one. At times, external circumstances serve as intellectual ‘midwives’, helping or forcing to the surface thoughts that were coming into being in the depth of the mind. Then, they take formal expression, being ‘discerned by a moral perception, and adopted on sympathy’. Logic plays little or no part in this process but is called in afterwards to present the ideas in intelligible order, arranging scientifically ‘what no science was employed in gaining’ and showing them as conclusions from previous truths, analogies, and the like.

Newman, in the tenth proposition of his letter of 10 November 1840, had said that there was no antecedent objection to developments in doctrine, provided that these harmonized with Catholic temper and principles, that the doctrines were consistent with the ideas from which they professed to spring, and that they were professed unanimously by the Church’s members (LDN VII.436–43). He developed those ideas in the Essay into seven distinctive tests between development and corruption. In the post-1845 editions of the Essay, he listed those tests or notes of a true development in a short sentence: ‘There is no corruption [of the original idea]’, he would say, ‘if it retains the same type, the same principles, the same organization; if its beginnings anticipated its subsequent phases, and its later phenomena protect and subserve its earlier; if it has a power of assimilation and revival, and a vigorous action first to last’ (Newman 1909: 171). Here, as in the table of contents of the first edition, the first two notes are listed at the head of the rest. The order is not accidental: most of the other tests or notes are in a certain degree dependent on or connected with the first two, as Mozley would recognize (Mozley 1847: 142), and these, at heart, are fundamentally ethical. In a certain sense, it might be said that the different notes are drawn from the ‘development’—conceptual and historical—of the idea of ethos. The notes operate by their cumulative convergence on a particular proposition. They ‘are useful for ascertaining the correctness of developments in general’, but they are not definitive. Newman considered that there was a ‘strong antecedent argument in favour of a Dispensation for putting a seal of authority upon those developments’, particularly if the development is dogmatic and not purely theological. A social and dogmatic Christianity, he concluded, must have an infallible expounder. The revelation, as a matter of fact, comes ‘with a profession of infallibility; and the only question to be determined relates to the matter of the revelation’ (Newman 1845: 118, 128). Only the hallmark of the infallible authority of the Church can authenticate a true development in a definitive way.

It has been pointed out that Newman did not mention the word ethos in his 1845 edition of the Development. He would, however, introduce the term in later editions, when speaking of the two fundamental characters of a true development of Christian doctrine: its continuity with previous teaching and its sharing in the ethos of the Primitive or Apostolic Church (Newman 1909: 100). His intellectual roots, though hidden perhaps from view, remained solidly planted in the Tractarian theory of religious knowledge.

WILLIAM GEORGE WARD

There had been another protagonist in configuring the doctrine of development within the Oxford Movement. William George Ward’s articles in the British Critic constitute the first schematic and unsystematic printed expression of Tractarian ideas about development of doctrine, and Newman recommended them in his University Sermons. Ward confessed that he was not putting forward a theory of his own, but only that he had only given expression to doctrines at the heart of the Oxford Movement.

Ward’s articles made frequent references to Möhler’s Unity of the Church, just published in French translation. Ward, quoting Möhler, started by affirming that the identity of the present-day Church with the early one did not require immobility. Changes are almost necessary tokens of the existence of life within the Church. The apostles had taught principles and the correlative doctrines without detailed analysis or expression and without their development (Ward 1842b: 91–101). Every real principle has indefinite corollaries contained within it. Ward considered that there was a need to put development of doctrine at the centre of the history of the Church (Ward 1842c: 403). The Church could not be understood without it. Development is the law of the Church’s history. One could not swim against the tide of fifteen centuries of history in order to return to the early Church, just as one cannot return the grown man to childhood. The medieval Church had the same claim on us as the ancient. Whatever changes could be found in it represented merely a further stage of growth, while the Church preserved its identity of doctrine and of ethical character (Ward 1842c: 408). He went on to claim that all contemporary Roman doctrines were quite conceivably arisen from the development of doctrines declared by the Apostles.

Ward established from the first a connection between ethos, or moral nature, and development. Man, he affirmed, is indebted to his moral nature for his first principles and for the meaning of the terms he uses. These constitute the starting point of any development and determine also its direction. While the righteous man would be guided by an instinct of truth, a heretical development would follow from erroneous principles. An increase of spiritual life tends to be accompanied by an increase of knowledge. If one were to act upon the light granted him, one would be carried on along the path of truth (Ward 1841: 333). Development was not, however, the mere result of the individual’s pursuit of holiness; truth gradually evolved by the joint experience of Christians in the Church, with the inseparable cooperation of the Holy Spirit leading her forward to true conclusions (Ward 1842a: 301).

In the Ideal Ward went on to claim that his articles in the British Critic had gone beyond what Newman had said in his 1843 sermon on development. Ward had suggested, somewhat confusedly, that the Church might declare as doctrines of necessary faith those which were not held, even implicitly, by the early Fathers, though they held premises which, by necessary consequence, led morally or intellectually to these doctrines (Ward 1844: 547–9).

REACTIONS OF OTHER TRACTARIANS

After the publication of Newman’s University Sermons, there was a pregnant pause, while people pondered the implications of the sermon on development. Keble was concerned about Newman’s and Ward’s breakneck pace and tried to arrest it, suggesting on 22 January 1844 among other things that if the medieval system was really the intended development of primitive Catholicism, it would be more natural for the English Church to start from the early Church and, one step at a time, to grow into the full medieval system, rather than jumping over the intermediate stages to claim that present day Romanism was a further development of primitive Christianity (LDN X.100).

William Palmer would not express outright disagreement with Newman’s theory of development, provided it were ‘rightly understood’; while condemning the dangerous and reckless call for ‘changes’ and ‘development’ of the British Critic. He, like Ward, admitted two types of developments: inferences, drawing conclusions from known principles; and expressions, new and clearer expressions of already professed doctrines. Palmer did not accept that inferences could be demanded as matters of faith; while Newman and Ward affirmed the opposite. Palmer observed that Newman’s sermon did not go the whole length of theory necessary to justify the Roman system, but he would however criticize ‘the eminent writer’ for inaccuracy and lack of clarity in a number of substantial points (Palmer 1843: ix and 57–64). There seem to be no surviving records of Pusey’s reaction. Still, at this time he seems not to have expressed particular disagreement with Newman’s theory. Although, according to Nockles, Pusey ‘remained locked in a “patristic fundamentalism” that was no less essentially “static” than Palmer’s more selective traditionalism’ (Nockles 1994: 139).

The climate was to change with the publication of the Essay and the news of Newman’s conversion. Henry Wilberforce would not at first read the Essay for fear of Newman influencing him. Palmer, for his part, concentrated his criticism on Newman’s general theory of religious knowledge, thereby showing that he had never been privy to Tractarian ideas about the connection between right ethos and right doctrine. As a result, he was led to the conclusion that, according to Newman, the conscience shaped by the exercise of moral rectitude is ‘the sole arbiter of religious truth, and that all external evidence is either worthless or absolutely subordinate to this inward voice’ (Palmer 1846: 72). He thought that this, ironically, was equivalent to accepting the right of private judgement, against which Newman and the Tractarians had constantly declaimed (Palmer 1846: 154–5). Palmer went on to connect Newman’s idea of development with Schleiermacher’s theories, where mysticism becomes the sole test of religious truth, and revelation a continuous and erratic process.

William Palmer, Henry Edward Manning, and other critics dismissed the doctrine of the infallibility of the Church which in Newman’s theory acted as the hallmark guaranteeing the orthodoxy of doctrinal developments. When Manning read Newman’s book, he exclaimed: Quo iudice? Who is to pronounce whether a development is a right development or a wrong one? James Mozley, in his review of the Essay for the Christian Remembrancer, also recognized that the doctrine of infallibility was the keystone of Newman’s theory, and that it would stand or fall depending on whether he proved it or not, which, according to him, Newman had not done satisfactorily (Mozley 1847: 171). As a result, there was the possibility of corrupt developments as a result not only of corrupt ethos and principles, but also of an exaggeration of true Christian principles and ethos. Mozley would admit development only as explanation of what was already held. He rejected the argument that Newman had used to reconcile development and the quod semper: implicit knowledge, Mozley would say, is not knowledge (Mozley 1847: 251). A main focus of his critique centred on whether the definition of the council of Nicaea about the divinity of Christ was a development or an explanation. If the former, it would be difficult if not impossible to maintain that the divinity of Christ had been part of the Church’s faith from the beginning. In Newman’s theory, according to Mozley, it was difficult to determine what the faith of the Church had been in apostolic times (Mozley 1847: 211ff.).

The initial Anglican rejection of Newman’s theory of development turned later into a general acceptance of it as theological principle. It would, however, have surprised Newman how it came in time to be invoked to justify ‘developments’ which far from preserving continuity with previously held truths, following a logical sequence, represented rather departures from them.
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CHAPTER 15



THE ECCLESIOLOGY OF THE OXFORD MOVEMENT



GEOFFREY ROWELL

AN understanding of the catholic and apostolic identity of the Church of England is fundamental to the ecclesiology of the Oxford Movement. And this identity was shaped by a long pre-history. The Church of England that emerged from the Reformation confronted serious questions of doctrinal authority. These were first addressed in the Apologia Ecclesia Anglicanae (1562) of John Jewel, Bishop of Salisbury, whose ‘writings constitute the first thorough-going attempt to prove to the world the Catholicity of English Doctrine [and] to demonstrate that the teachings of the English Church at no point departed from the Church of the apostles and the fathers’ (Southgate 1962: 120). For Jewel ‘the visible Church was composed of those who agreed upon the fundamentals of Christian teaching [which] were to be found in the Bible and in the early Church’. Jewel did not argue for an apostolic succession in ministry, but an apostolic succession in doctrine. From this standpoint he condemned what he viewed as the errors of the Church of Rome, and asserted the catholicity of the Church of England (Southgate 1962: 195, 197).

‘CHURCH PRINCIPLES’

Some seventeenth-, eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century Anglican writers did stress the apostolic succession of the ministry of the Church of England. In the period immediately preceding the Oxford Movement, those who did so were known as defenders of ‘Church principles’, and they linked apostolic succession with church order, episcopacy, and a High doctrine of the sacraments. For them, the Church of England was part of the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church (Rowell 1996b). As Peter Nockles has described High Church ecclesiology:


A belief in the divine basis of a threefold ministerial order, an episcopal system of church government and a lineal succession of the episcopate, represented a key component of traditional High Churchmanship. Notwithstanding the Reformation, the Church of England was deemed to have preserved apostolicity of ministerial order. This claim figured prominently in the apologetic of the Caroline Divines in controversy with both Presbyterian and Roman Catholic opponents, and found classic expression in the celebrated Three Letters to the Bishop of Bangor (1717–19) by the Nonjuror, William Law. (Nockles 1994: 146)



In 1812, Thomas Sikes, vicar of Guilsborough and member of the Hackney Phalanx, insisted that the Church must be ‘considered as a spiritual society invested with authority from Jesus Christ to regulate all the affairs of religion’ (Sikes 1812: v). William Jones of Nayland described the Church as ‘a society or body, of which the Holy Spirit is the life’ and insisted that the Church ‘is holy in its sacraments’ (Jones 1801: IV.202–30). He was also a strong defender of apostolic succession: ‘Bishops have succeeded to that character with which the Apostles were invested’ (Jones 1801: III.404–5). Another traditional High Churchman, William Van Mildert, bishop of Durham, defined the Church as ‘ “that, which has from age to age borne rule, upon the ground of its pretensions to Apostolical succession”, with episcopacy as the mark of the Church’s fidelity to her apostolic origins’ (Varley 1992: 59). We find the Church where we find the order of bishops, priests, and deacons regularly appointed.

Pre-Tractarian High Churchmen, following the lead of the Caroline divines, believed that ‘the Church of England’s claim to be a true branch of the church universal stood or fell by its preservation of apostolic order through the succession’ (Nockles 1994: 153). The High Churchman, Charles Daubeny in An Appendix to the Guide to the Church (1799), portrayed this ‘branch’ understanding as follows:


Every Christian society, possessing the characteristic marks of the Church of Christ, I consider to be a separated branch of the Catholic or Universal visible Church upon earth. The Church of England, the Church of Ireland, and the episcopal church of Scotland and America possess these marks. In the same light the churches of Denmark, Sweden and Rome, are to be considered not to mention the great remains of the once-famous Greek church, now to be found in the empire of Russia and in the East. (Daubeny 1799: 106–7)



Much later, in 1843, Christopher Wordsworth, a canon of Westminster and later bishop of Lincoln (1869–85), published Theophilus Anglicanus; or, Instruction for the young student, concerning the Church, and our own Branch of It. It was a catechism of Anglican ecclesiology ‘for the use of schools, colleges, and candidates for Holy Orders’. Wordsworth stood very much in the old High Church tradition, and the ecclesiology described in Theophilus Anglicanus, which included substantial passages from the Fathers and earlier Anglican writers, provides a benchmark against which to measure the emerging ecclesiology of the Oxford Movement.

Wordsworth treated the four marks of the Church. In respect of Catholicity, he argued that the Church was Catholic in time, in that it ‘endured throughout all ages, from the beginning till the end of the world’; that it was Catholic in space, in that it was ‘not limited like the Jewish Church, to one People’, but rather comprehended ‘those of all Nations who are in the main points of religion one and the same’; and that it was Catholic in faith and practice, in that it taught ‘all truth’, required ‘holiness from all’; and ministered ‘by God’s appointment, all His means of spiritual Grace’. He insisted that ‘the members of any particular or national Church’ could rightly be called Catholics, and that there were Italian Catholics, Greek Catholics, French Catholics, and English or Anglo-Catholics. As for the Church of Rome, Wordsworth was clear that the ‘Church of Rome is part of the Catholic Church, as the other Churches before mentioned are; but neither the Church of Rome, nor the Church of England, nor the Greek Church, nor any other particular Church, is the Catholic or Universal Church, any more than a Branch is a Tree, or a Hand is the whole Body’ (Wordsworth 1843: 7).

In Part II, Wordsworth turned specifically to ‘the Anglican branch of the Catholic Church’, insisting on its uninterrupted apostolic succession of the episcopal ministry, and on the visibility of the Church. ‘The Church of England’, he insisted, ‘has been always visible since the time of the Apostles, not indeed as Protestant, but as a branch of the Catholic Church’. At the Reformation, ‘she reformed herself, in order to become again more truly and soundly Catholic, both in doctrine and discipline’ (Wordsworth 1843: 220, 233–4). As far as the Church’s relation to the state was concerned, Wordsworth insisted on the union of Church and state. ‘In the case of a Christian community, the words Church and State designate the same thing under different relations.’ ‘The term Church describes the Whole National Community in its religious capacity, the State describes it in its civil.’ The Church of England as a true branch of the Universal Church was therefore ‘the Mother of all Christians in this country’ (Wordsworth 1843: 263, 286).

THE TRACTS FOR THE TIMES

The catalyst of John Keble’s famous Assize Sermon on National Apostasy, preached on 14 July 1833, was the Irish Church Temporalities Bill by which the Whig government of Lord Grey proposed to reform the minority Protestant Church of Ireland, in part by reducing the number of its dioceses. As a utilitarian reform it made sense, given the relatively small number of Anglicans in an overwhelmingly Roman Catholic Ireland, but, feeling threatened by the repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts in 1828, Catholic Emancipation in 1829, and the Parliamentary Reform Act in 1832, Anglican High Churchmen viewed the parliamentary reduction of the Irish Church establishment as a sacrilegious interference with the divinely ordained apostolic order of the Church’s ministry. As the ‘Advertisement’ to the first volume of the Tracts for the Times made clear, the purpose of the Tracts was to contribute to ‘the practical revival of doctrines, which, although held by the great divines of our Church, at present have become obsolete with the majority of her members’. The doctrines were named as ‘the Apostolic Succession’ and ‘the Holy Catholic Church’ (Tracts for the Times 1834: iii).

In the first of the Tracts, Thoughts on the Ministerial Commission respectfully addressed to the Clergy, Newman called upon the clergy to ‘exalt our Holy Fathers, the Bishops as the Representatives of the Apostles, and the Angels of the Churches; and magnify your office, as being ordained by them to take part in their ministry’ (Newman 1833a: 4). This was followed in Tract 2 by Newman’s appeal to Anglicans to ponder the true meaning of the creedal affirmation of belief in the ‘One, Catholic and Apostolic Church’. It was not simply a vague ‘assertion that there is a number of sincere Christians scattered throughout the world’. Rather, he insisted:


The only true and satisfactory meaning is that which our Divines have ever taken, that there is on earth an existing Society, Apostolic as founded by the Apostles, Catholic because it spreads it branches in every place; i.e. the Church visible with its Bishops, Priests and Deacons. (Newman 1833b: 2–3)



Because this was true, the Church could not accept state interference with its order without protest. ‘Why’, John Keble asked in Tract 4, ‘should we talk so much of [a civil] establishment, and so little of an APOSTOLICAL SUCCCESSION’ (Keble 1833: 5).

Of the first forty-six Tracts, published in 1833 and 1834, and gathered in the first volume of the collected edition of the Tracts, seven are concerned with apostolic succession (nos. 1, 4, 7, 10, 17, 24, and 33) and another seven are concerned with the doctrine of the church (nos. 2, 5, 11, 20, 23, 29, and 30). A further five are concerned with the history of the Church, including the apostolic succession of the English Church (No. 15) and the via media (nos. 38 and 41), and another four are grouped under the heading, ‘On the Argument for the Church’ (nos. 6, 8, 19, and 45). In Tract 15 Newman argued that at the Reformation the English bishops vindicated their ancient rights, and ‘were but acting as grateful, and therefore jealous champions of the honour of the old Fathers, and the sanctity of their institutions’. He rejected the argument that because ‘Rome has withdrawn our orders and excommunicated us … we cannot plead any longer our Apostolical descent’. Rather, he insisted, only if ‘we are proved to be heretical in doctrine’, would the validity of the Anglican orders be called into question (Newman 1833c: 9, 10).

The Swedish historian of the Oxford Movement, Archbishop Yngve Brilioth, in his book The Anglican Revival (1933), argued that the stress on the doctrine of apostolic succession in the first Tracts was due more to the pressures of the political situation than anything else. He noted that, for all its prominence in the early Tracts, ‘it is surprising to how small an extent the idea of Apostolic Succession left its traces behind in Newman’s sermons’. Brilioth also commented on how Newman stressed, in Difficulties of Anglicans, his later lectures written as a Roman Catholic, how at the commencement of the Tracts the leading idea of the Movement was the independence of the Church. ‘They took refuge in successio apostolorum and all that goes with it, “not only because these things were true and right but in order to shake off the State” ’ (Brilioth 1933: 183, 192; Newman 1897: 1.102–3).

NEWMAN’S VIA MEDIA

As Weidner has noted, it was in 1834 ‘that the words via media came into Newman’s public vocabulary’ (in Newman 1990: xxxi). In Tracts 38 and 41 (Newman 1834a, 1834b), Newman discussed the via media in the form of a debate between ‘Laicus’ and ‘Clericus’. In Tract 38, ‘Clericus’ asserts that ‘the glory of the English Church is that it has taken the VIA MEDIA, as it has been called. It lies between the so-called Reformers and the Romanists.’ ‘Clericus’ goes on to claim that ‘in the seventeenth century the theology of the divines of the English Church was substantially the same as ours is; and it experienced the full hostility of the Papacy’ (Newman 1834a: 11). As Rune Imberg has observed, ‘the “Via media” which Newman described in Tracts 38 and 41 had a dual aspect for him, it was both a fact and an ideal. It was the genuine nature of the Church of England’, yet the Church had become so ‘Protestantized’ that it needed a second Reformation. The ideal thus needed to be recaptured (Imberg 1987: 54).

In the summer of 1834, Benjamin Harrison, a Student of Christ Church, and a contributor to the Tracts, went to Paris to study Arabic. Whilst he was there he met the Abbé Jean-Nicolas Jager, who held the Chair of Ecclesiastical History at the University of Paris, and they agreed to begin a theological debate through correspondence. Harrison soon persuaded Newman to take over the Anglican side of the exchange, and Newman now found himself obliged to set out the Anglican differences from Rome. In the correspondence with Jager Newman felt a need to address the relationship of Church tradition and scriptural revelation, introducing his distinction between ‘apostolical or episcopal tradition’, later developed at greater length in his Prophetical Office. In his Apologia, Newman wrote that at this time he was ‘confident in the truth of a certain definite religious teaching, based upon the foundation of dogma; viz., that there was a visible Church with sacraments and rites which are the channels of invisible grace’. ‘I thought’, he added, ‘that this was the doctrine of Scripture, of the early Church, and of the Anglican Church’ (Newman 1864: 121).

What Newman had begun to develop in his correspondence with Jager received a fuller treatment in his Lectures on the Prophetical Office of the Church Viewed Relatively to Romanism and Popular Protestantism. Delivered in 1836 as lectures in St Mary’s Church, Oxford, there were two editions in 1837 and 1838. Newman republished them in 1877 as a Roman Catholic under the title, The Via Media of the Anglican Church, with an important and significant theological preface continuing to apply the three offices of Christ as Prophet, Priest, and King to the Church, with a continuing via media concern that each should be balanced within itself, and the three offices between themselves. In the Lectures on the Prophetical Office of the Church, Newman acknowledged that the via media ‘viewed as an integral system, has never had existence except on paper … It still remains to be tried whether what is called Anglo-Catholicism, the religion of Andrewes, Laud, Hammond, Butler, and Wilson, is capable of being professed, acted on, and maintained on a large sphere of action and through a sufficient period, or whether it be a mere modification or transition-state either of Romanism or of popular Protestantism, according as we view it’ (Newman 1990: 16, 17). In giving his Lectures the title On the Prophetical Office of the Church, Newman took up what he had learnt from his early Evangelical theology of the office of Christ as Prophet, Priest and King. In so doing he grounded, as Weidner has observed, ‘ecclesiology within Christology,’ but ‘without divinizing the Church’ (Newman 1990: lxxvii–lxxviii). The role of the Prophet was that of the imaginative, meditative, reflective teacher; the Priestly office was that of liturgy, prayer, and devotion; and the office of Kingship related to the ordering of the Church as an institution in society.

In the preface to the third edition of the Lectures, in 1877, Newman recalled that his original intention had been to provide a ‘broad, intellectual, intelligible theory and a logical and historical foundation for that theory’ in defence of the Anglican Church. It was what he had then regarded as the ‘innate persuasiveness’ of the via media, which had formed his ‘chief stay’. ‘He did not set much by patristical literature or by history’ (Newman 1990: xxiii–xxiv).

Newman dismissed Roman claims for the validity of teachings which went beyond those of apostolic tradition, and he rejected the exercise of private judgement when it challenged the teaching authority of the Church. For him, ‘the Church’s Authority in enforcing doctrine extends only so far as that doctrine is Apostolic, and therefore true; and that the evidence of its being Apostolic, is in kind the same as that on which we believe the Apostles lived, laboured, and suffered’, a historical evidence. The Church has a divine assistance to discern divine truth: Her doctrine is true, considered as an historical fact, and ‘is true also because she teaches it’ (Newman 1990: 190).

Newman acknowledged that the ‘Church Catholic, being no longer one in the fullest sense, does not enjoy her predicted privileges in the fullest sense. And that soundness of doctrine is one of the privileges thus infringed, is plain from the simple fact that the separate branches of the Church do disagree with each other in the details of faith’ (Newman 1990: 201–2). Although the Church was now divided, however, the teaching of the faith was not completely lost. The guide for the Church’s teaching must be Antiquity, ‘when all Christians agreed together in faith’ (Newman 1990: 204). Newman proceeded to set out the Anglican agreements with, and differences from, the Church of Rome. While both agreed that the Catholic Church was unerring in its teachings of faith, or ‘saving doctrine’, they disagreed in their definition of the Catholic Church and the nature of faith. While Roman Catholics believed ‘that faith depends on the Church’, Anglicans believed that ‘the Church is built on the faith’. While Roman Catholics defined the Catholic Church as those Churches that were in communion with Rome, Anglicans defined it as the ‘Church Universal, as descended from the Apostles’. While Roman Catholics understood faith to be ‘whatever the Church at any time declares to be faith’, Anglicans understood faith to be what the Church ‘has actually declared to be so from the beginning’ and insisted that ‘the Church Catholic will never depart from those outlines of doctrines which the Apostles formally published’ (Newman 1990: 212).

Newman then set out his distinction between Episcopal Tradition, by which he meant the formal enunciation of creeds and conciliar decisions, and the matrix from which it arises, the Prophetical Tradition, which was ‘a vast system … pervading the Church like an atmosphere … partly written, partly unwritten, partly preserved in intellectual expressions, partly latent in the spirit and temper of Christians; poured to and fro in closets and upon the housetops, in liturgies, in controversial works, in obscure fragments, in sermons, in popular prejudices, in local customs’ (Newman 1990: 250). As John Coulson has observed, ‘as an Anglican Newman makes a … simple two-fold distinction between what gives the Church life—the prophetical tradition—and what gives the Church form—the episcopal tradition’ (Coulson and Allchin 1967: 127). Against this background Newman acknowledged the difficulty of drawing a line between essentials and non-essentials. ‘The Church asks for a dutiful and simple-hearted acceptance of her message growing into faith, and that variously, according to the circumstances of individuals’ (Newman 1990: 257). Newman’s Lectures, although important, are not a full and complete ecclesiology. Alf Härdelin has maintained that in the ecclesiology of Newman’s sermons there is a ‘noticeable shift of emphasis … from the insistence on the external forms as instruments of grace to the internal nature of the Church and to the effects of its ordinances’ (Härdelin 1965: 77). As Newman put it in a sermon on ‘the Communion of Saints’: ‘The Ministry and Sacraments, the bodily presence of Bishop and people, are given us as keys and spells, by which we bring ourselves into the presence of the great company of Saints’ (Newman 1900: IV.176). All of this was rooted in Christ, who was, as Newman expressed it in his Lectures on Justification, the ‘sole self-existing principle in the Christian Church, and everything else is but a portion or declaration of Him’ (Newman 1908: 198).

Writing many years later, in 1882, in a preface to William Palmer’s (of Magdalen) Notes of a Visit to the Russian Church in the Years 1840, 1841, which Newman had selected and edited, Newman wrote of how Palmer was


deeply convinced of the great truth that our Lord had initiated, and still acknowledges and protects, a visible Church—one, individual and integral—Catholic, as spread over the earth, Apostolic as co-eval with the Apostles of Christ, and Holy, as being the dispenser of His Word and Sacraments—considered it at present to exist in three main branches, or rather in a triple presence, the Latin, the Greek, and the Anglican, these three being one and the same Church, distinguishable from each other, only by secondary, fortuitous, and local, though important characteristics. (Palmer 1882: v–vi)



The consequence, Newman continued, was that when Anglicans were in Rome they recognized Rome as the branch of the one Church subsisting there, and likewise when Anglicans were in Moscow they recognized the Orthodox Church—for to do otherwise would be ‘nothing short of setting up altar against altar, that is, the hideous sin of schism, and a sacrilege’. Very importantly Newman then adds: ‘This I conceive to be the formal teaching of Anglicanism; this is what we held and professed in Oxford forty years ago’ (Palmer 1882: vii).

THE CHURCH AS THE MYSTICAL BODY OF CHRIST

Alf Härdelin wrote that ‘it is … noticeable that the idea of the Church as an organism, as the mystical body of Christ, which forms so prominent a feature of the thought of the Fathers, does not play a significant part in early Tractarian ecclesiology’ (Härdelin 1965: 72). It is a misleading statement, given that Härdelin did not define the period covered by what he calls early Tractarian ecclesiology. It does not correspond fully to the facts. In November 1829, four years before the commencement of the Tracts, Newman preached a series of sermons on the unity of the Church and submission to Church authority. In them Newman had spoken powerfully of the Church as the mystical body of Christ, insisting that it was Christ who had constituted the Church, and the apostles who had set it in order, and it was therefore the responsibility of Christians to ‘transmit what we have received’. ‘We did not make the Church, we may not unmake it. As we believe it to be a Divine Ordinance, so we must ever protest against separation from it as a sin’ (Newman 1898–1900: III.202). This Church is united and organized in an organic way: ‘the whole multitude, no longer viewed as mere individual men, become portions or members of the indivisible Body of Christ Mystical, so knit together in Him by Divine Grace, that all have what he has, and each has what all have’ (Newman 1898–1900: VII.232–3).

Newman would continue developing the concept of the Church all through his Tractarian years. In 1837, in his sermon ‘The Communion of Saints’, he added that the Holy Spirit, from the day of Pentecost, knits all believers into one, engrafts them by baptism onto the stock which is Christ, internally connected as branches from a tree, organs of an invisible soul. The Church is a living body, and one; not a mere framework artificially arranged to look like one (Newman 1898–1900: IV.169–70). It is a unity of life and action.

He was not alone among the Tractarians in writing about the Church as the mystical body of Christ. Pusey, following St Paul and the Fathers, also developed at length this concept in the first part of his Tract on baptism (1835). Baptism is ‘an admission and incorporation into the spiritual Body of Christ … wherein Christ by His Spirit takes the baptized into himself’ (Pusey 1835: 112). The Christian is thus baptized into Christ’s mystical body, of which he is the Head. This body is his Church. There the Christian is also joined in an organic union, made up of different members and functions, to all those who have received the same baptism. They share one life and action. Pusey quoted St Paul, when he added: ‘if one member suffers all suffer together’ (Pusey 1835: 27, 44, 94–9, 16).

Some years later, the reading of the Fathers of the Church also led Henry Edward Manning, a contributor to the Tracts, in the same direction. He would develop his ecclesiology around the concept of the mystical body of Christ. The Holy Spirit, who was the agent of the union of the divine and the human nature in Christ’s incarnation, is the agent of man’s union with him. His mystical body is the fellowship of all who are united to him through baptism. The eucharist, Manning added, is at the centre of the mystical body. Christ’s Body and Blood sacramental presence sustains the life of the Church and that of her individual members; the eucharist is its principle of life and growth (Pereiro 1998: 80–6).

WILLIAM PALMER’S TREATISE ON THE CHURCH

In 1838, William Palmer (of Worcester College, Oxford) published a two-volume study of the Church, A Treatise on the Church of Christ, which was reissued in a revised and enlarged form in 1842. When it first appeared Newman described it as ‘a stupendous magazine of learning’ which ‘has quite made me feel ashamed’ (LDN VI.217). Palmer’s Treatise was, according to Owen Chadwick, ‘formally the ablest exposition provoked by those times’. Yet Chadwick also acknowledged Palmer’s limitations: ‘There is no mystery, no sense of depth, no feeling—all is tidy, the mystery is cleared away … It is a conscientious book; but it is not quite what Newman, or Keble, or Pusey, or Froude, or Williams would have written’ (Chadwick 1990: 19).

Palmer argued for a branch theory of the Church. Yet, while he acknowledged that ‘actual unity of external communion is not a necessary characteristic of the church’, he nonetheless maintained that all branches of the Church ‘must necessarily desire such an unity, and tend towards it, and must possess principles and means calculated to produce unity in each particular church and in the universal church’ (Chadwick 1990: 70). As far as the Church of England was concerned Palmer argued that ‘the churches of the British, or Anglo-catholic communion have so many external signs or notes of being a portion of the universal church, that it is not necessary to establish their soundness by proving in detail all their doctrines and discipline to be conformable to the word of God; but that their general and external characteristics should determine their members to remain attached to their communion’ (Palmer 1842: I.9).

Palmer structured his ecclesiology on the four marks or notes of the Church—one, holy, catholic, and apostolic. The mark of unity meant unity in confessing the revealed truths of the Christian faith, as set out in the historic creeds. Such unity was, for Palmer, consistent with disunity in external communion (Palmer 1842: I.70). The holiness of the Church was derived from Christ as its Head, and from the apostles as commissioned by Christ, and was expressed in the holiness of its doctrines, and of the sacraments as means of grace, the holiness of its members, and the ‘divine attestations of holiness in miracles’ (Palmer 1842: I.107). On the catholicity or universality of the Church Palmer maintained that this referred to a ‘moral universality’ (Palmer 1842: I.119, 123). In discussing the apostolicity of the Church Palmer was clear that an apostolical succession of ordination was essential to the Christian ministry (Palmer 1842: I.141).

Newman reviewed Palmer’s work for the British Critic. He portrayed the book as an attempt to form ‘a theory of the Church, which shall be at once conformable to ancient doctrine on the subject, and to the necessities of the modern English communion’. Palmer’s theory was a valuable contribution to the via media, helping Anglicans to defend their Church ‘against both Romanists and sectaries’. Newman noted with approval that, in opposition to the ‘ultra-Protestant’ appeal to the Bible as interpreted by private judgement, Palmer maintained ‘that not the Bible, but the Church is, in matter of fact, our great divinely-appointed guide into saving truth under divine grace, whatever be the abstract power or sufficiency of the Bible’ (Newman 1872: 153–4). The Gospel, in short, was to be learned by the individual from the Church.

WILLIAM GEORGE WARD AND THE IDEAL OF A CHRISTIAN CHURCH

A very different approach to ecclesiology is found in William George Ward’s Ideal of a Christian Church (1844). Lacking any historical sympathy, Ward had no affection for the Church of England as a complex institution shaped by historical vicissitudes. Indeed, his love of logic and pure mathematics left him dissatisfied with any position that was less than wholly self-coherent, and made him ‘a restless Anglican’ (Gilley 2004). Between 1841 and 1843 he contributed eight articles to the British Critic, presenting the Roman Catholic Church as the one true Church. This provoked a reaction from William Palmer in his Narrative of Events Connected with the Publication of the Tracts for the Times (1843). Ward in turn responded to Palmer with The Ideal of the Christian Church Considered in Comparison with Existing Practice (1844).

In this work, Ward argued that ‘neither evangelical emotion nor the liberal intellect’ could form a sustained basis for religion. For him, conscience was the only true foundation for religion, and ‘the only proper discipline for conscience was the Roman Catholic church’. The ‘Catholic church alone’, he explained, ‘trained up conscience into the holiness necessary to eternal salvation, as defined by her moral, ascetic, and mystical theology, and as inculcated practically and pastorally by her religious orders sanctified by vows of poverty, chastity and obedience’ (Gilley 2004). The seeker after moral truth, Ward suggested, would in any society be attracted by a community with the marks or notes of the true Church (Ward 1844: 511). The Roman Church expressed those notes of the Church, and it was peculiarly productive of sanctity. The saints of the Church were the great witnesses to its divinity. ‘They bear witness in their own person … to the depth, reality, efficaciousness of Christian doctrine’ (Ward 1889: 258–9). The Roman Catholic Church was thus for Ward the ideal of the Christian Church. The Church of England, on the other hand, was lacking in that Catholic coherence, although Ward rejoiced to see the recent advance of Catholic doctrine within the Anglican Communion. It was his exuberant endorsement of Roman Catholic claims, combined with his assertion that he could hold Roman doctrine without being disciplined by either the Church of England or the (then Anglican) Oxford University, that resulted in his being condemned in 1845 by the Oxford University Convocation and stripped of his Oxford degrees.

JOHN KEBLE AND ‘THE ANGLICAN THEORY OF CHURCH UNITY’

John Keble in 1847 summarized, in a long preface to his Sermons, Academical and Occasional, what he called ‘the Anglican theory of Church Unity’. For Keble, Christ had left his apostles to form collectively the centre of union for his Church, and communion with the apostles in faith and the sacraments was the expression of Church membership. This communion with the apostles was secured through the apostolic succession, and the collective authority of the successors of the apostles, or the bishops and clergy, was both essential and sufficient for the ordering of the Church. And despite the divisions of the Church, despite the historic disruption of the ‘visible unity’, the Church still abided, under the authority of the successors of the apostles within the different portions of the Church. ‘And so we are preserved’, Keble insisted, ‘though not in visible, yet as we may hope in real mystical union’ (Keble 1847: xliv–xlv).

In a university sermon preached in 1835, to mark the anniversary of William IV’s accession to the throne, Keble had considered the relationship of Church and state. In deciding which religion to encourage and establish, he maintained, the state must seek to identify the true Church, the Church of divine ordination. In doing so, it must consider the ‘whole system of the Church as it was ordained from the beginning; … its external and visible, as well as … its internal parts, its government and Sacraments, as well as its doctrine and morals’ is what needs to be ‘established, as nearly as circumstances allow’ (Keble, 1847: xliv–xlv). For this reason, Keble argued, although one should ‘speak tenderly of many of those bodies which have thought themselves excused in dispensing with the holy Apostolical Succession in their ministry’, yet it was the apostolic succession which is the guarantor of sacramental grace within the Church. The apostolic succession ‘is the fore-appointed safeguard of the integrity of our Lords holy Sacraments, and … again of the integrity of His fundamental doctrines’ (Keble 1847: 166).

In the Postscript to another sermon he maintained that, just as the recitation of the Creed and the Lord’s Prayer, and the keeping of Sunday as the day of the Lord’s Resurrection, are grounded in the common tradition of the early centuries, so, too, is episcopal governance, ‘for all Churches have been governed by Bishops, and the rites of Christianity have been for ever administered by separate orders of men, and those men have been always set apart by prayer and the imposition of the Bishop’s hand; and all baptized persons were, or ought to be, and were taught that they should be confirmed by the Bishop’ (Keble 1847: 343).

ROBERT ISAAC WILBERFORCE: THE CHURCH AS THE EXTENSION OF THE INCARNATION

Alf Härdelin saw the final stage of the development of Tractarian ecclesiology as the understanding of the Church as the extension of the Incarnation. For him, Robert Isaac Wilberforce was the Tractarian theologian who most fully developed this understanding, although Frederick Oakeley also made significant contributions to the theme. Oakeley wrote that ‘the Church system from beginning to end is sacramental’. ‘God, who once manifested himself in the flesh, is continually manifest (though, since He is now ascended, in a different form) in that Church where He still tabernacles. In other words: “He is (what an awful thought) continually incarnate in His Church” ’ (Oakeley 1843: 314).

Robert Isaac Wilberforce, the second son of William Wilberforce, wrote three major theological works—The Doctrine of the Incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ, in its Relation to Mankind and to the Church (1848), The Doctrine of Holy Baptism (1849), and The Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist (1853), along with a fourth shorter work, A Sketch of the History of Erastianism, together with Two Sermons on The Reality of Church Ordinances, and on the Principles of Church Authority (1851). It was in the Doctrine of the Incarnation that Wilberforce developed his ecclesiology most clearly (Rowell 1996a). For Wilberforce the dispensation of the Gospel was personal, objective, and revealed. If our personal religious beliefs and feelings are not to be ‘only a delusive dream’, the Incarnation and the atonement must have ‘an actual place in the world of realities’. In opposition to contemporary rationalism and Romantic emphases on personal feelings, the Church’s starting point had to be the real person and work of Christ. For the Church it was Christ who was the origin, channel, and centre of the continuing work of regeneration. The ordinances of the Church—the sacraments, holy things, places, and persons—were ‘a series of instruments whereby the sanctified manhood of the Mediator diffuses itself as a life-giving seed through the mass of humanity’ (Wilberforce 1849: 322). A Romantic religion of inner feelings, or a rationalist religion of abstractions, bypasses the sacramental system, which was the divinely appointed means of grace.

Wilberforce turned to the contemporary theological views of Friedrich Schleiermacher and Richard Whately. Schleiermacher had contrasted Catholicism and Protestantism by arguing that ‘Catholicism is that system which represents the relation of the individual to Christ to be dependent on his relation to the Church; [whereas] Protestantism … represents the relation of the individual to the Church to be dependent on his relation to Christ’. Such a statement, Wilberforce insisted, involves ‘a virtual denial of the spiritual nature of the Church’, and makes of the Church no more than ‘a human system devised for the more convenient working of religion among men’ (Wilberforce 1849: 342). Wilberforce insisted that the source of our union with the personhood of Christ was his mystical body, and Christ’s continuing presence and mediation were the true security against efforts to make the formal system of the Church, its government and discipline, a substitute for Christ. The true life of the Church depended ‘not on gifts of government but on the gifts of grace’. The holiness which came from continuing union with Christ was essential to the work and true unity of the Church as a divine institution for the world. As Wilberforce observed:


The Church of Christ is His Body; His Presence its life; its blessing the gift of spiritual union with His man’s nature. Where this is given there is opened for men the gift of life, and state of our salvation … In it lies our actual participation in the Mediation of Christ … For such has been the appointment of His sovereign wisdom, that so in the persona of a Mediator the true ladder might be fixed, whereby God might descend to His creatures, and His creatures might ascend to God. (Wilberforce 1849: 351)



For Wilberforce the truth of the Incarnation, and the corresponding truth of Christ’s heavenly intercession and continuing mediation, supplied both the grounds for a sacrificial understanding of Christian worship (and particularly the eucharist), and for the justification of the ministerial priesthood. Through Christ, God bestowed both holiness and knowledge, as ‘an imputed and an infused or “engrafted” gift’—‘bestowed from without upon the faithful, as an object of contemplation; and communicated likewise to the body of the Church, as an internal principle of teaching and guidance’ (Wilberforce 1849: 474). According to Härdelin, Wilberforce’s teaching emphasized that the ‘essence and life’ of the Church, ‘depends on, and consists in, its connection with the continual mediation of the God-Man’ and that it was through the sacramental system of the Church that ‘Christ’s human nature is communicated to men’. The union with Christ could occur only ‘through the Church which is His mystical body’. For Wilberforce, Härdelin concluded, ‘to be united to the Church and to be united to Christ are therefore two identical processes which cannot be opposed to each other’ (Härdelin 1965: 85–6).

CONCLUSION

In developing their ecclesiology, the Tractarians had originally placed emphasis on the apostolic succession as a source of both authority and unity in the Church. While this was in one sense a response to the threat of state interference in the government of the Church, as indicated in the suppression of the Irish bishoprics in 1833, it drew from earlier ecclesiological thought, and the Tractarian sense of the mystical chain linking the early apostles with the bishops and clergy of the Anglican Church was deeply held. It ensured the spiritual independence of the Church under its own divinely appointed and identifiable leaders and it endowed the Church with clear evidence of divine authority. For the Tractarians, apostolic succession was an important support of the branch theory of the Church and provided a vital element of unity among its branches.

While the emphasis on the apostolic succession continued to inform the ecclesiology of the leading Tractarian opinion-shapers in the Oxford Movement, it increasingly became viewed as one element in a larger vision of the Church as the divinely ordained medium for the communication of sacramental grace. Härdelin has rightly observed that ‘all through the dialectical development of Tractarian ecclesiology there is one constant factor—the Church was always understood as a sacramental medium of grace, whether it is viewed primarily as the divinely instituted instrument of grace, as the living, spiritual body, or as the sacramental extension of the Incarnation’ (Härdelin 1965: 87). From the mid-1830s, there was a growing emphasis among leading Tractarians on the Church as the mystical body of Christ, on holiness as an essential mark of the Church, and the Church as the continuation of the Incarnation. In the Church, Christ continued his earthly existence, and continued to sanctify the world by his grace. The Tractarians increasingly viewed the Church as more than the authoritative teacher of the saving truths, maintaining its spiritual independence from the state through the apostolic succession. The Church was increasingly perceived as Christ’s mystical body, incorporating the faithful into Christ, and as the vital source of holiness and sacramental grace in the world.
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CHAPTER 16



SCRIPTURE AND BIBLICAL INTERPRETATION



TIMOTHY LARSEN

A characteristic trait of the Tractarians and their followers was a profound and deep commitment to Holy Scripture. This aspect of the Oxford Movement, however, has generally been neglected in scholarship. Two reasons seem to account for this oversight. Firstly, scholars have quite naturally been interested in what distinguished the Tractarians from the surrounding sea of Protestantism rather than what they had in common with it. Secondly, the founding generation of the movement thought about the Bible in ways that seemed no longer tenable to subsequent Anglo-Catholics. The theme of biblical interpretation was avoided, therefore, as having the potential to cause embarrassment—either by exposing the early Tractarians as wrongheaded on this vital issue or their followers as unfaithful to their lead or both. This chapter will therefore seek to present the centrality of Scripture in the lives and thought of the members of the Oxford Movement. It will also then proceed to explore the ways in which Tractarians viewed the authority and interpretation of Scripture differently from evangelical and theologically liberal Protestants.

The most obvious point to make is that the Tractarians were firmly committed to the authority of the Bible. For them, the way to prove a doctrinal point was to demonstrate that it was taught in Holy Scripture. The very titles—let alone the content—of a range of their Tracts for the Times display this. Tract 21, written by John Henry Newman, was entitled Mortification of the Flesh a Scripture Duty. If one did not know the author and context, the entire Tract could plausibly be expected to have been written by John Wesley. Newman simply marched through the canon listing the figures who are shown to have fasted (Moses and Daniel, for examples) or the texts which commended bodily discipline and self-denial. His point was simply and explicitly that the Bible was on the side of this method of spiritual formation (for Newman and the Bible, see Seynaeve 1953; Merrigan and Ker 2000). Benjamin Harrison wrote Tract 24, The Scripture View of the Apostolical Commission. Harrison wielded biblical texts triumphantly as the one decisive authority: ‘This might appear probable, if we had only our own reasonings to go upon; but Scripture teaches us a very different lesson’ (Harrison 1839: 7). E. B. Pusey’s most substantial contribution to the series were his three bulky Tracts—numbers 67, 68, and 69, Scriptural Views on Holy Baptism (for Pusey and the Bible, see Larsen 2009b, 2011). This title was a true and accurate description of their contents, and one that reflected Pusey’s foundational and genuine commitment to the authority of Scripture. Tract 67 began:


Every pious and well instructed member of our Church will in the abstract acknowledge, that in examining whether any doctrine be a portion of revealed truth, the one subject of inquiry must be, whether it be contained in Holy Scripture. (Pusey 1835: 399–400)



The main body of Scriptural Views of Holy Baptism consisted in hundreds of pages of careful exposition of biblical texts. Indeed, this was so much the case that the table of contents was often just scriptural references. To give just a few examples, the theme of pp. 53–64 was ‘Tit. iii. 5’; of pp. 124–33 it was ‘Col. ii. 10–13’; of pp. 200–5 it was ‘Eph. iv. 4’, and so on (Pusey 1835: 399–400). Another Newman contribution was Tract 85, Letters on the Scripture Proof of the Doctrines of the Church, which came in at 115 pages and was intended to be only the first part of a wider work. His theme was that the Bible communicated truth in indirect, covert, and unsystematic ways, but nevertheless ‘the Bible does contain the whole revelation’ (Newman 1842: 32). The Anglo-Catholic view was distinguished explicitly from the Roman Catholic one on the grounds that the former derived all doctrine from Scripture while the latter believed that tradition alone can sometimes suffice.

Newman, of course, is a problematic case study precisely because he would eventually be received into the Roman Catholic Church. It is possible to speculate that he might have subconsciously felt boxed in by the words of Article VI of the Thirty-Nine Articles of Religion: ‘Holy Scripture containeth all things necessary to salvation; so that whatever is not read therein, nor may be proved thereby, is not to be required of any man, that it should be believed as an article of the Faith, or be thought requisite or necessary to salvation.’ Nevertheless, it is readily apparent that Tractarians when working out beliefs in their mind and amongst their like-minded friends sincerely, indeed instinctively, found exegetical arguments to be the decisive ones. When Keble explored the rarefied theological debate regarding the double or single procession of the Holy Spirit his presentation unfolded as a straight catalogue and analysis of the New Testament texts (also given in the original Greek) that shed light on the question (Keble 1877: 150–3). The distinctive doctrine of reserve was not only proved by showing that it was taught in Scripture, but Williams’s controversial Tract on reserve was almost entirely taken up with showing that this was how religious truth was communicated by the biblical writers (Williams 1838). It is scarcely an exaggeration to say that the doctrine of reserve was to a large extent a biblical hermeneutic. Williams admitted that as reserve was proved by Scripture, modelled throughout in Scripture, and best illustrated by Scripture, it was hard even to discuss it without this biblical vortex causing the conversation to collapse in on itself: ‘it is so closely connected with Scripture, that allusions to it naturally rise out of, and again fall into Scriptural allusions’ (Williams 1842: 19). A distinctly Tractarian concern was to articulate aright the place of tradition. The standard line was that all doctrines could be proved from Scripture, but ‘practical matters, the Discipline, Formularies, and Rites of the Church’ might be established purely on the basis of tradition (Keble 1836: 37). This very claim that Church practices did not need to be established from Scripture, however, itself needed to be established from Scripture, hence Keble’s Primitive Tradition Recognised in Holy Scripture (1836).

Pusey’s was perhaps the loudest voice on the authority of the Bible. He believed that ‘all truth does indeed lie in Holy Scripture’ (Liddon 1893: III.150). He declaimed confidently from the pulpit that the ‘source of faith is, beyond doubt, the Holy Scriptures’, and that all matters of faith ‘must be capable of being proved out of Holy Scripture’ (Pusey 1878: 4, 36). Many Protestants would refer to such statements as declarations of the principle of sola Scriptura. Throughout Pusey’s writings, these convictions can be seen in operation. When he was asked to think about whether or not an idea or practice was appropriate, he habitually discussed those passages of Scripture that he believed were germane. Thus the issue (which had become a legislative question) of whether or not a man could marry his deceased wife’s sister really did turn in Pusey’s mind on the correct interpretation of Leviticus 18:6. Pusey even had qualms about an organized, announced prayer meeting on the grounds that Matthew 6:6 charged believers to pray secretly (Liddon 1893: II.129). This is fascinating precisely because it is so quirky: it is stereotypically ultra-Protestants who generate hitherto unrecognized and unpractised prohibitions on the basis of biblical texts. If all this seems paradoxical, it did not to the Regius professor who insisted that ‘the most Tractarian book I ever open is the Bible’ and ‘Tractarianism, as it is called, or, as I believe it to be, the Catholic Faith, will survive in the Church of England while the Scriptures are reverenced’ (Liddon 1893: III.149, 400).

The centrality of Scripture for the members of the Oxford Movement is perhaps best revealed in the way the Bible loomed large in their devotional lives, their writings, their substantive projects, and their ministries. Indeed, it is no exaggeration to say that a quintessentially Tractarian genre was the biblical commentary (for the wider context, see Larsen 2012). Isaac Williams was best known for his numerous volumes commenting on the Gospels, the compilation of which ran to eight volumes (Williams 1870). This achievement was so central that it was included in the very title of his posthumously published memoir, The Autobiography of Isaac Williams, B.D.: Fellow and Tutor of Trinity College, Oxford; author of several of the “Tracts for the Times,” “A Commentary on the Gospel Narrative,” etc. (1892). Moreover, while Williams wrote more books elucidating the Gospels than on any other theme—biblical or otherwise—his other projects were also mostly biblical expository, ranging across the canon from The Beginning of the Book of Genesis, with Notes and Reflections (1861) to The Apocalypse, with Notes and Reflections (1852).

The exposition of Holy Scripture was at the very heart of the mature Pusey’s understanding of his own ministry. This can be traced continuously from 1847. In that year, Pusey became exuberant about a scheme to parcel out the canon to various authors who would collectively create a ‘Commentary for the unlearned’ on the entire Bible. The Regius professor wrote to Henry Edward Manning trying to bully him up to his own level of enthusiasm and commitment:


It is a very important plan, but we want help…. Whom can we look to for doing any thing to draw out the meaning of the Gospel for the poor, if you do not? Must we own, things are so confused, that no one has leisure to study Holy Scripture or put down some of its meaning for others? (Pusey to Manning, 17 February 1847: 108)



Later that same month, Pusey wrote to Keble: ‘It is a very great work, but its very greatness seems to buoy me up and make me hope that it comes from God and that He wills it to be done’ (Pusey to Keble, 28 February 1847: 102).

In the end, all the other potential contributors fell by the wayside, but Pusey soldiered on as a lone expositor of Scripture along the lines of the original plan for the rest of his life. In 1860, the first part of his The Minor Prophets, with a Commentary Explanatory and Practical, and introductions to the several books, appeared. In the introduction, he promised and predicted truthfully that this publication was not the end, but rather the beginning—that he would dedicate the rest of his life to this noble cause: ‘To this employment, which I have had for many years at heart, but for which the various distresses of our times, and the duties which they have involved, have continually withheld me, I hope to consecrate the residue of the years and of the strength which God may give me’ (Pusey 1885: vii). Such affirmations recur steadily from this point onward. Pusey wrote to the Guardian in the following year affirming again that his remaining years were reserved for the exposition of Holy Scripture (Pusey 1861). The year after that, in 1862, he wrote to Keble again expressing his settled conviction that writing commentaries was the best way to foster the true faith and the right response to the times: ‘I am sure that the development [i.e. elucidation] of Holy Scripture is, above all things, the way to meet heresy and Rationalism’ (Pusey to Keble, 12 October 1862: 106). By 1863, he was speaking of this identity retrospectively as well, implying that he consecrated his life to Old Testament studies at the age of 25 because his time in Germany had revealed to him that this was where the forces of orthodoxy need to marshal their troops for the coming battle (Pusey to Williams, 27 January 1863: 133). It is often pointed out that the prompt for Pusey’s magnum opus, Daniel the Prophet (1864), was his desire to counteract the influence of the theologically liberal volume Essays and Reviews (1860). What is not noticed, however, is that he was simply tempted to shift his focus from one biblical commentary project to another. Daniel the Prophet came precisely at the middle point of the Minor Prophets series with three of the six parts already published and three still to come (the last arrived in 1877). In 1873, while in Italy, Pusey became seriously ill with pneumonia and almost died. Newman was naturally concerned about his friend’s health. Pusey’s reply reveals that this underlining of the fact that he was a frail, elderly man who had already outlived the biblically allotted lifespan of three score years and ten, had only served to reinforce his self-understanding of his life’s work:


By God’s blessing and mercy, I am able to work again, so, I have completed (as far as I could here) the Comm. On Haggai and (Zechariah being completed all but the Introd.) am within 8 verses of the close of Malachi. Now, being allowed to be in England early in May, I am leaving Genoa, though I feel doubtful whether my chest is strong enough to lecture yet. Still God allows me to go [on] with the Comm.y without hindrance, thanks be to His mercy. (Pusey to Newman, 1873: 122)



In the context of Pusey’s hopes that others would have written commentaries in the series as well, Liddon reported: ‘In later years Pusey bitterly lamented the failure of this—the most cherished project of his life’ (Liddon 1893: III.157). Again, let it be grasped clearly that commenting on Scripture was the most cherished project of Pusey’s life.

Having finally completed the Minor Prophets in his late seventies, Pusey did not then embrace what for most people would have been seen as a much-delayed retirement, but rather plunged into a commentary on the Psalms. It is worth quoting the Liddon biography on this:


When he had completed his Commentary on the Minor Prophets in 1877, after eighteen years’ persistent labour at every spare moment, he at once began a similar work on the Psalms. This was his last great plan for Hebrew study: he worked at it continually until his death. In Term time he lectured on these Psalms: in Vacation he increased his notes on them. (Liddon 1893: IV.310)



Liddon’s Life of Pusey goes on to paint the ailing, octogenarian exegete’s last movements before he was laid on his deathbed, not to rise again until (as he would have emphatically said) the Day of Judgement:


During the morning of that day Pusey remained in his little bedroom reading the Hebrew Bible. He observed on coming out that he had spent a long time over a single botanical term without being able to satisfy himself as to its exact meaning. In his days of health, when he had come to the conclusion that the sense of a word was uncertain, he would have weighed the probabilities, decided, at any rate provisionally, in favour of one meaning, and gone on to something else. Now the word haunted him; he talked about it at luncheon to the kind friends who waited on him, and who, of course, did not understand Hebrew. (Liddon 1893: IV.383)



Thus Pusey’s lifelong quest to understand Holy Scripture continued to the very end.

It is not a goal of this chapter to present a complete survey of the commentaries written by Tractarians, but rather only to evoke and highlight this aspect of the movement. It is important to observe, however, that Keble is not an exception to this tendency, even though his efforts did not result in a finished commentary. His biographer, J. T. Coleridge, testifies that, like Pusey, Keble would have found writing a biblical commentary the most cherished of projects: ‘there was no task I think in which he would have worked with more pleasure to himself, none for which he was more fitted’ (Coleridge 1869: II.487–8). Indeed, in 1833 he began writing a commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, but as the series it was meant to appear in was abandoned, he only completed part of this work and it was not published until after his death (Keble 1877: 45–147). (Still, he made it through Romans chapter 6 and it is over 100 pages long.) This project was bookended by his efforts as a septuagenarian to write a commentary on John’s Gospel. Knowing that it was unlikely that he would live to finish it, he still found this the most fitting project to pursue in the time remaining to him on earth. His start on this work was also published posthumously, as were his youthful notes in his Greek New Testament which may be viewed as commenting for his own, private use (Keble 1877: 177–325). One of Keble’s projects that he did see through to publication was The Psalter, or Psalms of David: In English Verse (1839). As every translation is an interpretation, this self-imposed task can be viewed as having a certain affinity with a commentary.

Keble’s disciple Charlotte Yonge may serve to illustrate this preoccupation among lay members of the Oxford Movement. Her fame rests on her novels, but Yonge was passionately and enduringly committed to the religious education of the young and this overwhelmingly meant teaching them the Bible. Its importance to her own life and work notwithstanding, a key book-length study of her work as a novelist did not cite any of Yonge’s biblical works even in the bibliography (Dennis 1992). Likewise, a key article included works of hers on the catechism and the Prayer Book, but not one of her much more numerous and extensive writings on the Bible (Bemis 1998). Yonge taught scriptural lessons to children and youths throughout her adult life, sincerely believing that this was ‘the highest work in the world’ (Yonge 1882: 50), and she wrote numerous volumes to aid others in this task. Although not clear from the title, her Scripture Readings for Schools and Families with Comments, published in five volumes, was essentially a single-author commentary on the entire Bible (Yonge 1884). An attempt to cover biblical narrative across the whole canon for children was provided in her Aunt Charlotte’s Stories of Bible History for Young Disciples (Yonge 1898). Another series that she wrote was ‘Questions’—with titles including Questions on the Epistles (1874), Questions on the Gospels (1874), and Questions on the Psalms (1881). Organized in a catechetical format, these provided detailed questions to ask about each passage of Scripture—as well as the answers when Yonge deemed that they might not be obvious to a teacher—again approximating to a certain extent the work of a commentary.

The most famous laywoman who identified with the Oxford Movement was probably the eminent poet, Christina Rossetti. She also put considerable labour into expounding Holy Scripture. A notable example is her commentary on the Decalogue which was published in 1883 under the title Letter and Spirit: Notes on the Commandments (for analysis, see Larsen 2009a; Roe 2006). Indeed, Rossetti’s last book was, fittingly, a commentary on the last book of the Bible (Rossetti 1892). Far from being a slap-dash project, Rossetti spent seven years of her life working on this 552-page long devotional exposition of the Revelation of St John the Divine (Battiscombe 1981: 196). It is telling to observe that Yonge was busy in the last years of her life teaching the Bible to children (presumably with the aid of her own commentary), that Rossetti’s last book was a biblical commentary, and that Keble, Pusey, and Williams were all working on commentaries when they died. As this chapter shall also include a kind of coda sketching ways in which Charles Gore represented a departure by subsequent Anglo-Catholics from some of the beliefs and practices regarding Scripture and its interpretation of the founding voices of the Oxford Movement, it is worth mentioning that this is an area of continuity: Gore was also deeply committed to the genre of the biblical commentary. His offerings included The Sermon on the Mount: A Practical Exposition (1897), St. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians: A Practical Exposition (1898), St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans: A Practical Exposition (1899), The Epistles of St. John (1920), and A New Commentary on Holy Scripture (Gore et al. 1928).

Having established the authority and centrality of Scripture within the Oxford Movement, it is time to move on to exploring ways in which the Tractarians thought about the interpretation of Scripture which often set them apart from the surrounding Protestantism. The doctrine that Newman addressed in Tract 90 was Scripture, and a key point he made was that Article VI of the Anglican Thirty-Nine Articles did not affirm ‘the private judgment of the individual being the ultimate standard of interpretation’ (Newman 1865: 8). Keble likewise condemned as pernicious the ‘supposed liberty of interpretation’ claimed by Protestants (Keble 1836: 45). This position was a marker of the Tractarians in general and it did indeed set them apart. The Nonconformist minister John Morris was sufficiently outraged to write Puseyism Unmasked! or, the Great Protestant Principle of the Right of Private Judgment Defended, against the arrogant assumptions of the advocates of Puseyism: A Discourse (1842). Instead of private judgement, members of the Oxford Movement upheld the collective witness of the early Church Fathers as the authoritative interpreter of the Scriptures. As Pusey carefully explained, this is not to set up the Fathers as an authority in rival to the Bible but only to its modern readers:


there is no semblance of ‘contrasting Scripture and the Fathers, as coordinate authority.’ Scripture is reverenced as paramount; the ‘doctrine of the Old or New Testament’ is the source; the ‘Catholic Fathers and ancient Bishops’ have but the office of ‘collecting out of that same doctrine;’ the Old and New Testaments are the fountain; the Catholic Fathers, the channel, through which it has flowed down to us. The contrast then in point of authority is not between Holy Scripture and the Fathers, but between the Fathers and us; not between the Book interpreted and the interpreters, but between one class of interpreters and another; between ancient Catholic truth and modern private opinions … (Pusey 1853: v)



The Tractarians therefore both commended patristic biblical interpretation and sought to emulate it, that is, to pursue their own hermeneutical efforts along the same lines (Louth 1984). Keble also wrote the penultimate work in the series, Tract 89, On the Mysticism Attributed to the Early Fathers of the Church (1842). It was overwhelmingly a defence of patristic exegesis. This, in turn, primarily meant a commitment to allegorical readings or, to state it more precisely, discovering spiritual meanings that the human author did not consciously intend and that the original audience would not have understood. Keble defiantly presented even some of the more far-fetched of these. For example, the detail that Abraham had 318 men as part of his household was given a numerological analysis that yielded a combination of the name of Jesus and the cross (1842: 18–19). Pusey’s commentary on the Minor Prophets also served as a catena of patristic readings—which he was commending to modern laypeople as both faithful and edifying. Here, for example, is an excerpt from a passage by St Gregory the Great on how the various locusts mentioned by the prophet Joel in reference to the plague can be read spiritually as types of the four chief passions of human beings: ‘What is typified by the cankerworm, almost the whole of whose body is gathered into its belly, expect gluttony in eating?’ (Pusey 1885: I.160). Rossetti likewise justified allegorizing on the grounds that it is established ‘by ancient interpretation’ (Rossetti 1883: 50). Her confidence that mystical readings are appropriate may be amply illustrated by a particularly brash one which she offers. Hiel who, defying the curse pronounced by Joshua, rebuilt Jericho, and paid the penalty of the deaths of his first and last sons (1 Kings 16:34), is spiritualized as representing God the Father (Rossetti 1883: 51). Yonge, when discussing the miracle of the coin in the fish, went so far as to claim that only ‘a shallow, thoughtless instructor’ would present merely the plain meaning of this story to children without drawing out its mystical significance (which she expounded as teaching substitutionary atonement) (Yonge 1882: 29).

A specific example of how patristic patterns guided members of the Oxford Movement is their unwillingness to condemn behaviour by the patriarchs that is not explicitly denounced in Scripture, even when such behaviour would otherwise be deemed immoral. Perhaps there were extenuating circumstances of which we do not know, Tractarians averred. Keble called this hermeneutical approach ‘the rule of favourable construction’ (Keble 1842: 100). Even when teaching the Bible to children (where giving a clear, simple message is important), Yonge unfailingly follows this rule. For example, she equivocally asserts that Sarah’s treatment of Hagar and Ishmael was not too harsh (1884: 62). This can be contrasted with her evangelical Anglican contemporary, Josephine Butler, whose comment was: ‘shall we, therefore, speak softly of the conduct of Sarai and Abraham in this matter? I prefer to express frankly my disgust’ (Butler 1894: 73). When it comes to Rebekah and Jacob conspiring to trick Isaac in order to defraud Esau, the best that Yonge can do is to insist that it would be presumptuous of us to judge them:


This is one of the chapters that we must read with cautious reverence; for we must not lightly find fault with the saints of God, who are praised for their faith; and though deception is not to be excused, yet we do not so fully know the circumstances as to be able to judge the conduct of the mother and son. (Yonge 1884: 81)



She then goes on to read this sharp practice allegorically as representing the Incarnation: ‘even as the Lord Jesus Christ wears the garment of our flesh, and took our sin upon Him, to win a blessing from His Father for the whole body of His members’ (Yonge 1884: 81).

It should also be noted that the Tractarians were deeply interested in situating Scripture in its rightful place in the life and worship of the Church. It is easy to overlook the fact that every entry in Keble’s The Christian Year begins with a biblical text, but that is deeply indicative of the Oxford Movement’s approach to Holy Scripture (Keble 1896). In Yonge’s How to Teach the New Testament, she recommended that the lessons should begin at the start of the church year and then stay in sync so as ‘to come on the right days’, even though this might require ‘a little manipulation’ (Yonge 1882: 9–10). In her Questions on the Gospels Yonge often began with a question on where they were now at in the church year such as ‘What is the name of today? A. Rogation Day. What does rogation mean? A. Asking’ (Yonge 1874: 113).

Another hallmark of the early Oxford Movement was a complete and resolute rejection of attempts by modern biblical critics to call into question traditional views regarding the veracity, authorship, date, and composition of the canonical writings. Pusey’s Daniel the Prophet (1864) was a concerted, deeply learned, and formidable attempt to defend one of the most vulnerable positions—the early dating of Daniel—against the theories and arguments of critics. This stance was also incidentally revealed throughout the Tractarian writings. For example, in Tract 85 Newman not only denounced in general terms ‘what is now-a-days called critical acumen’, but he even defiantly highlighted a problem that critics would solve by arguing that several versions of the same story all ended up in Scripture (the wife’s sister ruse which thrice recurs) only to insist that it all must all be literally true, however improbable:


we should have said it was inconceivable that two such passages should occur in Abraham’s life; or, on the other, that it was most unlikely that both Abraham and Isaac should have gone to Gerar, in the time of a king of the same name, Abimelech. (Newman 1842: 92, 38)



Likewise Yonge seemed ostentatiously to go in the opposite direction from a critical approach. To take just one example, on the origin, composition, and authority of the Pentateuch—a standard starting point for accepting more critical views—she breezily declared that the early parts of the book of Genesis came by direct revelation from Almighty God to Moses and the unity and single authorship of the whole was underlined in the most concrete way imaginable: ‘the five books written by Moses—Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy—was all copied out by him, most likely on sheets of paper rush, or the skins of animals carefully prepared’ (Yonge 1884: 3, 363).

It is often asserted that these protests were really just directed against sceptical or unbelieving critics with the implication that such figures would have been willing to accept moderate criticism from orthodox churchmen if it had existed then. Such a move is too neat to fit the evidence. Yonge explicitly condemned the works of Canon (later Dean) F. W. Farrar—naming his Life of Christ as a case in point—as having ‘the rationalising taint’ and being infected by the ‘dangerous spirit of the age’ (Yonge 1882: 54). As Farrar’s portrait of Jesus was intended and widely received as a reassuringly conservative and faith-inspired one in deliberate contrast to the works of more sceptical scholars, one does not perceive in Yonge a desire to follow a cautious guide into a modern, churchly criticism—a resistance that was standard in the founding generation of the Oxford Movement.

It only remains to gesture at how the next generation of Anglo-Catholics made its peace with biblical criticism. The obvious figure to highlight is Charles Gore. As the principal of Pusey House his position as a successor to the first generation had an official, institutional status. While principal, he edited the attention-grabbing volume, Lux Mundi (1889), contributing the most controversial essay, ‘The Holy Spirit and Inspiration’. In it, Gore declared that to claim that Moses wrote the Pentateuch, or David the Psalms, or Solomon Proverbs was ‘uncritical’ (Gore 1889: 353). Likewise he insisted that one must be ready and willing to abandon the conservative view of the book of Daniel that Pusey had so forcefully championed and think of it instead as a late date ‘idealizing personification’ (Gore 1889: 356). Keble had gone to great pains to insist that an allegorical reading in no way undercut the literal truth of a scriptural passage, but Gore now cheerfully announced that ‘the mystical method’ undeniably ‘tended to the depreciation of the historical sense’ (Gore 1889: 358). Gore went over this ground again in The Doctrine of the Infallible Book (1924). In it, he asserted simply that his working assumption was that ‘the critical view’ was correct. One of his central points is that a spiritual reading means that the literal can be abandoned without any real loss or concern. For example, it is of no consequence if the Deluge has no historical basis whatever for all that matters is that it is ‘a standing type of divine judgment on a sinful world’ (Gore 1924: 25). For Gore, the appeal to patristic exegesis continued but, ironically, their allegorizing was itself allegorized—it was turned into a type of the necessity to force Scripture to be useful to the Church even if that meant handling it in unprecedented ways. Unlike the founding voices of the Oxford Movement, Gore had no need to defer to the specific reading practices and interpretations of the early Church Fathers. Sounding instead like he was championing the privileging of the modern interpreter that Pusey had so categorically condemned, Gore wrote: ‘Different epochs have different canons of interpretation; and our reasonable duty seems to be to use the best canons of interpretation which our own age affords’ (Gore 1924: 51–2). This is not the place for any normative discussion regarding what was gained and lost in the second generation’s approach to Scripture. The purpose of this chapter has been simply to recover from obscurity the centrality of the Bible for the Tractarians and the specific contours of how this was manifest in their day. The members of the Oxford Movement spent much of their lives diligently and fervently studying Holy Scripture, teaching it to others, commenting upon it with dedicated industry and unflagging zeal, and obediently searching it for proof texts in the conviction that these would thereby give the only valid warrant to doctrinal positions.
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CHAPTER 17



JUSTIFICATION AND SANCTIFICATION IN THE OXFORD MOVEMENT



PETER C. ERB

WITH the exception of John Henry Newman’s Lectures on Justification (1838), supporters of the Oxford Movement made few theological distinctions between justification and sanctification. The issues concerning justification and sanctification arose primarily in the sixteenth century with the Protestant Reformation and were defined by the differing religious groups arising from it. The reforms of Luther and Calvin emphasized in particular the role of forensic justification, that is, that justification before God is imputed to an individual believer, not by any merit on that person’s part, but simply because the individual is counted righteous by the divine. Sanctification, in turn, was understood as a separate act, graciously granted to believers by God. This distinctly Protestant view of the matter was formulated on the European Continent by the Protestant scholastics of the early seventeenth century (Schmid 1961; Heppe 1950; Muller 1985), and was directed against the Roman Catholic position, clarified by the Council of Trent, which binds the two together (Tanner 1990: 673).

For students of the continental Reformation who come for the first time to review the path of reform in England, the terrain is strange. In German-speaking lands of the early sixteenth century, Reformation movements appeared to arise primarily as theological concerns, were almost always developed under the direction of a particular theologian, and found their solution in a surprisingly short period of time. Thus, Lutheranism formed itself around a single group of doctrines, under a single theologian, and in barely a decade—by 1530, only ten years after the break with the Bishop of Rome—it had formulated the highly sophisticated Augsburg Confession.

In England no single theologian or church leader stood above others, and debates over reform tended to centre not on theological issues but on the form of public worship. The Reformed tradition there, tracing its development over almost a century and maintaining more traditional ecclesial forms, took a different tack. Thus the Thirty-Nine Articles, promulgated in English in 1571 and regularly published in the Book of Common Prayer, while upholding justification by grace through faith, also provided a distinctive role for the sanctification of the believer. The twelfth article, for example, although pointing out ‘that Good Works … are the fruits of Faith, and follow after Justification’, went on to indicate that ‘yet are they pleasing and acceptable to God in Christ, and do spring out necessarily of a true and lively Faith insomuch that by them a lively Faith may be as evidently known as a tree discerned by the fruit’. Perhaps of even greater significance, however, was the twenty-seventh article in which baptism was described as ‘not only a sign of profession, and mark of difference, whereby Christian men are discerned from others that be not christened, but … also [as] a sign of Regeneration or New-Birth, whereby, as by an instrument, they that receive Baptism rightly are grafted into the Church; the promises of the forgiveness of sin, and of our adoption to be the sons of God by the Holy Ghost, are visibly signed and sealed, Faith is confirmed, and Grace increased by virtue of prayer unto God’.

It was to this article in particular that Edward Bouverie Pusey directed attention in his three tracts on baptism in 1835–6, enunciating his position on justification and sanctification de facto as he did so. He effectively summed up his argument with the words of Richard Hooker (1554–1600), stating that ‘when the signs and Sacraments of His grace are not either through contempt unreceived, or received with contempt, we are not to doubt, but that they really give what they promise, and are what they signify’ (Pusey 1836: II.214; quoting Hooker 1888: II.258 [Bk. 5: chap. 57, 5]). Pusey immediately proceeded to insist that this was ‘for fourteen centuries, the doctrine of the universal Church of God’, upheld above all both by the English and the Lutheran branches of the Church, although he also added that Luther did so ‘without perhaps the same defined views, yet with the solemn and instinctive reverence for the known word of God’ (Pusey 1836: II.214–15), before he proceeded to a detailed attack on the position of Ulrich Zwingli and linking him closely with John Calvin. In an extensively footnoted section, Pusey emphasized that Zwinglians denied that ‘Baptism is the means … of obtaining justification’ and that those who are baptized ‘already are made members of the Christian Church’, subsequently denying that ‘all are born in original guilt’ (Pusey 1836: II.217–19).

In early 1837, John Henry Newman wrote a lengthy letter to the periodical The Christian Observer, defending Pusey’s position and promising a further study on justification (Newman 1877: II.2). He offered his lectures on the subject at St Mary’s Church, from April to June, and rewrote them for publication with some intensity thereafter, finishing them as the Lectures on Justification in March 1838. In the preface he commented briefly on three treatments of the topic, briefly on that of James Thomas O’Brien (O’Brien 1833), a lecturer at the University of Dublin and in 1842 Church of Ireland bishop of Ossory, Ferns, and Leighlin, and more particularly on George Stanley Faber, who had recently published his Primitive Doctrine of Justification (a second edition in 1839 would take up Newman’s Lectures on Justification in an appendix), a study expressing particular opposition to the work of Alexander Knox (1757–1831) for his treatise ‘The Doctrine respecting Baptism held by the Church of England’ (Knox 1834–7: I.440–9).

In April 1838, upon receiving Newman’s book, Faber wrote to Newman, commenting briefly on it and chiding him, among other matters, for ‘deem[ing] Baptism the instrument of Justification, by the adduction of an Article, which absolutely says nothing of the sort. On the contrary, you omit the striking passage in the second part of the Homily on the Passion, where faith is declared to be the only instrument of our salvation.’ What is deserving of special mention here is that for Faber the Homily and other works ‘use the precise word INSTRUMENT; the former excluding any other instrument, and therefore obviously excluding Baptism’ (LDN VI.230). In his answer three days later, Newman acknowledged their differences, noting his partial agreement with Faber, partial agreement with Knox, and full agreement ‘with neither’: ‘I conceive’, he observed, ‘that a state of union with the Church is a state of justification’ (LDN VI.231).

The word ‘instrument’ in the controversy owed much to Newman’s opening chapter in his Lectures, ‘Faith considered as the instrument of justification’, in which he opposed too simple an approach to the problem. ‘Justification by Faith only, thus treated’, he insisted, ‘is an erroneous, and justification by obedience is a defective, view of Christian doctrine’ (Newman 1838: 2; see Sheridan 1967 and 2001). He then continued, opposing to his own, the views of Lutherans on the doctrine of justification as reflected primarily in the work of the Lutheran theologian, Johann Gerhard, and quoting Luther, Melancthon, and Calvin, as sources for his view of the distinctive Protestant sources for the position. This emphasis on Gerhard is not out of keeping with the ecclesial direction of Newman’s work, the Lectures on Justification being not an historical, but a theological study. In Newman’s second chapter, ‘Love considered as the formal cause of justification’, he viewed justification as ‘not unsound or dangerous in itself, but defective—truth, but not the whole truth’ (Newman 1838: 33). He then proceeded to outline the doctrine from a temporal point of view, seeing justification in terms of the past as ‘forgiveness of sin’, but, when viewed in terms of the present and future state of the believer, it was ‘the first recipient of the Spirit, the root, and therefore the earnest and anticipation of perfect obedience’ (Newman 1838: 38).

What Newman was re-emphasizing here was the distinction, made clear earlier in his work, between the continental and the English Reformations (Newman 1838: 3). In the first two chapters, he sought to prove ‘that justification and sanctification were substantially the same thing; next, that, viewed relatively to each other, justification followed upon sanctification’ (Newman 1838: 67). He proceeded to focus first on the ‘exact and philosophical’ relation between the two, and then on the ‘popular and practical relation of one to the other’, giving his primary attention to the work of Augustine. Then in the final chapters of the work (Chapters V–XIII), he endeavoured to demonstrate ‘the real connexion between [justification and sanctification], or rather [their] identity’ (Newman 1838: 68).

One may ‘vary’ the terms, Newman observed, but, however one may do so, ‘imputed righteousness is the coming in of actual righteousness … [God] imputes, not a name, but a substantial Word’ (Newman 1838: 86). He observed that while ‘on the one hand, [it] conveys pardon for its past sins, on the other makes it actually righteous’ (Newman 1838: 90). What God ‘first imputes, he then imparts’. In a passage that he deleted from the third (his Roman Catholic) edition of this work, Newman emphasized the issue of ‘real’ righteousness on the part of the human person. ‘Whether or no the phrase “by the obedience” [Romans 5: 16] means through or in Christ’s obedience,—through the merits, as Romanists say, or in the imputation, as we may say, (about which is not the question here,)—so far is certain, that by that obedience, however operating, we are “made righteous” ’ (Newman 1838: 116). Here he blended his use of the word ‘imputes’ with that of ‘imparts’. He did the same in his appendix to the work. Immediately after questioning the argument of Faber, he wrote:


I observe then, that the point is not, whether we can have any righteousness before God justifies us, nor is it whether we are not justified by Christ’s righteousness imputed, nor whether our own righteousness is pure enough to be acceptable without a continual imputation of His, (all which the Fathers teach,) but whether they do not also teach that our righteousness after justification, as far as it goes, is real tending to fulfil the perfect Law, and such as to be a beginning, outset, or ground on which, when purified and completed by His, God may justify us. (Newman 1838: 428)



In his work Newman regularly treated the notion of sanctification’s ‘broad separation’ from justification as ‘technical and unscriptural’ (Newman 1838: 44). With justification, sanctification was part ‘of one gift’. Sanctification, in fact, followed upon justification—‘we are first renewed and then therefore accepted’—a position that had been strongly opposed by Luther (Newman 1838: 67–8). It is true, Newman acknowledged, that we were sanctified ‘gradually’, that justification ‘is a perfect act’ toward which sanctification ‘tends’: ‘In it, the whole course of sanctification is anticipated, reckoned, or imputed to us in its very beginning’ (Newman 1838: 79). It might appear that they were different, but Newman held with Augustine that there was a close link between the two (although Augustine maintained this ‘with less of uniformity in expression, and no exaggeration’) (Newman 1838: 68). One may hold then that justification meant counting righteous, including ‘under its meaning “making righteous” ’ (Newman 1838: 70).

Righteousness was of course not meant here in the same sense as in the case of Christ, although Christ could impart that righteousness (Newman 1838: 118). We were thus made righteous and made in this case does not mean simply accounted (Newman 1838: 131). Two errors can be found in the interpretation of Scripture. The first ‘arguing out a sense for its terms, from the particular context in which they may happen to occur’; the second, that the context does not, in itself, explain the terms (Newman 1838: 132, 136). ‘Justification, being an act of Divine Mercy exerted towards the soul, does not leave it as it found it’ (Newman 1838: 143). Justification then consists in righteousness.


In asking, then, what is our righteousness I, do not mean what is its original source for this is God’s mercy; nor what is its meritorious cause for this is the life, and above all the death of Christ; nor what is the instrument of it, for this (I would maintain) is Holy Baptism; nor what is the entrance into it, for this is regeneration; nor what the first privilege of it, for this is pardon; nor what is the ultimate fruit, for this is everlasting life. (Newman 1838: 146)



This justification came to us by faith, but ‘faith is acceptable as having a something in it: namely God’s grace, acting in the soul’ (Newman 1838: 130). Justification was, according to scriptural authority, ascribed to ‘the agency of the Holy Spirit, and that immediately, neither faith nor renewal intervening’ (Newman 1838: 151). This righteousness was ‘an inward gift conveying the virtues of Christ’s Atoning Blood’ (Newman 1838: 165). ‘God’s presence of communion’ could be increased, and, because it was ‘the inward application of the Atonement, we are furnished at once with a sufficient definition of a Sacrament for the use of our Church’ (Newman 1838: 167, 169). Against Rome he insisted that such justification was ‘distinct from renewal’, but against the ‘strict Protestants’ he assured his readers that it was ‘directly productive’ of renewal as well (Newman 1838: 170). It was a gift, ‘distinct from us and lodged in us’, taking into itself those ‘holy deeds and sufferings’ which renovated the soul (Newman 1838: 207).

Viewing in Chapters VIII and IX righteousness as a gift and a quality, and Christ’s resurrection as the source of justification, Newman continued in Chapter X to treat the topic of ‘justification by faith only’, taking up the eleventh of the Thirty-Nine Articles in which the statement is made in the context of the Homily on the Passion in which, as Faber had noted to him, ‘Faith is the one mean and instrument of justification’ (Newman 1838: 256). Newman insisted that this faith was, according to that Homily ‘the sole mean’, but as such, ‘the instrumental power of Faith cannot interfere with the instrumental power of Baptism’ (Newman 1838: 258–9). Between faith and baptism he pointed out, there was no inconsistency:


Faith, then, being the appointed representative of Baptism, derives its authority and virtue from that which it represents. It is justifying because of Baptism; it is the faith of the baptized, of the regenerate that is, of the justified. Faith does not precede justification; but justification precedes faith, and makes it justifying.



The major mistake of his opponents, he maintained, was that they ‘make faith the sole instrument, not after Baptism but before; whereas Baptism is the primary instrument, and creates faith to be what it is and otherwise is not, giving it power and rank, and constituting it as its own successor’ (Newman 1838: 260).

Faith in this sense was secondary to the sacraments for Newman (Newman 1838: 262). In baptism the new birth reserved ‘to the Eucharist the ultimate springs of the new life, and to Love what may be called its plastic power, and to Obedience its being the atmosphere in which faith breathes’. Faith, however, did not stand alone. It brought about the ‘effect’ of the sacraments, and ‘while developing, also sanctifies in God’s sight all other graces … justifying not the ungodly, but the just’ through baptism (Newman 1838: 271–2). Justification, then, could be viewed as an instrument that ‘unites the soul to Christ through the Sacraments’ (Newman 1838: 218). In the following chapter Newman pointed out that the Anglican Church had nowhere defined the nature of justifying faith (Newman 1838: 288). It was this link between faith and the sacraments that Newman considered in the last section of the book, pressing the point clearly as he opened the section: ‘Justification comes through the Sacraments; is received by faith; consists in God’s inward presence and lives in obedience’ (Newman 1838: 318). And it is in a similar manner that he wrote at the close of his volume, summing up his argument as a whole:


Now justification by faith only is a principle, not a rule of conduct; and the popular way of viewing it is as a rule. This is where men go wrong. They think that the way by which they must set out to practise religion is, to believe, as something independent of every other duty; as something which can exist in the mind by itself, and from which all other holy exercises follow;—to believe, and thus forthwith they will be justified; which will as surely mislead them as the great principle that ‘the Saints are hidden’ would mislead such as took it for a rule, and thought by hiding themselves from the world to become Saints. They who are justified, are justified by faith; but having faith is not the way to be justified, as little as being hidden is the way to be a Saint. (Newman 1838: 383)



In general Pusey was in full agreement with Newman on the issue and he remained so, although his emphasis on justification itself was much more marked. Thus, some fifteen tumultuous years after Newman wrote his book on justification, early in 1853 in his well-know sermon on the eucharist, Pusey wrote that we were told ‘at one time, that we are “justified by faith”; at another, “by works” ’. We were told ‘that “faith saveth”, that we are saved by the Name of Christ, by grace, by the washing of regeneration, or by Baptism, or in hope’. He then cited a series of New Testament passages to support his contention and went on to point out that ‘all these, and other separate fragments of teaching, unite and blend in one whole of living truth’ (Pusey 1853b: 20–1). Later in the same year, in a sermon entitled ‘Justification’, he made the same point:


[A]ll agree that God, in justifying us, not only declares us, but makes us, righteous. He does not declare us to be that which He does not make us. He makes us that which we were not, but which now, if we are in Him, (whatever there still remain of inward corruption,) we by His gift are, holy. He does not give us an untrue, unreal, nominal, shadowy righteousness; or He does not impute to us only a real outward righteousness, ‘the righteousness of God in Christ;’ for which, being unrighteous still, we are to be accounted righteous.



In concluding the section, Pusey quoted Newman’s words without reference to the author: ‘But what he imputes, he also imparts’ (Pusey 1853a: 7–8).

Pusey had in fact broached this subject a good deal earlier. On the Feast of St James, 1840, two years after Newman had issued the first edition of his book, Pusey published a fourth edition of his Letter to the Bishop of Oxford … on the Tendency to Romanism, with a lengthy preface on the doctrine of justification. In his preface to this work Pusey addressed his remarks to those who either feared for themselves or for others that the view of baptismal regeneration upheld in his book cast doubt on the theory of justification which, as he described it, had ‘of late has been popular’, referring directly to Newman’s book (Pusey 1840: 62–81). His section in the work at large had been directly written to support that book. Thus, he insisted with Newman that ‘Justification comes through the Sacraments; is received by faith; consists in God’s inward presence and lives in obedience’ (Newman 1838: 318; Pusey 1840: 64). It was this statement which Charles Pourtalès Golightly, an Old High Churchman, chose to attack in his Strictures, published in May 1840, shortly before the fourth edition of Pusey’s Letter. Golightly’s work was directed generally against the thrust of the Oxford Movement as a whole, and in one of its four chapters he focused on Pusey’s view of justification, noting that the teaching of the Anglican Church did not uphold the statement that justification ‘consists in God’s inward presence’, a phrase he italicized (Golightly 1840: 31–2). Secondly, he attacked Newman in particular for his de facto union of sanctification and justification, quoting extensively from the Anglican divines as quoted in the Tracts and the writings of Anglican bishops at the time.

In the preface to his Letter, Pusey did not take a belligerent approach to those who opposed him. There were, in his view, two types of persons who took a careful view of the subject: those who feared for others that the gift of God’s free grace might be ‘obscured’, and those who were concerned for their own sake that ‘their repentance should not be of the right sort’ (Pusey 1840: xii). What was to be avoided in both cases was a confusion of the act of justification with the state of justification—that is, the difference between ‘our first entrance into that state with our subsequent continuance’ (Pusey 1840: xiii). In the first case, we had received it fully as a gift of the divine, but in the second ‘whether we use it or no, and the degree of our diligence, is within ourselves’ (Pusey 1840: xiv). When one spoke of ‘the state of justification’, one was actually speaking of sanctification ‘which though distinct from our original justification … becomes blended with it, so as to be co-existent with it, and separable in idea only’ (Pusey 1840: xv). ‘Being made righteous, we remain justified’ (Pusey 1840: xvii). According to Pusey, Newman offered yet a third answer, combining the position of the Ultra-Protestants (that of faith) and of modern Rome (that of inherent righteousness), placing us in ‘a state of grace, actually right and pleasing to Him’ (Pusey 1840: xxii). Newman’s explanation differed from the Ultra-Protestant one, in that ‘the righteousness is claimed as real’, and also from Rome ‘in that not it, in itself, but He from whom it flows is … the direct source of hope as of strength’ (Pusey 1840: xxvii).

Pusey then proceeded to sum up his position in thirteen points, citing Newman at length in support of each of them. Justification preceded sanctification; it was a free pardon, wholly from God; it was ‘perfect at once, renewal or sanctification gradual’ (Pusey 1840: xxx). It was ‘increased or diminished with holiness’, but baptized infants were members of Christ; although it was ‘first external’, it required ‘subsequent concurrence’ (Pusey 1840: xxxi). Although ‘productive of renewal, [it] is distinct from [sanctification] in idea’ (Pusey 1840: xxxii). Christians, Pusey insisted, ‘please God through the character of their obedience, not its perfectness’, while an ‘increase in sanctification’ does not ‘diminish the necessity of pardon’ (Pusey 1840: xxxiii).

Pusey was not alone in considering justification and sanctification. In February 1840, Isaac Williams published the second part of his Tract On Reserve in Communicating Religious Knowledge in which he summarized the Oxford Movement’s position on imputed righteousness:


Surely men know not what they do, when they define and systematize the ways of God in man’s redemption, under expressions such as imputed righteousness, justification, and sanctification, and the like; which words stand in their minds, for some exceeding shallow poor human ideas, for which they vehemently contend, as for the whole of religion. (Williams 1840: 67)



And a year later, in early 1841, Newman in his last tract, Remarks on Certain Passages in the Thirty-Nine Articles, suggested that actions taken prior to the admission of divine grace may not be ‘habitual’, but might still be visited by ‘actual grace, or rather aid’ and could ‘gain grace’ (Newman 1841: 16). But care was to be taken in any such discussion. Indeed, a few months after the publication of Newman’s tract, the Anglican High Churchman and politician William E. Gladstone wrote to his close friend Henry E. Manning concerning the issue, suggesting that it would be best for the Anglican tradition if the word justification ‘could be forgotten altogether: for I do not know what idea it conveys to any mind that it is not carried by one of the two terms pardon and sanctification’. A ‘crude idea of justifying faith is’, he added, ‘naked perception of the Redeemer’. This is firmly the Protestant theory and, he admitted, any other would turn into a theory of justification by works (Erb 2013: II.217–18).

The fiercest attack on Newman’s and the Oxford Movement’s position on justification and sanctification came from the Evangelical wing of the Anglican Church. Among the most prominent of the Evangelical critics were the Sumner brothers, John and Charles, both bishops, who in their visitation Charges both attacked the position of Newman. John Bird Sumner, then bishop of Chester and seven years later to be elevated to Archbishop of Canterbury—convinced that William Goode’s lengthy Rule of Faith and Practice (1842) had refuted the Oxford Movement’s positions—took up the principle of justification, telling his readers ‘that the works which follow [one’s] being justified, and are its effect, can never also be the cause of his justification’ (J. B. Sumner 1842: 25). Charles Sumner, bishop of Winchester, raised the issue more vehemently:


There is reason, as it seems to me, for fearing injury to the distinctive principles of our church, if a cloud be raised again around that great doctrine, which involves the mode in which we are ‘accounted righteous before God’; if it be even called in question whether ‘the Protestant doctrine of justification’ be ‘a fundamental of faith’; if instead of the satisfaction of Christ, singly and alone, as the ground of acceptance, a certain inherent meetness of sanctification be so connected with the qualification ab extra, as to confound the operation within with the work of Christ without. (C. Sumner 1841: 30–1, 61–3)



The more radical defenders of the Oxford Movement, among them William George Ward, moved against the Evangelical position. In his Ideal of a Christian Church (1844), Ward attacked Luther, the Protestant tradition of justification, and such defenders of it as James Thomas O’Brien, the Church of Ireland bishop of Ossory, Ferns, and Leighlin, and the American Charles Pettit McIlvaine, bishop of Ohio. In some 150 pages of this lengthy work, Ward, as he had several years before done in the pages of The British Critic, urged ‘the certain truth, that Lutheranism is not chiefly a heresy against revealed, but against natural, religion’ (Ward 1844: 300) on which point the debate would be, if not always explicitly, thereafter continued.
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CHAPTER 18



MYSTICISM AND SACRAMENTALISM IN THE OXFORD MOVEMENT



GEORGE WESTHAVER

INTRODUCTION

THE fundamental importance of mysticism and sacramentalism for the leaders of the Oxford Movement was a source of controversy even with their allies. John Keble’s weightiest contribution to the Tracts for the Times was a detailed consideration of patristic mysticism. Even after Keble had acknowledged that ‘the Evil Spirit’ could not better undermine a proper interest in Christian antiquity than by associating its inheritance with mysticism, a friend and sympathetic historian of the Movement, Richard Church, proved his point by rebuking him for a study which was ‘out of place’ and ‘hardly what the practical needs of the time required’ (Church 1897: 264). Yet for Keble, to examine mysticism was not to consider an esoteric branch of theology or subjective religious experience, but rather to emphasize and demonstrate the sacramental character of Scripture, the created order, and Christian life more generally. To borrow the words of a twentieth-century student of mysticism to describe Keble’s position, ‘the mystical life is nothing other, most fundamentally, than the Christian life’ (M.-D. Chenu quoted in Lash 1996: 167). Keble saw the ‘clear explanations’ and ‘convincing reasoning’ which Richard Church would have put in place of his examination of mysticism as symptoms of theological confusion, even ‘the very idols of this age’ (Church 1897: 263; Keble 1841: 3–4). John Henry Newman’s views on this matter accorded with those of Keble. Considering the threat to sound theology posed by David Friedrich Strauss’s radical reconstruction of the Gospels in his Leben Jesu (1835), Newman claimed that Edward Bouverie Pusey’s series of lectures on the mystical and sacramental interpretation of the Old Testament offered the best response: ‘Strauss’s book is said to be doing harm at Cambridge. The only way to meet it is by your work on Types’ (LDN VI.145). Yet these same lectures were treated in a guarded or even suspicious manner by Pusey’s biographer, H. P. Liddon, and by one of the original Priest Librarians of Pusey House, Oxford. Both the strong reactions which their efforts to recover a kind of patristic mysticism provoked, and the emphasis which Newman, Keble, and Pusey nonetheless placed on this project, suggest its theological significance. This chapter will consider the way in which mysticism and sacramentalism served as ordering principles for the three most prominent Tractarians during the period up to 1845 when they were working together in what Pusey characterized as ‘a treble cord’ (Westhaver 2012: 260; Allchin 1967: 74–5).

Mysticism and sacramentalism are key principles for Newman, Keble, and Pusey because they express their understanding of the Incarnation. While the Incarnation is, first of all, a doctrine about the union of divine and human in Christ the Word made flesh, they saw it also as the model for understanding how divine life and truth are communicated by sensible means in human words or earthly sacraments. Exemplifying this approach, Pusey characterizes the Christian religion according to a fundamental analogy between the way that God ‘comes down’ in the Incarnation, the sacraments, and the Bible: ‘Its cornerstone and characteristic is “God manifest in the flesh” … earthly Sacraments, yet full of Heaven, earthly words, yet full of the Word, λογοι proceeding from and setting forth the Λογος’ (Westhaver 2012: 183). The Tractarians and their colleagues emphasized that the manifestation of divine truth and life in the incarnate Word, God and man, is at the same time a revelation of a secret that has been concealed and, to some extent, must remain concealed. Newman’s contrast of ‘Revelation’ and ‘Mystery’ expresses this principle succinctly: ‘A Revelation is religious doctrine viewed on its illuminated side; a Mystery is the selfsame doctrine viewed on the side unilluminated. Thus Religious Truth is neither light nor darkness, but both together’ (Newman 1839b: 9). The term mystery can describe both the enigmatic character of spiritual knowledge and a sacramental encounter with the living God in whom truth and life are one. The divine life and spiritual realities, which are both revealed and concealed in the Bible, are also communicated mystically through sacraments, which are signs that effect what they signify and tokens that veil what is invisibly given. The Incarnation is the mystery of human nature ‘In-Godded, Deitate’, and the gift of the sacramental life is ‘union with that mystery, whereby we are made partakers of the Incarnation’ (Pusey 1852, Sermon 4: 53; 1842: 49). While one might say that mysticism describes the apprehension of the Mystery, the communication of the eternal or spiritual through material and temporal words or signs, and sacramentalism the participation in the reality so described, the lines cannot be so finely drawn. The mystical is so closely intertwined with the sacramental principle for Newman, Keble, and Pusey because the truth which is known is also the life into which one is drawn by participation.

THE EXTERNAL APPROACH OPPOSED TO THE MYSTICAL AND SACRAMENTAL

One finds the most succinct Tractarian explanation of the mystical and sacramental principles in Newman’s 1841 review of Henry Hart Milman’s History of Christianity (1840). Newman argues that Milman’s attempt to consider the rise of Christianity in terms of ‘political and social history’ and Christians in terms of how they ‘appeared to the heathen’ inevitably distorts the object of his study (Newman 1881: 214, 200). For example, speaking of Abraham as ‘an Emir or a Sheik’ neglects the vocation which makes Abraham distinct and worthy of our interest. More significantly, Newman points to the problems of describing ‘our Lord’ as ‘One who appeared to the mass of mankind in His own age as a peasant of Palestine’. While it is possible to emphasize appearances and to describe Christ’s humanity and crucifixion as ‘external facts’ which can be ‘externally seen’, it is not possible to treat in this way ‘our Lord’s divinity and atonement’ (Newman 1881: 209, 200, 202–3). It was especially significant for Newman that these are the very doctrines that are denied by Socinianism, the term that he and his colleagues applied to any suggestion of anti-Trinitarianism or Arianism in the theology of their day. It was a similar separation of ‘Scripture facts’ from doctrine in the work of R. D. Hampden, Regius Professor of Divinity at Oxford, that led Pusey to characterize his theories as the ‘parents of Socinianism’ (Pusey 1836a: xv). The problem that Pusey identified in Hampden and that he traced to ‘the shallow philosophy of Mr. Locke’ was the same problem that Newman found in Milman, the idea that genuine knowledge must be limited to what can be learned by sense experience and so equally available for study to all people (Pusey 1836a: xxii). While Milman saw this approach as promoting the interests of Christianity, Newman argued that it had the opposite effect: ‘so Mr. Milman, viewing Christianity as an external political fact, has gone very far indeed towards viewing it as nothing more’ (Newman 1881: 213, also 197).

In opposition to Milman’s ‘external’ approach, Newman proposes a sacramental one—‘The Christian history is “an outward visible sign of an inward spiritual grace” ’ (Newman 1881: 188). Although it is possible to explain the course of things in terms of interconnected and analogous laws that govern the social, political, and physical world ‘as if there was nothing beyond it’, Newman argues that God ‘is acting through, with, and beneath those physical, social, and moral laws, of which our experience informs us’ (Newman 1881: 191–2). In a key passage, Newman emphasizes that an awareness of ‘the presence of unseen spiritual agency’ working in and through the apparently natural or historical is a fundamental principle that is, in its different aspects, mystical and sacramental:


This is the animating principle both of the Church’s ritual and of Scripture interpretation; in the latter it is the basis of the theory of the double sense; in the former it makes ceremonies and observances to be signs, seals, means, and pledges of supernatural grace. It is the mystical principle in the one, it is the sacramental in the other. All that is seen,—the world, the Bible, the Church, the civil polity, and man himself,—are types, and, in their degree and place, representatives and organs of an unseen world, truer and higher than themselves. (Newman 1881: 193)



In the same way that a complete knowledge of the sacrament includes the discernment of the inward and spiritual grace, a comprehensive understanding of the Bible and the Church, of both human history and the world of nature, will include an appreciation of ‘the existence and presence among us of that higher and invisible system’ (Newman 1881: 213). The way Newman describes ‘types’ recalls Coleridge’s characterization of ‘symbol’ as ‘the translucence of the Eternal through and in the Temporal’ and as partaking of ‘the Reality it renders intelligible’ (Coleridge 1972: 30). In a similar way, Pusey describes types in the Bible and in the natural world as mirrors offering a ‘mitigated light’ that ‘we may contemplate the Eternal Light under more varied aspects’, and as containing more or less of ‘the substance’ or of ‘the reality’ they evoke (Pusey 1842: 390). The mystical and sacramental principles hold together these two elements, the eternal and the temporal, the reality and the type or symbol. In Newman’s words: ‘the visible world is the instrument, yet the veil, of the world invisible’ (Newman 1881: 192).

THE SACRAMENTAL PRINCIPLE STAMPED ON CREATION

In his Apologia pro vita sua (1864) Newman recalled that he first learned ‘the Sacramental system; that is, the doctrine that material phenomena are both the types and the instruments of real things unseen’, from Bishop Joseph Butler. In his Analogy of Religion, Natural and Revealed (1736), Butler establishes the principle of analogy by arguing that one would expect to find correspondences between the character of theological knowledge, our knowledge of the natural world, and the way that moral principles are grasped, because these three kinds of knowledge manifest and are ordered by the same divine wisdom. Butler’s ideas, Newman writes, were ‘recast in the creative mind of my new master’, John Keble, whose Christian Year (1827) embodied Butler’s analogical principles in verse (Newman 2008: 154, 148; Beek 1959). In his poem for Septuagesima Sunday, Keble describes the natural world as a book that reveals its divine author: ‘There is a book … Which heavenly truth imparts … The works of God above, below, | within us and around, | Are pages in a book, to show | How God Himself is found’ (Keble 1895: 54). In Tract 89, Keble explains in more detail this ‘symbolical or sacramental view of nature’, which he saw also in the poetry of his mentor William Wordsworth: ‘the works of God in creation and providence … fulfilled half at least of the nature of sacraments … they were pledges to assure us of some spiritual thing, if they were not means to convey it to us. They were, in a very sufficient sense, Verba visibilia’ (Keble 1841: 148; 1912: 481). Keble argues that the Fathers, taught by the Bible in general and the Epistle to the Hebrews in particular, had demonstrated an inherent connection between ‘the worlds visible and invisible’ such that ‘all αἰσθητὰ answer to νοητὰ’, that all sensible or ordinary things answer to an intelligible—‘a true counterpart … a substance, of which they were but unreal shadows’ (Keble 1841: 165). Around the same time in 1841 that Tract 89 was going to print, Keble reflected on the importance of this approach in the ‘Editor’s Preface’ to his edition of Richard Hooker’s Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity. There, Keble describes Hooker as having formulated his understanding of religious ceremonial with the help of the mystical and sacramental principle that he found in the Fathers of Christian antiquity:


Thus in a manner they seem to have realized, though in an infinitely higher sense, the system of Plato: every thing to them existed in two worlds: in the world of sense, according to its outward nature and relations; in the world intellectual, according to its spiritual associations. And thus did the whole scheme of material things, and especially those objects in it which are consecrated by scriptural allusion, assume in their eyes a sacramental or symbolical character. (Hooker 1845: xci)



Keble had evoked these same ‘two worlds’ twenty years earlier in the poem for Septuagesima cited above, a ‘mystic heaven and earth within’ corresponding to ‘the sea and sky’ without. Such an understanding of an inherent correspondence between ‘outward’ or material things, ‘the world of sense’, and the ‘world intellectual’ or spiritual, is likely what Newman had in mind when he described Keble’s creative recasting of Butler’s principle of analogy. Pusey also emphasizes the importance of this recasting, arguing that with regard to natural theology Butler employed the principle of analogy in the form of a negative argument (Pusey 1836a: xv); he did not seek primarily to demonstrate or prove analogies between creation and God, but to undermine the deist presumption that one cannot believe or accept Christian doctrine because there is not enough evidence. Keble and his colleagues did not remain content with this ‘lowest ground’, but built upon it to amplify Butler’s analogical principle with the sacramental theory that they found in the tradition of Christian Platonism as described by Hooker. While Butler himself drew on this tradition, the Tractarians extended his principle of analogical correspondence to include an inherent and sacramental union between the visible and the invisible that for them expresses the mystery of God manifest in the flesh and in the world.

It is in the writings of Pusey that we see most clearly how the fusion of the analogical principle with the doctrine of the Incarnation shapes the Tractarians’ sacramentalism. In his ‘Lectures on the Types and Prophecies of the Old Testament’ (1836b), Pusey seeks to explain the way in which all ‘visible creatures … possess in themselves a relation to things unseen’ (Westhaver 2012: 215–16). To do this, Pusey also turns to Hooker’s Laws and specifically to those sections of the Laws where Hooker considers the Incarnation and the sacraments: ‘All things are therefore partakers of God, they are his offspring, his influence is in them’ (Hooker 1845: Laws, V.56.5; Westhaver 2012: 214). Drawing out the implications of this approach, Pusey describes both creation and Scripture as ‘the emanations of His Word’ (Westhaver 2012: 226). While created things are fundamentally distinct from God, their capacity to speak of God comes from an inherent relationship whereby they partake of qualities which are unified in the divine simplicity, but shared in different ways with all things that originate from God. These qualities, ‘all virtue and power and might’, are a kind of effluence or procession from God that constitute the being of all that exists: ‘All things then are His word, for His word was their being’. In other words, God takes on flesh not only in the Incarnation, but in analogous and different ways in both ‘the book of God’s works’ and ‘the book of His word’: ‘Both reveal the unseen God being spoken in Him, “Who is the bright Reflection of His Glory, and the Expressive Image of His Person” through the Spirit’ (Westhaver 2012: 225–8). By describing created things as revealing and reflecting the invisible God, Pusey both evokes New Testament descriptions of the incarnate Word (Heb. 1:3; Col. 1:15) and draws on a rich tradition of patristic theology that understands all things to share, in different ways and degrees, in creation according to God’s image, or, in Pusey’s words, to ‘bear a certain impress and image of Himself’ (Westhaver 2012: 214). A recent scholar has characterized Newman’s presentation of ‘the Sacramental system’ in similar terms, as an evocation of ‘the Dionysian strand of Christian Platonism’ whereby ‘the visible creatures are not simply a screen that obscures the intelligible but are themselves epiphanic, expressive, and initiatory—“instruments of real things unseen” that may conduct believers toward their source’ (McIntosh 2011: 350). It is a version of this epiphanic or Dionysian Platonism that Keble and Pusey found in Hooker and in the patristic sources on which they draw, and which shaped their understanding of the mystical and sacramental principle (Kirby 2005: 29–43; Westhaver 2012: 221–5). According to this approach, Keble, Pusey, and Newman root their understanding of God’s manifestation, in both creation and Scripture, in the doctrine of the Incarnation and in the eternal relations of the Son, the ‘Expressive Image’, with the Father and the Spirit.

SACRAMENTAL PARTICIPATION IN THE INCARNATION

Mysticism and sacramentalism are fundamental principles for the Tractarians because they order their understanding of how the truth and life that is stamped on and in all things is communicated and given. The Incarnation is not only a doctrine about the mystical union of the divine and human in Christ, but also the means by which humanity comes to partake of the life that the Father has with the Son and the Holy Spirit. Pusey does not draw back from describing this partaking or union in terms of deification: ‘By dwelling in us, He makes us parts of Himself, so that in the Ancient Church they could boldly say, “He deifieth me”, that is, He makes me part of Him, of His Body, Who is God’ (Pusey 1852, Sermon 16: 235). Two commentators particularly attuned to the importance of the idea of participation in the divine life for the Tractarians have observed the close connection between ‘the reaffirmation of the doctrine of theosis’ and their understanding of the Incarnation: ‘it is this realisation that God gives us not just His gifts, but Himself, that is the deepest conviction of the Fathers of the Oxford Movement’ (Allchin 1988: 49; Louth 1983: 75; Hedley 1996: 247). It is the priority of this theme which lies behind the priority of the mystical and sacramental principle.

For the Tractarians, the sacraments of baptism and Holy Communion are the most definite means by which human participation in the divine life is both effected and enlarged. Keble emphasizes the unity of the Incarnation and the sacraments by describing the Nativity of Christ in a Christmas sermon as ‘the entire Sacrament, of the Redemption of our nature’ (Keble 1879: 64). Newman similarly describes the purpose of the Incarnation with words from the prayer of humble access in the service of Holy Communion: ‘He came in that very nature of Adam, in order to communicate to us that nature as it is in His Person, that “our sinful bodies might be made clean by His Body, and our souls washed through His most precious Blood;” to make us partakers of the Divine nature’ (Newman 1868: V, Sermon 7: 92–3). While in later years, Tractarian eucharistic theology focused more on the character of the ‘real presence’ of Christ in the sacramental elements, if one approaches the sacramentalism of Keble, Newman, and Pusey in the years leading up to 1845 through that lens one may neglect their more fundamental emphasis on union with Christ through the sacraments. Their language suggests that speaking of the sacraments as ‘means of grace’, a concept that they both use and amplify, is somehow insufficient to the greatness of the gift, or may place more emphasis on sacramental instrumentality than on the sublime reality of mystical presence and union (Härdelin 1986: 85–90; Brilioth 1933: 318–29).

In order to combat what they saw as a tendency to conceive of the Church’s relationship to Christ in external terms, as that of merely a group of followers belonging to a visible community with particular norms and teaching, the Tractarians often modify familiar images or ideas as if to jar the reader or listener into appreciating the reality of union with the incarnate Son. For example, Keble uses the surprising language of absorption, characterizing our ‘Blessed Lord in union and communion with all His members … as constituting … one great and manifold Person, into which, by degrees, all souls of men, who do not cast themselves away, are to be absorbed’ (Keble 1841: 144). Similarly, Newman modifies the language of sacrament to describe not only a cause of grace or the beginning of membership, but also the present reality of mystical union by which the historical existence of Christ constitutes the life of the Church: ‘to be possessed by His presence as our life … to become in a wonderful way His members, the instruments, or visible form, or sacramental sign, of the One Invisible Ever-Present Son of God, mystically reiterating in each of us all the acts of His earthly life’ (Newman 1868: VI, Sermon 1: 3). Likewise the sacraments, ‘the rites of the Church’ so abolish external distinctions of time and space that they make the ascended Son of Man ‘ever mystically present’ by the ‘effluences of His grace’, language that stresses inherent union with the Incarnation (Newman 1868: III, Sermon 19: 277–8). Highlighting this union, Newman even describes the Incarnation in terms borrowed from the eucharistic rite: ‘Christ then took our nature … and then He imparted it to us. He took it, consecrated it, broke it, and said, “Take, and divide it among yourselves” ’ (Newman 1868: V, Sermon 9: 117–18).

In Pusey especially, the exposition of the Incarnation becomes the exposition of the sacraments and of the sacramental union of the mystical body of Christ with the Head. Criticizing a ‘meagre conception’ of baptism that substitutes the reception of Christ’s ‘teaching for His Person’, Pusey offers Hilary of Poitiers’ exposition of St Paul: ‘the Apostle combines the reality of the indwelling of the Eternal Son in the Man Christ Jesus, with the reality of His communication of Himself to us, the reality of the mystery of Holy Baptism, and our being thereby in Him, with the reality of His Holy Incarnation’ (Pusey 1842: 130). In another place, to avoid the idea that being buried with Christ in baptism is simply a metaphor, Pusey affirms that it is ‘to be (so to speak) co-interred, co-crucified; to be included in, wrapt round, as it were, in His Burial and Crucifixion’ (Pusey 1842: 95). The sacramental union with Christ in the Incarnation is also an important theme of The Holy Eucharist a Comfort to the Penitent (1843), the sermon that led to Pusey’s suspension from preaching at the University of Oxford for two years. There, Pusey explains how ‘the mystery of the Incarnation’ (Pusey 1843: 11) is at one with ‘the mystery of the Sacrament’: ‘the Eternal Word, Who is God, having taken to Him our flesh and joined it indissolubly with Himself … and we receiving It, receive Him, and receiving Him are joined on to Him through His flesh to the Father, and He dwelling in us, dwell in Him, and with Him in God’ (Pusey 1843: 14). This pronounced and recurring emphasis on the mystical union of the soul and the Church with God earned Pusey the epithet of ‘the doctor mysticus in earlier Neo-Anglicanism’ from one early and perceptive commentator on the sacramentalism of the Oxford Movement (Brilioth 1933: 296, 297–305). However, this title can also cause misconceptions. Pusey’s ecstatic descriptions of ‘the bliss of those who shall enter into that boundless Ocean of everlasting joy’ fit with the definition of the ‘mystical’ as describing a privileged or special consciousness of union with God (Pusey 1847: 281). However, Pusey and his colleagues do not use the concept of ‘mysticism’ in this sense. Rather, for them mysticism describes the character of theology as it is ordered by a comprehensive appreciation of the Incarnation, and the sacramental union with that Mystery in the Church, the body of Christ.

THE MYSTICAL AND SACRAMENTAL INTERPRETATION OF THE BIBLE

The life that is imparted by a sacramental incorporation into the Incarnation is also made known and communicated, i.e. given as a means of communion, in the Scriptures. Newman connects the blessedness of those who partake in ‘the Gospel Feast’ of Holy Communion with those who meditate on that feast ‘in all parts of Scripture, in history, and in precept’, and encourages listeners ‘to look beneath the veil of the literal text, and to catch a sight of the gleams of heavenly light which are behind it’ (Newman 1868: VII, Sermon 12: 162). In his study of Alexandrian interpretation in The Arians of the Fourth Century (1833), Newman had described the mystical principle in terms of allegory; the text of the Bible is the exterior form which speaks a truth that is both allos, foreign or other, and analogous: ‘History is made the external garb of prophecy, and persons and facts become the figures of heavenly things’ (Newman 1833: 65, 62–3). The truth that the Bible reveals in this way is ‘a Mystery … a Truth Sacramental; that is, a high invisible grace lodged in an outward form’ (Newman 1868: II, Sermon 18: 211; also 1839a: 314). Keble also compares apprehension of the heavenly truth to a kind of sacramental communication, describing the written word of the Old Testament as a veil which must be lifted in order to discover the spiritual reality that it communicates: ‘Such is the letter of the Old Testament, clothed with the wrappings of carnal sacraments, or tokens; but if you once come to its marrow, it nourishes and satisfies’ (Keble 1841: 121). As the human manifests the divine in Christ, so the Gospel history, ‘the words and doings of God … cannot be but full charged with heavenly and mysterious meaning’. Therefore, scriptural mysticism, the effort to discern at least ‘some part’ of this heavenly meaning is, according to Keble, ‘the natural and necessary result of considerate faith in His divine nature’ (Keble 1841: 119–20). For Newman, Keble, and Pusey, the mystical or sacramental interpretation of the Bible is inextricably bound up with the doctrine of the Incarnation and the sacraments, so that to neglect mystical interpretation is in some way to fail to appreciate, or even to deny, these doctrines. In Newman’s words, ‘it may almost be laid down as an historical fact, that the mystical interpretation and orthodoxy will stand or fall together’ (Newman 1845: 324).

Alongside Keble’s examination of the mysticism of the Fathers, it is Pusey who gives the most systematic treatment of the sacramental or mystical character of the Scriptures. Pusey argues that the Scriptures ‘were devised to exercise our eyes; that from these we might the more readily pass to the wisdom hidden in mystery’ (Pusey 1842: 393). In his ‘Lectures on the Types and Prophecies of the Old Testament’(1836), Pusey urges the reader of the Bible not to rest with an examination of the plain or historical sense of a passage, the meaning of ‘words and phrases … which is required for the mere context’, but rather to seek ‘a treasure which God has deposited in Scripture below the surface’ (Westhaver 2012: 63). This treasure is the Son of God, pre-existent, incarnate, and glorified, in whom all the varied meanings of Scripture meet. Accordingly, Pusey argues that the Old Testament is ‘one vast prophetic system, veiling, but full of the New Testament’, and, more specifically, ‘of the One whose presence is stored up within it’ (Westhaver 2012: 45). Christ is to be mystically discerned in the histories, ceremonies, characters, sayings, and even in the apparently incidental details of the biblical narrative. In later editions of Tract 67, Scriptural Views of Holy Baptism, which offers a published version of Pusey’s understanding of mystical or ‘typical’ interpretation of the Bible, he emphasizes this point: ‘In the view of the ancient Church, no event recorded in Holy Scripture stands insulated and alone. All have bearings every way … But, chiefly, they all bear, she was persuaded, in some way upon Him, the Sun and centre of the system, our Incarnate LORD; and so again, the events of His history gleam with His own effulgence upon His body, the Church’ (Pusey 1842: 272; see Keble 1841: 106–36). We see here that Pusey affirmed the ‘real presence’ of Christ not only in the sacramental elements, but also, in a different way, in the lettered body of the Scriptures, which he describes as ‘a living and true Body, which it hath pleased God to take, in order to be accessible to us; and wherein alone we can see Him “Full of grace and truth” ’ (Westhaver 2012: 188). This revelation, like the life communicated in the eucharist, is a form of the presence of Christ which is the ‘inner life’ of the Church, ‘an ever present spiritual reality’ (Härdelin 1986: 82). Once again, the truth that is mystically made known in the Bible is also the life that is sacramentally communicated. The movement from the surface or the letter to the higher and spiritual meaning is another form of participation in the mystery of Christ. For Pusey and for his colleagues, Christ’s mystical revelation in Holy Scripture, his mystical body in the eucharist, and the great and all-embracing mystery of God manifest in the flesh, the Incarnation, were different elements of the same mystery, that together constitute the life of the mystical Body of the Church (Westhaver 2012: 179).

If at the beginning of the nineteenth century mysticism had become associated with inward spiritual experience—in Keble’s words with a ‘vague, unsettled, dreamy kind of view’—the way that the Tractarians presented mysticism as a fundamental principle of exegesis was a genuine recovery of the more normative patristic usage and understanding (Bouyer 1956: 124–32; Louth 2007: 200–5). One can find post-Reformation illustrations of this approach in the English divines whose work the Tractarians quote in catenas, tracts, and sermons. More immediately those High Churchmen influenced by the scriptural mysticism of John Hutchinson helped to prepare the way for the Tractarians’ approach. For example, in his Lectures on the Figurative Language of Holy Scripture (1786), the Hutchinsonian William Jones compares the ‘signs and symbols’ of the Bible to the sacraments in that they ‘reveal some sacred and heavenly doctrine under some outward and visible sign of it’ (Jones 1801: 22; Nockles 1994: 207–9; Westhaver 2012: 273–9). However, despite important similarities, the Tractarians’ approach was more radical. One does not find in Jones’s sermons, for example, an assertion of a necessary connection between Christian orthodoxy and the mystical or allegorical interpretation of the Bible. While the Tractarians’ emphasis on the Incarnation and the sacraments is well known, the importance of their promotion of the ‘mystical’, ‘sacramental’, ‘typical’, or ‘allegorical’ interpretation of the Fathers in shaping their theological vision is not generally appreciated. For them, scriptural mysticism was not simply exegesis, but expressed a way of understanding the relationship of the created order to God, as well as conceiving of theology and the Christian life—not a method, but a ‘spiritual universe’ (Härdelin 1986). It is the comprehensive character of the Tractarian synthesis which makes their sacramentalism distinctive and creative, and it is also this all-embracing approach that generated conflict or opposition.

THE MYSTICAL APPROACH AND THE TRACTARIAN THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

One can appreciate better the distinctive character of the Tractarians’ mysticism by considering another example of what they were opposing. In 1830 their colleague at Oriel College, Richard Whately, published a series of essays in which he argued that the age of ‘Mystery’ is past: ‘the truths so described were formerly unknown’ but are now ‘no longer concealed, except from those who wilfully shut their eyes against the light of divine revelation’. To emphasize truths that can be known by some and not by others is a superstitious ‘corruption of Christianity’. Rather, the ‘ “great” mysteries of the Christian faith’ are made known to ‘all alike’, and ‘universally’ (Whately 1837: 81–2; Härdelin 1965: 91–2). While Whately acknowledged that ‘The nature of God as He is in Himself, can never be comprehended by the wisest of us his creatures’ he emphasized that those things which matter ‘as far as they relate to us’, or ‘as to a practical doctrine’, have been sufficiently revealed (Härdelin 1965: 92–3). The Tractarians, however, identified such an emphasis on ‘practical utility’ with the external or empirical approach that undermines a sensibility for the mystical (Keble 1841: 4, 10). Newman accordingly criticized Milman for focusing on ‘moral improvement’, a practical effect which can be ‘externally seen’, because this approach encourages the neglect of doctrines that cannot be so evaluated (Newman 1881: 203). Likewise Pusey, in his dispute with R. D. Hampden, argued that an insistence on ‘the practical character of Christianity’ tends to ‘the disbelief of such parts as are not obviously practical’, including even the ‘Divinity of our Lord’ (Pusey 1836a: xv). An attack on mystery in the name of common sense or utility conceals, for the Tractarians, an attack on orthodoxy.

One can appreciate the significance of the Tractarians’ emphasis on mysticism, and the implications of their criticism of utilitarianism, by looking at another aspect of Whately’s argument. Despite his qualifications, Whately laid stress on those parts of the faith that can be known by all, or universally. The Tractarians saw this approach embodied in the prominence of ‘Evidences’ or evidential theology at the beginning of the nineteenth century, in attempts to prove the reasonableness of Christian faith by examining the fulfilment of prophecy or by showing evidence of design in the natural world (Pattison 1861: 259–60). However, Pusey argued that using the Bible as a form of evidence leads to a neglect of whatever doctrine cannot be displayed clearly in the form of a proof. The effect of equating the contents of revelation with what is universally understood, as if faith were the same as rational conviction, means that what is not in fact grasped or accepted by all appears in a suspicious and doubtful light. According to this argument, the approach urged by Whately and embodied in some apologetic writing does not so much banish mystery as dull one’s perception to what the higher or mystical meaning reveals; in Pusey’s words, much of what gives ‘substance and reality’ to the ‘Catholic Faith’ is ‘lost sight of and forgotten out of mind’ (Westhaver 2012: 53). By failing to appreciate the incompleteness of what is revealed, what Newman calls ‘the side unilluminated’, one’s understanding of the whole—the analogy or proportion of faith—is so distorted that one fails to see clearly even what is manifest. The Tractarians, therefore, saw in the banishment of mystery an implicit and degrading rationalism, a presumption that the great truths of Christianity are available to be comprehensively analysed by the powers of human reason (Pattison 1861: 257). What the Tractarians described as ‘rationalism’ does not refer to the kind of reason that in earlier ages was understood to be inherently related to the divine reason and hence offering an intuitive vision or intelligible grasp of spiritual realties. Rather, if human knowledge cannot reach beyond the world of sense experience, the God that a mechanistic or evidentialist approach finds is simply a particularly important object among all those available for examination by an autonomous and earth-bound human rationality. Accordingly, Pusey criticized the form of apologetics exemplified by William Paley, whose evidentialist approach embraced the world of biblical studies and natural science, as embodying an implicit idolatry: ‘the Deity or Divinity, which men prove to themselves by such means … is very little better than a dead idol … a sort of mental creation’ (Westhaver 2012: 73). In this, Pusey and his colleagues were in sympathy with the Romantic reaction to the Enlightenment exemplified by Coleridge’s assessment of Paley as ‘the tutelary Genius of modern Idolatry’ (Coleridge 1993: 409; Newman 1838: 140, 309).

For the Tractarians, the apophatic element, the enigmatic or mysterious element of religious knowledge, can never be left behind. According to Newman, there must remain an unilluminated side to the highest truths because the mysteries of Holy Church are ‘the expressions in human language of truths to which the human mind is unequal’ (Newman 2008: 155; also Keble 1841: 119). Even if, Pusey argues, it would be perverse to ignore ‘the noon-day brightness … of God’s direct teaching’, nonetheless, ‘the Power of Eternal Infinity must needs surpass all comprehension of an earthly mind’ (Pusey 1842: 65, 132). Despite this limitation, the Tractarian articulation of the mystical principle also assumes that even this higher knowledge can in some way be known, however imperfectly. In Newman’s words, the vision of ‘the face of God in heaven’, a vision that brings together as in a mirror all forms of truth, is partially apprehended even now: ‘What the Beatific Vision will then impart, the contemplation of revealed mysteries gives us as in a figure’ (Newman 1868: VI, Sermon 25: 370). The advocacy of the mystical principle is necessarily connected to a consideration of how spiritual and intelligible realities—of which the types of the Bible, the Church, and creation are ‘representatives and organs’—can be in some way known, however imperfectly. Newman offers a partial answer to this problem with his concept of ‘realizing’ (Pereiro 2008: 110–13). He argues for the necessity of a spiritual discernment by which what the ‘reason receives’—one might say ‘as in a figure’, in material and temporal types—‘may have the full impression on my soul, heart, and mind’. In other words, the truth that is known through sacramental forms must also be grasped or ‘realized’ according to its inner reality (Newman 1868: VI, Sermon 8: 95). Since the truth that is known is also a living person, the Eternal Word, with whom the seeker-after-truth is united, knowledge will in some way be a function of likeness with what is known. For the same reason, awe and reverence have an important epistemological function for the Tractarians, arising from an appreciation of the ineffable and moral character of divine truth; this is the key to the doctrine of ‘reserve’ in the communication of religious knowledge as articulated by their fellow Tract-writer, Isaac Williams (Williams 1840: 3–13). In this approach, one sees again the particular Tractarian fusion of Christian antiquity, the influence of Butler, and a Romantic sensibility or ethos (Pereiro 2008: 91–6; Westhaver 2012: 87–93). Discerning the mystery cannot be simply a question of intellect, of applying the correct kind of rational procedure, but rather it has a moral element that requires obedience, the response of the whole person to God. In Newman’s words, ‘Our duties to God and man … are means of enlightening our eyes and making our faith apprehensive’ (Newman 1868: VI, Sermon 8: 100; Pereiro 2008: 118–19). Pusey also connects illumination and sanctification, arguing that we, ‘through acting on belief, believe in the things of God’ (Westhaver 2012: 88). Using images of light, Pusey holds together the apophatic element of the mystical principle with the idea that knowing is a kind of sharing in the life of God. On the one hand, ‘The Light, which He is, is to us the covering which hides Him’. On the other hand, by our participation in the divine reason or light, we are able to apprehend, truly but partially, the things of God: ‘ “In Thy Light shall we see Light.” Through God Alone can we behold God. Yea, in the Ever-blessed Trinity shall we see Itself’ (Pusey 1847: 273–4). While it is possible that the similarity results from common sources, this approach may show the influence of Coleridge who affirmed a human share in the ‘one Reason … even the Light that lighteth every man’s individual Understanding (Discursus)’ (Coleridge 1993: 218–19). Although a consideration of the Tractarians’ theory of knowledge is outside the scope of this chapter (see Pereiro, in this volume), it is important to see that their mysticism and sacramentalism include a comprehensive approach to theological knowledge that seeks to demonstrate and address what they saw as the subtle dangers of utilitarian, empiricist, and rationalistic ideas and influences in the religious thought of their day. The Tractarians argued that even those who would oppose extreme forms of empiricism or utilitarianism often accepted some element of these approaches as part of an apologetic effort to justify or buttress Christian faith. Richard Church’s criticism of Keble’s Tract 89 exemplifies this risk, suggesting both why the Tractarians emphasized mysticism and sacramentalism despite opposition or misunderstanding, and how the articulation of these principles casts light on vital issues. For them, a careful and persistent articulation of the mystical and sacramental principle was essential in order to combat what Pusey called ‘the Spirit of the Age’ (Westhaver 2012: 27).

CONCLUSION

According to the mysticism of the Tractarians, the sacramental signs of the Bible, the rites of the Church, and the types of the created order, are also anticipations of what will be fulfilled and accomplished. What Newman says of sacraments and ceremonies is also true of mysticism more generally: ‘They are not to be here for ever’ (1868: V, Sermon 1: 7–8). Pusey concludes his study of mystical interpretation with an evocation of the unmediated apprehension of truth and of the unity for which God destines the whole created order. In the same way that the Incarnation orders the Tractarians’ mysticism and sacramentalism, so does the paradox of unity with distinction in the divine life order this eschatological fulfilment: ‘we shall, in one way, all be one, in that “God will be all in all”, knitting “all things in Heaven and in Earth” in one by His all-pervading Spirit … yet not in the Pantheistic way, as though all were to be dissolved and absorbed into the essence of God, but after the likeness of the Mystery of His own Nature, there shall be unity of being, in that all shall live by His Life and inflowing Essence, with plurality and distinct personality’ (Westhaver 2012: 219). For the Tractarians, this ultimate union and restoration is the fulfilment of what mysticism and sacramentalism promise.
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CHAPTER 19



TRACTARIAN THEOLOGY IN VERSE AND SERMON



JOHN BONEHAM

IN addition to the Tracts for the Times, poetry and sermons were two distinct genres that played an essential role in the Oxford Movement by enabling the Tractarians to express and propagate their theological views. While the Tracts were aimed primarily at clergy and initially formed a response to the political reforms of the 1820s–1830s which were seen as encroaching upon the Church’s prerogatives (Nockles 1994: 67–72), poetry and sermons focused on a much broader audience which included undergraduates and lay parishioners as well as clerics. In commenting on John Henry Newman’s preaching, Denis Robinson (2009) suggests that there was a close relationship between the Oxford Movement’s poetry and homiletics. Both genres, he argues, allowed Newman to use language in a structured way to present theological concepts to his audience as effectively as possible. The development of language in Newman’s sermons ‘was almost calculating in the presentation of his images and the dependability of his structure. The sermons, in their attention to structure and the careful handling of language, had the quality of poetry’ (Robinson 2009: 244). Christopher Snook’s (2001) dissertation on the sermons of E. B. Pusey has also highlighted the important influence of the Romantic movement on Tractarian sermons as well as poetry, and of the close relationship between the aesthetic, devotional, and pedagogical aspects of the Movement. This chapter will explore the nature of the relationship between poetry and sermons as a means of expressing the most important aspects of Tractarian theology.

Three of the Movement’s main leaders, John Keble, Isaac Williams, and John Henry Newman, were each responsible for publishing volumes of poetry which made an important contribution to the Tractarian cause during the 1820s–1850s. The most popular of these works included Keble’s The Christian Year (first published in 1827), a volume of poems on the Sundays and feasts which featured in the Book of Common Prayer, and Isaac Williams’s The Cathedral (first published in 1838), a poetic reflection on theological themes drawn from the physical imagery of a cathedral building.

Another important volume of Tractarian verse was the Lyra Apostolica which was published in 1836. This contained poetry written by a number of the Movement’s early leaders and edited by Newman (and to which he also contributed the greatest number of poems). The volume focused on what the Tractarians saw as the threat posed by the secular state as it attempted to usurp the Church’s spiritual prerogatives. G. B. Tennyson (1981) provides a detailed outline of the poetic contribution which Newman, Keble, and Williams made to the Tractarian cause, and a number of more recent studies have also focused on the literary and theological significance of Tractarian poetry (see, for example, Prickett 1976; Edgecombe 1999; Blair 2008, 2012).

Although it has been claimed that, compared with the Evangelicals, the Tractarians tended to undervalue the importance of the sermon (Davies 1965: 246; Heeney 1976: 40; Hammond 1977: 120), Morris (2012) and Ellison (2010) have both demonstrated that preaching played an integral part in the Oxford Movement. These more recent studies have shown that the Tractarians were responsible for composing a plethora of sermons for specific audiences, each of which reflected the Movement’s theological outlook in different ways. The important role which Newman’s preaching at the university church of St Mary the Virgin played in attracting adherents to the Movement is well documented (Skinner 2004a: 263–4; Robinson 2009: 243–4). It is also important to remember that most of the Tractarian leaders were not merely academics who worked in a university setting. Many of them were also engaged in a parochial ministry and would have understood the value of preaching as a means of instructing their parishioners in the principles of the faith (Morris 2012: 406–7). John Keble, for example, had left Oxford in 1836 in order to serve as curate of Hursley, in Hampshire, and Isaac Williams was to serve successively as curate of the Gloucestershire parishes of Bisley, from 1842 and 1848, and Stinchcombe from 1848 until his death in 1865.

The importance of the sermon for the Oxford Movement is also reflected in a guide to preaching aimed at young clergymen entitled Ecclesiastes Anglicanus which was written by the Tractarian William Gresley (1801–76) and published in 1835. The volume covered a range of topics such as the best mode of delivery, the most appropriate style for homiletics, and the challenge of gaining the confidence of hearers, as well as offering guidance on the choice of appropriate subjects and on collecting suitable materials (Gresley 1835: vii–xvi). The fact that such an extensive guide to the preparation of sermons was published by a Tractarian supporter clearly suggests that the Movement saw preaching as an integral aspect of the Christian ministry.

The sermons which were composed and preached by the leaders of the Oxford Movement include both those which were overtly controversial and dealt with complex theological issues, as well as those which were written to be delivered in an ordinary parish setting (Ellison 2010: 21–4). Chief among this first type of sermon were the Tractarians’ university sermons which were aimed at an academic audience. Edward Pusey’s The Holy Eucharist a Comfort to the Penitent (1843), for example, sought to promote the doctrine of the real presence, and Keble’s assize sermon on National Apostasy (1833) made a clear attack on the state’s interference in ecclesiastical affairs and has been seen as marking the beginning of the Oxford Movement. The majority of Tractarian sermons, however, fall into the second category of ‘village sermons’, or, as the Tractarians chose to name them, ‘Plain Sermons’—sermons which were prepared and preached in the pastoral setting of a parish. These were primarily concerned with bringing about a practical effect in the lives of parishioners rather than dealing with complex theological arguments (Morris 2012: 415–21). Some Tractarian sermons, of course, are difficult to define as either ‘plain sermons’ or ‘university sermons’ and it is important not to overemphasize the distinction between these two genres. Ellison (2013: 42–3), for example, points out that Pusey’s A Course of Sermons on solemn Subjects Chiefly bearing on Repentance and Amendment of Life (1845), a published volume of sermons preached during the week following the consecration of St Saviour’s Church in Leeds, reflected aspects of both genres. While these sermons included an emphasis on penitence and obedience which was typical of plain sermons, the published version provided detailed footnotes which invite scholarly reflection on the text.

It is also significant that many Tractarian sermons were not just preached but also appeared in print which would have allowed the author of published sermons to provide a much greater level of detail than was possible via oral delivery from the pulpit. Newman, for example, wrote that his Sermons on Subjects of the Day ought to be seen as a volume of essays rather than sermons because of the changes which he made in preparing the texts for publication (Ellison 2010: 18). The Tractarians recognized that the publication of ‘Plain Sermons’ could provide a useful way of helping to promote the Movement’s teaching. Numerous volumes of this type of sermon were published during the course of the Movement, including Newman’s Parochial and Plain Sermons, Keble’s Sermons for the Christian Year, and the ten-volume collection of Plain Sermons by Contributors to the Tracts for the Times which was edited by Isaac Williams and William Copeland. Writing in his Autobiography, Williams claimed that the effect of this third work had been to fulfil a suggestion which Sir John Taylor Coleridge had once made to John Keble that ‘[i]f you want to propagate your principles you should lend your sermons, the clergy would then preach them and adopt your opinions’ (Williams 1892: 99). ‘Plain Sermons’ were a popular genre in the nineteenth century among different groups of churchmen and their simplicity of style made them particularly suitable for publication (Knight 2012: 69). This suggests that, in publishing such volumes of parochial sermons, the Tractarians were not seeking to be original but were keen to use a tool, also employed by other churchmen, in order to promote the Movement’s teaching.

While poetry and sermons provided the Tractarians with two different modes of expression, both genres were a means by which they could convey theological themes in accordance with the principle of ‘reserve’, an important concept which lay at the heart of the Movement’s theology. ‘Reserve’ was essentially the belief that religious truth ought not to be revealed too openly and directly, but taught gradually and with due reverence. The principle, which was outlined extensively in two of Isaac Williams’s Tracts (1838 and 1840a), found its inspiration in the catechetical practice of the early Church whereby enquirers were taught aspects of the faith progressively, the ‘highest’ doctrines, including that of the atonement, being withheld until catechumens were spiritually prepared to receive them (Williams 1838: 4ff.; 1840a: 1–41).

Central to the principle of reserve was the belief, drawn from the writings of Aristotle, that knowledge and morality are inextricably linked and that growing in the knowledge of God depends more upon personal holiness expressed through practical acts of piety rather than mere intellectual ability (Williams 1838: 40). Despite claims that the Tractarian emphasis on reserve was an attempt to withhold elements of Christian teaching (Toon 1979: 38), at the heart of the doctrine was a concern that the truths of the faith should be taught in accordance with the recipient’s ability to accept and respond to them (Williams 1841: 3, 8–9). It was therefore closely linked to the Tractarians’ use of poetry and sermons as distinctive media of expressing theological themes for specific audiences.

Reserve was an important aspect of Tractarian poetry, which allowed spiritual themes to be expressed in an indirect way. Charlotte Yonge claimed that John Keble’s The Christian Year contained the first resonances of the principle of reserve (Yonge 1871: 90), while the Reverend James Davies, one of Isaac Williams’s correspondents, claimed that his poetry demonstrated a ‘beautiful art of revealing & concealing—of throwing a veil over, while [giving] vent to our most sacred feelings’ (Lambeth Palace Library MS 4474, fol. 1). Poetry was an invaluable tool at the Tractarians’ disposal as it allowed them to deal with complex theological truths in such a way that their meaning was veiled behind the words and imagery of the poem. Poetic devices such as analogy and typology could be used to present theological themes so that the poem’s true meaning was only accessible to those who had the perseverance to grapple with it and the spiritual perception to interpret its message (Beek 1959: 48–9).

For Isaac Williams, poetry provided a means of conveying linguistically thoughts, feelings, and concepts which could never be adequately explained in prose. Poetry, in his view, was ultimately the ‘power of throwing, most faithfully and accurately and into its most suitable shape, by the aid of harmonious construction, rhythmical cadence, and rhyme, the more hidden feelings and principles of the heart’ (Williams 1840b: 15). If poetry was a tool which could be used to express human emotions in an indirect way, it also provided a means by which the Tractarians could provide reflection on theological themes while complying with the principle of reserve.

Poetry allowed an in-depth, yet reserved, exploration of theological themes, while sermons made it possible to discuss them more directly while emphasizing their practical implications and relevance for Christian living. For example, Tractarian sermons frequently highlighted the importance of seeking purity of heart and encouraged a state of watchfulness over one’s inward dispositions in order to avoid giving in to temptation (Morris 2012: 420). This can be seen in one of John Keble’s sermons preached at Hursley in 1849 which drew upon the widespread fear caused by a cholera epidemic to teach the importance of seeking conversion and holiness of life by living in a state of continual preparation for meeting Christ (Keble 1868). The Tractarians also believed that sermons should bring about a practical effect in the lives of their hearers rather than merely teaching the doctrines of the faith (Ellison 2010: 20–1). This was reflected in the ‘Advertisement’ to the Plain Sermons by Contributors to the Tracts for the Times, which stressed the important role of these sermons in highlighting the practical aspect of the Christian life and thus complementing the more controversial and theological emphasis of the Tracts ([Williams and Copeland] 1839).

The Tractarian approach to the composition and delivery of sermons also seems to have been deeply influenced by the doctrine of reserve. In contrast to the Evangelical emphasis on extempore preaching and the use of oratory to bring about an emotional response in the congregation, Tractarian preaching deliberately avoided any unnecessary display in the pulpit which, it was feared, could distract the hearer from the sermon’s message (Hempton 2011: 161; Hylson-Smith 1989: 51; Johnson 2004: 7–8). While he was vicar of St Mary’s, John Henry Newman wrote down his sermons and read them to the congregation rather than preaching extempore (Ellison 1998: 77–9). Despite his popularity as a preacher, it has been noted that Newman’s sermons contained ‘no vehemence, no declamation, no show of elaborate argument, so that one who came prepared to hear “a great intellectual effort” was almost sure to go away disappointed’ (Faber 1933: 189). It has also been suggested that John Keble’s reputation as a preacher derived not from his ability in the pulpit but from the literary quality of his published sermons (Webber 1952: 499).

This emphasis on simplicity of style in preaching can be seen as an attempt to comply with the principle of reserve by teaching the faith in a way which was appropriate for the needs of their hearers. William Gresley pointed out that sermons should ‘be specially adapted to the character, capacity, circumstances, habits, prejudices, mode of thinking and degree of knowledge of the hearers’ (Gresley 1835: 5). Writing to Isaac Williams about the publication of the Plain Sermons by contributors to the ‘Tracts for the Times’ which he was editing, John Keble’s brother Thomas claimed that the sermons included in the work should not deal with abstract theological principles, but rather with practical issues relating to Christian living, which would hold more relevance for their readers (Lambeth Palace Library MS 4474, fos. 185–6 and MS 4473, fos. 116–17). In the preface to one of the volumes of John Keble’s Sermon’s for the Christian Year, E. B. Pusey claimed that his homilies ‘represent the teaching, which, with the experience of years spent among his people, and of his own advancing age, he thought most adapted to their needs’ (Pusey 1875: v).

The principle of reserve was closely connected to the Tractarian approach to the interpretation of Scripture. While the leaders of the Oxford Movement shared with the Evangelicals a suspicion of biblical criticism which emphasized the importance of the human intellect rather than devotion in interpreting the Bible, they did not follow the strong emphasis on the literal interpretation of the Bible as the most extreme Evangelicals understood it. For the Tractarians, who were deeply influenced by the exegetical approach of early Church figures like Origen and Clement of Alexandria, a deeper, ‘spiritual’ meaning lay below the literal meaning of Scripture, which could be fully grasped not by academic skill alone but by prayer, devotion, and holiness of life (Williams 1882a: 150). Such an approach to the interpretation of the Bible was summed up by Isaac Williams in an unpublished sermon on Ecclesiastes 9:10:


in the Holy Scriptures there are many passages which are hard to be understood, the spiritual meaning which is unto life is in a manner hid from a careless reader, and only to be gained by attentive reading and prayer … If there are therein some passages hard to be understood we cannot suppose that they came there by chance, they were doubtless on purpose left to try and to exercise our patient industry and humility, our disposition to learn the truth. Not that it is a [matter] of mere scholarship, and learning, for the most ignorant will arrive at that knowledge which is spiritual and practical, while the most learned and critical we all know may wander far from it. (Lambeth Palace Library MS 4478, fos. 15–16)



Central to the spiritual interpretation of Scripture was an emphasis on a Christological interpretation of the events and persons of the Old Testament. John Keble dealt at some length with such an approach to Scripture in Tract 89, On the Mysticism Attributed to the Early Fathers of the Church, where he sought to demonstrate that the tendency of the patristic writers was to find references to Christ not just in the Old Testament prophecies but also in its historical and wisdom literature (Keble 1841: 14). The author of the Epistle to St. Barnabas, Keble pointed out, saw a Christological reference in Abraham’s decision to circumcise 318 men of his house (Genesis 17:27). For the author of the Epistle the figure 318 formed a cypher which pointed mystically to Christ. The number 18 was represented by the two letters I and H, which provided the first two letters of the name of Jesus, while the number 3 is represented by the letter Tau which can be seen as representing the cross. The significance of this number therefore suggested that the act of circumcision partook of the grace of redemption which was to be fully accomplished in the Passion of Christ (Keble 1841: 17–18). Keble also referred to the Epistle of Clement of Rome which saw the preservation of Rahab (Joshua 2:8–21) as pointing to the salvation of the Gentiles by Christ, since the scarlet thread which she was told to hang from her house was a symbol of Christ’s blood (Keble 1841: 35).

A Christological interpretation of the Old Testament is also reflected in Newman’s poems which appeared in Lyra Apostolica, where the figures Daniel and Joseph are presented as precursors of Christ. Newman’s references to Daniel as being a ‘Son of sorrow’ who partook of a ‘cup of sorrows’ and was ‘sealed for immortality’ clearly suggest that he is to be seen as foreshadowing the death and resurrection of Christ, while Joseph is described as possessing the ‘purest semblance of the Eternal Son’ (Newman 1843a, 1843b).

A similar approach to the Old Testament was reflected in Isaac Williams’s Cathedral in a poem entitled ‘Holy Scripture’. Within the structure of Williams’s work, this poem is associated with the middle aisle of the cathedral building and, by focusing on how the coming of Christ is prefigured by the wisdom literature and prophecy of the Old Testament, it is made to stand in contrast to the poem on the south transept which is entitled ‘Jesus Christ in History’ and focuses on the presence of Christ in the epistles and gospels (Williams 1848a: 117–41, 166–80). It is also significant that Williams attributed the poems for each of the pillars of the cathedral’s nave to different Old Testament figures, while the poems on the pillars of the choir, the more sacred part of the building, are attributed to the apostles (Williams 1848a: 244–69). As the visitor to the cathedral building in the poem is led to the sanctuary, via the nave, this can be seen to suggest that the patriarchs and prophets prefigure the coming of Christ and the apostolic age. Thus, through the poetic analogy which was so typical of the spirit of reserve, Williams was able to express the relationship between the Old and New Testaments by reference to the physical structure of ecclesiastical architecture.

An emphasis on the mystical meaning of the Old Testament was also an important element of Tractarian sermons and was reflected in Isaac Williams’s collection of sermons on The characters of the Old Testament. Here Abel is described as being Christ’s ‘prototype and martyr, and in some sense His representative, offering up a sacrifice as the High Priest of God in a fallen world’, while the sufferings of Jeremiah are seen as prefiguring Christ’s passion for the salvation of humanity (Williams 1887: 15, 258). Not only did Williams present Old Testament figures as precursors of Christ, but he also saw them as providing important lessons (positive or negative) for the Christian. For example, the Pharaoh of the book of Exodus and Koran, Dathan and Abiram, show the spiritual dangers of closing one’s heart to God’s will and of rejecting the authority of God as reflected through the established order of church and state (Williams 1887: 106–7, 114). One of John Keble’s sermons for Holy Week is also deeply Christological in its attempt to portray the cross as being mystically present in the first books of the Bible:


The tree of life in paradise betokens the Cross, as being that whereon He hangeth, of whom Christians are invited to eat and live for ever. Again, the wood which was carried by Isaac up the hill betokens the cross, as being that which He who should be our sacrifice bore on His shoulders up Mount Calvary, being afterwards Himself to be borne by it and offered upon it. And now we will think of another thing of which we read a good deal farther on in the Bible. The rod of Moses is also a type of the Cross. For as Moses by his rod overcame the Lord’s enemies and delivered his people from bondage, so did Jesus Christ by His Cross. (Keble 2004: 97)



Another important aspect of Tractarian theology which was reflected in the Movement’s poetry and sermons was the rejection of the state’s political interference in ecclesiastical affairs and the emphasis on the Church’s own inherent authority received via apostolic succession. This was reflected in Lyra Apostolica, a volume of poetry which was primarily intended to be polemic rather than merely devotional (Tennyson 1981: 129–30) and which sought to defend aspects of Christian truth which the Tractarians believed were being seriously neglected (Newman 1843c). One of Newman’s poems included in the section of the volume entitled ‘Captivity’ argued that, by compromising with the spirit of the age, the Church no longer proclaimed the truths of the faith with the same clarity as it had done during the apostolic age:


And so is cast upon the face of things

A many webs to fetter down the Truth;

While the vexed Church, which gave in her fair youth

Prime pattern of the might which order brings,

But dimly signals to her distant seed,

There strongest found, where darkest in her creed

(Newman 1843d)



This verse suggests that, for Newman, strength and support for the true faith was strongest when it was most opposed. Another poem entitled ‘Prospects of the Church’ saw attempts by the secular world to interfere with ecclesiastical affairs as the work of the devil, and called upon the Church to be faithful to the proclamation of God’s truth in the face of worldly opposition (Bowden 1843). Isaac Williams’s poetic volume The Baptistery also included a scathing attack on the Church which, in his view, was guilty of rejecting Christian truth in favour of popularity, seeking to compromise with the liberal spirit of the age:


she opens

Her altars unto all, the mingled crowd

Of Vice and Fashion,—and all alike allowed;

No golden keys, no sacred Discipline

To hinder, or preserve the hallow’d shrine.

Meanwhile to the admir’d admiring crowd

The platform and the pulpit ring aloud

With popular ignorance, to feed the ear

Of feverish partisans …

(Williams 1858: 108–9)



For Williams, the Church’s ministers were to be seen as ‘state disposers of God’s heritage’ (Williams 1858: 109) who had forsaken their vocation to uphold the Church’s teachings and instead were acting as agents of the secular state.

The relationship between Church and state was not a subject dealt with frequently in Tractarian parochial sermons. According to Ellison (2010: 18–20), Newman, Keble, and Pusey all believed that parish sermons should avoid political and controversial issues and focus rather on imparting theological teaching which would enable their hearers to grow in faith and holiness. M. P. Johnson (2004: 9–10) also points out that Keble’s parochial sermons made reference to political issues only when they threatened to impact directly on his parishioners. However, political references did form an important aspect of some Tractarian sermons, including John Keble’s 1833 assize sermon on National Apostasy and Edward Pusey’s 1841 university sermon Patience and Confidence the Strength of the Church. While both of these highlighted the dangers which the Church faced from the interference of the state, they also upheld the doctrine of non-resistance, teaching that the Church should not seek to separate itself from the state but rather that it should seek to counter the spirit of liberalism by a greater fidelity to God, expressed through prayer, fasting, and devotion (Keble 1848: 144; Pusey 1841: 55–6).

The Tractarians’ criticism of the nature of the Church’s relationship with the state was inextricably linked to their emphasis on the doctrine of the apostolic succession. The belief that the Church received her authority not from any secular power but from Christ himself via a successive line of ordinations which could be traced back to the apostles was reflected, for example, in Isaac Williams’s poem ‘Episcopacy’ from The Cathedral. Here he suggested that, apart from being a guarantee of the minister’s authority to speak on behalf of Christ, the apostolic succession enabled God’s grace to touch the temporal sphere in a tangible way through the celebration of the sacraments. While earthly monarchs represented the kingly rule of God by wearing the ‘shadow of God’s Kingship’, those ordained in the apostolic succession actually made Christ present in the Church, for ‘in Thy Priesthood Thou Thyself art here’ (Williams 1848a: 45). By virtue of the apostolic succession bishops in the contemporary Church continued to fulfil the ministry of the apostles by teaching the faith and celebrating the sacraments. Through their ministry, Christians in nineteenth-century England were able to draw as close to Christ as the apostles did during his earthly life:


With awe-stricken eyes

We sit with lov’d disciples round Thy feet;

Or, as the growing bread Thy love supplies,

From Apostolic hands we take and eat

(Williams 1848a: 45)



John Keble’s poem on ‘St. Matthias’ Day’ from The Christian Year also reflects the essential role of the apostolic succession in commissioning the ordained to act on Christ’s behalf:


Who then, uncalled by Thee,

Dare touch Thy spouse, Thy very self below?

Or who dare count him summoned worthily,

Except Thine hand and seal he shew?

(Keble 1895: 252)



Keble’s use of rhetorical questions highlights the belief that those ordained in the apostolic succession act on Christ’s behalf and that, by virtue of their ordination, receive their ministerial authority from the Church, but also from Christ. Ordination is conveyed through the bishop by Christ’s own ‘hand’ and, since it conveys his own ‘seal’, it is the action of Christ himself commissioning the ordained to act on his behalf. It was for this reason that only those who had been truly ordained by Christ’s ‘anointed heralds’ in the apostolic succession of the true Church could be considered authentic ministers of Word and sacrament (Keble 1895: 252).

The importance of the apostolic succession and the link which it formed between the contemporary and the Primitive Church was reflected in a number of Tractarian sermons. One of Keble’s Sermons for the Christian Year entitled ‘The Church-Apostolic’, for example, taught that ‘a constant chain or succession of Bishops’ had been maintained since the days of the Primitive Church and could be traced back to the apostles via ordination by the laying-on of hands. This made bishops the ‘spiritual parents’ of those whom they were to ordain as their successors (Keble 1876: 187). In an attempt to teach his parishioners the significance of this doctrine Keble pointed out that their own bishop of Winchester, who had recently visited the parish to consecrate the new church at Hursley, was the means by which they could be assured that they were members of the true Church which was built upon the foundation laid by the apostles. He taught that, through their ordination, all bishops, and those ordained by them, shared in the apostolic ministry and were a tangible sign of Christ’s presence in his Church (Keble 1876: 188, 190): ‘the presence of Christ’s clergy is one of our chiefest spiritual blessings, not outwardly only, not for peace and order only, but inwardly and spiritually; a true token to faithful men of our exceeding nearness to Christ’ (Keble 1876: 191).

This belief that the three-fold apostolic ministry formed an instrument by which God’s blessings could be dispensed to his people was also reflected in Newman’s sermon on ‘The Christian Ministry’, where he defined the Christian priesthood as an ‘appointed channel by which the peculiar Gospel blessings are conveyed to mankind, one who has power to apply to individuals those gifts which Christ has promised us generally as the fruit of His mediation’ (Newman 1889: 305). For the Tractarians, it was essential that their people should be taught that the very nature of the Church, and Christ’s presence within it, depended on its link to the early Church via the apostolic succession.

Tractarian poetry and sermons also placed a great deal of emphasis on the sacraments of baptism and the eucharist, both of which were central to the theology of the Oxford Movement. Two of Isaac Williams’s most popular volumes of poetry, The Baptistery and The Altar, reflected in some depth on these two sacraments and emphasize the doctrines of baptismal regeneration, the real presence, and the eucharistic sacrifice, as well as considering the practical relationship between baptism, the eucharist, and the Christian life. The Baptistery does this by providing a series of poems on themes related to Christian living which are linked to allegorical engravings portrayed as images found around the walls of a baptistery, for example: the importance of making right choices, the role of spiritual warfare in the Christian life, and the importance of avoiding bad habits (Williams 1858). In The Altar Williams reflected on the doctrine of the eucharistic sacrifice by linking poems on different aspects of Christ’s passion to images of a priest celebrating the Church of England’s communion service. Thus the priest processing to the altar is accompanied by a poem on Christ approaching the Garden of Gethsemane; his being interrogated by Pilate by the prayer for the monarch; his death upon the cross to the broken bread on the altar, and so on. Like The Baptistery, The Altar linked reflection on the sacrament to themes which were of direct relevance to Christian living, including the importance of repentance and the need to accept a share in Christ’s sufferings (Williams 1847).

Through poetry, the Tractarians were able to reflect upon the theological significance of baptismal regeneration, the real presence, and the eucharistic sacrifice, and to explore these doctrines, which could not be fully grasped by the human mind or expressed in words. An example of this can be seen in the tendency to link the regeneration of the soul in baptism with the creation account of Genesis, a clear attempt to present baptism not just as a token of grace but rather as a new creation of soul through the action of the Holy Spirit. This was highlighted in one of John Keble’s poems from The Christian Year, where he claimed that, in baptism, the Holy Spirit ‘Hovers on softest wings’ over the waters of the font, a clear allusion to the ‘hovering’ of God’s spirit over the waters of creation in Genesis 1:2 (Keble 1895: 295). Keble also emphasized the belief that regeneration is brought about as a result of the passion and death of Christ. When viewed by the eye of faith, the washing of the neophyte in water is nothing less than a spiritual washing with Christ’s blood:


What sparkles in that lucid flood

Is water, by gross mortals eyed:

But seen by Faith, ’tis blood

Out of a dear Friend’s side

(Keble 1895: 295)



Keble’s poem ‘Holy Communion’, also from The Christian Year, reflects upon the mystery of the real presence by drawing upon Old Testament typology. In the eucharist, he claimed, the Christian is enabled to draw close to the divine majesty in a way which was impossible for the people of the Old Testament, from whom God’s glory was veiled by the cloud hovering over mount Sinai:


For now Thy people are allowed

To scale the mount and pierce the cloud

And faith may feed her eager view

With wonders Sinai never knew

(Keble 1895: 292)



One of Isaac Williams’s poems from Thoughts in Past Years also made use of the imagery of nature to reflect on the doctrine of the eucharistic sacrifice. For Williams, the image of dying flowers being revived by the gift of water illustrates how the eucharist, the ‘cup of love’ resulting from Christ’s ‘bleeding fount of woes’, is able to fill the weak and sinful communicant with a new spiritual vigour. This reference to death and new life is a clear allusion to Christ’s death and resurrection, and emphasizes the belief that the grace offered through the eucharist is drawn from the paschal mystery of Christ’s sacrificial love (Williams 1848b: 169).

While Tractarian preaching, and Pusey’s university sermons in particular (1843, 1853, 1871), also made reference to baptismal regeneration and the real presence, their parochial sermons had a special concern with the practical implications of these doctrines. This is reflected in their emphasis on the importance of infant baptism. Since the sacrament was deemed to be necessary for salvation and was viewed as being the objective means of conveying the grace of regeneration, it made sense to baptize infants and not just those who had reached the age of reason. In one of his Parochial and Plain Sermons, Newman taught that baptism was offered to infants not simply as a symbolic act, but as a means of bestowing spiritual grace upon them. Infant baptism made no sense, he argued, if the individual was not regenerated through the sacrament (Newman 1885: 273).

The importance of frequent communion and careful preparation for receiving the sacrament, two issues which were closely connected to the doctrine of the real presence, also featured prominently in Tractarian sermons. Isaac Williams claimed that the early Church’s great devotion to the eucharist, expressed through daily communion, had been responsible for the great faith and zeal of the primitive Christians. He also taught that receiving the sacrament ought to go hand in hand with sincere repentance and the resolve to live a more faithful Christian life (Williams 1882b: 323–4, 370–3). In his Sermons for the Christian Year, John Keble taught that the season of Lent ought to be seen as a period of preparation for receiving Holy Communion at Easter. For those who had not truly repented of their sins he recommended making an act of spiritual communion rather than receiving the sacrament physically (Keble 1879: 260–1). Like Williams, he taught explicitly that only those who had truly turned away from their sins ought to avail themselves of the sacrament (Keble 1880: 275). This did not prevent Keble from strongly advocating the practice of frequent communion, however, and one of his sermons commended those parishioners who had begun the practice of receiving the sacrament every Sunday (Keble 1879: 262). In order to facilitate such devotion, one of Keble’s sermons preached shortly before the consecration of his church at Hursley explained that he had resolved to begin the practice of weekly communion in the new church (Keble 1879: 278–9). That the emphasis on preparation and frequent communion were closely connected was also reflected in one of Pusey’s sermons entitled ‘Increased Communions’. It taught that receiving communion regularly, rather than merely being an empty routine could, if accompanied by a sense of reverence, help the Christian to grow in faith and devotion:


[F]ear and reverent awe will, if we be watchful, increase with increasing devotion and more frequent communions. For the more any know God, the more they must stand in awe of Him. The nearer and more habitually any approach Him, the more will He be present with them. (Pusey n.d.: 14)



As this chapter has shown, Tractarian poetry and sermons had much in common as both were influenced by the Movement’s emphasis on the importance of reserve and were means of expressing key theological themes. Unlike the Tracts for the Times, which were written predominantly for clergy, poetry and sermons were aimed at a wider and more varied audience and numerous volumes of both genres were published during the course of the Movement. At the same time, however, poetry and sermons enabled the Tractarians to approach themes in distinct ways. Poetry, with its emphasis on imagery and analogy, facilitated an in-depth reflection on the mystery of the faith, while sermons allowed for a more direct discussion of its practical implications and its relevance for Christian living. Despite the political concerns which were central to the Movement, the Tractarian emphasis on these theological themes in their poetry and sermons shows that providing people with sound instruction in key aspects of the faith was also very much at the heart of their approach. Through both their poetry and sermons the Tractarians sought to nurture their followers in the Movement’s principles and, by so doing, help them grow in holiness and faith.

REFERENCES AND FURTHER READING

Beek, W. J. A. M. (1959). John Keble’s Literary and Religious Contribution to the Oxford Movement. Nijmegen: Central Drukkerij.

Blair, Kirstie (2008). ‘Church Architecture, Tractarian Poetry and the Forms of Faith’, in Victoria Morgan and Clare Williams (eds.), Shaping Belief: Culture, Politics and Religion in Nineteenth-Century Writing. Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 129–45.

Blair, Kirstie (2012). Form and Faith in Victorian Poetry and Religion. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bowden, J. W. (1843). ‘Prospects of the Church’, in J. H. Newman (ed.), Lyra Apostolica. Derby: Henry Mozley & Son, 194–5.

Butler, P. (2004). ‘Keble, John (1972–1866)’, in H. C. G. Mathew and B. Harrison (eds.), Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, vol. XXXI. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1–6.

Davies, Horton (1965). Worship and Theology in England. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Edgecombe, R. S. (1999). ‘Allegorical Topography and the Experience of Space in Isaac Williams’ Cathedral’, English Studies, 3: 224–38.

Ellison, Robert H. (1998). The Victorian Pulpit. London: Associate University Presses.

Ellison, Robert H. (2010). ‘The Tractarians’ Sermons and other Speeches’, in Robert H. Ellison (ed.), A New History of the Sermon: The Nineteenth Century. Leiden: Brill, 15–58.

Ellison, Robert H. (2013). ‘Pusey’s Sermons at St Saviour’s Leeds’, Anglican and Episcopal History, 82: 29–44.

Faber, Geoffrey (1933). Oxford Apostles: A Character Study of the Oxford Movement. London: Faber & Faber.

Gresley, William (1835). Ecclesiastes Anglicanus: being a Treatise on the Art of Preaching as adapted to a Church of England Congregation. London: J. G. & F. Rivington.

Hammond, Peter C. (1977). The Parson and the Victorian Parish. London: Hodder & Staughton.

Heeney, Brian (1976). A Different Kind of Gentleman: Parish Clergy as Professional Men in Early and Mid-Victorian England. Hamden, CT: Archon Books.

Hempton, David (2011). The Church in the Long Eighteenth Century. London: I. B. Tauris.

Hylson-Smith, Kenneth (1989). Evangelicals in the Church of England. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark.

Johnson, M. P. (2004). ‘Introduction: To Present Every Man Perfect in Christ: Keble, Hursley, and the Parochial Sermons’, in John Keble, Sermons for the Christian Year, ed. M. P. Johnson. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1–36.

Keble, John (1841). On the Mysticism Attributed to the Early Fathers of the Church. Tracts for the Times 89. In Tracts for the Times by Members of the University of Oxford, vol. V. London: J. G. & F. Rivington.

Keble, John (1848). Sermons Academical and Occasional. Oxford: [J. H. Parker].

Keble, John (1868). ‘Sermon XLV’, in Sermons Occasional and Parochial. Oxford and London: J. H. Parker.

Keble, John (1876). Sermons for the Christian Year: Sermons from Easter to Ascension Day. Oxford: J. H. & J. Parker.

Keble, John (1879). Sermons for the Christian Year: Sermons from Septuagesima to Ash Wednesday, with Sermons for Confirmation and on the Litany. Oxford: J. H. & J. Parker.

Keble, John (1880). Sermons for the Christian Year: Sermons Preached on Various Occasions. Oxford: J. H. & J. Parker.

Keble, John (1895). The Christian Year: Thoughts in Verse for the Sundays and Holydays throughout the Year. London: Methuen.

Keble, John (2004). ‘Old Testament Types of the Cross: The Rod of Moses’, in John Keble, Sermons for the Christian Year, ed. M. P. Johnson. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 97–102.

Knight, Frances (2012). ‘Parish Preaching in the Victorian Era: The Village Sermon’, in Keith A. Francis and William Gibson (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the British Sermon, 1689–1901. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 63–78.

Morris, Jeremy (2012). ‘Preaching the Oxford Movement’, in Keith A. Francis and William Gibson (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the British Sermon, 1689–1901. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 406–27.

Newman, John Henry (1843a). ‘XXV. Daniel’, in John Henry Newman (ed.), Lyra Apostolica. Derby: Henry Mozley & Son, 39–40.

Newman, John Henry (1843b). ‘XXXVIII. Joseph’, in John Henry Newman (ed.), Lyra Apostolica. Derby: Henry Mozley & Son, 43.

Newman, John Henry (1843c). ‘Advertisement’, in John Henry Newman (ed.), Lyra Apostolica. Derby: Henry Mozley & Son, [i].

Newman, John Henry (1843d). ‘CXIX’, in John Henry Newman (ed.), Lyra Apostolica. Derby: Henry Mozley & Son, 159–60.

Newman, John Henry (1885). Parochial and Plain Sermons, vol. III. London: J. G. & F. Rivington.

Newman, John Henry (1889). Parochial and Plain Sermons, vol. II. London: J. G. and F. Rivington.

Nockles, Peter B. (1994). The Oxford Movement in Context: Anglican High Churchmanship, 1760–1857. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Pereiro, James (2008). ‘Ethos’ and the Oxford Movement: At the Heart of Tractarianism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Prickett, Stephen (1976). Romanticism and Religion: The Tradition of Coleridge and Wordsworth in the Victorian Church. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Pusey, Edward Bouverie (n.d.). Increased Communions: a Sermon. Aberdeen: A. Brown.

Pusey, Edward Bouverie (1841). Patience and Confidence the Strength of the Church: a Sermon preached on the fifth on November before the University of Oxford at S. Mary’s and now published at the wish of many of its members. Oxford: J. H. Parker.

Pusey, Edward Bouverie (1843). The Holy Eucharist a Comfort to the Penitent. Oxford: John Henry Parker; London: J. G. and F. Rivington.

Pusey, Edward Bouverie (1853). The presence of Christ in the Holy Eucharist: a Sermon preached before the University in the Cathedral Church of Christ, in Oxford, on the second Sunday after Ephiphany. Oxford: John Henry Parker.

Pusey, Edward Bouverie (1871). This is My Body: A Sermon Preached before the University at St. Mary’s. Oxford: Sold by James Parker & Co.

Pusey, Edward Bouverie (1875). ‘Advertisement’, in John Keble, Sermons for the Christian Year: Sermons for Lent to Passiontide. Oxford: J. H. & J. Parker.

Robinson, Denis (2009). ‘Preaching’, in Ian Ker and Terrence Merrigan (eds.), The Cambridge Companion to John Henry Newman. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 241–54.

Skinner, Simon A. (2004a). Tractarians and the ‘Condition of England’: The Social and Political Thought of the Oxford Movement. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Skinner, Simon A. (2004b). ‘Williams, Isaac (1802–1865)’, in H. C. G. Matthew and B. Harrison (eds.), Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, vol. LIX. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 213–16.

Snook, C. (2001). ‘ “Thy Word is All, If We Could Spell”: Romanticism, Tractarian Aesthetics and E. B. Pusey’s Sermons on Solemn Subjects’. MA dissertation, McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario.

Tennyson, G. B. (1981). Victorian Devotional Poetry: The Tractarian Mode. London: Harvard University Press.

Toon, Peter (1979). Evangelical Theology 1833–1856: A Response to Tractarianism. London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott.

Webber, F. R. (1952). A History of Preaching in Britain and America, including the Biographies of many Princes of the Pulpit and the men who influenced them. Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House.

Williams, Isaac (1838). On Reserve in Communicating Religious Knowledge, Parts I–III. Tracts for the Times 80. In Tracts for the Times, vol. IV. London: J. G. & F. Rivington.

Williams, Isaac (1840a). On Reserve in Communicating Religious Knowledge, Conclusion. Tracts for the Times 87. In Tracts for the Times, vol. V. London: J. G. & F. Rivington.

Williams, Isaac (1840b). ‘The Psalter, or Psalms of David in English Verse’, British Critic, 27 (January): 1–23.

Williams, Isaac (1841). A Few Remarks on the Charge of the Lord Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol on the Subject of Reserve in communicating Religious Knowledge. Oxford: John Parker; London: J. G. F. & J. Rivington.

Williams, Isaac (1847). The Altar; or, Meditations in verse on the Great Christian Sacrifice. London: James Burns.

Williams, Isaac (1848a). The Cathedral, or the Church Catholic and Apostolic in England. Oxford: J. H. & J. Parker.

Williams, Isaac (1848b). Thoughts in Past Years. London: J. G. & F. Rivington; Oxford: J. H. & J. Parker.

Williams, Isaac (1858). The Baptistery; or the Way of Eternal Life. Oxford and London: J. H. and J. Parker.

Williams, Isaac (1861). The beginning of the book of Genesis with notes and reflections. London: Rivington.

Williams, Isaac (1882a). Devotional Commentary on the Gospel Narrative, vol. I. London: Rivington.

Williams, Isaac (1882b). Plain Sermons on the Catechism, vol. II. London: J. G. & F. Rivington.

Williams, Isaac (1887). The characters of the Old Testament in a series of sermons. London: Rivington.

Williams, Isaac (1892). The Autobiography of Isaac Williams, B.D. Fellow and Tutor of Trinity College, Oxford. Author of Several of the Tracts for the Times, A Devotional Commentary on the Gospel Narrative, Etc. Edited by his Brother-in-Law The Ven. Sir George Prevost Late Archdeacon of Gloucester. London: Longman, Green & Co.

[Williams, Isaac and Copeland, William J.] (1839). ‘Advertisement’, in Plain Sermons by Contributors to the Tracts for the Times, vol. I. London: J. G. & F. Rivington, 1–2.

Yonge, Charlotte (1871). Musings over the ‘Christian Year’ and ‘Lyra Innocentium’. Oxford: J. H. & J. Parker.



PART IV



THE CRISIS, 1841–1845




CHAPTER 20



THE BRITISH CRITIC

Newman and Mozley, Oakeley and Ward



SIMON SKINNER

WHILE the Tracts for the Times which gave the Movement its lasting moniker have been the subject of obvious attention, Tractarian commentary in other media has until recently gone largely unnoticed. Of no source is this truer than the British Critic, a quarterly periodical for whose editorial control Newman successfully manoeuvred in the late 1830s and which he rapidly established as the Movement’s house magazine. The long neglect of the Critic is the more remarkable given that it was commandeered and edited by Newman at a time when first-generation Tractarianism was at its most radical and ebullient. Froude, Newman, Keble, and Pusey had all written occasionally for the British Magazine and the early fellow-traveller William Sewell regularly for the Quarterly Review in the early 1830s, but it was the British Critic which came to serve as the principal medium for the Movement’s commentary. The Critic’s High Church foundation, Tractarian abduction, ensuing notoriety, and consequent closure demonstrate just how desperate the Movement was to secure a medium through which to comment on contemporary affairs, how much time and effort was invested by Newman and other Tractarians in its management and contents, and therefore how important that content is for historians of the Movement. In particular, posterity’s long neglect of Tractarianism’s extensive political and social commentary can in large part be explained by a marginalization of this periodical material.

THE EARLY YEARS OF THE BRITISH CRITIC

‘Nineteenth-century Britain’, it has recently been said, ‘was uniquely the age of the periodical’ (Vann and VanArsdel 1994: 7). One of its earliest High Church examples, the British Critic, A New Review first appeared in May 1793 in monthly form. It was conceived as the organ of the ‘Society for the Reformation of Principles by Appropriate Literature’, founded early in the previous year by the Revd William Jones in order to wage print war against ‘Sectaries, republicans, Socinians and infidels’ and to abet ‘the preservation of our Religion, Government, and Laws’ (Stevens 1801: xxxv–xxxvi). ‘Jones of Nayland’, perpetual curate of Nayland in Suffolk from 1777, is a principal figure in the pre-Tractarian High Church tradition and one to whom Tractarians freely acknowledged a debt (Newman 1967: 18; Liddon 1893–7: I.256–60; Mozley 1882: I.318). Jones himself, however, neither edited nor contributed to the Critic. Its first editor was the clergyman and philologist Robert Nares (1753–1829) who, assisted by his friend the clergyman and classicist William Beloe (1758–1817), edited the forty-two volumes published between May 1793 and December 1813.

The Critic’s ideological rationale in the 1790s was clear. Its inaugural preface pledged the review to defend ‘established religion, and the unperverted form of [the] political constitution’ (BC May 1793: iii) and in the hands of its redoubtably orthodox editors it soon attained a substantial circulation. An estimated figure of 3,500 readers for 1797 certainly compares well with the 5,000 attained by the much better remembered Quarterly Review in 1810 (Altick 1957: 392). James Sack has shown how the Critic, the Sun, and the True Briton—founded a few months apart and all three solidly Pittite and ministerial—collectively ‘midwifed’ a ‘right-wing mentality in the English press of the 1790s’ which was to issue in such journals as the Anti-Jacobin Review (1798–1821) (Sack 1993: 13). Moreover, like the Sun and the True Briton, the Critic was probably founded at least partly out of government funds. The Critic was bought by Joshua Watson and Henry Handley Norris in 1811. Watson was the personal and pecuniary hub of the High Church network which came to be known as the Hackney Phalanx, or ‘Clapton Sect’, in contradistinction to evangelical Clapham (Corsi 1988: 9–20); Norris (1771–1850) was perpetual curate (to Watson’s brother) and then rector of St John’s, Hackney. Under Phalanx superintendence, and in partnership with Rivingtons, publishers of High Church material ever since their adoption of the Orthodox Churchman’s Magazine in 1804, a second series of the British Critic ran from January 1814 until June 1825. It changed from a monthly to a quarterly publication with the third series (October 1825 to October 1826), in which form it continued until its closure in October 1843. The editorship of the Critic in these early years was filled by a succession of Phalanx appointees: from William Van Mildert (bishop of Durham 1826–36) and Thomas Rennell, ‘the Demosthenes of the pulpit’ and dean of Winchester, to Thomas Fanshaw Middleton, a former editor of the Country Spectator and future bishop of Calcutta, and Archibald Montgomery Campbell, a Hackney curate and friend of Watson’s, later secretary of the SPG and editor for around a decade before falling out with his Phalanx patrons in 1833. During late 1824 and early 1825, the period of Joshua Watson’s heaviest financial commitment, the magazine underwent a phase of prolonged crisis. In January 1827 there occurred the merger whereby the British Critic acquired its new formal title: The British Critic, Quarterly Theological Review and Ecclesiastical Record, with the Record dropped in January 1838 (Teich 1983: 61–2).

‘WHAT THESE MEN WANT, IS, AN ORGAN’: NEWMAN’S TAKEOVER

The fourth and final series of the British Critic ran from January 1827 to October 1843. For our purposes, this series might be subdivided into three phases. The first, pre-Tractarian phase was from 1827 to 1836. Though Watson and Norris exercised a fairly elastic superintendence over the review, the Hackney Phalanx’s theological and political leverage is discernible throughout these years, with editors and contributors overwhelmingly drawn from its metropolitan constituency. The troubled second phase, from 1836 to 1838, is marked by Newman’s bid for Tractarian control: the neglect of this episode, within a hagiographical tradition, is not surprising, for it shows Newman at his most Machiavellian. The final, and for our purposes most important, phase comprises the period of Newman’s and then Thomas Mozley’s editorships, from 1838 until the abrupt termination in October 1843 of what was—due to the doctrinaire attitude of its editors—by then the Tractarians’ house magazine.

One of the first post-merger editors, and the most important of Newman’s immediate predecessors, was James Shergold Boone, something of a literary celebrity in his youth though now a forgotten figure (Houghton and Altholz 1991: 111–18). Boone, installed around January 1834, takes us to the end of the first phase, dominated by his patronage of orthodox High Church writers such as the prebendary of Lincoln and historian Edward Smedley, the rector of St Marylebone John Hume Spry, and Charles Webb Le Bas, author of nearly eighty articles for the Critic in the decade after 1827. The prolific Le Bas, principal of the East India College at Haileybury, also contributed to the British Magazine for his friend the founder Hugh James Rose, convenor of the ‘Hadleigh conference’ (Burgon 1888: I.116–295).

The tension between Hackney and Oxford, of which the struggle for the review’s control in 1837 and 1838 was to become a climacteric, might be said to have been foreshadowed as early as 1829, when Newman wrote to his mother citing amongst the ‘enemies’ of truth the ‘high circles in London’ (LDN II.130). In late 1833 Newman was still contemplating the British Magazine as a print pulpit for his nascent Oxford circle, but growing distrust of Rose’s theology, kindled by Froude, dissuaded him (LDN IV.254). Thereafter Tractarian efforts to secure a periodical outlet were confined to the Critic, and the fact that its publishers, Rivingtons, were Newman’s publishers as well as of the Tracts and Froude’s Remains, facilitated a liaison (Crumb 1990: 5–53). In January 1835 Newman went to London and after liaising with Francis Rivington, Rose, and Boone, undertook to forward to the Critic occasional submissions by Oxford contributors.

A series of such articles duly appeared from the first number of 1836, but the doctrinal heterogeneity of Boone’s material compromised any design of making the Critic a Tractarian organ. Newman therefore embarked on a more assertive second phase in his dealings with the Critic’s publisher and editors. A letter to J. W. Bowden in January 1836 first talked of ‘the chance of doing something with the British Critic’, and within the week he confirmed that he had approached Joshua Watson on the subject of contributing on a formal basis (LDN V.195, 221–5). In London in early February Newman called first on Boone and then, in tandem with Bowden, on Watson and then Francis Rivington. Newman’s ‘offer of gratuitous assistance’ came at an opportune moment, for only pressure from Watson had persuaded Rivington not to close the review with the previous number, due to quarterly losses of around £100. Later that month Newman could write to Keble: ‘I have bargained to supply Boone with 4 sheets quarterly for the British Critic’ (LDN V.227). By this arrangement the Tractarians were to provide approximately sixty-four pages per issue. Newman, in a note of his letter to Joshua Watson of 1 September 1837, claimed that this arrangement offered the Tractarians ‘the consequent liberty of being exempt from the editor’s censorship’ (Pusey House, BCP 3).

In striking this bargain Newman had introduced a Trojan horse into Hackney. The first serious Tractarian show of force was animated by twin objections to the July 1837 number of the British Critic. Newman’s principal grievance concerned a short review of the second edition of Renn Dickson Hampden’s Bampton Lectures—apparently by Boone himself—which suggested that Hampden had recanted some of his more provocative positions (Skinner 1999: 732–4). Hampden’s lectures in 1832, and appointment as Oxford’s Regius Professor of Divinity in 1836, had already occasioned sustained Tractarian agitation, and Newman lost no time in writing directly to Boone ‘to express some disappointment at the article in the July No on Dr. Hampden’. A second grievance arose from the fact that someone had passed Newman the name of ‘a schismatical contributor’ (the Methodist minister Joseph Sortain) to the same issue (LDN VI.91–2, 94).

Newman immediately sought to capitalize on these editorial indiscretions, writing to Watson with his objections to the July issue and declaring that his colleagues had gone on ‘strike, if it may be so called’. He then asked bluntly: ‘May I ask you in confidence, does Mr. Boone care for the editorship? Or, to venture on a more delicate, and probably unavailing question, is not the Editorship a property, purchasable of the Editor, as the Review is a property? If it were in our hands, it could well afford a sum in compensation’, adding: ‘I do not see any prospect of compromise’ (LDN VI.121–2). The October 1837 number, which contained a sympathetic review of the Latitudinarian Whig Bishop Stanley’s installation sermon at Norwich, was Boone’s last, Newman writing to Churton on 6 October that ‘I cannot go on with Boone’ and adding: ‘I am ready to send the 4 sheets for the January Number—but not beyond. This is final’ (LDN VI.147–8).

Joshua Watson’s ensuing search for a successor from amongst the Critic’s traditional metropolitan-orthodox constituency occasioned a long and revealing letter from Edward Churton to Newman on 17 November. In a series of remarks which convey the incipient breach between Hackney and Oxford, he entreated Newman’s forbearance with the ‘Zs’ of whom Froude had already despaired, expressing the hope that Newman would ‘not combine against the good old men, who really have done something for right principles in their day’ (Pusey House, BCP 3). Newman, however, was in no mood to surrender the advantage. He wrote to Keble: ‘Rivington wrote me word a London Clergyman was to have the Review, on which I answered, we would have all or none.’ Newman’s long letter to Churton of November 1837 insisted that ‘We want a Review conducted, i.e. morally conducted, on the Catholic temper—we want all subjects treated on one and the same principle or basis—not the contributions of a board of men, who do not know each other, pared down into harmony by an external Editor’ (LDN VI.165, 170).

Samuel Roffrey Maitland, the writer, historian, and friend of Rose’s, duly succeeded Boone, though only as caretaker-manager. ‘I am disappointed with this’, Pusey wrote to Newman, in a marginal note to a letter from Rose (18 December 1837): ‘you might very well have taken the field; & I think it wd. have been well to have an organ of your own’ (Pusey House, BCP 3). Newman’s ensuing acquiescence in Maitland’s caretaker incumbency was therefore highly conditional: he observed variously to Frederic Rogers that they would have ‘to break him in’, to Henry Manning, ‘Entre nous, Maitland only takes the British Critic for the next number on trial’, and to J. W. Bowden that ‘if he will not put in our strong articles, we must retire’ (LDN VI.184, 186–7, 189). Nor did Newman wait long before testing Maitland’s nerve. He wrote to Manning, in early January 1838: ‘So we are going to break him in thus:—Pusey is in the next number to write a strong article on the Church Commission’ (LDN VI.186–7). The subject was not randomly chosen, for Maitland was librarian at Lambeth Palace and could scarcely afford to be associated with a piece critical of the archbishop. ‘I have looked on gravely as having baited a trap’, Newman remarked to Rogers (LDN VI.184). It worked: Francis Rivington wrote on 17 January to advise Newman that Maitland ‘feels disinclined, considering his new relation to the Archbishop, to superintend a review in which the subject of the Church Commission is likely to be freely discussed’ (Pusey House, BCP 2). ‘No wonder’, said Newman ‘—he was setting out on a voyage of adventure with a rum crew and thought twice before he cut cable’ (LDN VI.195).

With the compromise candidate driven from the field, the initiative passed to Oxford. On 17 January 1838 Rivington yielded to the inevitable, stating pointedly that although ‘it would have been more convenient to us if the review had been placed in the hands of a resident London clergyman … there appears no prospect of meeting with any one with whom you would like to co-operate’, and asking Newman to take the editorship (Pusey House, BCP 2). Newman had attempted to recruit as surrogate editor first John Miller, and then Henry Manning, but with Miller disinclined, and Manning too affected by his wife’s recent death, Newman was compelled to take it on himself: ‘there was no one else’, he told his sister, ‘and I did not like so important a work to get into hands I could not trust’ (LDN VI.192). The appointment was sealed in late January 1838. ‘We state as a fact,’ recorded the evangelical Record that month, ‘that the Puseyite party have bought up the BRITISH CRITIC, which publication accordingly will from henceforth be dedicated to the promulgation of their principles’ (LDN VI.186).

Newman’s intrigues to secure an exclusive platform for the Tractarians have not been properly acknowledged in the survey and biographical literature (Ker 1988: 158–9; Gilley 1990: 172). Protestations of innocence such as Newman’s remark (to John Mozley) that ‘I have become Editor of the British Critic, much against my will’ (LDN VI.191) have been taken at face value, implying that responsibility for the review was thrust upon Newman at the exhaustion of metropolitan alternatives. Yet Newman had written to Froude, as early as January 1836, ‘Now I have designs entre nous upon the British Critic’; Wood had later written to Newman advising him how to handle Boone, ‘either for the purposes of dictating terms to him, or of being able to get rid of him altogether’; Newman had commented to Henry Wilberforce, in informing him that ‘Boone has given up the Review’: ‘Hitherto every thing has gone as I could expect it, or anticipated’; and a month later, the prize within sight, he remarked to another confidante, Maria Giberne: ‘Perhaps we may soon have the British Critic on our hands—but this is a secret.’ Newman had, certainly, hoped to put control of the magazine in a congenial orbit without having to assume direct editorial responsibility himself. As he put it candidly at the time: ‘I am the most unwilling Editor of the B.C. who has been caught in his own trap’ (LDN V.202, 396; VI.162, 174, 193–4).

Manning, writing to congratulate Newman on 1 February 1838, was ‘convinced that, the British Critic is in the only hands, by which it can be effectually supported’, prophetically suggesting that Newman would be able to relieve himself of much of the work ‘by distributing it among some of your embryo monastery’ (Pusey House, BCP 3). Certainly, as Anne Mozley, sister of two of its principal novices, was to observe, an ‘incidental use of the review was to furnish a field—a sort of practice-ground—for the younger members of the party’ (Mozley 1885: 71). Pre-eminent in the ‘embryo monastery’ was Thomas Mozley, whose articles on matters such as the ‘Religious State of the Manufacturing Poor’ and ‘Agricultural Labour and Wages’ yield rich insights into Tractarian social attitudes, and the Balliol Fellows and later converts Frederick Oakeley and W. G. Ward, whose reputations as the Movement’s enfants terribles owed everything to their writings in the Critic. Others included Mozley’s younger brother James Bowling Mozley, later stalwart of High Church journalism after the demise of the Critic in 1843, and Regius Professor of Divinity at Oxford; and the later converts Robert and Henry Wilberforce. And if Newman, Froude, Pusey, and Keble all wrote for the review in these years, theirs are only the best-known names in the Tractarian pantheon. A roll-call of other contributors, in order of their appearance in its pages, would include S. F. Wood, J. W. Bowden, Roundell Palmer, W. J. Copeland, Frederic Rogers, T. D. Acland, Benjamin Harrison, Charles Marriott, Henry Manning, George Bowyer, George Moberly, J. B. Morris, Isaac Williams, Charles Miller, J. R. Hope-Scott, R. F. Wilson, J. D. Dalgairns, Mark Pattison, and J. F. Christie (Houghton 1963: 125–37). The Critic’s extraordinary representativeness of first-generation Tractarian thought is therefore clear.

NEWMAN, MOZLEY, AND ‘THE EXCLUSION COURSE’

The seizure of the British Critic inaugurated the last and most important phase of its publication, the celebrity, brio—and increasingly notoriety—of Newman and his contributors rapidly establishing it as the Movement’s house magazine. Once at the helm, however, Newman wrote relatively little for the Critic. This was partly as a consequence of other commitments, such as the Tracts, but also of the design of encouraging the Movement’s younger scribes. Certainly, when William Palmer’s damning Narrative of Events appeared in 1843, Newman was able to plead innocent of complicity in the extremes to which Palmer objected, directly as a consequence of the degree to which he had delegated the bulk of the writing to members of his Oxford circle.

The ideological reorientation of the Critic was not, of course, accomplished without friction. Indeed the rigorous attitude which Newman determinedly struck at an early stage in his editorship was symptomatic of the impatience which had come to characterize his relations with older High Churchmen. In one of the very first letters after his appointment as editor, Newman warned Edward Churton that ‘we should be rather intolerant of bad doctrine, and … there might be some collision’ (LDN VI.194). An early casualty was Samuel Wilberforce, then rector of Brighstone on the Isle of Wight and later bishop of Oxford. Wilberforce’s proposed article on Sierra Leone (‘The White Man’s Grave’) was uncompromisingly rejected on the grounds that Wilberforce had earlier delivered a university sermon critical of Pusey’s Tract 67 on baptism (Wilberforce 1839: 3–25). Newman wrote that he was ‘not confident enough in your general approval of the body of opinions which Pusey and myself hold, to consider it advisable that we should co-operate very closely’, leaving Wilberforce mourning ‘another mark of party spirit’ (LDN VI.267-8; Ashwell 1880–2: II.125–8, 227–8).

This dogmatism was echoed in a series of later episodes. Churton himself, who had laboured at length and in vain to bridge the widening chasm between London and Oxford, required a letter of endorsement from Norris in support of an article (on the Jesuits) submitted in late 1838. Newman disliked the piece and exhorted various amendments (LDN VI.344–5); Churton, despite having been a frequent contributor in the past, never wrote for the Critic again. J. C. Wigram, later bishop of Rochester, between 1827 and 1839 secretary of the National Society and hitherto a frequent reviewer of educational pamphlets and society reports for the Critic, was another early casualty of the Newman takeover. After he had submitted an article featuring not unqualified praise for ‘The Training System of the Model Schools at Glasgow’ (BC xxiv/47, July 1838), which operated under the auspices of the Kirk, Newman promptly fired him. Thereafter, with the installation of Robert Wilberforce as a reviewer of educational material at the start of 1839, a distinctively Tractarian tone is discernible. Another portentous change to the establishment orientation of the old High Church Critic was signified by Newman’s rejection of an article by the ecclesiastical historian Thomas Lathbury. Francis Rivington, on 6 January 1838, vainly pleaded with Newman to honour Lathbury’s article on Reformation nonconformity on the grounds that it had been commissioned by ‘our intervening Editor’, Maitland (Pusey House, BCP 2). Lathbury was another relic of the Hackney circle of writers for whose retention Watson, Norris, Churton, and Rivington all variously and vainly pleaded. ‘I do not go along with the general line of opinion upon which it is written’, Newman insisted, explaining that he viewed the church ‘less in the light of an Establishment’ (LDN VI.199).

With some gall, Newman later claimed to have exercised licence as editor of the British Critic. Assembling his correspondence in the second half of 1875, he appended a series of marginal notes to correspondence relating to the Critic which sought to play down the friction between Hackney and Oxford generated by the succession. Typical was his note of July 1875 on a letter of 25 February 1839, from Charles Le Bas: ‘This letter shows that, in spite of my want of sympathy with Le Bas’s view of things, I still urged him, as being one of the old high and dry, Norrisian staff of the B.C. (whom I wished to retain) to write in it’ (Pusey House, BCP 3). This is demonstrably untrue. Far from encouraging this embodiment of the old regime to keep contributing, as he claimed to posterity, Newman longed for an occasion to jettison him (Skinner 1999: 746–8); he wrote to Mozley, when handing over responsibility for the review late in 1840: ‘The change of Editors would get rid of Le Bas’ (LDN VI.464). His contemporary marginalia tells a more faithful story. After Boone’s resignation in November 1837, for example, Norris himself wrote (20 November) to the High Churchman W. F. Hook expressing disquiet at Newman’s suggestion that ‘unless they have the Review entirely to themselves they will have nothing to do with it’, and urging Hook to ‘cast a little of your oil upon the Oxford waters’. Hook forwarded the letter to Newman, adding at the top: ‘It certainly does seem impolitic to take any steps which may drive away those who are not quite what we could wish but nearly so.’ On the day of its arrival Newman appended a tell-tale note at the end. It read: ‘Hook and Norris against the exclusion course contemplated by me in the British Critic’ (Pusey House, BCP 3).

Newman was so dogmatic and prescriptive an editor that Tractarian thought can be extrapolated from the Critic’s pages with absolute confidence. At the time, Newman’s conception of the Critic as an internally coherent platform also appears to have paid dividends in terms of the review’s appeal (Corsi 1988: 17–18). In early 1836, according to Newman’s account to Froude, the Critic was ‘a losing concern’, Rivington recording that ‘the Review sold 1100 copies [quarterly] and lost £100 yearly’ (LDN V.223). In October 1840 Rivington wrote to Newman saying that ‘its circulation has in some measure increased since it has been under your care’ (Pusey House, BCP 2). James Mozley, though scarcely a disinterested party, wrote at the time of his election to a fellowship at Magdalen in 1840 that ‘the British Critic was then at the height of its vigour and brilliancy’. Of his brother Thomas, he added that ‘he naturally found a place among its writers’ (Mozley 1878: I.xlii).

Thomas Mozley was the most important of Newman’s introductions to the British Critic. A former student, then friend and correspondent of Newman’s, and an enthusiastic distributor of the Tracts, his ties with the Movement were consummated by marriage to Newman’s elder sister Harriett in 1836, on which he resigned his fellowship and accepted the college living of Cholderton in Wiltshire. It was the polemical brio of Mozley’s pseudonymous anti-Poor Law pamphlet of November 1838, A Dissection of the Queries on the Amount of Religious Instruction and Education, which alerted Newman to his potential as a reviewer. Mozley debuted with two articles in the issue of April 1839, ultimately contributing thirty before the review’s close in 1843 (Houghton 1963: 127–34).

The issue of April 1841 was Newman’s last. Francis Rivington wrote to him in October 1840 acquiescing in his suggestion of a successor and a month later Newman confirmed to Bowden: ‘As to the “British Critic”, I give it up to T. Mozley in the summer. This I have always wished to do’ (LDN VII.430–1). Mozley was to claim in his Reminiscences that this ‘was a very great surprise’ (Mozley 1882: II.216), but that Newman cultivated his protégé as a successor is obvious. Though patently disposed to sobriety in his editorial judgements, Newman lavished praise on Mozley’s contributions, professing him ‘a friend whom I have most entire confidence in, both for his views and his manner of setting them forth’, constantly chivvying him to write more articles (‘I want them’), and variously pronouncing his writing ‘capital’, ‘exceedingly powerful’, ‘uncommonly good’, ‘very splendid’, ‘much admired’, ‘abundantly interesting and clever’; in all ‘very useful to the Review’, ‘the flower’, and ‘the stay of it’ (LDN VII.21, 33, 48, 276, 50, 175, 395, 72, 99). With fifteen articles duly published in the thirteen issues of Newman’s editorship between April 1838 and April 1841, Mozley was his most prolific contributor and in every sense the anointed heir.

Other writers, more explicitly theological in their preoccupations, are remembered for their role in the controversies which doomed the review, but it is Mozley’s unfailingly trenchant articles which are by far the most numerous. Oakeley and Ward, the object of criticism in Palmer’s Narrative of Events and, thereafter, indelibly associated with the Critic’s militant tendency, contributed thirteen and eight articles respectively, to Mozley’s thirty (Houghton 1963: 127–37). Indeed it is a measure of the contemporary regard in which Mozley was held that at the demise of the Critic he joined the staff of The Times, for which he wrote leading articles almost daily until 1886. A great favourite of John Walter III, an undergraduate admirer of Newman and proprietor of the paper from 1847, Mozley was much the best paid of its leader-writers and a stalwart during the long and influential editorship of J. T. Delane (Buckle et al. 1935–84: II.42, 124–6, 334, 408, 446, 452, 505, 510, 600).

Mozley’s editorship was very consciously an inheritance of Newman’s mantle. ‘I should have the same writers’, he wrote: ‘There remained Ward, Oakley [sic], Rogers, John Christie, my brother James, Bowyer, Church, J. B. Morris, and some others’ (Mozley 1882: II.216, 219). The writers, however, whose contributions were held by contemporaries such as Palmer of Worcester to have contaminated the British Critic with Romanism, were Ward and Oakeley. In his Narrative of 1843, Palmer was to single out these two as the enfants terribles of a hitherto temperate movement; indeed he argued that the very excellence of many of the articles in the later issues compounded the danger of creeping ‘Romanism’. ‘Under no circumstances’, he pronounced, ‘can the tone adopted by the British Critic since it passed from the editorship of Mr. Newman in 1841, be excused’, specifically citing Oakeley’s notorious attack on the Reformers in ‘Bishop Jewel’ (Palmer 1843: 47, 68). Palmer was by no means alone in his alarm at the tone of the review under Mozley. In the aftermath of Tract 90, Pusey was quietly summoned to Addington by the Archbishop of Canterbury to give some account of developments in Oxford. Pusey, on 1 October 1841, reported back to Newman the archbishop’s view that ‘what had most disquieted people since Tract 90 was the British Critic’ (Pusey House, LBV 101/49/fos. 74–7). Certainly, a satirical attack on a seasoned Tractarian antagonist, Godfrey Faussett, ‘The Oxford Margaret Professor’, written by Mozley in his first number as editor, had caused widespread offence (Skinner 1999: 552–3).

That Newman, as we have seen, wrote comparatively little for the review after his assumption of the editorship, certainly shielded him from its growing notoriety. When Palmer remonstrated that ‘The British Critic has for two years been under the influence of those who are uncertain in their allegiance to the Church of England, and who cannot be considered as friendly to her’ (Palmer 1843: 50), Newman’s retort was that he had ceded control, and that ‘the heads of the Church … would now have to deal with younger men, whom it was not in his power to restrain’ (Ward 1889: 243–4). Yet in reality, Newman’s disinclination to intervene is explained by the fact that many of the quarterly reviewers were flying his own kites. Mozley tellingly remarked that his own period in charge might ‘be better described by sub-editorship’ (Mozley 1882: I.6); his attack on Faussett was privately exhorted and shaped by Newman who, himself muzzled in the aftermath of Tract 90, ‘used Mozley as a young surrogate’ (O’Connell 1969: 347–9; Turner 2002: 460). Moreover, Newman was increasingly sympathetic theologically to the positions espoused by Ward and Oakeley. Their attacks on the English Reformers in the Critic, for example, which drew numerous reproofs within and beyond the Movement, were critical in exposing his own doubts over the ‘Catholicity of the English Church’—the title of his Critic article of January 1840—to his intimates. When Pusey, on 27 July 1841, wrote at length to lament that Oakeley and Ward were writing ‘as “public prosecutors” against the Reformers’ (LDN VIII.233), Newman dutifully assured him that he would try to ‘put a stop to all attacks’. But he could not refrain from echoing Froude’s anti-Reformation rhetoric in a series of provisos. Newman wrote, for example, that ‘As to O.[akeley], I suppose, in my heart I dislike the Reformers as much as any one’ (LDN VIII.234). Newman, in fact, repeatedly disclosed his sympathies with the pro-Roman bent of the younger writers. ‘ “I like the opinions of my new friends” ’, Isaac Williams quoted him as saying, adding, ‘meaning especially Ward of Balliol’ (Williams 1892: 113). Newman was mute in these years precisely because the younger and less inhibited writers whom he had introduced to the review, and who bore the brunt of so much criticism, were going to lengths he was increasingly unable to repudiate.

Mozley, despite his later nonchalance towards the Movement, was also an enthusiastic sponsor of the extremists. Although he later alluded to Ward and Oakeley as ‘my runaway horses’, and acknowledged that ‘the terminus of the articles was outside the Church of England’, Mozley conceded that: ‘I will not say that I hesitated much as to the truth of what they wrote, for in that matter I was inclined to go very far.’ His Reminiscences play on the vertiginous theme, confessing ‘a certain pleasurable excitement akin to that some children have in playing on the edge of a precipice’ (Mozley 1882: II.223, 394, 226–7). It was obvious that, at the time, Mozley himself was on the edge of the precipice. In July 1843 he and his wife spent several weeks in Normandy, in the company of Roman Catholic priests, before returning on the point of conversion (Mozley 1893: xi). ‘At the same time I wrote to Rivington’, he later recalled, ‘giving up the “British Critic” ’ (Mozley 1882: II.391). Rivingtons, under pressure from what James Mozley called ‘a testification sermon against the British Critic’ (Mozley 1885: 148) delivered by Manning in Oxford on 5 November (Pereiro 1998: 60), and possibly additionally from Bishop Blomfield of London, had little option but to terminate the review altogether (Rivington 1894: 34).

A year later came Palmer’s famous indictment. At the end of August 1843 Keble had written to Newman to warn him of Palmer’s discomfiture, and of the likelihood of its finding public expression. ‘I have a long letter from Palmer of Worcester,’ he wrote, ‘urging the necessity on the part of other people of some such protest against the B[ritish].C[ritic]. etc., as he is going to make himself’ (LDN IX.488). Palmer’s Narrative of Events appeared within the year. He said of the Critic:


I confess my surprise that this periodical has so long been permitted to continue in the same course. I can only say, that I have felt it a painful duty to discontinue subscribing to it; and I sincerely hope that some change may be effected in its management, which may have the effect of relieving anxieties, and of restoring confidence in the principles of a Review, which was formerly a respectable and useful organ of the Church of England, but which can certainly no longer justify that character. (Palmer 1843: 68)



Palmer’s salvo remained the most powerful and public expression of orthodox outrage at the lengths to which the Tractarian Critic had gone.

In a literal sense, however, orthodoxy’s very last word came from the same Phalanx figure who had tried and failed to bridge the chasm between London and Oxford over control of the review. For as Thomas Mozley was to recall: ‘My own last breath, and it is a very long drawn one, as British Critic and Theological Reviewer, is a rather fierce attack on my very dear master and friend, Edward Churton’ (Mozley 1882: II.309). Churton had written a letter to the Irish Ecclesiastical Journal in September, asserting that ‘there is but one opinion among Churchmen generally as to the conduct of the British Critic for the last few years. It has become, like the Athenian sacred ship, a thing that sails under the same colours, while scarcely a plank of the old timbers is left. What would good Bishop Horne, or Jones of Nayland say to it now?’ A caustic ‘clause by clause’ rejoinder to Churton, penned by Mozley, occupied the closing pages of the number for October 1843 (BC, xxxiv, 68, Oct. 1843, 526–8). It was a fitting epitaph to the breach between Phalanx and Tractarian churchmanship, epitomized in the struggle for the Critic, that on the final page in its fifty-year history was inscribed this dispute between the old and the new.

THE BRITISH CRITIC AND POSTERITY

The Critic’s termination deserves a central place in any account of the Oxford Movement, for it decisively marked the end of the aggressive polemics of the Movement’s first generation. With the Tracts themselves terminated at no. 90 in 1841, and the Critic suppressed in October 1843, the Movement lost its national media. As an index of the complex and evolving relationship between orthodox High Churchmen and Tractarians the British Critic is of self-evident utility, and it has been assessed in this context by Pietro Corsi (Corsi 1988: 17ff.) and Peter Nockles (Nockles 1994: 277–81). Yet as a repository of Tractarian thought itself, it has until recently suffered extraordinary neglect. This is the less excusable given that, although Critic articles were (as was standard with periodicals) anonymous, E. R. Houghton compiled reliable attributions of authorship half a century ago in 1963 (Houghton 1963: 119–37). A general explanation, of course, is the neglect of Victorian periodicals as a source, partly perhaps because of the decline in the importance of the medium itself. Despite increasing interest in the genre, largely stimulated by the appearance of the Wellesley Index to Victorian Periodicals from the mid-1960s, and again more recently by the digitization of the 19th Century UK Periodicals collection, the specialists agree that as a historical resource Victorian periodicals ‘have as yet scarcely been touched’ (Vann and VanArsdel 1994: 3).

But there are three reasons for the neglect of the Critic which are particular to Tractarianism and its historiography. The first explanation for the failure of scholars to engage particularly with Newman’s editorship must be his own suppression, later in life, of his role. His Apologia contained the lapidary note: ‘I should make mention also of the British Critic. I was editor of it for three years, from July 1838 to July 1841’ (Newman 2008: 194–5). Josef Altholz has cautioned that ‘The ideal Newman biographer would read all the primary sources first … and the Apologia last of all; but the reverse is invariably the case’ (Altholz 1994: 273), and it is difficult not to think that its exiguous treatment of the Critic has determined the importance attributed both by Newman biographers to his role in its abduction and by Tractarianism’s historians to its subsequent contents. Certainly, none of the first burst of studies around the Movement’s centenary made use of the periodical material, and this decisively marginalized the Critic in later studies. F. L. Cross’s biography, for example, made the important recognition that ‘Newman’s literary capabilities stamped the character of the whole Movement in its earlier stages, and led it to rely pre-eminently upon the press for the advocacy of its principles’, but proceeded to confine its assessment wholly to the Tracts (Cross 1933: 56–76). Neither W. Barry’s Cardinal Newman, which asserted specifically that its ‘concern is with Newman as an English man of letters’ (Barry 1927: 32), nor similarly Joseph Reilly’s Newman as a Man of Letters, which included a long chapter devoted to ‘Newman as controversialist’ (Reilly 1927: 181–225), made a single reference to the medium in which their subject served his apprenticeship. Even where Newman’s biographers referenced the Critic they did not always do so reliably. Wilfrid Ward’s Life of John Henry Cardinal Newman, the first full-length study, erroneously ascribed the date of Newman’s accession to the editorship to 1836 (Ward 1927 edn.: 57), while C. S. Dessain’s important study of 1966 erroneously stated that the Critic was a monthly (Dessain 1966: 66), strongly suggesting that neither even looked at it. Both Ian Ker (Ker 1988) and Sheridan Gilley (Gilley 1990) take due account of Newman’s own writing for the Critic but follow convention in citing material later republished in collections of his essays, which leaves little impression of its origin and of the Critic’s contemporary significance. A few of Keble’s reviews were also reprinted much later, and in terms which emphasized the neglect into which they had already fallen: Sir John Coleridge’s Memoir of Keble, quoted at the start of the ‘Preface’ to Keble’s Occasional Papers, expressed ‘a strong desire … to see published a collection of, or judicious selection from, Keble’s contribution to Periodicals’ and added: ‘Of these the most important will be found in the “British Critic” ’ (Keble 1877: v). The only other contributor whose material was reprinted was the paternalist commentator Samuel Bosanquet, but since he was a lawyer whose social criticism was congenial to the Critic’s Tractarian editors, and not himself a cleric, Bosanquet does not feature in the traditional narratives. That no other contributor’s articles were later reprinted underlines the necessity of scholarly attention to the original material of the review.

Secondly, histories of the Movement have typically rendered Tractarianism in purely religious and theological terms and therefore discretely as a chapter in the history of Anglicanism, with little interest in its social or political commentary. Religious historians may have been interested in the material disclosing Newman’s path to Rome, but discarded superabundant commentary on poverty and the Poor Laws, factories, urbanization, and Chartism. The movement’s quietism after the conversions in 1845 may also have done something to efface the memory of its ephemeral agitprop in the pre-1845 period. Clifton Kelway’s Story of the Catholic Revival, for example, had a section specifically on ‘The Press of the Movement’, suggesting that ‘it was essential that the Movement should be definitely voiced in the press’, but ignored altogether the role of Rivingtons and the Critic for the pre-1845 generation and claimed that this was only realized in the High Church Guardian from January 1846 (Kelway 1914: 104). Similarly, C. P. S. Clarke argued that the establishment of Mowbrays Press and the appearance of the Church Times in the 1860s marked a ‘militant and aggressive’ departure (Clarke 1932: 173–5). Another centenary author, the bishop of Manchester Edmund Knox, though Evangelical and therefore unsympathetic, stated his reliance ‘for the story of the Tractarians, on the letters of the two great leaders, Newman and Pusey, and for the story of the opposition, on the Christian Observer, and, in a less degree, on the Record’ (Knox 1933: vii). These press sources for the evangelical movement have certainly remained much better known to ecclesiastical historians, Knox thus exemplifying the comparative neglect of the Tractarians’ periodical equivalent.

A final explanation for the neglect of the Critic is posterity’s preoccupation with the personalities of the Movement’s triumvirate. Our understanding of Tractarianism is top-heavy, through a biographical literature largely confined to Newman, Pusey, and Keble, and indifferent to the second-rank figures who often served as its polemical hod-carriers. Attention to the Critic and its reception and fortunes not only, therefore, helps to rehabilitate the Movement’s journalism and therefore contemporary commentary; it also serves to remind us of the contemporary importance of such traditionally secondary figures as the Mozleys, Frederick Oakeley, W. G. Ward, and Robert and Henry Wilberforce.
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CHAPTER 21



TRACT 90

Newman’s Last Stand or a Bold New Venture?



MICHAEL J. G. PAHLS AND KENNETH L. PARKER


As to the 39 articles, tho’ I believe them to be entirely Scriptural, they are not such favourites of mine, that if I consulted my own wishes, I should make an effort to retain them. I think they accidentally countenance a vile Protestantism. I do not tell people this, lest I should encourage a scoffing at authority. I submit and obey. I tell it to you to show you that I am making a sacrifice.

(LDN V.70–1)



IN this letter to R. F. Wilson of 13 May 1835, Newman advocated retaining the Thirty-Nine Articles as the confessional standard for the University of Oxford against ‘innovating heads’ of Houses who sought to replace formal subscription with a declaration of conformity to the Church of England. He feared the latter measure would countenance further changes to the university’s religious life and confessional commitments. Though he privately reviled the ‘Protestant’ tone of the Articles, he considered them a bulwark against Latitudinarians and Dissenters. Tractarians claimed victory when, on 20 May 1835, the revision failed to pass Convocation, by a vote of 459 to 57 (LDN V.54–5).

Six years later, Newman’s Tract 90, Remarks on Certain Passages in the Thirty-Nine Articles, barely avoided Convocation’s condemnation on doctrinal grounds when Oxford Movement sympathizers used their authority as university proctors to veto the censure proposed by the Heads of Houses (Turner 2002: 530). There Newman had sought to discern the true notes of an apostolic church amid discordant words that, ‘accidentally countenance a vile Protestantism’. Tract 90 thus exhorted the Church of England to reject Protestant heresy and become what it was not yet: a church both apostolic and truly catholic. Within the year, Tract 90 would stand condemned by most of the English bishops and reviled in the press as an attempt to alter the confessional commitments of the nation. The near-total repudiation of Tract 90 became the beginning of the end for Newman’s life as an Anglican.

During the early 1840s suspicion deepened that Newman’s sympathies lay with Roman Catholicism. When he later converted in October 1845, his accusers claimed vindication and Newman’s Tractarian writings—above all Tract 90—were recast as a veiled apologetic for the Roman Catholic Church. Newman himself vigorously and consistently denied the truth of these accusations. Indeed, his Apologia Pro Vita Sua (1864) began as a defence against Charles Kingsley’s charge that ‘Truth, for its own sake, had never been a virtue with the Roman Clergy. Father Newman informs us that it need not, and on the whole ought not to be’ (Kingsley and Newman 1864: 7). In this context, any acknowledged reliance on Roman Catholic sources would only feed treatments of Newman’s final Anglican years as a mendacious campaign to subvert from within the Church of England’s established order.

Yet evidence supports a recurring speculation: that Newman’s 1841 tract had been inspired by a seventeenth-century commentary on the Thirty-Nine Articles, the Paraphrastica Expositio Articulorum Confessionis Anglicanae (1634). That work was authored by the notable Oxford convert Christopher Davenport (1598–1680), known in Franciscan religious life as Franciscus à Sancta Clara (Goulburn 1845: 203; Erb 2013: 300; Blehl 2001: 154). Charles I had protected Sancta Clara and Archbishop Laud was putatively unopposed to his commentary on the Articles. While Newman acknowledged his dependence on the Caroline divines, this particular piece of Caroline divinity remained in the shadows.

Richard Hurrell Froude brought the work to Newman’s attention in 1834. In late November 1835 Newman borrowed Oriel College’s copy and did not return it until late February 1836. Parallel analysis of Sancta Clara’s commentary and Tract 90 reveals a striking symmetry in the arguments used. Just weeks after Tract 90’s publication on 25 January 1841, Newman historically contextualized Sancta Clara’s work on the Articles in correspondence with John Bowden (24 March 1841). On 13 April 1841, Newman likewise responded to the Roman Catholic professor, Charles Russell of Maynooth, concerning Tract 90’s treatment of transubstantiation. There he not only referred to Sancta Clara’s exposition, but also explained that he had taken that Roman Catholic apologist’s approach, paraphrasing from memory a Latin passage from Sancta Clara’s text. Beyond the correspondence with his closest friend from undergraduate days and the Roman Catholic who ‘had more to do with my conversion than any one else’, no explicit reference to Sancta Clara remains among Newman’s papers (Newman 2008: 287–8).

This essay addresses a crucial question about Newman’s Tract 90: was it Newman’s last and best effort to remain Anglican, or was it a challenge forcing both his university and the church of his baptism to legitimate his vision of Anglican catholicity; a vision that was open to reunion with the Church of Rome? Newman’s Apologia encouraged the former conclusion, while evidence from the 1830s and 1841 indicates the latter. Exploration of this question begins with Newman’s early Tractarian experience of the Articles. His motivations for preparing Tract 90 must then be examined, along with a detailed parallel analysis of Newman’s tract and Sancta Clara’s exposition. Finally, by assessing Newman’s response to reactions from Oxford University and the bishops of England, we will draw some conclusions about Newman’s intent in 1841.

NEWMAN’S EARLY TRACTARIAN EXPERIENCE WITH THE THIRTY-NINE ARTICLES

The Thirty-Nine Articles officially defined the Church of England’s theological identity and so became a battleground in Tractarian efforts to establish the apostolical identity of both the Church and university. University statutes mandated that students subscribe to the Articles at matriculation and again prior to the conferral of any degree. Despite repeal of the 1678 Test Act in 1829, Oxford maintained its subscription oath requirements. In 1834, the Unitarian MP, G. W. Wood, introduced a bill to end the religious test for university admission. It passed the Commons but the Duke of Wellington defeated it in the Lords. Newman and other Tractarians joined over 1,900 members of Convocation and 1,050 undergraduates in signing the Oxford declaration against a modified oath. The proposed bill confirmed extant suspicions that the newly-elected dissenting MPs would attempt to fundamentally alter the Anglican identity of the nation and university.

Tensions heightened within Oriel College. Renn Dickson Hampden supported the bill, and published a work calling for the admission of Dissenters and removal of all doctrinal tests. Newman condemned these Observations on Religious Dissent (1834) in a letter to Hampden stating that it would ‘make shipwreck of Christian faith’ and lead to the interruption of ‘that peace and mutual good understanding which has prevailed so long in this place’ (LDN IV.371). By his own reckoning, the correspondence marked ‘the beginning of hostilities in the University’—hostilities that culminated when Newman argued in 1841 for his own dramatic re-appropriation of the Thirty-Nine Articles.

As Newman and his fellow Tractarians increasingly contended for a Church of England weaned from dependence on the royal supremacy, they required an alternative ecclesiological centre around which faithful churchmen could gather. Newman’s Tracts for the Times located that centre in the Church of England’s episcopate, in the stability of the Book of Common Prayer (which included the Thirty-Nine Articles), and more broadly in the ancient ‘apostolical’ consensus of early Christianity. For Newman, these resources could preserve the Church of England, both from the ‘enthusiasm’ of Dissenting Protestantism and the liberalizing infidelities of the state—enemies that he grouped together under the epithet ‘private judgment’. In this campaign, subscription to the Thirty-Nine Articles provided a front line of defence against the innovations of university men like Hampden.

Yet Tractarian advocacy for adherence to a patristic legacy circumvented the more immediate and demonstrable patrimony of the English Reformation and its final Elizabethan settlement as a Protestant church. Tractarians championed the apostolic succession of English bishops, the sacramental character of Anglican rites, and a vision of catholicity articulated by Caroline divines. These claims sounded ‘Romanist’ in the ears of many fellow churchmen. By midsummer 1834, Tractarians faced accusations of ‘bigotry, Popery, and intolerance’.

Even would-be friends among the ‘old historic High Church school’ worried over the ‘papistical’ and ‘more than semi-popish’ tendencies they discerned in the Tracts. Newman developed his via media theory in response to this rising tide of suspicion. His 1834 tracts, Via Media I and Via Media II, argued that the Church of England stood midway between Romanism and Protestantism, and his Lectures on the Prophetical Office of the Church (1837) proved quite critical of the Roman Catholic Church. Newman expected these works to assuage any suspicion of Catholic sympathy. He wrote to his sister Jemima on 25 April 1837: ‘It shows how deep the absurd notion was in men’s minds that I was a Papist; and now they are agreeably surprised. Thus I gain as commonly happens in the long run, by being misrepresented … I shall take it out in an attack on popular Protestantism’ (LDN VI.61). Newman, however, had not accounted for the possibility of episcopal censure.

In his triennial Visitation Charge of 14 August 1838, Newman’s bishop, Richard Bagot, expressed some ‘light animadversions’ towards the Tracts for the Times. While Bagot praised them as valuable for recollecting ‘truths’ related to ‘the union, the discipline and the authority of the Church’, he expressed concern over their possible misuse by ‘minds of a peculiar temperament’. Bagot stated, ‘I have more fear of the Disciples than of the Teachers’, and he urged Tractarians ‘to be cautious, both in their writings and actions, to take heed lest their good be evil spoken of; lest in their exertions to re-establish unity, they unhappily create fresh schism; lest in their admiration of antiquity, they revert to practices which heretofore have ended in superstition’ (LDN VI.285–6). Bruised by this episcopal critique, Newman offered to discontinue the Tracts. Despite Bagot’s assurances, Newman later observed in the Apologia that it portended a larger ‘collision with the nation, and with the church of the nation’ (Newman 2008: 195).

Newman’s confidence in his via media was soon shaken. During July 1839, he studied early Christological debates and found analogies that disturbed him. He reflected on the Monophysites’ refusal to finally coalesce around the developed catholic definition of the Council of Chalcedon in 451. Their sectarian refusal of communion with the universal church struck Newman as analogous to his own justifications for Anglican separation from the Roman Catholic communion. If the Monophysites were heterodox and in schism, Newman reasoned, it would be difficult to exculpate the Church of England from the same charge.

In August 1839, Nicholas Wiseman reviewed a four-volume collection of eighty-five Tracts for the Times for the Dublin Review. Subtitled ‘The Anglican Claim of Apostolical Succession’, Wiseman employed historical tropes Newman had commonly directed against his own opponents. Wiseman reflected on the Donatist opponents of St Augustine, noting that they had not chosen a via media in preference to communion with Rome. They held to precisely the same doctrine and sacramental practice as the Catholic party and only separated because they doubted the succession of holy orders from bishops who failed to persevere in the faith under persecution. The Church of England had committed itself in Article 26 (on unworthy ministers) to the Augustinian position in the debate and Wiseman pressed his case on that account. According to Wiseman, even a perfect apostolic orthodoxy would be insufficient. The Church of England could only cease being a Protestant sect by renewing its communion with Rome. Wiseman’s quotation of Augustine to this effect—securus judicat orbis terrarum—nagged at Newman’s conscience, as he admitted at the time (Wiseman 1839: 154).

While Newman was slow to fully embrace Wiseman’s use of Augustine’s ‘infallible prescription’ and ‘final sentence’ for the Church of England, younger members of the Oxford Movement proved less willing to suffer the practical frictions that accompanied their catholic identity within a Protestant church. Richard Bagot requested that Newman use his ‘high and influential name’ among these younger men to ‘discourage by every means in your power indiscretions … [that] tend to retard the progress of sound and high Church principles’ (LDN VII.190). This request, and other concerns, led Newman to consider composing Tract 90.

‘A HAZARDOUS EXPERIMENT’

A proper understanding of Newman’s lines of enquiry in Tract 90 turns on his original motivation: was the tract Newman’s last attempt to salvage his via media, or was it something new, following upon the via media’s acknowledged collapse? His correspondence with John Keble offers some clues. In October 1840, only a month prior to his work on Tract 90, Newman sought Keble’s advice about resigning as vicar of St Mary’s. He had exerted strong influence among Oxford undergraduates with minimal interference from university authorities, but he anguished over his seeming inability to shepherd townspeople under his spiritual charge.

Newman had spent nearly thirteen years cultivating a very different way of being Anglican than was customary in Oxford. He introduced daily services, weekly communion, and a course of theological lectures in Adam de Brome’s chapel. These had secured the loyalty of students and prospective clergy, yet he was conscious of the distance between his pastoral efforts and the expectations of his parishioners. Newman considered that these expectations were born of ‘a system of religion which has been received for 300 years, and of which the Heads of Houses are the legitimate maintainers in this place’ (LDN VII.417).

Keble reassured Newman about the good effect of his ministrations and worried that withdrawal from pastoral ministry might do more harm than good. Newman remained irresolute. In a second letter to Keble, he announced his determination to resolve the intolerable tensions at work, by bringing the Church of England to a moment of decision by ‘fair trial’, forcing both its bishops and the university to self-identify as a Protestant sect or a true part of the Catholic Church. As Newman put it, such an undertaking would be ‘a hazardous experiment, like proving Canon’, but he remained hopeful:


Yet we must not take it for granted the metal will burst in the operation. It has borne at various times, not to say at this time, a great infusion of Catholic Truth without damage. As to the result, viz whether this process will not approximate the whole English Church, as a body, to Rome, that is nothing to us. For what we know, it may be the providential means of uniting the whole Church in one, without fresh schismatising, or use of private judgment. (LDN VII.433)



This latter sentiment—that Newman’s work could potentially establish a basis for Anglican unity with Rome without a fresh schism in the extant English Church—suggests he intended Tract 90 to be something new, constructed from catholic elements of his collapsing via media. Newman’s earlier Tractarian work focused on the recovery and reinforcement of Anglicanism’s apostolicity. In Tract 90 he sought to rectify its lapsed catholicity. This project was more than discerning and describing a self-sufficient middle way, existing in practical schism with other branches of the universal Church. Rather, Tract 90 proposed an Anglicanism that was genuinely catholic—at once true to its apostolic patrimony and at the same time solicitous of reconciliation with other portions of the true church.

Crucial to Newman’s argument was the Articles’ supplementary Preface by Charles I in 1628. This ‘Declaration’, as Newman referred to it in Tract 90, sought to check a resurgent Reformed reception of the Thirty-nine Articles in England following in the wake of the Dutch Quinquarticular Controversy. This Declaration restricted interpretations of the Articles to their ‘plain and full … literal and grammatical’ sense. The hermeneutical opportunity created by Charles’s Declaration gave Newman a justification for altogether dissociating the Articles from their historical, Elizabethan Protestant sense.

Newman made full use of this opportunity in Tract 90. There, he declared it ‘the duty which we owe both to the Catholic Church and to our own, to take our reformed confessions in the most Catholic sense they will admit’. He argued that this concern was sufficient to nullify ‘any duties toward their framers’ (Newman 1841: 89). Newman’s use of the word ‘duty’ underscored the gravity of his purpose and warranted his interpretive creativity. Here he placed catholicity alongside apostolicity as a limiting concept, committing the Church of England to a self-understanding that included a public and contemporaneous unity alongside continuity and accord with the apostolic church of antiquity. Newman thus commended a theological reception of the Articles, but one that acknowledged their contingency and contemplated the possibility of shifts in their subsequent reception and use. According to Newman, the particularities of grammar, history, authority, and context both limited the sectarian claims in the Articles and opened their potential to promote ecumenical concord. This feature of Tract 90 helped Newman to further contemplate what he later termed ‘the principle of doctrinal development’ (Newman 2008: 161).

NEWMAN’S UNACKNOWLEDGEABLE DEBT TO FRANCISCUS À SANCTA CLARA

Richard Hurrell Froude had urged fellow Tractarians to embrace his contempt for Protestant Reformers and the Thirty-Nine Articles. In November 1833, he confessed to Newman that he would be ‘content to throw overboard the Articles keeping the Creeds’ (LDN IV.112). However, during the spring 1835 controversy over subscription, Froude hinted at an alternative way of interpreting them, one ‘patient if not ambitious of a Catholic meaning’. In Peter Heylyn’s biography of Archbishop Laud, Froude had found mention of an exposition on the Thirty-Nine Articles by Franciscus à Sancta Clara. According to Heylyn, ‘Laud did not think the interpretation over strained’ (LDN V.68; cf. Heylyn 1671: 388). Froude therefore recommended the work to Newman.

Franciscus à Sancta Clara (1595–1680), born Christopher Davenport, matriculated at Merton College Oxford in 1613, but later transferred to Magdalen Hall, taking his degree in 1614. No details of his Roman Catholic conversion survive, but he began studies at the English College at Douai on 28 August 1616 under the name Christopher Davenport (alias Lathroppe). The English Franciscans revived during this same period and Davenport entered the order at Ypres in October 1617. He returned to Douai and was ordained a priest on 14 March 1620, becoming later chief reader of Divinity at St Bonaventure’s and then professor of theology.

In the early 1630s Sancta Clara returned to England, and became Catholic chaplain to Queen Henrietta in the court of Charles I, initially gaining the admiration of Catholics and Anglicans alike. He dedicated his Paraphrastica Expositio Articulorum Confessionis Anglicanae to King Charles I. This apologetic attempted to harmonize the Thirty-Nine Articles with Tridentine Catholic teaching in the hope of reclaiming England for the Roman Catholicism. Although both Protestants and Catholics harshly criticized the work, King Charles protected it from being banned in England. In the 1640s, despite Archbishop Laud’s repeated denials of any association with Sancta Clara, the seventh article of his impeachment asserted that Laud collaborated with Davenport to promote popery (Laud 1854: 316).

Newman’s use of the Oriel College copy of Sancta Clara’s work in late 1835 and early 1836 confirms his knowledge and use of this commentary (OCA, Library Register, DC/V/5, 27 November 1835 to 24 February 1836, shelf mark 3Be7). The numerous parallels between Newman’s tract and Sancta Clara’s exposition demonstrate his dependence on this seventeenth-century Roman Catholic divine for his own creative reception of the Thirty-Nine Articles. Most strikingly, the two authors insisted on the necessity of treating Articles 6 (on the sufficiency of Scripture) and 20 (on Church authority) together so that, in Newman’s words, both Holy Scripture and the Church are ‘adjusted with one another in their actual exercise’ of ‘teaching revealed truth’ (Newman 1841: 5; Sancta Clara 1865: 3–4). Newman followed Sancta Clara in observing that Article 6 does not categorically reject the canonical or liturgical place of the Apocrypha. Both argued that the ‘Rule of Faith’ is not reducible to Scripture alone. Newman argued this explicitly while Sancta Clara affirmed that Article 20 countenances the idea that ‘the Church has the power to propose to our faith’ certain ‘ordinances and traditions not contained in Scripture’ but which ‘can be proved by Scripture’ (Sancta Clara 1865: 31; Newman 1841: 11).

Treating Article 11 (on the justification of man), both authors emphasized a substantial continuity between the Church of England and the Church of Rome touching the various ‘causes’ of justification. When treating the classical division between Protestants and Catholics on the ‘formal’ cause of justification, both claimed that the Articles left open a variety of ways when affirming that ‘faith alone’ justifies (Sancta Clara 1865: 12–13; Newman 1841: 13). Concerning Articles 12 and 13 (on good works), Newman again followed Sancta Clara very closely, recognizing how the wording of these Articles excluded the de condigno, or strict meriting of justifying grace, but permitted a de congruo conception of merit wherein persons in an ‘intermediate state’—neither ‘in light or in darkness’ as regards the state of Christian justification—might be visited by ‘Divine influences, or by actual grace, or rather aid’ that ‘are the first-fruits of the grace of justification going before it’ (Newman 1841: 16; Sancta Clara 1865: 14).

Concerning Article 19 (which asserted that the Roman Church had erred), both authors listed Rome alongside Jerusalem, Alexandria, and Antioch, and contemplated Rome as a ‘local church’ or ‘national communion’ lacking the determinate promise of indefectibility. Thus, both men inferred a difference between the Church of Rome and the ‘Universal’ (Sancta Clara) or ‘Catholic’ (Newman) Church which is not said to err (Sancta Clara 1865: 28–9; Newman 1841: 90). This affinity was also evident in their reading of Article 21 (on Councils) where both carefully followed Robert Bellarmine in distinguishing ‘general councils’—qualified by Newman as merely ‘a thing of earth’—from ‘Catholic councils’ which, as a ‘thing of heaven’ are graced with an ‘express supernatural privilege, that they shall not err’ (Newman 1841: 21; Sancta Clara 1865: 35–6). Both authors then reintroduced what had been previously argued when treating Articles 6 and 20. Sancta Clara wrote that the church ‘does not trust to new revelations, but to the old ones, hidden in the Scriptures and in the words of the Apostles, as is the constant opinion of the Doctors’ (Sancta Clara 1865: 37). Newman echoed the sentiment, arguing that an essential condition of the church ‘gathering in the Name of CHRIST’ is that ‘in points necessary to salvation, a council should prove its decrees by Scripture’ (Newman 1841: 22).

On various forms of Catholic devotion, Newman’s imitation of Sancta Clara became still closer. Both noted the ambiguity of Article 22 in speaking of ‘the Romish doctrine concerning purgatory, pardons, worshipping and adoration, as well of images as of relics, and also invocation of saints’. Sancta Clara argued that the proper sense of the word ‘Romish’ is to be discovered, ‘not from the writings of Catholics, but from those of their opponents’ (Sancta Clara 1865: 39). He then cited his experience with Anglicans who admitted that all of these practices were ‘agreeable to primitive antiquity’ (Sancta Clara 1865: 41). Newman echoed this judgement, arguing that the Article merely opposed ‘the received doctrine of the day’ and contrasting it with ‘a primitive doctrine on all these points’ that was ‘so widely supported, that it may well be entertained as a matter of opinion by a theologian now’ (Newman 1841: 23).

On Article 25’s treatment of sacraments, Newman followed Sancta Clara’s contention that the distinction between baptism and eucharist, on one hand, and the other five sacraments on the other, did not absolutely deny that the latter should be contemplated as such. Newman wrote: ‘This article does not deny the five rites in question to be sacraments, but to be sacraments in the sense in which Baptism and the Lord’s Supper are sacraments; “sacraments of the Gospel,” sacraments with an outward sign ordained of God’ (Newman 1841: 43).

Sancta Clara argued that Article 28’s judgement, that the doctrine of transubstantiation was ‘repugnant to the plain words of Scripture’ and was rooted in what he called ‘the old error of the Capharnäites, namely, the carnal presence of Christ that is as though Christ was present in a natural or carnal manner and were chewed by the teeth’. As proof, Sancta Clara referenced the ‘Canon (Ego Berengarius) in the Roman Council under Nicolas I’ (Sancta Clara 1865: 58). While Newman did not name the ‘Capharnäites’ as such, he did reference the controversy, and corrected Sancta Clara’s misattribution of the responsible pontiff, writing that the Article referred only to the ‘doctrine … imposed by Nicholas the Second on Berengarius’. Newman then quoted Berengarius’s confession in full (Newman 1841: 50). These details in Sancta Clara’s argument featured in Newman’s April 1841 response to Charles Russell’s question about his analysis of transubstantiation in Tract 90. Newman knew Sancta Clara’s text so well that he paraphrased a portion of the Latin—this time referencing the Capharnäites by name (i.e. ‘antiquum errorem Capharnaïtarum’)—in his letter to Russell.

On a range of other matters, the line of argument found in Tract 90 closely followed the work of Sancta Clara. Addressing the subject of ‘Masses’ in Article 31, Newman replicated Sancta Clara’s distinction between ‘masses’ (plural) that were popularly thought of as ‘sacrifices for sin distinct from the sacrifice of CHRIST’s death’ and the ‘Sacrifice of the Mass’ (singular) understood as a commemoration of ‘the one oblation of CHRIST finished upon the Cross’ (Newman 1841: 43; cf. Sancta Clara 1865: 59–60). Both approached Article 32 (on the marriage of priests) by observing that clerical celibacy was not imposed by ‘God’s law’ but by the ‘Church’s rule or on vow’, noting that celibacy was a pious and commendable option (Sancta Clara 1865: 89; Newman 1841: 61). Newman likewise followed Sancta Clara on Article 35 (on the Homilies), judging that it did not commend a strict subscription to ‘every word and clause’ of the Anglican Homilies and argued merely that they ‘savor of sound doctrine’ and should be read discerningly (Sancta Clara 1865: 83–4; Newman 1841: 66).

Finally, concerning Article 37 (on the Bishop of Rome), Newman used an argument that paralleled Sancta Clara’s, contending that papal jurisdiction was providentially contingent. Yet, there was a difference in emphasis. While Sancta Clara tended to regard such contingency as a matter of pontifical discretion and disposition—something that reflected an early modern ultramontane outlook—Newman adopted an argument influenced by Gallican theories. He made the intercommunion of national churches or the ‘confederacy of sees and churches’ into a ‘natural duty’, with its absence being no obstacle to genuine catholicity (Sancta Clara 1865: 97; Newman 1841: 68–9).

Similarities between Newman’s Tract 90 and Sancta Clara’s Paraphrastica Expositio Articulorum Confessionis Anglicanae have been noted at least since 1845, when a writer in The Churchman’s Monthly Review rejected Newman’s Tract 90 alongside Sancta Clara, quoting Daniel Waterland’s judgement: ‘When Franciscus a Sancta Clara took upon him to reconcile our articles to Popery, what did he else, but play the Jesuit and render himself ridiculous’ (Goulburn 1845: 201). Yet the connection between Newman’s Tract 90 and Sancta Clara’s exposition goes beyond similarity, or even probability. Newman used Oriel College’s copy of Sancta Clara’s work after Hurrell Froude brought it to his attention. The numerous parallels in the arguments used by Sancta Clara and Newman cannot be explained as mere coincidence. Newman’s correspondence with Bowden and Russell demonstrated his knowledge of Sancta Clara’s historical context and a detailed textual understanding of his exposition.

Tract 90’s claim, that the Articles were ‘through God’s good providence, to say the least, not uncatholic’, depended on a Roman Catholic ‘Caroline’ divine, whose work received the protection of Charles I and the reported approval of Archbishop Laud (Newman 1841: 4). Far from being an exercise in untethered theological speculation, Newman read the Articles with Sancta Clara. In doing so, he explored the ‘catholic’ potential of an Elizabethan Protestant formulary, interpreted through a hermeneutical lens crafted by a Roman Catholic who had himself sought to reconcile the Church of England with the Church of Rome. Yet Sancta Clara was one ‘Caroline divine’ whom Newman could not acknowledge

The arguments employed in the seventeenth century proved no more convincing two hundred years later. While Newman sought to press the English bishops to situate their national church within the whole body of the church catholic, he found himself instead beyond the bounds of Anglican orthodoxy. Rather than being his last best effort to remain within the Church of England, as his 1864 Apologia implies, the evidence points towards a bold decision to attempt what he hoped would be ‘the providential means of uniting the whole Church in one, without fresh schismatising, or use of private judgment’ (Newman 2008: 242; cf. LDN VII.433). Instead, Newman was judged to have indeed exercised private judgement, and deemed an Anglican schismatic in his thought. Reactions to Tract 90 confirmed for Newman that his university and Church were neither ‘apostolical’ nor catholic.

DISCLAIMED BY UNIVERSITY

Newman did not anticipate the intensity of the controversy Tract 90 caused. He had been confident that the Church of England’s ‘metal’ could withstand his catholic reading. In the end, however, it did indeed ‘burst in the operation’ (LDN VII.433). As he would come to see it, the explosion would leave him and other Tractarians without a home in either the university or the Church of England. His ‘rising generation’ of Oxford Movement men quickly divided into factions. Newman himself retreated and regrouped at Littlemore.

When Tract 90 appeared, it was from within the University of Oxford that the first protests were registered. Newman’s younger confederate, William Ward, elated by the Tract, brought it to his fellow tutor, Archibald Tait of Balliol College. Tait later described to Arthur Stanley how he drowsily read over the pamphlet, ‘rather disturbed from time to time’ by sentences about ‘working in chains’, and ‘stammering lips’, till he was startled awake by Newman’s comments on Article 22, on various forms of Catholic devotion (Prothero 1909: 155). Having been born a Presbyterian, Tait retained that particular form of Scots-Reformed antipathy for images and relics as a violation of the Second Commandment and so began to voice his outrage among friends around the university. About the same time, Charles Golightly began making extensive use of Tract 90 to further his long-standing crusade against the Tractarians, presenting copies to each of the Heads of Houses and to key members of the Church of England’s episcopate. When news of these activities finally reached Newman, he reprimanded Ward and railed against Golightly, ‘who is the Tony Fire-the-Faggot of the affair’ (LDN VIII.8–9; Ward 1912: 72).

With Tait at the lead, T. T. Churton of Brasenose College, H. B. Wilson of St John’s College, and John Griffiths of Wadham College addressed a joint letter of protest to Newman on 8 March 1841. These ‘four tutors’ complained of Newman’s ‘highly dangerous tendency’ to present ‘very important errors of the Church of Rome’ as being licit in the Church of England (LDN VIII.59–60). Several resident Oriel fellows—Frederic Rogers, Charles Marriott, Richard Church, and John Christie, among them—rose to support Newman alongside the non-resident John Keble, but the controversy could not be contained.

On 15 March, the Hebdomadal Board of the University Heads of Houses voted to censure Newman, judging that his ‘modes of interpretation’ were ‘evading rather than explaining the sense of the Thirty-Nine Articles’. They added that ‘reconciling subscription to them with the adoption of errors, which they are designed to counter’ defeated their object. As such, Tract 90 was ‘inconsistent with the due observance of the [Statutes of this University]’. Alongside this round condemnation, the resolution went still further to denounce all the Tracts for the Times as ‘a series of anonymous publications purporting to be written by Members of the University, but which are in no way sanctioned by the University itself’ (LDN VIII.77–8). The Hebdomadal Board disowned Newman and the Tractarians, denying that they represented Oxford divinity.

The effort to purge the Tractarians from Oxford continued in the months that followed. This signalled a new ascendancy of the Noetics at Oriel, where repudiation of Tract 90 became a condition for college office and preferment (Marindin 1896: 105). Matters were likewise made difficult for senior adherents to the Oxford Movement. On 27 April 1842, Hampden warned that granting Pusey’s request that the theological character of his professorship in Hebrew be clarified, would empower a man who was ‘identified with a class of theological writers’ who had ‘attracted to them the expostulations of several of our Bishops’ and whose Tracts for the Times had been ‘censured by the Hebdomadal Board’. In Hampden’s opinion, such a person would undoubtedly be ‘unfriendly to the Reformation and the Protestant establishment of the Church’ (Liddon 1894: II.285; Ward 1965: 110).

EXILED FROM THE CHURCH

The actions of the Heads of Houses pressured the bishop of Oxford to condemn Tract 90 as well. Richard Bagot expressed to Edward Pusey his ‘regret’ that Tract 90 had appeared and desired ‘that steps should be promptly taken for removing all grounds for the alarm and offence’. While Newman would not be obliged ‘to put forth any opinion which he does not heartily believe’, Bagot hinted that some statement from Newman, correcting the more extreme implications of his words and adopting ‘respectful language (and the more cordial the better) in speaking of the formularies of the Church’ would be preferable to a public censure delivered by himself or by the English bishops in concert (LDN VIII.93–4). Bagot included a communiqué to Newman himself. There he expressed confidence in Newman’s best intentions to make the Church of England ‘more Catholic (in its true sense) and more united’, and also stated his ‘anxious wish that,—for the peace of the Church:—discussions upon the Articles should not be continued in the publications of the “Tracts for the Times” ’. Bagot also pledged that he would ‘not dispute upon what interpretations may or may not be put upon various articles’. Newman accepted the twin correspondence as an offer of a gentleman’s ‘understanding’ that Tract 90 would be allowed to stand without a public censure if he accepted Bagot’s terms (LDN VIII.94–5). Newman immediately replied that he intended no further public discussion of the Thirty-Nine Articles (LDN VIII.95). Two days later he wrote again, expressing his reasons for publishing Tract 90 in words that closely adhered to Bagot’s hinted expectations to Pusey. He concluded with a pledge to voice ‘anything in print which I can honestly say to remove false impressions created by the Tract’ (LDN VIII.100–1).

Newman privately confided to friends that he hoped the bishops would not press him to commit to a narrower view of the Articles (LDN VIII.99). Newman was afraid, too, as he explained to Pusey, that older Noetic opponents were preparing an attack in order ‘to drag out things from me which I do not wish to say, and which the Bishops would not wish’ (LDN VIII.103–4). The danger was that if pressed into a corner, any semblances of equivocation on Newman’s part would elicit contempt as well as suspicion, so he again used Pusey as an intermediary, confirming his trust that his bishop would not ask him ‘to commit myself on points that I could not’ (LDN VIII.104).

Newman entertained a hope that ‘the storm’, as he called it, would ‘blow over’. Writing to Arthur Perceval, he conceded that there would inevitably be further ‘commotion in the country’, but expected only ‘two or three Bishops’ to condemn his tract (LDN VIII.13). However, after consulting Archbishop William Howley of Canterbury, Bagot informed Pusey that the Tracts should cease, that Tract 90 should not be reprinted, and that Newman himself must acknowledge in print that he suppressed both at the behest of his bishop. Newman was initially prepared to comply but then expressed second thoughts. Withdrawing Tract 90 was one thing—he had initially offered that without reservation—but the obligation to publicly submit to his bishop’s ‘virtual censure’ was another matter. Newman perceived that this would signal the bishop’s concurrence with the Hebdomadal Board and would effectively ban his mode of interpreting the Thirty-Nine Articles in the Church of England. As Newman framed it, he represented ‘a vast number all through the country’ who identified with the Tractarians and who had come under their influence (LDN VIII.115). If Tractarian principles suffered exile from the Church as well as in the university, Newman resolved that he would suffer exile along with them. When Pusey conveyed Newman’s sentiments a few days later, Bishop Bagot retracted his request. In the end, they resolved that Newman would end the Tracts immediately rather than waiting for the appearance of two Tracts already at the printer. Newman would acknowledge his bishop’s judgement that Tract 90 was ‘objectionable’ and tended to ‘disturb the peace and tranquility of the Church’. He also agreed to cease any further efforts to defend it. Bagot agreed neither to condemn Newman’s theological principles nor signal his concurrence with the Hebdomadal Board by forbidding a catholic reception of the Thirty-Nine Articles.

Newman secured one additional private concession from Bagot, which he publicly disclosed in the Apologia in 1864, writing of an ‘understanding’ between himself and Bagot, who represented Archbishop Howley and the English bishops in this matter. Newman would be allowed to continue selling Tract 90 and, though individual bishops might convey judgements of it in their own dioceses, a synod of bishops would not be convened to condemn it. ‘I agreed to their conditions’, Newman recalled. ‘My one point was to save the Tract’ (Newman 2008: 243).

In the end, no gentleman’s agreement could contain the mounting controversy. While Newman maintained his public silence and composed a well-received letter to Bagot three days after their arrangement, he was unable to prevent other Tractarians from mounting their own defences of Tract 90. In early April 1841, John Keble released his Case of Catholic Subscription to the Thirty-Nine Articles Considered: With Especial Reference to the Duties and Difficulties of English Catholics in the Present Crisis, defending Newman’s tract against the judgement of the Hebdomadal Board and episcopal attacks (Keble 1841: 11–14). Defences of Tract 90 mounted by William Ward and Frederick Oakeley proved more strident (Ward 1841a, 1841b; Oakeley 1841a, 1841b).

Although Archbishop William Howley retained sole authority to convene an episcopal synod, it was beyond his power to prevent bishops from speaking from and for their own charges. Between June 1841 and April 1842, six bishops denounced Tract 90 in their triennial charges, including Richard Whately of Dublin and Daniel Wilson of Calcutta. But it was the charge delivered by Richard Bagot on 23 May 1842 that did Newman the most damage. In his diocesan charge to an assemblage of clergy at St Mary’s—one that included Newman himself—Bagot began his comments on the Tractarians with words of praise, but turning to Tract 90, he stated that it was ‘objectionable, and likely to disturb the peace of the Church’. Strikingly he added, ‘I cannot persuade myself, that any but the plain obvious meaning is the meaning which as members of the Church we are bound to receive; and I cannot reconcile myself to a system of interpretation, which is so subtle, that by it the Articles may be made to mean anything or nothing’ (LDN IX.608). In his letter to Keble the following day, Newman framed Bagot’s words positively, relating that the bishop’s remarks were ‘favorable to us, or rather to our cause’ and that any ‘censure’ was applicable only to ‘disciples of the movement’ (LDN IX.14). He communicated similar sentiments in letters to Thomas Mozley and Robert Wilberforce the same day. However, Bagot’s charge set in motion an avalanche of new condemnations from the remainder of the English episcopate, Edward Copleston of Llandaff (October 1842) notable among them.

By the end of 1842, Newman acknowledged that Tract 90 had been rejected by the episcopate. On 13 October 1843, he observed to Henry Manning, ‘I could not stand against such an unanimous expression of opinion from the Bishops, supported as it has been by the concurrence, or at least silence, of all classes in the Church, lay and clerical’ (LDN IX.573).

Tract 90, far from being a ‘providential means of uniting the whole Church in one’, resulted in ‘fresh schismatising’, and the accusation that Newman had used ‘private judgment’ (LDN VII.433). Newman’s retreat to Littlemore proved the first step towards a new phase of life within the Roman Catholic Church.

CONCLUSION

This essay set out to answer the question: was Tract 90 Newman’s last best effort to find a way to remain Anglican, or was it a challenge to force his university and Church of England bishops to acknowledge the legitimacy of his vision of Anglican catholicity, a vision that was open to reunion with the Church of Rome? Given the evidence, it might be possible to argue that the answer is not either/or, but both/and. Newman considered the Caroline divines are witnesses to a ‘normative’ period of Anglican divinity, one that honoured the patristic heritage and corrected what they perceived to be the excesses of the Elizabethan Settlement. Amid the heated controversies of the late 1830s, the pressure felt from younger disciples, and Newman’s own interior unsettlement, it is striking that Newman would find resolution in the work of a Roman Catholic Caroline divine. Sancta Clara’s exposition offered a possibility of retaining fidelity to his Anglican heritage, while being open to a possible reunion with Rome.

Yet the arguments found in Sancta Clara’s exposition had been received in the seventeenth century and the period that followed as ‘jesuitical’ and ‘ridiculous’. While Newman hoped for a more positive reception, he had not reckoned with the success of the Elizabethan Settlement, and the deeply ingrained British hostility towards the Church of Rome. Tract 90 may have been Newman’s last best effort to remain an Anglican, but his Anglicanism was a catholic Anglicanism that looked forward to reunion with the Roman Catholic Church. His ‘hazardous experiment’ was met with an emphatic rejection by his university and his Church. In the wake of the controversy, he came to a deeply personal awareness by 1843: ‘I am a foreign material—and cannot assimilate with the Church of England’ (LDN IX.573). Almost exactly two years after writing these words, Newman was received into the Roman Catholic Church. Tract 90 had not enabled him, and many of his followers, to remain within the Church of England, but its rejection by the University of Oxford and the English Church opened the way to a new venture, for Newman and many Oxford Movement converts, within the Roman Catholic Church.
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CHAPTER 22



NEWMAN’S ‘ANGLICAN DEATHBED’

Littlemore and Conversions to Rome



SHERIDAN GILLEY

THE history of the Oxford Movement from the 1830s was recalled as a dramatic personal narrative in 1864 by the older Newman, in his Apologia Pro Vita Sua, after he was provoked by Charles Kingsley’s accusation in Macmillan’s Magazine of being indifferent to truth. In his classic work, Newman acknowledged that his was by no means a straight and uncomplicated journey to Rome. The journey was troubled by repeated embarrassments from young zealots such as John Brande Morris of Exeter College, called before the Vice-Chancellor for the eccentricities of his preaching, not least for urging that on fast days animals should be compelled to fast. Newman later dated his own first unsettlement from 1839, when he thought that his position in an Anglican via media might be compared as a face in a mirror with that of the ancient Monophysite heretics who had also claimed to hold to a middle way, while the ancient Catholic position was widely perceived to be on the extreme. Newman’s account of the role of the Monophysite controversy in his development in the Apologia has been disputed on the basis that it is not demonstrated in his contemporary manuscripts on Monophysitism (Thomas 1991: 203–24), or supported on other grounds (Ker 2014: 48–50). He was, he also claimed afterwards, to be shaken in 1841 by a similar sense that the heretical Arians had held to a via media (Newman 1967: 130). Various of his other images were to express his unsettlement: the shadow of a hand, the disappearing vista in a forest, a leaking barque.

Newman was further shaken in 1839 by the Roman Catholic Nicholas Wiseman (1802–65), the head of the Roman Catholic revival in England, who suggested in the new Roman Catholic periodical, the Dublin Review, that according to St Augustine’s principle of Catholicity, ‘securus judicat orbis terrarum’, the orb of the (whole Catholic) world judges surely: High Anglicans were therefore like Augustine’s opponents, the ancient North African Donatists, in upholding a false local position (that sin invalidated the sacraments) against a universal Catholicism. This set the appeal to catholicity or universality against the Movement’s original preoccupation with another note or mark of the Church, apostolicity, or fidelity to the apostolic office of bishop and to primitive Apostolic teaching.

Catholicity was defined by the canon of St Vincent of Lerins, as what was believed everywhere at all times by everyone. In a sense, the emphasis on episcopacy found its safest lodging in the Treatise on the Church of Christ (1838) by the able High Anglican theologian William Palmer (1803–85) which identified the Church with three branches, or great episcopal communions, the Eastern Orthodox, the Roman Catholic, and the Anglican. Newman disliked this, and the test came with his publication in 1841 of Tract 90, in which he attempted to reconcile ‘Catholic teaching’, as he understood it, with fourteen of the Thirty-Nine Articles. As subscription to the Articles was the bulwark and guarantee of the Protestantism of Oxford, the Tract struck at the heart of the university’s religious character, and might be a step towards the abandonment of religious tests altogether. If the Articles could be shown not to bear their assumed and obvious meaning, the result could well be the secularization of the University. The Tract was condemned by the Hebdomadal Board of the Heads of the Oxford colleges. In response, Newman agreed with the not unsympathetic Bishop Richard Bagot of Oxford, whom he had revered as his pope, to bring the Tracts to an end. But the chorus of denunciation of the Tract and its author by the Anglican bishops, including even Bagot, continued through 1842, and ended Newman’s usefulness to the Church of England. The irony of his position was that he had laboured to exalt the authority of the Anglican bishops who now did their best to destroy him. Here, then, in a wider sense, was one of the paradoxes of the Oxford Movement. It had begun by magnifying the office of the very bishops who now condemned it.

In 1841, the appointment of Michael Solomon Alexander to a joint Anglo-Prussian bishopric in Jerusalem, through an agreement with the Protestant State Church of Prussia, seemed to Newman a proof that the Church of England was showing herself to be Protestant rather than Catholic. The Jerusalem bishopric was promoted on the basis of apocalyptic argument by the great Evangelical Lord Ashley, later Earl of Shaftesbury, that the conversion of the Jews would precede Christ’s Second Coming. But for many High Churchmen it seemed to make the Church the creature and pawn of secular politicians. Newman published a solemn utterance against it, and afterwards described himself as being on his Anglican deathbed: ‘A death-bed has scarcely a history’, he would say, ‘it is a tedious decline, with seasons of rallying and seasons of falling back’ (Newman 1967: 137). Like a deathbed, it had its agony. In 1842, Newman published a retraction of his anti-Roman Catholic statements in a public, if still qualified, declaration of the direction in which he was heading

Even Keble and Pusey suffered the pinpricks of unpopularity and persecution during this time: Keble’s diocesan bishop of Winchester, the Evangelical Charles Richard Sumner (1790–1874), refused in 1841 to ordain Keble’s deacon-curate Peter Young, over his interpretation of the Thirty-Nine Articles, while Pusey was suspended as a preacher for two years in 1843 by the Vice-Chancellor and six doctors of divinity because of alleged heterodox doctrine in his sermon on the eucharist as a comfort to the penitent. Such hostility did not impede more positive work, especially by Pusey, who became the restorer of the religious life of Sisterhoods in the Church of England. In 1841 he received the vows of the first professed Anglican Sister, Marian Rebecca Hughes.

During the four years from 1841, Oxford was convulsed with disputes between the university and Newman’s more radical Romanizing High Anglican followers, most notably the brilliant logic-chopping philosopher William George Ward (1812–82), and Newman’s brother-in-law Tom Mozley (1813–78), who had succeeded Newman as editor of the British Critic. Newman himself had increasingly withdrawn to the hamlet of Littlemore, where in 1836 he had established a daughter-church to St Mary’s, dedicated to St Mary and St Nicholas, and where it was claimed by his opponents that he had created a clandestine quasi-monastery, nicknamed by the hostile Newmaynooth, after the controversial (and publicly funded) Roman Catholic seminary of St Patrick’s, Maynooth, in Ireland. Though Newman denied publicly that he intended to set up a monastery, he referred to it as such in his correspondence. The charge had plausibility, in that the inmates followed a cycle of daily prayer and community life, and a stricter regime than many Roman Catholic monasteries. Littlemore, however, was not a monastery in a formal sense, with vows and enclosure, or with the luxuries of extra-liturgical devotion. Some of the young men who joined Newman there were unsettled in their allegiance to Anglicanism and some of them inclined towards Roman Catholicism. Newman hoped that work in the lives of the English Saints, later published in fourteen volumes (1844–5), would prevent conversions to Rome. It did not produce the expected result. The first to join him in Littlemore was John Dobrée Dalgairns, an unstable enthusiast who had already raised a public storm by calling in L’Univers for closer sympathies between Tractarians and Roman Catholics. The next, William Lockhart, from a family who wanted to keep him from Rome, had to promise Newman that he would not take any steps in that direction for the next three years.

Amid all this Newman wrote a series of letters to The Times in February 1841, subsequently published as The Tamworth Reading Room, in which he attacked the version of the Benthamite philosophy of utilitarianism espoused by the Conservative leader Sir Robert Peel, his old antagonist on the issue of Catholic Emancipation in the Oxford University election of 1829. Newman argued that reason, culture, and a religion claiming to be based upon them, lacked an understanding of the irrationalism of human nature, and offered no adequate corrective to its pride and passion or proper spiritual consolation as a substitute for traditional Christianity. He was also busy with the translation of the Select Treatises of St Athanasius (1842, 1844) and the saint’s Historical Tracts (1843) for the Library of the Fathers, and of Claude Fleury’s Ecclesiastical History (1842, 1843, 1844), with his own controversial essay on miracles.

The year 1843 was a momentous one for the Oxford Movement and for Newman. In February he published his University Sermons, including his sermon on the development of doctrine preached on 2 February. In the sermon he argued that doctrine might lie hidden in religious experience long before it became explicit as dogma: thus the Virgin Mary, in contemplating the baby at her breast in the light of God’s mercies and promises to Israel, could not know the intellectual formula by which the Church would one day define her holy child, but her devotion was implicit with the knowledge that would one day declare him to be God Himself. The Sermons contained in germ many of the ideas latter expanded in the Development of Christian Doctrine (1845) and the Grammar of Assent (1870). The book ran in a fortnight to a second edition and is considered among his finest works. But ‘the clouds returned after the rain’ and Newman was to be overtaken by events. William Lockhart, breaking his undertaking of not moving for three years, went over to Rome in August 1843. This decided Newman to take the step he had been contemplating for a while: he resigned his cure of souls as Vicar of St Mary’s in September 1843 and later in the month preached his celebrated last Anglican sermon, full of pathos, in Littlemore Church on ‘The Parting of Friends’, describing the bonds of brotherhood which had been central to the Movement’s life, and which were now breaking. His separation from Keble and Pusey was particularly painful, as all three wrote to one another and prayed for one another and for a God-given outcome to their spiritual and intellectual struggle. Other correspondents wrote to condemn him or to plead that he remain an Anglican. The writing was on the wall but Newman’s Anglican agony would continue for another two years.

The repeated condemnations of the British Critic, under Mozley’s editorship, as a Roman Catholic organ under Church of England colours, had grown more intense during 1843. To this was added more episcopal censure, including that of Denison of Salisbury, Tom Mozley’s own bishop. William Palmer of Worcester contributed to the general outcry with his Narrative of Events (1843). In it, while sparing the leaders of the Movement, he launched an all-out attack against those who, like Ward and Oakeley, were vocal in their expostulations against the Church of England and the Protestant Reformers, at the same time as they praised the Church of Rome. The High Church allies of Tractarianism, already shaken by Froude’s Remains, felt deceived and undermined by the British Critic line. Francis Rivington, under pressure from High Churchmen and general opinion, decided to suspend publication of the British Critic; its October 1843 issue was to be the last.

Ward responded to Palmer in his The Ideal of a Christian Church considered in Comparison with Existing Practice, published in the summer of 1844. Always an intellectual extremist, Ward provoked one of the great set-piece dramas of the Oxford Movement by declaring in his work that the Roman Church was the model of a true Church and held the treasures of sanctity, devotion, and pastoral care of the poor which were missing from the Church of England. He offered a further provocation in reviving the controversy over Tract 90 when he roundly declared that ‘in subscribing the Articles, I renounce no one Roman doctrine’ (Ward 1844: 567). The seismic effect of Ward’s Ideal was to increase in magnitude in the following months and affect Newman himself. In late November 1844 the Hebdomadal Board summoned Ward and asked if he renounced six of the most sensational extracts from his Ideal of a Christian Church (1844). The following month the Board announced that it would submit the question of the degradation of Ward to the Convocation of the university. His book was condemned on 13 February 1845 and he was deprived of his degrees by a vote of the members of Convocation, though given the outrageousness of his position, a surprisingly large minority supported him. A third proposition censuring Newman’s Tract 90 was vetoed by the two university proctors; one of them was the future historian of the Oxford Movement, Richard William Church. Ward was warmly supported on the occasion of his Oxford condemnation and degradation by his Balliol friend and colleague Frederick Oakeley (1802–80), who became a Roman Catholic three weeks after Newman. Ward proceeded to announce his marriage with a letter in the Times declaring that he was incapable of a high and ascetic life, a typically self-deprecatory remark which brought the Movement’s enthusiasm for celibacy into contempt. He would become a gifted lay Roman Catholic philosopher-theologian, a faithful supporter of Pius IX, and an apologist for papal infallibility and the pope’s temporal power as monarch in central Italy.

Newman still delayed his long expected Romeward step. The ‘stern necessity’ of conversion required a reasoned argument removing his last difficulties. The book on development was a deeply personal one. Newman himself had undergone a development from Evangelicalism, via liberalism, to dogmatic High Churchmanship, and the Essay on Development was a projection of Newman’s own capacity for growth in mind and soul to the whole of Christian history. As he advanced in the writing of the Essay, he wrote years later, ‘my difficulties so cleared away that I ceased to speak of the “Roman Catholics”, and boldly called them Catholics. Before I got to the end, I resolved to be received’ (Newman 1967: 211). A number of his younger disciples had already preceded him to Rome. Richard Stanton, John Dobree Dalgairns, and Ambrose St John were received into the Roman Catholic Church in late September 1845. Newman resigned his Oriel fellowship on 3 October and was received into the Roman Catholic Church on 9 October 1845 by the Italian Passionist missionary Fr (now Blessed) Dominic Barberi of the Mother of God (1792–1849), leaving Keble and Pusey to continue his former work within the Church of England.

Keble lived amid his private circle at Hursley, as a devotional poet and a model rural parish priest. His was a spiritual influence and not an organizational one. Pusey in Oxford was left with the leadership of the Movement, though he warmly disclaimed the title of leader. His more radical opinions, such as his late and reluctant support for ritualism, and his advocacy of auricular confession—widely deemed to be an attack on the Protestant pieties of the patriarchal family—helped to make the name Puseyite even more notorious. No one felt more keenly Newman’s departure than Pusey and Keble, though many of his other Anglican followers remained loyal to him, as was to appear when he re-emerged as a figure of national stature with the publication of the Apologia in 1864. Indeed Anglicans have figured among his warmest admirers ever since.

In other ways, Newman’s loss was a disaster to the Movement. Some of his closest followers abandoned it altogether. Mark Pattison (1813–84), later rector of Lincoln College, who had translated with Newman Aquinas’s Catena Aurea (1841) on the Gospels, lost his faith to Newman’s lasting regret. Hurrell Froude’s younger brother James Anthony (1818–94), who had written a puzzled ‘Life of St Neot’ for the Lives of the Saints, proceeded to publish a scandalous semi-autobiographical novel, The Nemesis of Faith (1849), and went on to become a distinguished and sturdily nationalist pro-Reformation historian.

The Roman Catholic Church in England was in the throes of revival when Newman joined it. The pope in 1840 doubled the numbers of episcopal Vicars Apostolic and Vicariates from four to eight, while the inward tide of Irish Catholic immigration into Britain became a flood in 1846, as refugees from the Great Famine overwhelmed the local clergy, some of whom died from imported typhus or cholera. The Oxford Movement contributed its own quota of convert clerics to their cure of souls. There were other straws in the wind. The circle of converts around Ambrose Phillipps de Lisle (1809–78) dated from the late 1820s (Pawley 2012). Shedding the reticence of a more circumspect Church, a Catholic convert of 1830, George Spencer (1799–1864), from the family of the Earls Spencer, later a Passionist priest known as Fr Ignatius, launched in 1838 a Crusade of Prayer for the Conversion of England. The great Gothic revival architect A. W. N. Pugin (1812–52), who flaunted his new faith in his critics’ faces, and who remade the architectural appearance of Christian England, was received into the Church in 1836 (Hill 2007).

Newman was, of course, by no means the first once-Protestant Oxford graduate to become a Roman Catholic. The tradition of eminent members of the Church of England submitting to Rome dated from the reign of Elizabeth, and the note of the Catholic convert’s mourning for exile from Oxford over four centuries was to be forcibly struck in Newman’s Apologia in his recollection of the snapdragon on his wall at Trinity and ‘the spires of Oxford as seen from the railway’, and then echoed in a kind of threnody by Ronald Knox’s Let Dons Delight (Knox 1939).

The movement to Rome was a source of family anxiety, feuding, and division. In 1842, William Ewart Gladstone, a firm High Churchman to the end of his life, though one who always warmly remembered Newman, was horrified to learn of the conversion to Rome of his unstable sister Helen, who used Protestant books as lavatory paper. In 1843, Newman firmly discouraged the conversion of his brother-in-law Tom Mozley, the prospect of which had outraged his sister Harriet. Newman was also preceded to Rome in 1841 by the temperamentally unstable Richard Waldo Sibthorp (1792–1879) who was to return to the Church of England before going back to Rome, and at the last was buried with the Anglican service (Trott 2012). The most notable of Newman’s other immediate followers to become Roman Catholic was the flamboyant poet, hymnologist, and popular theologian Frederick William Faber (1814–63), who was to join Newman’s new religious body, the Oratory, and to establish its house in London (Chapman 1961). The other original Oratorians were also converts.

Indeed the convert movement had its own momentum among the gently born, prompted by periodic crises of authority in the Church of England, the kind of crisis which Newman himself had experienced. The Romeward movement advertised itself by publishing self-congratulatory lists of converts (Gilley 2010); one such list claims 572 convert Anglican clergymen for the Victorian era (Gorman 1910: xiii). The wider interest in the conversion to Rome is shown by the Complete Peerage which numbers over seventy convert peers and peeresses between 1850 and 1900, though some of these were by way of marriage into Catholic families or through the return of a family to its traditional religious allegiance (Cokayne and Gibbs 1913: 639–41).

This suggests that the Oxford Movement had its principal impact on the traditional nation of Oxonian gentry and clergy rather than on the new commercial and industrial one, though there were exceptions, such as the devout William Gibbs, benefactor of Keble College, Oxford and builder of numerous churches and of the great country house Tyntesfield (Greaves 2015: 25–60) whose fortune was derived from mining guano. But Newman was, in Ronald Knox’s mildly comic words, the ‘Great Auk’ of the tradition (Knox 1936: 82), its central figure, providing a justification and pattern for much lesser men.

Newman was not even to be eclipsed by another Tractarian convert of great distinction, and yet another future cardinal, Henry Edward Manning, received by Rome in 1851 to the great distress of his friend William Ewart Gladstone, after the Gorham Judgement in 1850. The Privy Council seemed to allow in the Church of England a Protestant and a less than High Church understanding of regeneration at baptism, the very doctrine which had made Newman a High Churchman. Here again was an echo of the opening salvo of 1833, the objection to state control of the Church in matters spiritual. Manning became a Roman Catholic with another of Gladstone’s most intimate friends, the lawyer Robert Hope, who as Hope-Scott was, through his marriage, to inherit Sir Walter Scott’s estate of Abbotsford, a symbol, in spite of Scott’s sturdy Protestantism, of his own imaginative contribution to the Catholic Revival. Newman was to feel an increasing isolation in his new Church in the 1850s as Manning, along with Ward and Faber, took a more pronouncedly pro-Roman ultramontane line, Manning especially. As Archbishop of Westminster from 1865, he made an important contribution to the definition of the doctrine of papal infallibility at the First Vatican Council in 1869–70, a doctrine which Newman believed to be true but to have been recklessly promoted by its partisans, to the division and scandal of the Church.

Manning was an original thinker, especially in seeing the Church’s mission in terms of the universal office of the Holy Ghost, though his thought has only recently received expert attention (Pereiro 1998), and was outshone in his own lifetime by his great practical abilities as an ecclesiastical administrator and a social reformer. Newman’s old Oriel colleague, the distinguished Anglican theologian Robert Wilberforce, a slow mover, the son of William Wilberforce the Liberator of the slaves, and brother to Newman’s close friend Henry, also a convert, followed Manning in 1854. Here conversion took place through the medium of the loyalties to family, a process notably lacking with Newman himself.

Newman’s final work written as an Anglican has proved to be one of his most important and enduring. It was ‘an hypothesis to account for a difficulty’, that Christianity had undergone change between primitive Christianity and modern Roman Catholicism, and was the product of his long researches into the Fathers and his insistence that Christian doctrine has a history. Dogma had not simply fallen from the pages of the Scriptures as most Protestants still believed, but had been subject to a complicated process of development over the centuries, which had presented not a static standard of orthodoxy but a moving one (Lash 1975; Chadwick 1987). Such a process was more organic than logical; through the Church’s entire experience and religious life, though logic had its place. Development was implicit in, or an answer to, other High Church ideas: tradition, ‘ethos’, and reserve. Newman rejected altogether the Disciplina Arcani and the adequacy of the obvious sense of the Vincentian canon that Catholicism was what was held everywhere and at all times by everyone. Moreover he thought that certain doctrines which he accepted as a Christian and an Anglican—Original Sin, the real presence in the eucharist—had been later to develop than others which were held only by Roman Catholics such as the papacy. The faith of Antiquity during the first five centuries of the Christian era had been no fixed thing, as High Churchmen had once held, but had itself undergone doctrinal development. Newman argued that he was justified in interpreting the slight evidence of an earlier period by the richer evidence of a later one, as Christianity showed what it had always been implicitly by what it afterwards became. As an organism the early Church resembled modern Roman Catholicism as a faint outline resembled a more definite one.

The result was An Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine (1845). Newman was addressing a major issue in the history of Christianity, but he had also raised a more parochial one, a problem for the long-term Anglican ascendancy in Oxford, and by extension, for the national Church. If the Church of England were not certain of its faith as expressed in the Articles then it could hardly claim a position of exclusive privilege through its imposition of the test of loyalty by subscription to them. In 1854 the compulsory subscription to the Articles by Oxford undergraduates was abolished, while the secularization of most university posts was to follow in 1871.

One further paradox of the Oxford Movement was that it gave the Church of England a new sense of herself as part of the universal Catholic Church, an understanding sustained by the missionary growth of Anglicanism overseas throughout the Empire and beyond, but that was difficult to define ecclesiologically and presented its own problems.
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PART V



CULTURAL EXPRESSIONS, TRANSMISSIONS, AND INFLUENCES




CHAPTER 23



SOCIAL AND POLITICAL COMMENTARY



SIMON SKINNER

IT was long a commonplace of nineteenth-century historiography that the Oxford Movement was conspicuous amongst the ‘many individual christians and groups of christians who were not interested in social matters at all’ (Hart 1965: 55). In fact, first-generation Tractarians directed a vigorous commentary to the ‘condition of England’ question. This commentary is prominent in many conventional sources for Tractarianism, such as sermons and pamphlets. It is even more explicit in such obvious polemical sources as the British Critic, which served as Tractarianism’s house magazine between 1838 and 1843, and the extensive canon of social novels issued by some of the movement’s prolific yet forgotten adherents. Social and political criticism was neither a marginal nor latent but an organic element of Tractarianism, aggressively articulated across a broad polemical front.

‘THE TRACTARIANS FORGOT THE WORLD’: THE COMMENTARY AND POSTERITY

The obvious starting point for an explanation of the neglect of this criticism within the extensive Oxford Movement historiography is the perhaps inevitable preoccupation of religious and ecclesiastical historians with its impact on the Church of England. Generations of the Movement’s historians, beginning with R. W. Church’s The Oxford Movement of 1891, construed it as an episode in Anglican history, focusing on the Tractarians’ spiritual, theological, and ecclesiological legacy. Operating from this perspective, concentrating on the Movement’s leaders—and no doubt mindful of the pastoral innovations of his own generation of churchmen—Church pronounced: ‘It was not a popular appeal; it addressed itself not to the many but to the few; it sought to inspire and to teach the teachers. There was no thought as yet of acting on the middle classes, or on the ignorance and wretchedness of the great towns’ (Church 1891: 111). This pronouncement on both the purely theological character and the limited social concerns of first-generation Tractarianism went largely unchallenged in an ensuing generation of studies. In the hands of denominational opponents, moreover, it acquired damning force. The evangelical Bishop Knox, writing at the Movement’s centenary, pronounced that the ‘great weakness of the Tractarian Movement was that it sought to build a national Church on a system that appealed only to one section of the nation’ (Knox 1933: 137); that unlike evangelicals and broad churchmen it therefore failed to address questions of ‘social justice’ (Upton 1933: 199). This caricature was commonplace in the twentieth-century historiography of the Movement. Alec Vidler, for example, pronounced that the ‘movement was academic in that its appeal was restricted to the educated classes, not so much from deliberate intention, as from the interests and sympathies of its protagonists’ (Vidler 1961: 52), and Nigel Yates’s work on the Movement’s legacy stressed that initially ‘the impact of the Oxford Movement on the Church of England was entirely theological, and its area of operation almost exclusively academic’ (Yates 1983: 15).

Such a construction has spread into political, intellectual, and literary as well as religious historiography. E. L. Woodward’s volume in the Oxford History of England series pronounced that the Tractarians ‘knew little of the world to which their teaching was addressed’ (Woodward 1954: 496). William Thomas, nicely characterizing the Oxford Movement as ‘the nearest England came to producing a disaffected intelligentsia’, added that it ‘had little to say’ to the ordinary layman, ‘at least until its purely theological strength was spent’ (Thomas 1979: 451); Stephen Prickett similarly conceived of the Movement as ‘a commonwealth of intellectual and spiritual aristocrats’ (Prickett 1976: 103); R. S. Edgecombe concluded that ‘In their great battle against worldliness, the Tractarians forgot the world’ (Edgecombe 1996: 34). And J. S. Reed construed the first-generation Movement as ‘an academic and mostly clerical effort to shore up the Church of England … confined to Oxford common rooms and the studies of rural vicarages’ (Reed 1996: xxi, 15).

Yet as Geoffrey Best commented, in a modern edition of Church’s The Oxford Movement, to ‘historians who must measure the social and political dimensions of ostensibly religious movements’ Church’s original interpretation ‘will seem almost misleadingly inadequate’ (Church 1970: xxix–xxx). The socio-political historian is tantalized by allusions in the Movement’s historiography to its anti-liberal and Romantic intellectual foundations, and the political context of its organizational origins, but consideration of these factors has always been incidental. The cause and consequence of this has been the marginalization of those sources which were especially rich in social commentary: pre-eminent of these were the quarterly journalism and the early Tractarian fiction of the late 1830s and early 1840s.

This is not to say that Tractarianism has been thought wholly inconsequential for the development of clerical social thought. Indeed a succeeding generation of Christian Socialists, registering their debt to the Oxford Movement for its intimation of a ‘social gospel’ (Westcott 1887: 96; Thompson 1990: 275) supposedly only fully articulated by mid- and late-Victorian churchmen, firmly established the convention that this was a no more than latent feature of Tractarian theology. F. D. Maurice’s acknowledgement to the Tractarians for establishing ‘the great principle of a social faith’ (Maurice 1843: 10), for example, found echo in later Christian Socialists’ emphasis on the ‘social implications’ (Peck 1933) of the Tractarians’ Incarnation-centred theology. A consequence of all this is the conclusion, drawn by one historian of Christian Socialism, that even ‘if the social message of the earlier Oxford Movement was minimal, its theology was obviously crucial to the development of sacramental socialism’ (Jones 1968: 92). Historians have begun to recover the ways in which Anglican evangelicals, nonconformists, and radicals endeavoured to fashion their own social gospels in mid-Victorian England (Wolffe 1995: 59–80; Garnett 1987: 347–58; Thompson 1990: 255–80; Lyon 1999), yet the assumption has endured that first-generation Tractarians themselves never got beyond an abstract Incarnationalism. Yet the latter assumption is betrayed by the very title of W. G. Peck’s influential The Social Implications of the Oxford Movement, published at the Movement’s centenary in 1933, while another centenary study, Ruth Kenyon’s, though relocating Tractarianism in its political and social context, nonetheless shared the premise that a ‘revived pastoral and humane spirit … expressed itself so remarkably in the second generation of the Movement’ (Kenyon 1933: 368).

That the social implications of an Incarnational theology were only realized later in the nineteenth century is certainly an assumption of the subsequent historiography both of the Movement and beyond. Most recently, Boyd Hilton has argued influentially for the ‘end of the Age of Atonement’ somewhere between 1850 and 1870 and the beginning of an Age of Incarnation, where the ‘new emphasis on Jesus as man rather than as lamb, on religion as guide to living as well as a passport to Paradise, is probably connected with the growth of Christian social action during the second half of the nineteenth century’ (Hilton 1988: 5). Critics of Hilton’s chronology have tended to argue that any ‘age of incarnational politics’ came later still than this (McLeod 1992: 334–5; Bebbington 1989: 1002; Hilton 1994: 858).

Tractarians of the first generation, however, elaborated a comprehensive ‘incarnational politics’ of their own. They made direct inferences from the theological code which bound the Movement and duly made the most emphatic claims upon churchmen to apply Christian principles to every aspect of their daily lives. This was at least partly recognized over half a century ago by a relatively obscure analysis of clerical social thought, Cyril Gloyn’s The Church in the Social Order which, although confined to one chapter in a broader study, uniquely made some use of the commentary in the British Critic, and in this respect pointed the way for further research (Gloyn 1942: 47–83). But none of the subsequent studies of nineteenth-century clerical social thought made any reckoning with Gloyn’s perceptions. K. S. Inglis’s Churches and the Working Classes in Victorian England (1963) reiterated the Christian Socialist orthodoxy that ‘Although Maurice’s social theory involved an application of Tractarian doctrines, it was one which none of the Tractarians themselves made’ (Inglis 1963: 265). R. A. Soloway’s Prelates and People (1969) was bureaucratic and administrative in its perspective and contained no assessment of Tractarian attitudes. George Kitson Clark’s Churchmen and the Condition of England (1973) affirmed that ‘the Oxford Movement promoted a new and enlightened attitude towards social reform’ but rested this on a summary discussion of the movement’s influence on the undergraduate Frederick Temple, future Archbishop of Canterbury (Kitson Clark 1973: 167, 85).

There have been some more recent attempts to assert the social and political dimensions of the Movement’s thought. J. R. Griffin’s The Oxford Movement: A Revision (1984) was bracingly iconoclastic in its attempted subversion of a number of orthodoxies, but was a short study confined to the Movement’s principals and preoccupied with the political question of Erastianism. J. H. L. Rowlands’s Church, State and Society (1989) was similarly confined, in the words of its subtitle, to The Attitudes of John Keble, Richard Hurrell Froude and John Henry Newman. Both works pointed the way for further examination of the Movement’s political and social thought, though, crucially, neither made any use of the periodical and literary material. This was also true of two recent, short, though revisionist essays, which appeared in Paul Vaiss’s collection From Oxford to the People (1996). Stephen Prickett’s ‘The Social Conscience of the Oxford Movement: A Reappraisal’ was confined to Keble, and moreover solely to his 1839 Creweian Oration (Prickett 1996: 83–92); Peter Nockles’s ‘Church and King: Tractarian Politics Reappraised’ had an eye rather on the continuities and discontinuities between older High Church and Tractarian political attitudes, than on the social criticism which a distinct Tractarian politics might empower. ‘Tractarian social teaching’ itself, Nockles observed, ‘deserves further consideration’ (Nockles 1996: 93–123).

‘AUTHORITATIVELY TEACHING THE STATE ITS DUTY IN TEMPORALS’: THE TRACTARIAN POLITICAL MODEL

The theocratic political model which Tractarians elaborated in the course of the 1830s marked a pivotal advance on old or orthodox High Church attitudes to establishment. This empowered a far more vigorous social criticism than was in general countenanced by earlier generations of High Churchmen. If historians have fastened onto the rhetorical brinkmanship over Church–state ties which undoubtedly informed the Movement at times of crisis, a deeper conviction informed Tractarian attitudes to establishment: that, as Gloyn put it, ‘to separate the Church from the State would make the State merely a secular agency lacking the only guide which could save it’ (Gloyn 1942: 63). For Tractarians, this idealization of Church–state relations transcended the ephemeral question of political establishment which has hypnotized historians.

Certainly, the conviction that the catholic Church of England had been compromised by the Erastian pretensions of a liberal state sent out clouds of anti-establishment chaff. Keble clearly anchored Tractarian protest to the reforms of 1828–9 when he wrote in the British Critic itself that ‘Ever since the passing of the Catholic Relief Bill, perhaps we might say ever since the repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts, the stream of events seems to have tended … to the permanent elevation of the enemies of the Church in the State’ (BC, xxvi, 52 (Oct. 1839), 355). This widely documented apprehension led to the Tractarians’ emphasis on the independence of the Church from the state; on the derivation of its authority not from establishment but from apostolic succession. J. R. Griffin and J. R. Rowlands are among the modern commentators to regard anti-Erastianism as translating into anti-establishmentism (Griffin 1984; Rowlands 1989), while George Herring’s recent and historiographically informed survey of the Movement equally argued for the ‘implicit disestablishment view of the Tractarians’ (Herring 2002: 30).

To infer Tractarians’ attitudes to establishment from their moments of rhetorical brinkmanship, however, is deeply misleading. Attention to Tractarian commentary outside the moments of political crisis permits a vital distinction: between the circumstantial problems posed by political establishment, and the much broader question of the ideal relationship between Church and state. Here a countervailing conviction informed Tractarian thought: that the Church’s guidance was indispensable to the political nation. It was in this sense that Newman feared ‘so deplorable a calamity as the unchristianizing of the State’ (Newman 1872 [1836]: 23), and that Pusey warned Gladstone: ‘the State has no guide but the Church; and if it rejects that, it must flounder endlessly. I see not what standard it can substitute’ (Liddon 1893–7: III.184). The obvious ambivalence in Tractarian attitudes to establishment was, therefore, generally resolved in favour of the Church’s responsibility to society. As Pusey concluded, ‘the parting of the State from the Church is no light matter. To the State it is suicide’ (Pusey 1850: 208).

On the Tractarian model, the catholic Church of England was established because the state had historically recognized its enshrinement of truth and the infinite application of its ministry. This conception served to liberate Tractarians from the quantitative and contractual terms in which orthodox High Churchmen were held (however parodically) to conceive establishment (Sack 1993: 192–4, 213–30). Keble’s detailed review in the British Critic of Gladstone’s The State in its Relations with the Church, in October 1839, expressed a vision of the Church as a kingdom which historically anteceded and functionally transcended the state. He spoke of the ‘Incorporation’ of the state by the Church, ‘reserving the superiority … to the body adopting, for the benefit of the member adopted’ (BC, xxvi (Oct. 1839): 359). Writing in the British Critic in 1841, Ward defined the responsibilities of the Church as ‘Governing the Church in spirituals and authoritatively teaching the State its duty in temporals’ (BC, xxx, 60 (Oct. 1841): 355). His The Ideal of a Christian Church was a sustained expression of this conviction, with its central demand that the Church should produce a systematic theology of ‘general principles’ and ‘general rules’, on whose basis ‘she should authoritatively declare’ the ideal character of man’s conduct in the world. The Church’s moral guidance extended to every aspect of human activity, including ‘what sort of causes a barrister ought to plead, and what sort of books a bookseller ought to sell’ (Ward 1844: 48). The scale of the book—it ran to over six hundred pages—testified to the extensive role Ward conceived for the ideal church: its inculcation of moral discipline, guardianship of orthodox doctrine, protection of the poor, and education of the rich. The Church was, on the Tractarian model, both independent of and superior to the secular power. It was this mechanism by which Tractarians justified their comprehensive engagement with secular affairs.

‘MEDDLING WITH THE WORLD’: THE SOCIAL CRITICISM


Strictly speaking, the Christian Church, as being a visible society, is necessarily a political power or party … since there is a popular misconception, that Christians, and especially the Clergy, as such, have no concern in temporal affairs, it is expedient to take every opportunity of formally denying the position … In truth, the Church was framed for the express purpose of interfering, or, (as irreligious men will say,) meddling with the world. (Newman 1833: 278)



It was in natural fulfilment of the social office which Tractarians arrogated to the church that they directed a vigorous and largely consistent—if often idealistic and sometimes absurd—commentary to debates over the ‘condition of England’. Two determinants of this commentary run through the polemical material. One is the obvious spiritual affinity between Romantic and Tractarian thought (Prickett 1976; Skinner 2004: 203-13) exemplified by the correspondence of Romantic and Tractarian epistemologies; by Newman’s and Keble’s acknowledgements of their intellectual debts to Wordsworth and Scott; and by the evident though diffuse influence of Coleridge on Tractarian thought (Tennyson 1981; Gilley 1983; Goslee 1996). That the Movement’s criticism grew from ground fertilized by Romantic literature is obvious from the recurrence of the medieval motif in the commentary, and especially in the literary material, where it informed the Tractarians’ fanciful idealization of a harmonious, pre-Reformation rural economy, and their concomitant anti-urban prejudices.

Tractarian attitudes, however, were informed at a second, more immediate level by direct pastoral experience. We should remember that the attitudes of writers such as Thomas Mozley would have been informed as much by their everyday engagement with parochial problems as by the romantic abstractions which preoccupy intellectual historians. Newman’s handling of the cholera at Littlemore in 1832, Keble’s sponsorship of allotment schemes and a parish savings bank at Hursley, Pusey’s long voluntary curacy in Spitalfields during the cholera outbreak of 1866, and the novelists’ base as rural clergymen in Staffordshire and Essex, form a collective exposure which may warrant emphasis, given caricatures of the Movement’s academic character. In consequence the parish unit is consistently asserted as the fulcrum of the Church’s social role, reflected in such key Tractarian campaigns as those for daily services, auricular confession, and the abolition of pew-rents. Other aspects of the Tractarians’ reassertion of the functional centrality of the parish church include frequent calls for the revival of the offertory, and of the practice of tenths, both proposed as restoratives of the Church’s lost capacities and as antidotes to centralization in the administration of poor relief. The application of both romantic and parochial influences is evident in the three broad themes into which the remainder of this chapter is distilled.

The Commercial Spirit: The ‘Worship of Mammon’

The commercial spirit of economic individualism and industrialism threatened paternal social structures. In its place, Tractarians invoked the social functions of the parish and romantic-medievalist panaceas such as a renaissance of the squirearchy and Sabbath recreation, national ‘Holy Days’, and village fairs where squire and labourer might fraternize regardless of social rank. ‘Oh admirable prosperity!’ raged Samuel Bosanquet in the British Critic in 1841, ‘Oh, Christian country! Oh, paradise of the Devil and all his angels—where to Mammon and his golden image he has given his seat’ (BC, xxviii (July 1840): 235). Mammon’s temple was the factory: their ‘tall chimneys’, Mozley wrote, ‘have supplanted or surpassed the heaven-directed spires of our forefathers, and the factory bells in like manner are the harsh and clamorous modern equivalent for their sweet church-going chimes’ (BC, xxviii (October 1840): 337).

In the manner of Pugin’s Contrasts of 1836, which had juxtaposed a series of modern buildings with their fourteenth- and fifteenth-century counterparts, William Gresley’s Colton Green: A Tale of the Black Country (1846) juxtaposed ‘the pretty village of Oakthorpe, encompassed by gardens and green fields, with its old venerable church’, with ‘that dismal region of mines and forges’ which encroached upon it. Oakthorpe church, set amongst ‘the most beautiful sylvan scenery’, was surrounded by ‘the dirtiest and dingiest district in the whole world … all around a confused mass of chimneys vomiting forth volumes of black smoke, blazing furnaces, glowing coke hills, heaps of ashes round the pit mouth, steam engines plying their incessant work, and other signs of human drudgery’ (Gresley 1846: 34–51). In the periodical commentary Thomas Mozley exhibited a vehement antipathy to industrialism. His article on ‘The Religious State of the Manufacturing Poor’, published under Newman’s editorship in the Critic, is a sustained onslaught against the corrosive effects of the new capitalism, and the displacement of the spiritual by commerce and manufacture. ‘If any people ever were justified in worshipping their tools’, Mozley grieved, ‘or in saying to the work of their hands Ye are our Gods, surely we may render the steam engine this homage’. Industrialism operated as ‘a new and enormous calculus, which reduces almost out of count, or sight, or thought, the moral units of which society is composed’ (BC, xxviii (October 1840): 335, 334). In this fashion, Bosanquet concurred, ‘the poor are entirely separated from the rich … they have become distinct and opposite classes’. Society, ‘once well-knit and closely compact’, was now ‘a disunited and disordered mass’ (BC, xxviii (July 1840): 241, 253).Town labourers were therefore deprived of any sense of local loyalty or neighbourly solicitude; in the countryside too, reckless individualism had strained the sinews of merrie England. From Froude onwards, Tractarians had of course reinforced their theological distaste for the Reformation by attributing to it a maldistribution of property from which paternal mechanisms had never recovered. Hostility to the Reformation, and nostalgia for an earlier ecclesiastical and especially monastic beneficence were, of course, staples of anti-commercial sentiment in this period. They informed a wide variety of ‘organicist’ social commentary: embracing radical criticism of bourgeois capitalism such as William Cobbett’s A History of the Protestant ‘Reformation’ in England and Ireland (1829), which carried the memorably expository subtitle showing how that event has impoverished and degraded the main body of the people in those countries; the benevolently autocratic instincts of Carlyle’s Past and Present (1843), whose second book venerated the harmonious social order which prevailed under ‘The Ancient Monk’; the aesthetic sentimentality of Pugin’s aforementioned Contrasts; and the Tory paternalism of Benjamin Disraeli, of which Sybil (1845) is the classic expression.

W. J. E. Bennett, Tractarian vicar of St Paul’s, Knightsbridge, criticized the Reformation as ‘the violent change which deprived the poor nearly of everything which, as human creatures, they could boast as distinguishing them from the beasts that perish’ (Bennett 1849: 7–8). Mozley, similarly, spoke of the Reformation as ‘a triumph of the rich over the poor, and of wealth over the rights of labour’; it was then that ‘the poor, no longer attached to the fortunes of ancient families,—with the religious houses, which were their almshouses, their schools, their refuge, and their most indulgent landlords, all swept away’, were driven ‘to desperation and the gallows’ (BC, xxviii (April 843): 419). In an attempt to recover the rural paternalism which had pre-dated the Reformation and the Industrial Revolution, Tractarians re-imagined a past of parochial social harmony. One prescription was the necessity of ‘Holy Days’, and of the preservation of the Sabbath exclusively for spiritual and recreational purposes. Popular abuse of the Sabbath was ascribed to society’s failure to afford working men and women proper, regular holidays: ‘One day in seven’, wrote Oakeley, ‘is not rest enough for persons who work hard the other six’ (BC, xxix (January 1841): 58). ‘The remedy’, Mozley concurred, ‘is to restore the religious character of national or other public holidays’. Its neglect, he argued, had now found natural expression in industrial strikes and Chartism, which protested ‘the incessant drudgery of the poor, of the want of games and cheerful amusements’ (BC, xxxiii (April 1843): 440, 421).

One feature of the Tractarian panacea was the communal recreation which would be promoted by ‘holy days’. ‘At those times’, sighed Bosanquet, ‘when the children of the high and haughty laird had each their foster-brother or sister among his own tenants and peasantry, the links and attachments of society were infinite and the bonds were indissoluble’. He criticized Sabbatarians and Puritans whose suppression of ‘all excitement and merriment’ alienated the poor and dissolved the intercourse between the classes. ‘We expel them off the green’, he wrote, ‘and eject them from the scene of public observation, and drive them to the public-house, and the skittle-ground’ (BC, xxviii (July 1840): 252–3). Gresley’s Colton Green described how, at the new church built for the eponymous town’s mining community, ‘each anniversary of the consecration is observed as a religious festival’, and the children ‘partake of a substantial meal, provided for them by their richer neighbours; and spend the rest of the day in sports and pastimes’ (Gresley 1846: 211). Keble’s pastoral activity at Hursley likewise reflected this emphasis on the recreational and the squirearchical contribution to the parochial idyll, though, in fulfilment of the Critic’s apprehensions, the cricket matches he introduced after Sunday evensong for the village workmen were scrapped after Sabbatarian censure (Battiscombe 1963: 174–80). In Sir William Heathcote, the Hursley landlord, who gave up his manorial pew and sat with the rest of the congregation (Awdry 1906: 113), Keble had the personification of the active village overseer operating under clerical direction—a realization in miniature of Keble’s conception of the Church–state relationship.

Of course, the resurrection of maypoles and a squirearchy were rural prescriptions for an urban disease which Tractarians dimly understood. What is Manchester, asked Mozley ingenuously, ‘but an aggregate of five hundred Dorset villages?’ (BC, xxxiii (April 1843): 436). The very setting of works such as Gresley’s The Forest of Arden (1841) or Paget’s Tales of the Village series (1840–1) is eloquent of Tractarian pastoral predispositions. For his part, Heygate—in the prefatory words of his best-known work, William Blake (1848)—appealed with nostalgic optimism to ‘the farmers of England’: ‘an important class, and one hardly recognising its privileges, power, and consequent responsibility’ (Heygate 1848: ix). All of these writers’ experiences as rural parsons led them to regard social problems primarily in rural terms, and in consequence the Tractarian model was mostly defined by its rejection of the industrial order and its crude idealization of the society this order was supposed to have supplanted.

Political Economy: ‘The Philosophy of Antichrist’

Tractarian emphasis on the efficacy of ‘holy days’ and communal recreation points to the distinct conviction that social ills were, ultimately, unamenable to purely legislative remedies. This developed into a wider rejection of the state’s usurpation of duties and capacities thought hitherto the province of the Church. Tractarians bitterly attacked contemporaries’ adoption of political economy, and the workings of its spawn, the New Poor Law. Clarity came from the periodical broadsides of Thomas Mozley and Samuel Bosanquet against its intellectual premises; colour from the novelists’ lurid depiction, in the 1840s, of the harshness it caused. All posited a simple, single alternative: a reassertion of the duties as well as the rights bestowed by property, and the relocation of charity from a national to a parochial basis.

The starting point for many Tractarian critics of political economy was their polemical indictment of the Whig ministry in the course of the 1830s, and in particular the New Poor Law. ‘There is no grace, no religion in any single stage of the collection or application of the poor-rate’, wrote Mozley in the course of an early anti-Whig tirade: little wonder that the poor should turn to Chartism when they were treated ‘like so many lepers’ and ‘thrust out of sight into living graves’ (BC, xxvi (October 1839): 427; xxxii (October 1842): 494). Bosanquet juxtaposed articles of utilitarian faith with passages of the Bible, and stigmatized political economy as a ‘philosophy of Antichrist’ (BC, xxviii (July 1840): 227). ‘It is far easier to sit at home and read returns, and reports’, the Critic raged, ‘than to pry into dirty courts and lanes’, and ‘to converse with the low-minded, the vulgar, the drunken, and the dying’ (BC, xxviii (October 1840): 201–2).

One of Francis Paget’s longest novels, The Warden of Berkingholt; or, Rich and Poor, of 1843, was entirely devoted to the iniquity of the New Poor Law. Throughout the book Paget made explicit the connection between contemporaries’ enthusiasm for political economy and the selfishness of the rich. The novel contained all the generic elements of the Tractarian critique: the absolute irreconcilability of political economy with Christianity, and the consequent iniquity of its legislative issue, the New Poor Law; the rejection of statist remedies for the ‘condition of England’; sermons on the duties of the rich to renounce luxuriousness and self-indulgence; and lurid descriptions of the social apocalypse—‘the whirlwind harvest’—which continued neglect of the poor was certain to provoke (Paget 1843: 12, 64–7). Even twenty-five years after the 1834 Act, the labouring poor who populated Paget’s fiction, when afflicted by poverty or disease, such as the smallpox-ridden Ashes in The Vicar of Roost, ‘would rather die than go into a workhouse’ (Paget 1859: 278).

The Tractarian solution to the problems of pauperism and poor relief was a vigorous promotion of the machinery of the parish, fuelled by the social obligations of property. For the union of parishes into districts had depersonalized poor relief and consigned without effective discrimination vast numbers to the indoor relief of the ‘bastilles’. The Critic reviews, Mozley’s pamphlets and Bosanquet’s books, Keble’s letters and Gresley’s novels, all proposed the disbandment of the Poor Law unions, and the restoration of the parish as both the point of application and the determinant of relief to parishioners. This reassertion of the virtues of parochial alms-giving was intended not just to relocate but vastly to augment poor relief. Bosanquet sanctified the duty of private charity on ‘the incontrovertible ground of Christian obligation’ and pronounced the charitable benefactions of the wealthy ‘a perfect shame’. Tractarians insisted that ‘a Christian man would not give less than a tenth of his income, as a general rule’ to the church (BC, xxviii (July 1840): 201, 222, 234–5). Oakeley’s celebrated sermon on The Dignity and Claims of the Christian Poor, originally delivered before his fashionable metropolitan congregation at All Saints, Margaret Street in 1840, compared the overflowing bounty at the Church’s disposal in ages past with its current endowment by the affluent. ‘Now’, he complained, ‘you must be flattered and wheedled out of your money; called ladies and gentlemen, instead of miserable sinners’ (Oakeley 1840: 14). Successive commentators insisted that alms-giving was better for both recipient and donor, and that in bringing together the classes in its operation it lent support to the defence of an enfeebled social fabric. Practically, not least, it might evoke a greater donation than had been intended. Spiritually, personal involvement with the poor was held to be more beneficial to the donor than the submission of that responsibility to impersonal mechanisms.

This emphasis on localized alms-giving under the auspices of parochial authority was an obvious practical response to the secular usurpation of clerical prerogatives. ‘A clergyman’s own parish’, declared Mozley in October 1840, ‘is, not his castle, but his kingdom. It is a vantage ground wherein he need never yield’ (BC, xxviii (October 1840): 369). This was one ground of Tractarian objection to evangelical philanthropy: its organization in terms of national societies rather than on parish lines offended the parochial paternalism of Tractarian critics (Roberts 1979: 35). As is well known, Tractarian parsons were notoriously dogmatic in their dealings with Dissenters, often refusing to marry or bury them and provoking considerable discord within local communities, as well as with their diocesans (Burns 1999: 18–19, 39–40, 189). This dogmatism was more than merely doctrinal: it was an assertion of the idealized, homogeneous pre-Reformation parish, where such things as Dissenters were thought not to exist. Sir William Heathcote, Keble’s squire at Hursley, let farms and cottages only to churchmen, at the cost of excluding the best, but Dissenting, farmers in the district (Battiscombe 1963: 174).

The Church and the Poor: ‘The Poor Man’s Court of Justice’

One particular explanation of the redundancy of social legislation altogether, made by Thomas Mozley as editor of the British Critic, was its inefficacy towards the poor. ‘Laws’ he said, in a striking article of October 1842, ‘are made to protect the strong, not the weak. What law makes, it preserves, viz. the rights of rank and property.’ It was therefore the duty of the Church to act as ‘the poor man’s court of justice’ (BC, xxxii (October 1842): 489), affirming the special role of the poor in the Church and, notably, the spiritual ascendancy of the poor over their temporal betters. Here, Tractarians quite clearly deduced from their Incarnational theology a language of ‘Christian equality’, whose role was not just to make everlasting redress for those earthly inequalities which they thought providentially ordained. All commentators emphasized the duty of the Church to act as a sanctuary from the inevitable oppressions of the world.

A populist rhetoric was a feature of the Movement’s earliest thought. Froude’s Remains ringingly declared that ‘we will have a vocabularium apostolicum and I will start it with four words: “pampered aristocrat”, “resident gentleman”, “smug parsons”, “pauperes Christi” … it seems to me just to hit the thing’. Froude’s imagination had been fired by the French radical Catholic de Lamennais who, he thought, endorsed universal suffrage ‘on the ground that in proportion as the franchise falls lower the influence of the Church makes itself more felt’ (Froude 1838–9: I.329, 312). Froude had returned from France in July 1833 resolved to found what James Mozley called a ‘Democratical High Church School’ based on ‘the notions he imported from France’ (Mozley 1878: I.xix). Certainly, when Froude and Newman met Keble and Palmer in August 1833 to resume the agenda of the ‘Hadleigh Conference’, the third of its five points was ‘the need to make the Church more popular’ (Perceval 1842: 12).

A corresponding feature of later Tractarian commentary was an affirmation of the Church’s role as the guardian of the poor, realized for example in the journal criticism of the working conditions of the urban and rural workforce. Mozley, for example, deployed his parochial experience at Cholderton in Wiltshire to write authoritatively, in a long article of January 1843, of the hardships of ‘the agricultural labourer and his family; by the sweat of whose brow, by whose mortal pains and toils, and whose unspeakable hardships, the staff of life … is furnished to us’, lamenting that ‘the English public really is not fully aware of the miserable pittances for which women and children endure such toils and hardships’. It is notable that Mozley urged such measures as pensions for aged labourers for their service to the nation in the same fashion as ex-servicemen, which had been a demand of Thomas Paine’s (BC, xxxiii (January 1843): 248, 255, 274). Such criticisms demonstrate that although, as we have seen, Tractarians generally viewed the countryside through sepia-tinted lenses, they were not blind to its injustices.

Indeed the British Critic under both Newman’s and Mozley’s editorships employed a striking vocabulary of working-class rights. In 1842 Mozley affirmed ‘that the poor have a certain sort of right and property in the land’, explaining that the labourer ‘has sunk therein his whole capital, and devoted to it his little all … How should he not, then, think he has a right in it?’ (BC, xxxiii (January 1843): 271–2). Such a discourse was a conscious rejection of the trend by which propertied Britons had abandoned a Paleyan language of natural rights under pressure from the French Revolution and Paineite agitation. Conservative discourse had therefore tended increasingly to an affirmation of the rights of property, but Tractarians dissented from any ensuing diminution of the rights of labour. Mozley’s insistence that ‘the right of the Christian poor’ to a ‘sufficient and dignified maintenance, without disgrace or confinement’, was as ‘good and demonstrable as that by which our Sovereign wears her crown, or any land-owner receives the rent of his land, or the parson his tithe’ (BC, xxxii (October 1842): 494).

This sympathy with the poor was lent theological sanction by Tractarian emphasis on the special role of the poor in the divine economy of salvation. Mozley solemnly observed that ‘there is something sacred in necessary labour and inevitable distresses’ (BC, xxxiii (January 1843): 259), and found it painful to reflect ‘that while our churches are full of comfortable, well-dressed persons, there is hardly to be seen a single representative of that class, whence the Apostles were mainly chosen’ (BC, xxviii (October 1840): 347). Yet the Church, said the Critic—and this just after the presentation of the second Chartist petition in May 1842—‘is their palace, their most congenial parliament, their most impartial court of justice … its laws are their only abiding charter of freedom’. In their campaign for the abolition of pew-rents, Tractarians therefore urged the Church to exhibit the ‘picture of Christian equality’ (BC, xxxii (October 1842): 487, 489).

This picture of Christian equality is one upon which Frederick Oakeley predicated a notable essay on ‘Ancient and Modern Ways of Charity’ in 1841. It juxtaposed two systems in the world: one ‘pure and peaceable’; the other ‘sensual, earthly, devilish’. In place of the illusory and short-term prospects offered by Chartism or any merely worldly amelioration, Oakeley tendered the ‘freedom of the gospel’ and ‘the equality of the church’. It was the duty of the Church of England to ‘assert her guardianship of the “poor of Christ”, in the midst of a selfish and unbelieving people’. The Tractarian Critic therefore aligned itself with anyone ‘that is moved to zeal, nay, to indignation, by the miserable, forlorn, helpless, godless condition of the poor’. ‘We have a vast deal more sympathy’ with these, declared Oakeley, ‘than with the whole host of aristocratic Whigs, liberal Conservatives, dining philosophers, luxurious democrats, paper philanthropists, and moderate reformers’. Tractarians’ resolute championship of the poor was therefore lent a theological dimension by their assertion of the Church as the poor man’s court of justice, and by their rapturous evocation of ‘the blessed estate of Poverty’ (BC, xxix (January 1841): 45–7, 56).

But this concept of Christian equality was or course at no point coterminous with secular notions of social or political equality. The Tractarians were resigned to the providential ordination of social rank and the ineradicable nature of poverty: ‘such’, said Mozley, ‘is by providential appointment the necessary condition of nearly all mankind’. Tractarians therefore poured fire and brimstone on those who seemed impatient for its rewards in the afterlife. ‘Who shall say’, demanded Mozley, ‘either that it is always the duty of a man to rise if he can, or that he can always rise if he will? Such maxims argue an ignorance both of Christian morals, and of the order of Providence. The labourer may do his duty in that state of life wherein God has placed him, to the end of his days’ (BC, xxxiii (January 1843): 261).

Tractarians’ fatalism towards the efficacy of human legislation, and their sense of opposition to the world’s oppression of the poor, therefore patently inhibited them from engaging with secular notions of social or political equality. But it would be wrong crudely to construe this resignation as an instrument of social control: to assume that the Tractarian panacea was just one of the many elaborate mechanisms by which a governing elite perpetuated the status quo. Mozley was emphatic that the very purpose of the ‘picture of Christian equality’ was to serve ‘as an edifying lesson to the world’ (BC, xxxii (October 1842): 489), while Oakeley insisted that ‘next to objects purely religious’, considerations ‘of poverty and sickness’ should ‘claim our highest Christian regard’ (Oakeley 1840: 15).

CONCLUSION

As we have seen, the anti-commercial, paternalist, and populist elements of Tractarian thought at least superficially aligned it with much of the contemporary ‘condition of England’ commentary canonized by Raymond Williams’s Culture and Society (1958). But the Tractarians’ conviction of the Church’s instrumental primacy marked a crucial difference at the point of prescription. Political radicals such as Cobbett might pursue a reassumption of the pre-Reformation Church’s welfare functions via a more representative Parliament, Christian Socialists such as Charles Kingsley via legislative and cooperative initiatives, paternalist conservatives such as Disraeli via the inculcation of the principles of noblesse oblige into the new propertied classes. The Tractarian prescription was rigorously and of course unsustainably clerical: a reassertion of the Anglican parish as, in the words of the novelist William Gresley, ‘the centre of our operations’ (Gresley 1843: 18): the hub of local philanthropy, fuelled by the clerically pricked social conscience of the propertied, and a bulwark against secular agencies and an unchristian state.
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CHAPTER 24



THE PARISHES



GEORGE HERRING

INTRODUCTION


Premises imply conclusions; germs lead to developments; principles have issues; doctrines lead to action. As well might you invert a pitcher of water, and expect the contents to eschew the ground … as fancy that men will not carry out the truths which they have gained, whether from their own minds, or from our divines, or from the Fathers.

(Newman 1897: 302–3)



NEWMAN’s words, which first appeared in the British Critic in April 1839, made it clear that from its earliest manifestation the Tractarians expected their Movement to have practical outcomes. As he wrote to a correspondent about the Movement in the following year: ‘This is a day in which mere theories will not pass current. If it be a mere theory, it will not work’ (LDN VII.369). And the field of action in which Tractarian theological concepts would find their natural home would be in the parishes.

PAROCHIAL STATISTICS

One way to quantify and assess the extent of the Movement’s impact on the Established Church is by a statistical analysis of the parishes where Tractarian clergy served. Until relatively recently such a project would, at best, have been vague and impressionistic. It is now possible, however, to be more specific and to offer a more precise and systematic analysis (Herring 2002: 69–77; 2016: 41–54).

Recent research has been able to identify almost 1,000 clergymen in England who could reasonably confidently be identified as Tractarians during the period from 1840 to 1870, although this figure errs on the side of caution and is almost certainly something of an underestimate. Nevertheless, as there were over 14,000 clergy active in England and Wales in 1841, and over 20,000 by 1871, what this does demonstrate is the comparative clerical demographic weakness of the Oxford Movement; the strength of the Movement lay not so much in the sheer quantity of its supporters as in the significance of what they were writing and doing in their parishes (Haig 1984: 3).

What is also clear as these decades passed was that Tractarianism had metamorphosed into a phenomenon no longer exclusively of Oxford’s making. While the graduates progressing into holy orders from that university formed a majority in the early years of the Movement, those from Cambridge had slightly overtaken them by the mid-1850s; the decade from 1856 to 1865 witnessed eighty-four Oxford ordinands who could be classed as Tractarian, while Cambridge produced eighty-nine, with Trinity College Dublin, London, and Durham a further thirty between them. This contrasts quite markedly with the earlier decade from 1836 to 1845 when Oxford was predominant with 112 ordinands to seventy-eight from Cambridge.

What these statistics also reveal is that, whatever the total number of Tractarians might have been, the sample is manifestly extensive enough to confidently demonstrate trends, which is perhaps of more significance. This is even more so when attention is turned to the 612 clergy who at some point became incumbents in this period. First of all some 327, or over half, were in parishes of fewer than 1,000 souls, while another 203 were in parishes with populations between 1,000 and 5,000. When these figures are combined with an analysis of the dioceses in which their parishes were located, it becomes clear that, in one sense, they were no radicals or revolutionaries; they migrated to the villages and market towns of the established rural strongholds of Anglicanism. In these decades, indeed, it is very difficult to identify more than a handful of Tractarian clergy in the industrial towns of the north and Midlands. The most urbanized of these clergy were the seventy-seven who became incumbents in the diocese of London, and then only a minority were in what could be classified as working-class parishes.

In addition, an analysis of the numbers of Tractarian incumbents at the time of the conversions in and around 1845 and 1850 once again facilitates some interesting and, perhaps, surprising conclusions. The conventional view has emphasized the traumatic affect these had on the progress of the Movement. A glance at the figures alone, however, would seemingly tell a very different story. In 1845 there were some 141 Tractarian incumbents. If the conversions of Newman and others had been so traumatic, leading to many more clerics following them, then, surely, that figure should have fallen quite significantly. In reality it did the precise opposite, increasing to 144 in 1846, and 153 in 1847. Similarly, the 193 incumbents in 1850 also increased to 203 in 1851, and 211 in 1852. Statistically, then, the Roman conversions went unnoticed.

Finally, and perhaps most significantly of all, what the figures for Tractarian incumbents do categorically demonstrate is that, however small the Oxford Movement might have been demographically, it was emphatically a growing force. In 1840 it boasted just eighty-one incumbents; by 1870 that had risen to 442, much greater than the expansion of the Church of England at large during the same period. In 1840, in parochial terms, the Oxford Movement was minuscule; by 1870 it was still a small, but clearly expanding, minority within Anglicanism.

LITURGY

The Daily Service

At the heart of the Tractarian concept of catholic parochial life was liturgical prayer. In his advertisement to the first bound edition of the Tracts in 1834, Newman had specified the ‘neglect of the daily service, the desecration of festivals, the Eucharist scantily administered … and the like deficiencies’ of contemporary Anglicanism as among the main targets of his ire and, by implication, of the nascent Movement’s reforming zeal (Newman 1834: iv). Already in that same year he had himself begun to address the first of these by commencing daily morning service at St Mary’s, and then followed this with a number of explanatory sermons to his congregation. In these Newman began to establish the theological and spiritual principles around which the Movement would construct its advocacy of a daily service (LDN IV.289; Newman 1868a). Fundamentally Newman argued that it was, if nothing else, a matter of authority. Not only was this commanded by Prayer Book rubrics, but also, more fundamentally, the model was the practice of the early Church. Beyond that, as the Fathers had realized, the offering of prayer on a daily basis was a type of the whole Church, visible and above, united in worship of its saviour. Through this the regular participant would gradually acquire a sense of the eternal, which would lead to a habit of recollection about the temporal. Thus, Newman argued, unless the daily service was speedily revived throughout the Church of England, the Movement might well be accused of doing nothing.

Hence, during the 1840s and 1850s Tractarian clergy carried this message into their newly acquired parishes; and by the latter decade a revived daily service had become one of the hallmarks of the Movement (Russell 1980: 67: Heeney 1976: 39; Skinner 2004: 157, 159: Herring 2016: 99–112). Later Tractarian clergy like the novelist W. E. Heygate, T. T. Carter the vicar of Clewer near Windsor and the founder of an early sisterhood there, or James Skinner at St Barnabas, Pimlico, echoed Newman’s thought about daily prayer as a type of heavenly worship (Heygate 1848: 190; Carter 1893: 142; Skinner 1856: 13). Others such as Edward Monro, the vicar of Harrow-Weald, and William Gresley, another prominent clerical novelist, agreed with Newman’s moral point about observing the temporal by reflecting on the eternal in a regular pattern of daily prayer (Monro 1850: 77; Gresley 1842: 181; 1843: 174). As Monro encapsulated it, the daily service had become ‘a witness to the village and the town, a continual protest for religion, and against vice and worldliness’ (Monro 1850: 80).

The Tractarian ideal of twice-daily services sung to Gregorian chant by a surpliced choir of men and boys leading a substantial congregation, was not to be realized quickly. While the evidence clearly indicates that almost all Tractarians began some form of public morning and evening prayer virtually upon their arrival in their parishes, the achievement of the final version could often take years. First of all choir stalls had almost always to be rebuilt, choristers recruited and then persuaded to wear surplices, and box pews replaced by open benches. The renovation of the church building and the restoration of the liturgy were integral to the Tractarian parochial revival (Herring 2016: 82–98). However, it was not until the publication of Thomas Helmore’s Manual of Plainsong in 1850, followed by the two parts of the Hymnal Noted in 1851 and 1854, completed by Hymns Ancient and Modern in 1861, that the logistics of the Tractarian daily service were finally in place. Even then, the quality of the singing could be uncertain and variable from parish to parish. At Bradfield, in Berkshire, Thomas Stevens even went to the length of founding a Public School in order to secure enough choristers of a high quality. Nearby at Wantage, William Butler had, by the mid-1860s, a choir of forty; but he continued to bemoan its frequent lack of musical competence.

How many parishioners attended these services; and who were they? The most detailed figures are probably recorded in the several thousand manuscript pages of Butler’s Wantage Parish Diaries. He arrived in the town in 1846, and was to remain its vicar until 1880. As early as 1849 he was noting the numbers at daily service on several occasions; they ranged between a low of twenty-seven and a high of sixty, in a town in excess of 3,000 people. These were to remain fairly constant figures. Over the succeeding years Butler noted certain characteristics in the composition of his congregations. Two of the most consistent elements were the elderly, and young servant girls. Another, both in Wantage and other Tractarian parishes, were the peripatetic affluent with the leisure to travel to, and temporarily settle in, these parishes, aided by the publication of guidebooks specifically tailored to this purpose.

The Eucharist


… when once it follows on a week of daily prayer, it receives a point which it had not before, and becomes a natural end to the religious acts of the six days. (Monro 1850: 101)



For all Tractarians the culmination of the daily service was the Sunday eucharist (Herring 2016: 118–30). At Easter, 1837, Newman introduced the practice of a weekly celebration on Sundays at St Mary’s (Ker 1988: 145). This was to become another hallmark of Tractarian parishes, and by the late 1850s a weekly eucharist identified and differentiated them from the generality (Russell 1980: 106).

One of the first problems encountered by Tractarian clergy in their new parishes was didactic. How could they educate their comparatively unsophisticated and unlettered rural parishioners in the theology of the eucharist that was emerging from the pens of Newman, Pusey, or Robert Wilberforce; and at the same time lead them to distinguish between this and the popular concepts of the sacraments, sometimes bordering on the superstitious? The problem for the parochial clergy was to find strategies that would address these difficulties.

The translation from the university pulpit to that of the parish church, from the lecture room to the confirmation class, resulted in fundamental changes in the way ideas were conveyed. First of all arguments would have to be simplified; secondly an alternative vocabulary employed more appropriate to the congregations of rural England. In this the Tractarian clergy could be said to have put the theoretical concepts of Reserve and Economy to practical use.

Before they could do that, however, they had to initially identify the errors they were seeking to correct. Edward Monro listed a number of them, including the concept of receiving communion as a duty that might easily be postponed until the point of death; that it was an act reserved for those already of saintly character rather than a means for forming it; that sinning after communicating and being surrounded by daily temptations were also sufficient and legitimate reasons for abstinence. W. J. E. Bennett, of St Paul’s, Knightsbridge, and then Frome in Somerset, saw this as a pervading and irrational sense of fear; Henry Newland, the vicar of Westbourne, discovered parishioners who believed that it was first necessary to achieve holiness through unaided personal effort, seeing communion very much as a payment for work done (Monro 1850: 20; Bennett 1837: 211, 224; Newland 1854: 33). And behind all of these specific errors was the more general one of the eucharist as reserved exclusively for a spiritual elite all too often naturally identified with the social elite. In 1849 William Butler neatly encapsulated much of this morass of error and superstition when he wrote in his parish diary: ‘People can scarcely yet recognise the blessing, but only the duty connected with the Blessed Sacrament’ (Butler 1846–80).

Two of the areas in which the Tractarian clergy could present positive alternatives to popular errors were through a simplified teaching of the doctrines of penance and grace. Fear of sin after communion could be avoided by stressing the forgiveness of God and acceptance by God through acts of genuine repentance. At the same time grace was the true means to holiness; as J. W. H. Molyneux, the vicar of Sudbury in Suffolk, expressed it to his parishioners: ‘Christians have not to labour that they may be saved and accepted by God, but they have to labour because, by God’s grace, in regeneration, they have been already saved’ (Molyneux 1854: 17). In even simpler language, and using familiar biblical images, Henry Newland also expressed this realized eschatology in a sermon:


you are setting out on the different paths which God has traced out for you through a wide wilderness, which, though the road to Heaven lies through it, bears itself no spiritual sustenance. Come! Take food for your journey. Here is the real manna—the true bread from heaven. Come, gather each one of you his own portion—there is enough for all, much or little, as God sees your work and your trials require much or little—gather it! (Newland 1854: 378)



While on the one hand Tractarians were zealous in their desire to eradicate error and superstition among their parishioners, on the other they were perhaps even more concerned to inculcate belief in their notions of eucharistic doctrine. While Pusey or Robert Wilberforce wrote at great length and with much sophistication on this subject, what was needed in a rural parish was something simpler and more direct. Bennett once again provides a succinct example of this, with complexities pared back to the essential bones: ‘The Altar is His Cross. The Oblation is Himself offered thereon; and the Priest is also Himself making the sacrifice. For Jesus is both Priest and Victim’ (Bennett 1858–9: 23).

However expressed, though, in a real sense eucharistic practice was the raison d’être of all Tractarian parishes. And the vision the Tractarian clergy had of the ideal parish revolved around its altar. Extrapolated from an abundance of original sources, this vision might be reconstructed as consisting of a series of concentric circles. The outermost, and often broadest, circle would encompass those with little or no Christian affiliation at all, living in ignorance of even the most basic tenets of the faith, leading what the clergy would have characterized as immoral lives, and usually composed of many of the poorest in the parish. The next circles moving inwards would consist of various groups of Dissenters, professing what the Tractarians would have regarded as dangerously corrupted forms of Christianity. Merging with these would be the ‘Dissenting Churchmen’, those who conceived no essential doctrinal difference between the established and other branches of a larger Protestantism; they would cheerfully attend the parish church on a Sunday morning and a meeting house in the afternoon. Socially this group often consisted of the more self-consciously respectable, such as tradesmen and farmers. Moving nearer again towards the centre was a group who did worship exclusively in the parish church, but who were neither communicants nor desirous of becoming so; often the elderly who had been brought up to see communion as far beyond them socially as well as spiritually, they formed one of the identifiable groups who regularly attended the daily service.

Nearer to the centre still would be a small group preparing for confirmation and possibly first communion, often young men and girls. This, however, was a crucial group as they were being specifically prepared to enter the true spiritual elite at the centre of the circles: the regular communicants. To achieve the goal of an expanding heart to this circle the Tractarians aimed to create a system which would set up a momentum drawing people inwards.

Just how successful were they in realizing their ideal? For all Tractarian clergy it was a matter of continual and unrelenting struggle, of successes and defeats. In his parish diaries William Butler has left detailed evidence of this with literally hundreds of relevant entries scattered throughout their pages chronicling the seemingly endless minor victories and setbacks as particular individuals progressed or retreated through these various circles. But throughout it all Butler remained convinced that, as he noted on Easter Sunday, 1852: ‘The communicants are our strength’ (Butler 1846–80). To this end he aimed to deepen their faith and understanding, mainly through weekly classes for the intending communicants, organized with military efficiency. By the 1860s these classes, divided by sex and profession, could collectively contain well over one hundred individuals at any one time.

Yet, like all Tractarians, Butler made a distinction between those confirmed, and those preparing for communion. In March, 1851, some 158 persons from his parish were confirmed; but of these he estimated only forty to fifty would be qualified to receive communion, based on their moral disposition and regularity of attendance at church. Butler, like a number of his fellow Tractarian clergy, kept careful note of the number of his Easter communicants. In 1848 these were just ninety-one; but a decade later this had swelled to 345, but then stubbornly refused to increase for a number of years. By 1867 he had set himself the target of 400. All the available statistics from other Tractarian parishes indicate that it seemed very difficult to raise this proportion much above 10 per cent of the inhabitants of the parish. Yet on the other hand this would seem to have been comparatively successful when compared to samples of parishes across the country (Knight 1995: 35).

Numbers alone, however, do not tell the whole story. There was a deeper significance to the fostering of a eucharistic community at the heart of a worshipping parish, a social as well as a liturgical vision, which Robert Liddell expressed in a sermon at St Barnabas, Pimlico:


We hope that the social relations between all classes of our community are generally becoming more close and intimate, as the real character of our Spiritual Brotherhood is brought out by our frequent united acts of worship, and communion in the blessed sacrament of Christ’s Body and Blood: for our parochial institutions are steadily working on for the promoting of our brethren’s welfare, both physical and moral. (Liddell 1852: 9)



PASTORAL LIFE


If Absolution may be viewed on the one side as the extension of Baptism, it may also be regarded on the other as the anticipation of the Holy Eucharist. The ordinance looks both ways, sin necessitating it in both cases; in the one to restore grace given, in the other to ensure greater grace to come. (Carter 1869: 241–2)



If the Tractarian parochial clergy sought to remove the misconception that communion was a reward for a holy life already achieved through unaided effort, then one way of doing that would be through confession (Herring 2016: 131–49). Yet a clear distinction must be drawn between what this practice meant for very different types of penitent. The undergraduates who went to Pusey in Christ Church, or the wealthy and sophisticated at a fashionable London church, bore little resemblance to the vast majority of the laity in the hundreds of Tractarian parishes. In the latter, once again, Reserve and Economy had to be the order of the day (Denison 1983: 218).

It is equally true, however, that confession was both advocated and practised by the first leaders of the Oxford Movement. Both Newman and Pusey heard their first confessions in 1838, although Pusey did not make his own until 1846 (Denison 1983: 215; Ker 1988: 203). By that latter year Pusey was openly advocating a fully developed theory of penance and absolution (Pusey 1846). In the following decades other Tractarian writers took up this theme, perhaps most notably T. T. Carter (Carter 1869; see also Gresley 1851; Neale 1854).

All Tractarians were equally convinced that there were certain points in life in which a developing awareness of repentance could more sensitively be translated into formal confession. Pusey himself was particularly alert to the earliest years in which he believed that the practice of confession would have spared many adults the spiritual agonies of the growing awareness of sin (Pusey 1846: xii); Neale also believed that childhood was key, and advocated introducing confession into parochial schools (Neale 1852: 242).

Confirmation was another point at which the practice could be commenced (Newland 1854: 139–40). In addition there were less predictable moments in later life in which confession could be brought into use; chief among these were periods of serious illness, or the point of death. Edward Monro was emphatic that illness was ‘the time when Christ is peculiarly with the soul’ pleading with it during hours of silence and solitude, and W. E. Heygate saw it as ‘isolation for repentance’ (Monro 1850: 161; Heygate 1857: 36).

Approaching death, however, was a time of the utmost urgency, and in Butler’s Wantage it seems to have been the unwritten rule that no one, if at all possible, should die in the town except in the presence of a priest. Nevertheless, all of the parochial Tractarian clergy were also at one in going out of their way to consciously avoid anything that could be identified as the Roman practice of habitual confession; Carter going so far as to characterize confession as ‘exceptional and remedial’ in the Church of England (Carter 1869: 212).

One of the greatest obstacles to reviving the practice of confession within Anglicanism was a lack of both living experience and training on the part of the clergy. While William Gresley wrote that ‘a good Confessor should have the tenderness of a father, the skills of a Physician, and the discrimination of a Judge’, in these decades the Tractarians themselves were acutely aware of their inexperience; as Neale lamented ‘we have not the living experience, the training, the routine’ (Gresley 1853: 15; Neale 1852: 234). Partly because of this lack the actual practice of parochial confession was notable for both its flexibility and variety from one parish to another. In addition the relatively ill-educated and unsophisticated parishioners they encountered usually obliged them to adopt most informal and oblique methods in broaching the subject.

One area, however, in which the Tractarian practice of confession was to prove particularly problematic was in its apparent challenge to a vital aspect of Victorian culture: the family. If women and children had anything to confess it should be to husbands or fathers, definitely not to a strange male priest. Yet, as Pusey articulated it, the position of the Movement was diametrically opposed to this assumption: ‘the authority of the husband or parent is subordinate to that of the Church’ he asserted (Pusey 1850: 288). This could, potentially, leave the Tractarians open to attack, as in Brighton in 1854 (Herring 2002: 86). Not surprisingly, Tractarian writings on confession are permeated with warnings about priests and female penitents (Gresley 1853: 19).

If the practice of confession, however restrained it might have been in its parochial context, was a pastoral tool which made the Tractarians notorious, there were many others which would have rendered them far less visible or suspect to their contemporaries. In many cases it is their similarity to, rather than their difference from, other clergy that is historically significant. And where the Tractarians were different, it was very often only in matters of subtle emphasis: of degree, rather than kind (Herring 2016: 150–65). That the Tractarians did not seek to impose a unique interpretation of parochial organization or technique is attested by two of their most prominent pastoral theorists of the period: Edward Monro and W. E. Heygate (Monro 1850; Heygate 1857).

Like many other energetic and devoted clergy, the Tractarians envisaged the operation of their parishes in terms of ‘system’; like a piece of smoothly-running Victorian machinery, each aspect of parochial work dovetailed harmoniously with all the others. Many Tractarians such as Butler at Wantage drew up plans for the systematic visiting of all the houses in the parish, echoing the advice given by Monro in his manual, which in its turn reflected the same advice in countless other contemporary manuals. In extraordinary circumstances, however, some Tractarians discovered that the heroic practice of visitation could have dramatic pastoral results, notably during the periodic cholera epidemics that swept through Victorian England, when families, or even whole parishes, could have their initial suspicions of Tractarians turned into respect, as in Plymouth in 1849 or Benfleet in 1854 (Kelway 1905: 51; Heygate 1860: 33–4). More usual, however, was the experience of Butler who tirelessly worked on individuals, often in times of personal crisis, and in this way could occasionally influence families, friends, and neighbours as well. As Monro noted, ‘men must be worked on individually’ (Monro 1850: 35).

Like the Anglican mainstream, all Tractarians were also agreed on the importance of education, and on the interdependence of the secular and the religious within it. The Tractarians, however, were more convinced than some of their contemporaries that education began at the font. For them it was pre-eminently the process by which the baptized Christian attained Christ’s character (Molyneux 1853: 9; Newland 1854: 9). More practically, they also saw the purpose of education as to enable people to read and understand the sometimes complex message they were conveying to their simple flocks, grounded in the Prayer Book, but also influenced by Church history and a particular theology. Many Tractarians blamed the rise of Dissent squarely upon the past failure to teach the distinctive tenets of Anglicanism (Bennett 1854–5: 54; 1860–2: 409; Denison 1849: 9). Like increasing numbers of Anglican clergy in the middle decades of the nineteenth century, Tractarians were thus building schools and increasing the proportion of the children in their parishes attending them. By 1862 Butler calculated that he had 402 registered in his schools, which he estimated to be one in every 8.5 of the whole population of the town.

There was one particular aspect of their parochial work which did nevertheless tend to set the Tractarians apart from many of their fellow clergy. In a period of intense religious dispute and competition the beliefs, and especially the sometimes more visible liturgical practices, of the followers of the Oxford Movement, tended to single them out for attack. Their response, in contrast to the early leaders in Oxford itself, was not to confront, let alone provoke, hostility; rather it was to avoid it. Throughout the letters, diaries, sermons, and manuals of the 1840s and 1850s what so often emerges is a theme of caution, patience, and diplomacy; so much so that it was effectively elevated into a pastoral technique in its own right. Several Tractarian novels, for instance, warn specifically against moving too quickly in introducing liturgical or other changes for fear of arousing opposition (Paget 1842: 121–2; 1859: 19–20; Gresley 1846: 93). In reality at St Paul’s, Knightsbridge, Bennett claimed that he had carefully explained each small advance in ceremonial to his parishioners (Bennett 1851: 15). At Wantage Butler’s initial, tentative, request that his choristers wear surplices was rebuffed in 1849, which the vicar acknowledged as a ‘blunder’ and ‘folly’ on his part. It took several years of patient diplomacy to achieve his goal in 1857.

Despite their caution there were occasions when the Tractarians did encounter opposition (Herring 2016: 166–88). In the 1840s and 1850s, however, this rarely originated from their bishops. Episcopal involvement in parochial disputes was in almost all cases reluctant, and only materialized when local opponents approached a bishop and obliged him to become involved. Even then the evidence is clear that the bishops were inclined to be sympathetic to the liturgical or other changes that had initiated the dispute. Well-publicized parochial disputes, which in part involved a Tractarian clergyman and his bishop, such as that which occurred at St Barnabas, Pimlico, in the early 1850s, were in reality the exception rather than the rule.

What is also notable is that local opposition to Tractarian ‘innovations’ was at its height precisely in those years, very much following in the wake of the Gorham Judgment, the Papal Aggression, and the infamous letter of the Prime Minister, Lord John Russell, claiming that the Oxford Movement had effectively paved the way for the Roman ‘aggression’. At Westbourne, Newland was convinced that years of uneventful liturgical advance were violently interrupted by this letter (Newland 1855: xi). In many parishes it was a combination of Dissenting ministers on the one hand, and disgruntled tradesmen and farmers on the other, who took advantage of these national events to ferment trouble about long-standing local grievances. At Wantage it was the Wesleyan minister who published lectures attacking the vicar; at Sudbury a similar combination was also at work (Molyneux 1855). At Westbourne, East Dereham, and Lavington it was the tradesmen and farmers who appeared to take the lead (Shutte 1861: 98; Armstrong 1963: 31; Briscoe and Mackay 1932: 116). A heady cocktail of doctrinal dispute, competition for parishioners, clergy who expected shops to close for festivals, and more time generally to be given to attending church, as well as the promotion of a more generous attitude to alms-giving, had been violently shaken to the point of overflowing. Walls plastered with slogans, cries of ‘No Popery’ heard during services, and sung late at night by drunken mobs, vestry meetings disrupted by hecklers, decreases in communicant numbers and declines in money paid to charities, all became common occurrences in Tractarian parishes in these few years. Yet all of this opposition was not only incoherent, but also lacked national coordination; it was overwhelmingly local, spontaneous, and short-lived. By the mid-1850s such outbreaks were clearly on the wane, and by the close of the decade Tractarian clergy were remarking in their letters and diaries on the restoration of peace in their parishes.

CONCLUSION

During the middle decades of the nineteenth century the Oxford Movement had begun to penetrate the rural parishes of England. Always a small minority, if a steadily growing one, and often exercising an influence much greater than its numerical size, there was also both continuity and difference between the early phases of the Movement centred in the university and its subsequent parochial manifestations. While the theological and spiritual concepts were constants, the parochial clergy had to develop new methods to convey the necessarily complex message of Oxford to the simpler world of rural England.
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CHAPTER 25



THE ARCHITECTURAL IMPACT OF THE OXFORD MOVEMENT



PETER DOLL

IT is possible to approach the history of church buildings influenced by the Oxford Movement in many ways. While architectural historians will acknowledge the impact of the Cambridge Camden Society and the Oxford Movement on the Gothic Revival, their analysis of the buildings tends to be entirely formal and stylistic (see, for example, Smart 1989). Other scholars recognize that churches are much more than structures. They are also cultural artefacts that bear the imprint not only of their artistic context but also of their political, intellectual, economic, social, and even religious milieux. For Phoebe Stanton, the Gothic Revival in America represented an ‘episode in taste’ (Stanton 1968), and in an outstanding recent study G. A. Bremner has explored the way in which High Anglican buildings were an important aspect of the British Empire’s mission to penetrate, transform, and ‘improve’ the wider world (Bremner 2013). Bremner’s description of the Church of England as a ‘largely autonomous cultural agency’, however, reflects some of the limitations of his approach to the subject (Bremner 2013: 366). If we are to understand the architecture of the Oxford Movement, to continue to take the 1830s as an effective starting point (as Bremner still does) is to fall prey to Tractarian mythology of a sudden flux of ecclesiological light where all had been steeped in Georgian gloom. As Peter Nockles demonstrated (Nockles 1994), to understand the Oxford Movement it is necessary to study it ‘in context’ to appreciate the extent to which its leaders were heirs to a long-standing Catholic tradition within the post-Reformation Church of England.

Historians capable of relating architectural form to the finer points of the worship and life of the Christian Church are comparatively rare. Despite the frivolous title of his classic treatment of Fashions in Church Furnishings 1840–1940, Peter Anson was very well informed both historically and theologically, and he was also closely connected with many of the characters and events he described (Anson 1960). Nigel Yates wrote on the relationship between architecture and worship prolifically, with great insight and with an encyclopaedic knowledge of church buildings. He also performed the necessary task of sympathetically demythologizing the romantic and hagiographical traditions of Anglo-Catholicism by pointing to the existence of a ritual revival in the pre-Tractarian Churches of England and Ireland and by showing that the typical ritualist priest was more likely to serve a market town or a middle-to-upper-class suburban parish than an urban slum (Yates 1999, 2000, 2008). Yates mastered the external matters of buildings and rituals at the expense, however, of their inner logic, the theological rationale of the ‘ritual reason why’ of altar lights, the eastward position, or any of the other traditions to which Anglo-Catholic priests attached such profound significance that they were prepared to risk prison and deprivation of office.

Any account that would do justice to the impact of the Oxford Movement (as opposed to, say, romanticism or antiquarianism) on church buildings must give a priority to theological foundations. In particular this account will focus on the twin meanings of ‘ecclesiology’. Its more common meaning in the study of Tractarianism is related to the work of the Cambridge Camden or Ecclesiological Society, that is, the study of the form and decoration of church buildings (see Webster and Elliott 2000). Ecclesiology is also, however, the theology of the identity and working of the Church of God. For the Tractarians, the second ecclesiology is inseparable from and determinative of the first. The form and function of the church building depends on the Church of England’s understanding of itself and of its relationship with the universal Church.

One aspect of an ecclesiological (in both senses) divide within Anglo-Catholicism is well known, namely the competition in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries between two rival expressions of catholicity. ‘Prayer Book Catholicism’, loyal to the Book of Common Prayer but shaped by the medieval Use of Sarum, promoted by Percy Dearmer and the Alcuin Club (Anson 1960: chap. xxix; Gray 2000: chap. 3) competed with the Baroque Anglo-Papalism of the Society of SS Peter and Paul (Anson 1960: chap. xxx; Hughes 1963: chap. v). The former (with strong links to the old ‘Gallican’ churchmanship thrown into disarray by the First Vatican Council) desired to tie the Church of England stylistically and theologically to Gothic forms and the late medieval cult as practised just before the accession of Edward VI, while the latter looked to the styles and practices of contemporary continental Catholicism. At the heart of this divide was the question whether the Church of England should adhere to a distinctly national expression of its catholicity or whether it should seek to join the mainstream of the Roman expression of Tridentine Catholicism.

There is in addition a third catholic ecclesiological tendency within the Church of England which has overlapped with the Gallican and ultramontane and at times has surpassed both. This is the ‘Primitive’ paradigm, insisting on the closest identification between the Church of England and the undivided Church of the early Fathers. As John Jewel asserted in his Apologia Ecclesiae Anglicanae (1562), ‘We have returned to the Apostles and old Catholic fathers. We have planted no new religion but only have preserved the old that was undoubtedly founded and used by the Apostles of Christ and other holy Fathers of the Primitive Church’ (cited in McAdoo and Stevenson 1995: 9). The Primitive has become the default position to which Anglican Catholics have tended to return. Even the two ardent Gothicists whose work frames the period of greatest Tractarian influence, Augustus Welby Pugin and Ninian Comper, both acknowledged the early Church as the rock whence all church architecture should be hewn.

Over the last thirty years there has been an important reassessment of worship in the Church of England under the later Tudors and the Stuarts. Under Henry VIII, despite the despoliation of shrines and the removal of some images from churches, the fabric and worship of the medieval church remained relatively intact. Under Edward VI we have the first instances of widespread and deep iconoclasm. From the mid-sixteenth to the early seventeenth century, the Puritan liturgical agenda dominated the church. Images were removed and decorated walls whitewashed, roods and lofts taken down (but screens largely left in place), and altars and altar steps removed, replaced by wooden communion tables set up table-wise (east and west) in the body of the chancel rather than altar-wise (north and south) at the east end. When the eucharist was celebrated, clergy and people together would ‘draw near with faith’ by moving through the screen into the chancel to gather together around the communion table (Fincham and Tyacke 2007: 39–40).

The only significant exception to this arrangement for the communion table was Queen Elizabeth’s Chapel Royal, furnished with an altar set altar-wise, up steps and furnished with candles and a crucifix. Elizabeth’s Injunctions of 1559 ruled that chancel screens should be retained, the Ten Commandments should be set up at the east end, and the ‘holy table’ should be ‘set in the place where the altar stood’ except at the celebration of communion, when it would stand in the midst of the chancel, but this last rule was generally ignored. Rather than presiding over what has been seen as an Anglican via media, Elizabeth fought a largely unsuccessful campaign against the thoroughgoing iconoclasm of the reaction against Mary’s restoration of Catholicism. Nevertheless, Elizabeth’s rearguard action in defence of imagery enabled the emergence of a group of ‘avant-garde conformist’ clergy led by Richard Hooker and Lancelot Andrewes committed to challenging what passed for Puritan orthodoxy and to encouraging greater ceremonialism in worship. It is from this foundation that the liturgical expression of the three streams would emerge.

Church of England theologians were by no means unique in their loyalty to the witness of the ‘Primitive’ Church. They shared this with the leading reformers on the Continent and indeed with scholars of the Roman Catholic Reformation as well (Avis 2014: chap. 2; Quantin 2009), who all sought not only to return the Church to the purity of its first ages but also through the use of the Fathers to claim theological, moral, and political ascendancy over their rivals. Like their patristic forebears, they all read the relationship between the Old and New Testaments typologically, seeing in particular the Temple in Jerusalem (and its eschatological counterpart in Ezekiel and Revelation) as the type of which the Christian church building was the fulfilment. Hooker (1865: Bk. v, chap. 14) found justification for ceremonious worship from the precedent of the Jerusalem Temple. Of his Puritan opponents he wrote, ‘[They have] a fancy … against the fashion of our churches, as being framed according to the pattern of the Jewish temple…. So far forth as our churches and their temple have one end, what should let but that they may lawfully have one form?’ For Roman Catholic and Reformed churches alike, the Temple provided an archetype for both Christian church building and civic planning. In Church of England churches, the Temple provided a repertoire of decorative motifs that provided Anglican churches with a distinct visual identity: the chancel screen (recalling the Veil of the Temple), the reredos incorporating the tablets of the Ten Commandments, the cherubim guarding the mercy-seat on the Ark of the Covenant, the figures of Moses and Aaron, the shekinah (depicted as a sunburst or ‘glory’) and the tetragrammaton all pointing to the real divine presence in the eucharist (Doll 2011). Lancelot Andrewes’s influential liturgical arrangements in his private chapel drew on the explicit links of Eastern Orthodox liturgies with a Temple setting: he saw the two clergy at the north and south ends of the altar as ‘representing the two Cherubims at the mercy-seat’ (McCullough 2012: 59). This ‘Primitive’ paradigm is most clearly visible in churches and furnishings of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, but its influence has been pervasive even to the present day.

The movement in the early 1600s for the beautification of churches anticipated the Laudian reforms of the 1630s, with their emphasis on the ‘beauty of holiness’. This artistic movement was in tension between a continuity in identity with the pre-Reformation Church in England (with a strong strain of Gothic survivalism) and the exciting but decidedly theologically risky world of the continental baroque (Parry 2006: chaps. 4, 7). As the use of images became more common in churches, so English artists turned to prints readily available from the Continent for inspiration and guidance. Biblical images by Catholic artists made widely available in prints particularly from Flanders were translated into stone, plaster, wood, and glass in English churches and houses alike. The Emblemes of Francis Quarles (1635), for example, reproduce the iconography and spirituality of the Pia Desideria of the Jesuit Herman Hugo (Antwerp, 1627). Through such prints, some of the symbols most powerfully connected with the Jesuits and the Tridentine reforms became part of the common visual currency in England, mitigating the negative connotations that might have been associated with their ultimate source. The Jesuit motif of the flaming heart, of the IHS (the sacred monogram of the Holy Name of Jesus), of the Shekinah (the Hebrew term for the ‘Glory’ of the Lord) depicted as a sunburst all came to be commonly used Anglican contexts: architectural elements, plate, altar vestments, and devotional illustrations. Most ironic of all, the very emblem of the Society of Jesus became the most common symbol associated with communion silver in the Church of England. Although this is an instance of significant Tridentine influence in England, Anglicans used the images more for their common Christian themes rather than their particular Roman associations.

At the same time the avant-garde and their Laudian successors were keen to vindicate the continuity of the Church of England with its medieval predecessor through the uninterrupted episcopal succession rather than tracing the Puritan-inspired line of descent through proto-Protestants like Wycliffe, Hus, and the Waldensians. Those advocating more elaborate ceremonies and decoration of churches appealed to medieval precedent and adopted Gothic forms. The College Chapel at Lincoln College, Oxford, was built in 1629–31 in a late Perpendicular Gothic style, and the apostles in the windows by Abraham van Linge stand under conventionally medieval canopies. Even in the mid-seventeenth century, surviving late Gothic forms remained a natural building style, as in the chancel screen commissioned in the 1630s by John Cosin at Sedgefield in County Durham. This growing awareness of the Church of England as a national catholic church with its apostolic episcopal order, its strongly patristic theological identity, its own English liturgical use, and its local architectural tradition fostered a strong sense of common identity with the Gallican tradition which some leading churchmen, like Bishop Richard Montagu, worked hard to exploit (Milton 1995: 263–9; Doll 2000: 22–9).

The Gothic survival of the mid-seventeenth century anticipated the transition to the Gothic Revival in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Christopher Wren reluctantly used Gothic in a few contexts (Christ Church, Oxford; St Mary Aldermary, London), but he regarded its origins as ‘Saracenic’ and therefore unchristian. His student Nicholas Hawksmoor was much more enthusiastic and positive about Gothic, which he used in the rebuilding of the west front of Westminster Abbey and at All Souls College, Oxford. He was confident that Gothic was a Christian style, originating in post-Constantinian building of the first millennium (Hart 2002: 58–64). In other work, particularly in his London churches, Hawksmoor worked closely with contemporary theologians to recover the form of the Temple and of the ‘Basilica after the Primitive Christians’ a design that informed that of James Gibbs’s St Martin-in-the-Fields and thereby countless descendants throughout the English-speaking world (Doll 1997; du Prey 2000). The reimagined Temple, which had also been the basis of the Escorial and the Hôtel des Invalides, also found new life in Hawksmoor’s plans for the redevelopment of various Oxford Colleges (Hart 2002: chap. 8).

Terry Friedman in his magisterial work on The Eighteenth-Century Church in Britain (Friedman 2011) explores the architectural manifestations of each of the three traditions identified here. The century was notable for a growing sympathy for and understanding of Gothic forms, from the work of Hawksmoor at Westminster Abbey, Beverly Minster, and All Souls, Oxford, through the growth of antiquarian studies from the mid-century, to the serious progress towards a deeper application of Gothic by late-century architects like James Wyatt. A serious engagement with the classical and early Christian traditions also continued through the century. Even some of the most daring experiments of the late century, like the round churches of All Saints, Newcastle, and St Chad, Shrewsbury, were based on the Pantheon and other round Roman churches. F. C. Mather (1985) has established the continuing ceremonial nature of worship in the period reflecting the continuing strength of the High Church tradition, and Yates (2008: 87–9) points to a ‘pre-ecclesiological movement’, typified by the work of Bishop Richard Mant, from around 1780 and in full swing by the 1820s. Thus the ground was thoroughly prepared for the engagement with Christian history that was characteristic of architectural responses to the Oxford Movement.

If the Oxford Movement and the architectural developments that reflected its progress by no means arose out of a vacuum, the explicit rejection of the approaches and forms of the old High Church tradition arose from a conviction that a Church facing the challenges of an industrial, politically reformed, scientific, and romantic era needed a new image and a new identity that would capture the imagination of a society caught up in the toils of revolutionary change. The squalor of the industrializing cities prompted a moral revulsion on the part of A. W. N. Pugin, who was convinced that architecture, specifically Gothic architecture, had a key role to play in the spiritual and moral regeneration of England. In Contrasts (1836), not only did he compare buildings of the fifteenth and nineteenth centuries (much to the disadvantage of the modern work), but he also juxtaposed the societies shaped by those buildings: the one heartless and harsh, where even thirsty children are chased from public pumps by constables (‘Contrasted Public Conduits’) and the poor are incarcerated in virtual prisons (‘Contrasted Residences for the Poor’); the other prodigal in its provision of abundant water in a handsome conduit, and where the poor are loved and cared for in monastic splendour. Pugin insisted that the buildings of an age both reflected its values and shaped the lives of its citizens. A brutal society will also be reflected in and shaped by its buildings. On the other hand, of the churches (and associated buildings) of the Middle Ages he observed, ‘Here every portion of the sacred fabric bespeaks its origin; the very plan of the edifice is the emblem of human redemption…. Such effects as these can only be produced on the mind by buildings, the composition of which has emanated from men who were thoroughly embued with devotion for, and faith in, the religion for whose worship they were erected’ (Pugin 1836: 2). Pugin held that buildings of faith expressed an essential unity: of form with function, of the faith of the creator with his creation, of God with Man. Classical architecture he associated with paganism and moral decline (Pugin 1836: 3).

Although it is often claimed that the Tractarians themselves were not concerned with architectural issues, this is not entirely true. Isaac Williams in Tract 86 (1839) linked the liturgical use of the church building, particularly the position of the priest at the altar, to a moral position comparable to Pugin’s. Did the priest’s posture indicate a man-ward or a God-ward orientation? Williams, the priest and poet who was Newman’s curate at Littlemore, saw the erroneous position of the church of his time in the principle


That in our devotions we are to look to the people and not to the altar. What does this imply but that even in our religious worship we are to turn not to the East, the place where God has shown His countenance, but to the West; not to the light of the ancient Church, but to the eyes of the world; not to the Angels assembled round the altar, but to the great men of our congregation; not the place of Paradise, our lost inheritance, but to the flocks in whose hands our interest lies! Not to the Cross of Christ, but to that supposed utility which worldly wisdom suggests; not to our Judge coming from thence, but to the judgment of the world. (Williams 1839: 76)



The orientation of worship in the appropriate architectural setting thus both reflects and shapes the right relationships between God and man, between Church and world, and of human beings with one another.

The same ethical dimension of the relationship between liturgy and architecture informed the missions of Anglo-Catholic clergy to the urban slums of Victorian England. The provision of churches and elaborate worship for the urban poor they saw as an evangelical device, a means of valuing those who too often were devalued by the wider society, of teaching the truths of the faith by visual means, and of relieving the colourless monotony of the existence of the poor. R. F. Littledale in 1868 pointed out that London gin palaces competed with ‘internal decorations, abundant polished metal and vivid colour, with plenty of bright lights’. Why should the church not use the same means? ‘Ritualism is a sort of excursion train on Sunday, to bring the poor man out of his dull, squalid, every-day life into a land of beauty, colour, light and song’ (quoted in Reed 1996: 150). Even if Anglo-Catholic mythology has exaggerated the influence of the slum missions, the moral imperative and spirit of sacrifice that priests and religious brought to their work and worship were nevertheless genuine and powerful.

That reforming and transforming zeal was echoed later in the Catholic Movement in architecture of the American Ralph Adams Cram, particularly in his work for universities. In The Ruined Abbeys of Great Britain (1905), he strenuously attacked the dissolution of the monasteries and insisted on the unique role they played defending the liberty of the individual and overcoming class distinctions, transmitting the Gospel and establishing civilized nations, organizing industry and agriculture, founding schools and universities and promoting learning in the sciences and the visual and musical arts, and in ‘establishing a system of mercy and charity hitherto undreamed of in Europe’ (Cram 1905: 298). As Ethan Anthony has pointed out, ‘Cram’s ambition was to revive monastic architecture as a means of resuscitating the moral foundations of society’ (Anthony 2007: 25). The abbey’s blending of religious and educational purpose inspired his drawing on the massing and organization of English abbeys for his designs for American universities as diverse as Princeton, West Point, and Stanford, forms that have been widely adopted elsewhere. Cram may not have inspired a religious revival in this way, but he may have contributed to a more humane way of communal living and working.

If moral fervour was one of the great strengths of the Catholic Movement, its problematic corollary was the determination on all parts to achieve and codify liturgical and architectural ‘correctness’—still a defining obsession in the Church today. If ‘correctness’ has proved divisive within the Catholic Movement, it was nevertheless one of the factors that steeled Ritualist clergy to withstand persecution. Pugin, with his explicit insistence that only Gothic was truly Christian architecture, evident in the title of The True Principles of Pointed or Christian Architecture (1841), set the tone. A striving after objective truth was also symptomatic of the increasingly scientific and mechanistic mentality of the age. Furthermore, the rubrical precision and uniformity of Roman Christianity had set a standard which Catholic-minded Anglicans could either reject or imitate. The members of the Cambridge Camden Society, led by John Mason Neale and Benjamin Webb, constantly promoted ecclesiological Gothic as a ‘science’, that is, ‘a discipline with objectively verifiable rules and procedures, and thus, precisely because it was such, wholly authoritative’ (Chris Brooks in Webster and Elliott 2000: 125). As The Ecclesiologist insisted in 1847, ‘It is the only system which offers the logical possibility of working a building into a state of abstract perfection; for, of course, it logically follows upon the theory of architectural development that there can be only one perfect period of architecture, all others tending to or declining from it’ (Ecclesiologist 1847: 7.163).

To begin with that perfect period was the ‘Middle Pointed’, but if the editors of the Ecclesiologist’s conviction on that point did not remain constant, their certainty of being right did. This could be costly for those architects who did not always toe the Ecclesiological line. George Gilbert Scott, for one, was more eclectic and remembered bitterly


the intolerance shown by them for all freedom of thought on the part of other men. Everyone must perforce follow in their wake, no matter how often they changed, or how entirely they reversed their own previous views. Nor was anything more certain than this, that however erroneous their former opinion might have been, their views for the time being were right, and that every one who differed from them was a heretic, or an old fashioned simpleton. (Scott 1879: 206)



At least in part, these arguments were connected with class, education, and privilege—university-educated clergy lording it over professional architects from working-class backgrounds and having the power to set the agenda in the life of the Church. At a deeper lever, however, these arguments and the desperate need to be ‘correct’ had more to do with the ‘other ecclesiology’, the identity of the Church of England. Was it a true church with a valid catholic ministry, with a pedigree extending beyond the Henrician Reformation? Given the High Churchmen’s conviction that it was, how then was that identity best expressed? Since the Reformation, the Church of England had tended to identify itself with the Primitive Church. Did this position still resonate in a nation caught up in the Romantic and Industrial Revolutions, or should the Church identify itself with the popular Gothic style, restoring the thousands of medieval churches across the land to their ‘original’ appearance and modes of worship? Or should the Church simply imitate its sister Church of Rome, following its contemporary style and rites as if the Reformation had never happened? In this struggle, nothing less than the soul of the Church was at stake. Every detail mattered, and every nuance of architectural style or liturgical practice struck a blow for a particular point of view. It was a conflict fought with utter ruthlessness, often forgetful that even deeper Christian principles of love, forgiveness, and unity were also at stake.

As befit an argument with claims to scientific objectivity, scholarly research was integral to the development of the debate. The numerous Prayer Book commentaries, devotional companions, and historical studies from the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (see Doll 1997) gave a strong starting point, particularly for the old High Churchmen. The form of the new Leeds Parish Church (1841) under W. F. Hook with the advice of John Jebb marked a transition between old and new approaches to High Churchmanship. Although Hook was the first to introduce a surpliced choir between the congregation and the altar (creating the standard pattern for the next hundred years and more), he intended to follow the basilican plan of the early Church as he understood it. Shaped by the liturgical practices of the eighteenth century, he included a large platform before the altar to which the communicants would ‘draw near with faith’ at the Invitation. In the arrangements for the choir, Jebb claimed, ‘the Church of England has made the nearest possible approach to a primitive and heavenly pattern’ (Addleshaw and Etchells 1948: 210–18).

The other prominent architectural manifestation of the Primitive style was the magnificent but almost unique St Mary and St Nicholas, Wilton (1841–5), but rather than being an example of ‘Primitive survival’, this church actually emerged from the Romanesque revival in Germany (Curran 2003: 190–9). Whereas in Bavaria the Rundbogenstil was an expression of a Benedictine and national catholic style unifying Church and state against the Jesuits and ultramontanism, in England the Ecclesiologists condemned the Romanesque, which consequently was adopted by Nonconformists (Curran 2003: 84, 210–21). The national catholic agenda in England was definitively expressed through the Gothic.

That Gothic should have become so indelibly associated with Anglicanism was, ironically, thanks to the influence of a fervent Roman Catholic. Pugin was unusual among architects in his ability to bridge the gap between function and form; his profound understanding of the liturgy and its history was the foundation of his architectural forms. Among Pugin scholars, Christabel Powell (2006) alone has tapped the sources of his liturgical thinking among the neo-Gallican liturgists and historians of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century France who celebrated the particular traditions, rites, and ceremonies of the medieval French church as opposed to those of Rome. Pre-eminent among the authorities Pugin most frequently cites in his writings are Jean-Baptiste Thiers, Dom Edmond Martène, and Jean-Baptiste Le Brun des Marettes. Just as these Frenchmen celebrated their own native traditions, so Pugin was determined to inspire the revival of the English traditions of the Sarum rite. Pugin’s clients did not always have the resources to complete his vision as the Earl of Shrewsbury did at St Giles, Cheadle (1845), but he designed each of his churches (including those in Ireland and Australia) with the particular furnishings required by the Sarum rite: a bellcote or spire, porch, chancel architecturally distinct from the nave, stepped sedilia, piscina, Easter sepulchre, rood screen, and a west door as a processional entrance.

Initially Pugin’s passionate enthusiasm swept all before him, and even the most enthusiastic Romanists, like Cardinal Wiseman, were convinced that this was the right way for English Catholics to assert their place in the mainstream of English life. The new generation of Anglicans led by Newman who went over to Rome after 1845 were initially bowled over by Pugin, but ultimately they needed to shed an Anglican identity that looked back to the medieval Church in favour of the Roman Catholic Church they had joined. Their architectural and liturgical sympathies became enthusiastically Roman. Newman was so incensed by Pugin’s Gothic intransigence that he went so far as to denounce him to the Secretary of the Propaganda in Rome in 1848, accusing him of doctrinal inaccuracy and insinuating that he was a Gallican, schismatic, anti-Roman, and disloyal to the pope (Powell 2006: 289–90).

Pugin refused to knuckle under to this bullying and demonstrated the breadth of his ecclesial vision by laying aside his Gothic fixation and in A Treatise on Chancel Screens and Rood Lofts (1851) explored how the screen had been part of churches from primitive antiquity, in modern classical buildings, and in post-Reformation Anglican churches. Recognizing his isolation within English Catholicism, Pugin realized that it was among Anglicans that his vision of a national Catholic Church attached to its local rites and traditions would have the greatest resonance. The title of his final work, unpublished at his death (1852), was eloquent testimony to his hopes: An Apology for the Separated Church of England since the reign of the eighth Henry. Written with every feeling of Christian charity for her children, and in honour of the glorious men she continued to produce in evil times. By A. Welby Pugin. Many years a Catholic minded son of the Anglican Church, and still an affectionate and loving brother and servant of the true sons of England’s Church.

The Church of England’s recovery of its medieval guise was as dependent on textual scholarship as on architectural history. William Palmer first published his Origines Liturgicae in 1832. William Maskell was the pioneer of English critical study of the medieval liturgy with The Ancient Liturgy of the Church of England according to the Use of Sarum, Bangor, York, and Hereford (1844). The revival of the study of plainchant and its performance went in parallel, and the publication of these works in medieval and Renaissance typography, for example William Pickering’s handsome editions of historic English liturgies at the Chiswick Press, was a significant feature of the revival of the liturgical arts (Morison 1943: 73–7). Between 1843 and 1848 members of the Camden Society published Hierurgia Anglicana to give evidence of the continuation of the kind of Catholic ceremonial customs indicated by the Ornaments Rubric in the Prayer Book (‘that such Ornaments of the Church, and of the Ministers thereof, at all Times of their Ministration, shall be retained, and be in use, as were in this Church of England, by the Authority of Parliament, in the Second Year of the Reign of King Edward the Sixth’). Their justification, according to the Preface of 1848, was ecclesiological in both senses: ‘to vindicate for our Church that position to which, as a part of the Church Catholic, she is well entitled, not to seek to lower her to a level with the platform of Geneva’ (Staley 1902: I.xvii–xviii).

The publication of the Directorium Anglicanum by John Purchas in 1858 marked the first attempt to apply the fruits of liturgical scholarship to liturgical practice. Although its title page proclaimed the intention of the work to follow ‘the Ancient Use of the Church of England’, in fact (as its preface acknowledges) it draws on ‘the ancient Liturgies, the medieval Service Books, [and] the present Uses of East and West’ (Purchas 1858: xii). The second edition, edited by F. G. Lee, makes even clearer ‘the determination to introduce modern Roman Catholic practices into contemporary Anglican liturgy’ (Hall 2014: 61–2).

Anglo-Catholic churches which followed the guidance of Purchas and Lee embodied a blending of medieval and modern continental practices, but over time clients became more discerning and demanding of their architects. George Gilbert Scott Jr.’s Church of St Agnes, Kennington (1874), was at the forefront of the later Gothic Revival both for its use of Perpendicular Gothic (which the generation of the 1840s regarded as decadent) and of appropriate furnishings for the Sarum rite as detailed by H. G. Morse in Notes on Ceremonial, from the Ancient English Office Books (1876). Unlike Pugin, Scott and G. F. Bodley were not usually liturgical scholars or trend-setters, but followed the directions of their clients. That being said, Bodley did in 1879 propose a ‘people’s altar’ for the nave of Holy Trinity, Stratford-on-Avon. Bodley observed, ‘Personally I can’t say I care greatly for much strictness of rule or rigid uniformity, so long as all is dignified & solemn, &, from an art point of view, beautiful’ (quoted in Hall 2014: 194).

Those clients at the end of the nineteenth century were drawing the Sarum and Tridentine tendencies within the Church of England further apart. The Alcuin Club from 1897 encouraged a scholarly understanding of the Book of Common Prayer and worship faithful to English medieval traditions, and Percy Dearmer popularized this work in The Parson’s Handbook (thirteen editions between 1899 and 1965) (Gray 2000). The work of F. C. Eden, Sir Charles Nicholson, and Sir Walter Tapper are associated with this approach. The Society of St Peter and St Paul (1911) espoused fidelity to the Tridentine rite (or ‘Western Use’) as directed by Ritual Notes (eleven editions between 1894 and 1964) and sparked the ‘Back to Baroque’ movement (Yelton 2005: chap. 11), of which Martin Travers was the leading architect (Warrener and Yelton 2003).

One architect, however, did manage, in a long career not only to gather together the various strands of the Catholic Movement in liturgy and architecture—the Sarum, the Western, and the Primitive—but also to anticipate the insights of the modern Liturgical Movement. Like Pugin, Ninian Comper understood the deep liturgical roots of the medieval Gothic tradition and mastered its forms, but ultimately he affirmed his allegiance to the whole tradition of the Church rather than any one manifestation of it. They both shared the conviction that the plan of the church building is determined by the ceremonies of the eucharist and that its beauty should reflect its service to the highest human vocation: worship. Comper also succeeded to Pugin’s close relationship with Downside Abbey, where in the early twentieth century a community with several Anglican converts sought with Comper’s help to reclaim for Roman Catholics England’s Gothic past (Bellenger 2011: 117–76).

Comper began as an architect devoted to medieval Gothic and a Prayer Book Catholic, deeply influenced by his work with the liturgical scholar J. Wickham Legg. In one of his early papers he wrote that the Ornaments Rubric was ‘the outward token of our union with the rest of Catholic Christendom, both past and present’ (quoted in Symondson and Bucknall 2006: 14). His early ideal was ‘unity by exclusion’ of all styles other than the English and northern European Gothic of the fourteenth to the sixteenth centuries. The apogee of his work in this period, indeed the fulfilment of Pugin’s aspirations for the English Church, was the Church of St Cyprian’s, Clarence Gate (1903). With its gilt screens, ‘English altars’ hung with curtains on three sides, amply shaped medieval vestments, plainchant music sung from the rood loft, processions facilitated by the absence of fixed seating, this church provided for the fullest expression of the ancient English rite and a direct challenge to the Roman models of Purchas’s and Lee’s Directorium Anglicanum. For all its similarity to East Anglian wool churches, however, St Cyprian’s was also influenced by the form of the primitive basilica and it brings the congregation into close relationship with the altar (Symondson and Bucknall 2006: 87–97).

It was a trip to Rome and Sicily in 1900 that caused a quiet revolution in Comper’s work. When he saw firsthand the power of early Christian architecture, he knew it had to be incorporated into his own work, which became marked by a ‘unity of inclusion’ of Gothic and late classical styles. Influenced by the planning of early Christian basilicas, his churches became marked by the use of the altar placed beneath a ciborium and brought out into the midst of the congregation. Henceforward, the altar would no longer be distant from the people at the end of a long chancel, but set in their midst, even if it continued to be distinguished by screens and the ciborium. The liturgical plan of St Philip, Cosham (1937), anticipated the reforms made popular by Vatican II some thirty years later, but did so speaking a style that embraced the fullness of the built traditions of the Church.

The architecture of the Oxford Movement has drawn attention from scholars with a wide range of interests, including art history, politics, sociology, queer studies, and imperial history. At its core, however, this subject cannot be understood apart from its essential grounding in the worship and self-understanding of the Church. The ecclesiology that studies church buildings makes no sense apart from the ecclesiology that is the theology of the Church. Although the study of church buildings influenced by the Oxford Movement makes an apparently tidy and coherent subject of its own, it is important to recognize that the themes integral to this period are not unique to it but are continuous with the history of the Church of England both before and after the Reformation. While this story is full of human interest, with powerful personalities clashing bitterly over apparently minor details of architectural style or liturgical ceremonial, it is important to remember that underlying their obsession with ‘correctness’ was a conviction that the Catholic identity of the Church of England was at stake and that an ongoing return to the sources of that identity was necessary to Christian life and witness. Ultimately the design of these churches was about far more than aesthetic judgements; the buildings of the Church of England articulate an Anglican sense of belonging to the Church universal and are a valuable contribution to the faith and witness of the Church far beyond the Anglican Communion.
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CHAPTER 26



MUSIC AND HYMNODY



BARRY A. ORFORD

FROM the beginning Christians have sung. Singing and chanting were marked features of Hebrew worship and because of their Jewish background the first Christians inherited not only the psalms but also the music which accompanied them in the synagogue, and which almost certainly influenced the music which developed in the Church. In the letters of St Paul, the earliest writings in the New Testament, he encouraged the use of ‘psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing and making melody to the Lord with all your heart’ (Ephesians 5:19). The psalms became a foundation of all Christian worship, with hymns also a fixed feature. At their best, hymns served a double purpose. They were an expression of devotion towards God, but when necessary they were also intended to teach sound doctrine as a weapon against heresy. Hymns help fix good teaching in the popular mind, since what is sung is remembered more easily than what is recited.

From the earliest days until the Reformation hymns held an honoured place in the liturgy of the Western Church. The upheavals of the Reformation had serious consequences for music and hymn singing in Britain. There was no opposition to either on the part of Luther, who made extensive use of hymns. However, the English Reformers who fled to Geneva during the reign of Mary Tudor absorbed the Calvinistic approach which would permit no words in worship which were not scriptural. They brought this spirit back to England, where it had at least the beneficial result of encouraging metrical versions of the Psalms with the accompanying tunes. The adverse consequence was the forbidding of hymns. It is too rarely realized that after the Reformers the Church of England was deprived of hymns until the nineteenth century, and the plight of Church music was rendered even worse by the hostility of the Puritans. Hymns written by the like of George Herbert, John Donne, and Thomas Ken were intended for private devotion.

The revival of English hymnody began with Nonconformist congregations in the eighteenth century. Isaac Watts was a notable leader in this revival, but the real growth in popularity of new hymns was the result of the work of the Wesleys. John Wesley’s best work in this field was translations from German, but his brother Charles had a gift amounting to genius for writing original hymns (Hodges and Allchin 1966).

Despite the impetus which the Wesleys and others gave to hymn singing, the Church of England was slow to grasp the opportunity which renewed use of hymns presented. It was the Evangelical Anglican clergy who led the way to the acceptance of hymns by the Established Church. The legality of the use of hymns in the Church of England was finally established in 1820 when Archbishop Harcourt of York compiled a volume of psalms and hymns to be used in a Sheffield church where the introduction of hymns had caused trouble. This is the background against which the Tractarian influence on hymnody must be viewed. The year 1827 was a significant one for the future development of Anglican hymnody: it saw the publication of Bishop Reginald Heber’s Hymns, Written and Adapted to the Weekly Church Services of the Year (published posthumously) and John Keble’s The Christian Year. Heber (1783–1826) had a distinguished career at Oxford, where he became a Fellow of All Souls College as well as being appointed Bampton Lecturer in 1815. He became Bishop of Calcutta in 1823, where his excellent work was cut short by his sudden death (Heber 1830). His High Church sympathies had made him an effective parish priest, anxious to raise the standard of worship in his church and to care for the poor. He has been called ‘the creator of the modern church hymn-book’ (Frere 1909: xcviii). Heber had written hymns all his life, but could find no publisher for them since they were not authorized for use in church. His posthumous Hymns is significant as the first modern hymn-book arranged for the liturgical year. He wrote or collected hymns illustrating the Epistles and Gospels of the Book of Common Prayer order, and in this he provided a model for every important hymn collection which followed.

Still more significant, since it comes from the pen of one of the Tractarian Fathers, is Keble’s Christian Year. It was this book that made Keble known outside Oxford. He had begun writing it in 1819, and its poems made him ‘for many Victorians, the poet of the religious world’ (Gilley 1983; Stranks 1961: ch. 9). By 1854 The Christian Year had sold 108,000 copies, and by 1868, 265,000 (Chadwick 1970: I.68). For many a Victorian churchgoer the volume became an inseparable companion to their Prayer Book.

Of all the Tractarian leaders it was Keble who had the chief reputation as a poet. Pusey did not write poetry and Newman was at best a competent writer of occasional verse, though he caught a popular mood with his words ‘Lead, Kindly Light’. The results when he tried to move beyond his competence may be observed in the turgidities of The Dream of Gerontius, remembered today for the words ‘Praise to the Holiest in the height’, later used as a hymn, and for the musical setting of the work by Elgar. The reputation of The Christian Year did not long survive the Victorian era. Looking at the verses today Keble’s writing seems stiff and uninspired, his sometimes tortuous language and imagery confined by a need to conform to the collects and readings of the Book of Common Prayer. Even at the height of the book’s popularity there were readers who complained about its sometimes baffling obscurity. Yet Keble made an important contribution to the use of hymns by the disciples of the Tractarians for two reasons. Firstly, he clearly embraced Romanticism. Like Heber, he brought a love of the natural world within the orbit of worship. Secondly, he persuaded reluctant High Churchmen that accepting verse into the Church did not mean falling into dangerous Evangelical enthusiasm. In his Advertisement to the original edition of The Christian Year Keble also gave reassurance that increased freedom for the use of imagination and feeling in devotion should not be undisciplined. ‘Next to a sound rule of faith,’ he wrote, ‘there is nothing of so much consequence as a sober standard of feeling in matters of practical religion; and it is the peculiar happiness of the Church of England to possess, in her authorized formularies, an ample and secure provision for both’ (Keble 1827: I.v). Keble did not intend to write hymns but, in due course, a number of his poems became popular when set to music as hymns; for example: ‘Bless’d are the pure in heart’, ‘New every morning is the love’, and ‘Sun of my soul, Thou Saviour dear’. Almost all of his verses were too long to be used in full in hymn-books.

The successors of the Tractarian leaders took the next step, leading to the appearance of hymns designed for public worship. Here one name towers above all others, that of John Mason Neale (1818–66), who was destined to leave a permanent mark on English hymnody. Neale was raised in an Evangelical family, but he fully embraced the principles of Tractarianism when in Cambridge (Towle 1907; Chandler 1995). While there he helped to found the Cambridge Camden Society in 1839, whose purpose was to foster the study of ecclesiastical art and architecture, particularly those from the Middle Ages, and by this means to introduce a concern for liturgy into Tractarianism. Keble, Pusey, and Newman were focused chiefly on correct doctrine and teaching rather than on the conduct of Church services. The attraction of the medieval to the Tractarians was part of their Romantic inheritance and in the case of Neale it led him back through the medieval to the ancient Latin and Greek hymns of the Western and the Eastern Churches. In a lengthy and important article, ‘English Hymnology: its History and Prospects’, published in 1849, he stated his reasons for reclaiming the hymns for contemporary worship. The Reformation in England had deprived Christians of ‘those noble hymns, which had solaced anchorets on their mountains, monks in their cells, priests in bearing up against the burden and heat of the day, missionaries in girding themselves for martyrdom’ (Neale 1849: 303). To make these hymns familiar once again it was necessary for them to be translated, and it was to this task that Neale bent his remarkable gifts. Neale was not the first to sense the attraction and importance of these writings. The Tractarian priest poet Isaac Williams, along with Newman and other writers, had preceded him in this respect. What distinguishes Neale’s work, however, is its manifest superiority to all previous attempts at translation. Not only were his wording and versification better than those of his predecessors, he was determined to translate the Latin hymns in a metre which made them suitable for singing with their original plainsong melodies. The measure of his achievement may be seen by consulting any established English hymn-book, where his translations have become fixed features of congregational singing. As examples we may mention ‘Of the Father’s love begotten’, ‘The Royal banners forward go’, ‘All glory, laud and honour’, and ‘Of the glorious body telling’. Nor should we overlook his versions from the Greek, such as ‘The Day of Resurrection!’ and ‘Come, ye faithful, raise the strain of triumphant gladness’.

The results of Neale’s work were seen in The Hymnal Noted, which was published in two parts in 1851 and 1856, with the final version appearing in 1858. The work was sponsored by the Ecclesiological Society (as the Cambridge Camden Society had become), and it was the joint work of Neale and the priest musician Thomas Helmore (1811–90). It was a major Tractarian contribution to English language hymnody, and of the 105 hymns in the book ninety-four were by Neale. Helmore and Neale were aware that their work would appear a startling novelty. Neale expected criticism from those who asked: ‘How far is the Church justified in selecting for her Hymnology the compositions of those who were never within her fold? some of whom, moreover, were tainted by the most gross and glaring heresy?’ His reply was that if the Church could baptize the works of pagans—most notably in adopting Aristotelian philosophy and making it the foundation for the work of the medieval Schoolmen—then she might certainly claim ‘the writings of those that acknowledge her not, adapting them either wholly, or moulding them to her own creeds’ (Neale 1849: 334). He attempted to forestall criticism by writing several articles in The Ecclesiologist, the periodical of the Ecclesiological Society. Writing in 1851 to explain why a new version of hymns from the Roman Catholic Breviary was necessary, he said, ‘We profess to give the only hymns which we believe the English Church, without the act of a general Synod, to have the right to, those namely of the older English office books, and principally that of Sarum’ (Neale 1851a: 11–12). By ‘the English Church’ Neale meant the Church of England, Sarum being the name of the rite for the ceremonies used in the Middle Ages at Salisbury Cathedral.

The name of Thomas Helmore reminds us that the Tractarian influence on hymnody was a matter of music as well as of words. From 1846 he was master of the Choristers of the Chapel Royal, and he was a committed High Churchman whose skill as a teacher and choir trainer made a lasting contribution to the Anglican choral tradition (Rainbow 2001). As well as his work with Neale on The Hymnal Noted he also joined him in publishing Carols for Christmas-tide (1853) and Carols for Easter-tide (1854). Neale’s concern to provide words to be sung with their plainsong melodies was matched by Helmore’s work in editing those melodies. A feature of his work was his insistence that the music should be printed in notation appropriate to plainsong, since transcribing it in modern notation would inevitably suggest that the melodies should be confined by a strict metre. Helmore used a plain, square notation which did not attempt to reproduce the subtlety and variety of authentic medieval musical script, and because he was keen that these melodies should be sung he was prepared to commend them by adding an accompaniment, though he knew this to be an anachronism. He continued contributing to the cause of Gregorian chant with the publication of his Primer of Plainsong (1877).

Although Helmore’s work on plainsong was to be superseded quickly by that of other scholars he was a formative influence in extending the music available to the Church, an achievement to which the Tractarians contributed significantly. He also left a lasting mark on hymnody by discovering the plainsong melody for the hymn ‘O come, O come, Emmanuel’, for which Neale again provided a translation. The source of this melody was for many years unknown until it was discovered by Dr Mary Berry of Cambridge in a fifteenth-century Processional of French Franciscan nuns, where it was used in funerals to words accompanying the Libera me. Berry edited the music, which is for two voices, for the words of ‘O come, O come, Emmanuel’, and it is regrettable that this striking version is unfamiliar to most choirs. It showed perception on Helmore’s part to link a melody used at funerals with a hymn for Advent, the season which speaks of the Four Last Things as well as anticipating Christ’s victory over death and hell (Berry 1996: 772).

It was inevitable that The Hymnal Noted would cause a stir. The reactions from Roman Catholics (who accused Neale of lack of faithfulness to the doctrine of the original words) and of Protestants (who accused him of trying to smuggle Romanism into the Church of England) were, as we have seen, anticipated by him. There was sufficient positive response, however, to be encouraging, and Neale was clear that ‘the English Church is very anxious to possess a hymnal’, and that the book was a move in the right direction. The difficulty was, as he well knew, ‘that when the old hymns and melodies are laid before them, the greater part of Churchmen start back in alarm’ (Neale 1851b: 395). He did not pretend that The Hymnal Noted was flawless, either in its words or music. Nevertheless, ‘it is the only hymnbook based on a true and intelligible principle; and, as such, we say that English Churchmen ought to try it before they reject it’. He was particularly sensitive to criticisms of obscurity in the translations, and pointed out that someone coming for the first time to the Book of Common Prayer or the King James Bible would find difficulties with the language there. In the case of the hymns the problems lay with the Latin originals, not with the English renderings which actually aimed at reproducing their compactness. ‘The hymns, in some cases, will require explanation; but will not a parish Priest find this, in catechising, or sermons, an advantage?’ (Neale 1851b: 397). The strong desire of the Tractarians to teach was present in full measure in Neale.

The Hymnal Noted was never to become popular with congregations. The music saw to that. It is easy today, when so much of Neale’s work is widely familiar, to forget quite how daringly new these hymns must have seemed when the book appeared, yet his translations made an enormous impression. His skill managed, for the most part, to commend the hymns to churchmen despite their party allegiance. Indeed, the surprising thing is not that there were objections to the hymns but that so many of them quickly became accepted. As we have seen, the Romantically inspired fascination with things medieval helped to draw attention to the hymns, just as it led to a desire to reorder churches, but it is impossible to overstate the extent of Neale’s achievement in his Herculean labours of translation. Moreover, his conviction that the Church of England was anxious to possess a hymnal proved accurate, and pointed the way to a project by Oxford Movement disciples which must rank as their lasting contribution to English hymnody.

In 1858 the Revd W. Denton, who had produced a successful Church Hymnal (1853), met with the Revd F. H. Murray, who had produced a small Hymnal for use in the English Church (1852), and they decided that their work should be amalgamated with Hymns and Introits by the Revd G. Cosby White. For assistance Murray turned to the Revd Sir Henry Williams Baker, vicar of Monkland in Herefordshire. Baker was engaged in a similar enterprise and printed in his parish magazine hymns by himself and others. He replied sympathetically, knowing that a major problem faced by churches using existing hymn-books was that further copies would soon become unobtainable. At a meeting in the autumn of 1857, Baker, White, Murray, and others decided that a new hymn-book should be compiled and Baker was appointed secretary for the newly formed committee which would oversee the work. An advertisement appeared in The Guardian, the High Church newspaper, in October 1858, inviting suggestions from those interested in ‘the compilation of a Book which … may secure a more general acceptance from Churchmen’ (Clarke 1960; Leominster History Study Group 2013). Many priests who were engaged in compiling their own hymn-books responded to the invitation, expressing a wide variety of opinions as to the contents of the proposed volume. The wisest advice to the committee came from John Keble, who characteristically declined to join the project but said, ‘If you desire to make a hymn-book for the use of the Church, make it comprehensive’ (Clarke 1960: 24). In January 1859, a large committee met under Baker’s chairmanship to consider the letters they had received and to begin the work of selecting hymns.

Henry Williams Baker (1821–77) has been neglected by historians of the Oxford Movement—a surprising omission, considering that his own verses have won a lasting place in English hymnody and that it was largely his energy and determination which led to the publication of the book called Hymns Ancient & Modern. He was educated at Cambridge, ordained in 1844, and made vicar of Monkland in 1851, remaining in that post until his death. He was a firm adherent to Tractarian teaching, which was the inspiration for his work and writing. Of his own hymns, ‘The King of Love my Shepherd is’ and ‘Lord, Thy Word abideth’ have proved indestructible, while his hymn to the Virgin Mary, ‘Shall we not love thee, Mother dear’, still receives an occasional airing, although, as might be expected, strong objections were made to it in some quarters. With Baker driving them forward the committee produced a specimen booklet by May 1859, followed by an enlarged copy in November which contained 138 hymns. Hymns Ancient & Modern was ready for Advent Sunday 1860. It contained 273 hymns, a little under half of them being translations from Latin and other languages. An edition with music followed in March 1861, produced under the direction of William Henry Monk (1823–89), at that time organist and director of the choir at King’s College, London. He received help from the Professor of Music at Oxford, the Revd Sir Frederick Arthur Gore Ouseley (1825–89), a priest and hereditary baronet influenced by the Oxford Movement, who exerted a major influence on church music by founding the College of St Michael, Tenbury, where boys could be well trained in choral singing (Bland 2000). Tradition ascribes to Monk the name given to the hymnal, one which expressed well the aim of the committee to provide ‘ancient’ hymns, linking contemporary worship with that of the Church of the past, while also offering ‘modern’ works in both words and music.

The new hymn-book saw the light with little publicity, yet by 1868 four and a half million copies had been sold, and a supplement was published that year containing new material by contemporary writers with tunes composed expressly for them. Baker and his committee had taken Keble’s advice to heart, and by restraining any inclination they might have had to incline the book’s contents towards a strongly Tractarian position they provided a hymnal of service to a broader spectrum of churchmanship. They were prepared to include material by John and Charles Wesley as well as by Dissenters such as Isaac Watts. Neale would have disapproved of the inclusion of Watts, for whose hymns and doctrine he had a particular dislike, while giving grudging regard to Charles Wesley. The editors of the new hymnal were more perceptive, since Wesley is now regarded as arguably the greatest of English language hymn writers and his work is acceptable to all mainstream Christian denominations. A major revision of the book in 1875, followed by a further supplement in 1889, confirmed the ability of the editors in attaching memorable tunes to words, and it was this gift which enabled Hymns Ancient & Modern to capture the affection of the Church of England in a manner unparalleled by any other hymn-book of the age. Furthermore, at a time when issues of liturgical ritual were causing great controversy in the Church of England, the book’s balanced approach to the selection of hymns enabled a great deal of Catholic doctrine to enter the hearts and minds of worshippers without trouble or controversy. In 1895 an official enquiry revealed that roughly 75 per cent of churches in England had adopted the book, and between 1889 and 1890 some three and a half million copies were sold.

Hymns Ancient & Modern was not without competitors, chief among them Church Hymns, published in1852, but its superior quality guaranteed its success, and its position as the hymnal of High Church provenance went unchallenged until the appearance of The English Hymnal in 1906. Given the position of Hymns Ancient & Modern as the outstanding contribution to hymnody resulting from the Oxford Movement, it is worth examining some of the Tractarian inspired writers and composers who featured in it and some the themes they addressed. In the nineteenth century an ability to write verses was considered a gentlemanly accomplishment, and the successors of Keble and Newman had no hesitation in following their example by putting devotional thoughts into poetic form. That these verses might eventually be sung in churches was doubtless a further inducement to creativity. Even the staunchly High Church W. E. Gladstone occupied himself in this way as a diversion from politics, and his hymn for Holy Communion, ‘O lead my blindness by the hand’, achieved a place in The English Hymnal. As might be expected, Gladstone had firm views on the singing of hymns and on the use of music in services generally. Where hymns were concerned he insisted that ‘the tunes and words should be thoroughly familiar to the ordinary habitual attendant’ and that ‘being moderate in number they should also be easy … The tunes should in pitch be accommodated to the ordinary registers, avoiding its extremes’ (Gladstone 1994: 353).

Gladstone was at one with his fellow High Churchmen in devotion to Holy Communion. A High doctrine of the sacramental presence of Christ in the eucharist was one of the foundations of Tractarian teaching, and it was to be expected that hymns reflecting this devotion would find a significant place in the new hymnal. Yet Baker and his colleagues were initially restrained in the number of hymns for Holy Communion which they included. Their number was increased in the Revised Edition and the supplements. Among the additions was one by V. S. S. Coles (1845–1929), ‘We pray Thee, heavenly Father’, written for a communicants class in 1870. Still widely used, it is a clear statement of teaching that the eucharist is ‘the catholic oblation’ of Jesus Christ; it also reveals other Tractarian traits, being strongly Trinitarian, as well as having a keen awareness of human sinfulness and the need for penitence. Still finer among the eucharistic hymns was ‘And now, O Father, mindful of the love’ by William Bright (1824–1901), which ranks among the most distinguished hymns for Holy Communion by its combination of doctrine—that all offering of human life and worship is presented and made worthy by the perfect offering of Christ on Calvary—with sensitivity of language. Bright was the learned Professor of Ecclesiastical History at Oxford and wholehearted disciple of the Oxford Movement. He wrote several books of hymns and verses. This hymn is his finest achievement, and also testimony to the desire of the editors of Hymns Ancient & Modern to make richly doctrinal hymns memorable by setting them to a good tune, in this case one specially composed by Monk.

Without examining hymns in detail, it is possible to detect certain themes dear to the Tractarians which emerge from those chosen for Hymns Ancient & Modern. There is the call to adoration of Christ, risen and ascended into heaven yet present in the offering at the altar, where he is also to be adored in the Blessed Sacrament. See, for example, ‘Alleluia! Sing to Jesus!’, ‘Lord, enthroned in heavenly splendour’, and ‘Christians, sing the Incarnation of the Eternal Son of God’. In the hymn ‘Thou Who at Thy first Eucharist didst pray’ (later modified to ‘O thou, who at thy Eucharist didst pray’) there is the recognition that the eucharist is not only the sacramental presence of Christ but also the symbol of the Church’s unity and the means by which that unity is to be achieved. In a century which had seen the controversy caused by the Tractarians, secessions to Rome, disturbances occasioned by ritual matters, and the bitterness consequent upon the prosecution and imprisonment of dedicated priests for ‘ritual offences’, it was not surprising that High Churchmen were concerned for the unity of their Church as an earthly fact and not merely a doctrine. The Revd S. J. Stone, a member of the committee for Hymns Ancient & Modern, gave memorable expression to this hope in ‘The Church’s one foundation’. Because of the strong Tractarian emphasis on the doctrine of the Incarnation it is not surprising to find the Oxford Movement disciples turning to the Church’s liturgical year, with its reminders of events in the earthly life of Christ, to inspire their hymns. Translations from Latin bequeathed them a rich heritage, but new hymns were forthcoming as well. All the great seasons—Advent, Christmas, Lent, and Easter—fared well, and the Tractarian R. F. Littledale made a substantial contribution to the meagre collection of hymns for Whitsun with his translation ‘Come down, O Love Divine’.

Owen Chadwick has pointed out (Chadwick 1970: II.467–8) how the notion of pilgrimage was important in Victorian religion. With great changes taking place in society, and with advancing science challenging traditional Christian thought and belief, there was a feeling in the air of Christians calling to God from darkness and uncertainty. We have seen how Newman’s ‘Lead, Kindly Light’ caught that mood, as did H. F. Lyte’s ‘Abide with me’, inseparable from the tune composed for it by Monk. Amid these doubts the Oxford Movement emphasized dogmatic certainty, and that firm assurance was captured by an unshakeable Tractarian disciple, Sabine Baring-Gould, with his hymn ‘Through the night of doubt and sorrow’, translated from Danish. He used the image of journeying with confident purpose again in his hymn, ‘Onward, Christian soldiers’, which instantly captured worshippers because of Sir Arthur Sullivan’s unforgettable tune ‘St Gertrude’, which has rightly been called ‘a subtle and truly original composition’. It is worth noting that when Sullivan was asked about the tempo he desired for it he specified a metronome value of one crotchet = 100, ‘and this should be used in church’. The impression that the Victorians relished slow hymn singing is clearly open to challenge (Jacobs 1986: 72, 251).

The Tractarian restoration of a supernatural emphasis to Anglican thought and devotion was seen in their conviction of the reality and importance of the Communion of Saints, which led to a renewed observance of the feast days of saints in the Prayer Book. It was natural that hymns would be required for those days, and Hymns Ancient & Modern carefully supplied them, including hymns for St Michael and the angels by Neale and one specially written by Richard Meux Benson (1824–1915), founder of the Society of St John the Evangelist, the first successful religious community for men established in the wake of the Oxford Movement. Two other musicians influenced by the Movement call for particular attention. John Bacchus Dykes (1823–76) was perhaps the most significant High Church composer in the Victorian Church of England, despite the fact that he was not primarily a musician but a deeply committed priest and disciple of the Tractarians. In 1849 he was appointed Precentor and Minor Canon at Durham Cathedral where he greatly improved the performance of the choir. Learning that Hymns Ancient & Modern was being planned, Dykes sent Monk seven hymn tunes which he had composed. All were accepted and he was asked to send more. In all, sixty tunes by Dykes appeared in the new hymnal, and in 1861 the University of Durham awarded him an honorary doctorate of music. Made vicar of St Oswald’s church, Durham, in 1862, he came into conflict with his relentlessly anti-Tractarian bishop, Charles Baring, whose refusal to grant him a curate may have contributed to his collapse and early death (Fowler 1897). His music made a notable impact on hymn singing—Newman attributed the success of ‘Lead, Kindly Light’ to Dykes’s music for it—and many of his tunes have proved lasting. Dykes exhibited great skill in allying music to words, frequently employing rich harmonies.

The other composer to be noted is Sir John Stainer (1840–1941). A convinced follower of Tractarian ideals, he helped to edit later editions of Hymns Ancient & Modern, where he was a stern critic of many of the tunes sent to him. This was to be expected from a man who had worked at St Michael’s College with Ouseley, and who later laboured heroically to raise the musical standards at St Paul’s Cathedral when he was appointed organist in 1871 (Dibble 2007). The Chapter of St Paul’s at the time was one of the finest ever assembled in an Anglican cathedral. The Dean, Richard William Church, and Canon Henry Parry Liddon were definite Oxford Movement men, and worked to lead a revolution in the standard of the cathedral’s life and worship. The transformation Stainer effected there, supported by the cathedral Chapter, was a major contribution to church music by a Tractarian disciple. Stainer remains best known for his Passiontide cantata, The Crucifixion, whose words, by the Revd W. J. Sparrow Simpson, show clear Tractarian influence and carried a High doctrine of the Incarnation and the eucharist into many a Victorian breast.

To conclude this brief survey of the contribution of the Oxford Movement to hymnody and church music it is appropriate to ask why those who followed Tractarian teaching considered hymns so important. They turned to hymnody partly from their desire to proclaim in reverent worship the majesty and mystery of God. However, they joined hands with the early hymn writers of the Church in believing that hymns were a tool not only for worship but for teaching. As has already been said, words sung tend to stick in the mind better than words heard or read, a point the hymn writers appreciated. In this they stood squarely in the Tractarian tradition of promoting sound doctrine. For the most part they brought to their verses an intellectual rigour which discouraged mere emotionalism. They aimed at instructing the mind while helping to raise the heart in adoration to God, as opposed to merely expressing the personal feelings of the writer. The achievement of these authors and composers is evident when we consider the number of their works which have found a permanent place in the hymn-books of the principal English-speaking denominations.

Ouseley delivered a sermon in Derby in 1860 which captured the aspirations of many Oxford Movement followers with regard to choral singing and the use of hymns:


Oh! It is a glorious thing to join with Angels and Archangels and all the company of Heaven in one chorus of rapturous adoration! It is a great privilege thus to realise the grand doctrine of the Communion of Saints, to bridge over the gulph [sic] that divides us from the world of spirits, by a choral arch of which the keystone is ever Christ our Lord! (Ouseley and Dykes 1861)
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CHAPTER 27



THE REVIVAL OF THE RELIGIOUS LIFE

The Sisterhoods



CAROL ENGELHARDT HERRINGER

ONE of the most significant and long-lived achievements of the Oxford Movement was the establishment of religious life for women in the Church of England. Beginning in the 1840s, over 100 sisterhoods were established by Tractarian clergymen, women who sympathized with the Movement’s ideals, and the spiritual successors of both groups. While these sisterhoods were very controversial, especially in their early decades, they were also very successful: in 1900, several thousand women were living in sixty communities, and approximately 10,000 women had spent at least some time in a sisterhood between 1845 and 1900 (Mumm 1999: 3). These institutions were the result of several converging forces: the Tractarian emphasis on living a holy and sacramental life, the growing recognition that unmarried women needed productive work to do, an increasing concern with the plight of the poor, and the Victorian impulse to form and join organizations.

Anglican sisterhoods were part of a larger movement towards religious life that was also manifested in other ways in the Church of England as well as in the Roman Catholic Church and Protestant denominations on the Continent and in the United States. Within the Church of England, the other alternative for single women to do religious work was the deaconess movement, which began about two decades after sisterhoods were first established. This movement, which trained single women for parish service, was modelled on the example found in Kaiserwerth, Germany, where in 1837 the modern deaconess movement was established in the Lutheran Church by Theodo Fliedner and his wife. In the Church of England, the Deaconess Order was largely supported by the Low Church clergymen, who saw deaconesses as a way to compete with Anglican sisterhoods (Prelinger 1986: 164), while the deaconesses saw themselves as competing with Dissenting organizations, such as the Salvation Army (Prelinger 1986: 178). As a result of its patriarchal structure, more individualistic work model, and lack of male support, this movement was never as successful as the sisterhoods. At the turn of the century, there were only about 180 deaconesses; by 1914, the number had almost doubled, to 350 (Prelinger 1986: 170, 178–82).

The impulses towards a communal form of religious life that shaped the sisterhoods also inspired a monastic movement within the Church of England, such as the one John Henry Newman established at Littlemore in 1842. However, these tended to be short-lived and were never as numerous as the sisterhoods. Their lack of success is attributable primarily to the fact that men had other options for meaningful work in general and religious work specifically. Not until the 1880s was there sustained interest in founding brotherhoods (Allchin 1958: 230).

Anglican sisterhoods and the deaconess movement were also part of a larger resurgence of interest in vowed religious life for women in Europe. On the Continent, this revival was centred in two Roman Catholic countries, Belgium and France, where it led to a large increase in the number of women entering religious orders and to the establishment of new orders that were active rather than contemplative (O’Brien 1997: 142; Magray 1998: 9). In Ireland, the growth in women’s orders began in the late eighteenth century and continued in the context of the ‘devotional revolution’, with the result that over the course of the nineteenth century there was a large increase in the number of orders, religious houses, and vowed religious women. In 1800, there were 120 women living in eighteen Roman Catholic religious houses, but in 1900 there were 8,000 women living in 368 houses (Magray 1998: 9). Many of these Irish and continental orders established houses in the United States, where new orders were also founded, and in England after 1829.

The interest in religious communities for women represented, in some ways, a return to a pre-Reformation culture and values. Convents had flourished in medieval England (and indeed throughout Britain as well as in Ireland) until they were dissolved, along with monasteries, by the Acts of 1536 and 1539, as part of Henry VIII’s schism with the Roman Catholic Church. For the next three centuries, notwithstanding the sympathy for monastic life expressed by some seventeenth-century divines (Allchin 1958: 15–19), vowed religious life was not an option for Anglican women. (Roman Catholic convents were revived during the brief reign of Mary I (1553–8), but they did not survive Mary’s death. In 1609 Mary Ward established the Institute of Mary—now called the Institute of the Blessed Virgin—although conflicts with the hierarchy meant that the Institute struggled to gain official approval and was briefly suppressed in 1631. Most Roman Catholic women who sought vowed religious life before 1829 went to the Continent, although after 1829 the rapid growth in religious houses in England, reaching more than 500 by 1900, gave them a domestic option.)

Throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, various schemes were proposed to revive communities for women in England. These proposals—which were put forth in works such as Margaret Cavendish, Duchess of Newcastle’s play The Convent of Pleasure (1662); Mary Astell’s Serious Proposal for Ladies (1694); Clement Barksdale’s A Letter Touching a Colledge of Maids: or, A Virgin-Society (1675); and Sarah Scott’s Millennium Hall—were more concerned with female education than with piety (Hill 1987: 107–14). Nevertheless, they often drew on the medieval model of the convent, as is shown by the use of pre-Reformation terminology in Mary Astell’s call for a ‘Monastery’ that would better prepare women to be wives and mothers, as well as giving them a respite from society (Hill 1987: 107–9).

During this period, there were few practical examples of religious communities. The most famous was at Little Gidding, where in 1625 Nicholas Ferrar and his extended family, including servants, established a community dedicated to religious worship, education, and work. There were so many single girls and young women that they constituted a separate group, although Nicholas Ferrar refused to let two who asked take a vow of virginity (Hill 1987: 110–11). This community did not survive the English Civil Wars. Another, longer-lived example of a mixed-sex religious institution was the Royal Foundation of St Katherine, founded by Queen Matilda in 1147 and staffed by a Master, three Brethren in holy orders, and three sisters. In 1825 the Foundation moved to Regent’s Park, where an almshouse was established, although it seems unlikely that the Tractarians knew of this foundation (Williams and Campbell 1965: 2; Anson 1964: 27).

Beginning in the late eighteenth century, the introduction of the Gothic style in literature, architecture, and the decorative arts helped encourage a greater acceptance of Catholicism. In the same period, the presence of Roman Catholic bishops, priests, monks, and nuns fleeing first the French Revolution and later the Napoleonic government helped to make Anglicans more accepting of religious orders (Anson 1973: 14–16; Anson 1964: 24–5; O’Brien 1997: 152–3). At the same time, practical concerns—especially the need for nurses—led to calls for the establishment of religious orders in the Church of England. In an 1819 essay for the Quarterly Review and ten years later in his Sir Thomas More, the Poet Laureate Robert Southey advocated an English iteration of the Beguines or the Sisters of Mercy. The Revd A. R. C. Dallas’s A Letter Addressed to the Lord Bishop of London (1826) urged the founding of a nursing sisterhood, while ignoring the religious impulse that would lead a woman to leave family and friends for a different kind of life (Allchin 1958: 40–50; Manning 1985: 38). In that same year, Mrs Elizabeth Fry, a Quaker philanthropist, established a group of nursing sisters in Whitechapel (Anson 1964: 26).

It was not until the advent of the Tractarian movement that a coordinated religious movement could make viable a practical impulse. The Tractarian desire to lead a holy, sacramental life and validation of vowed chastity gave a structure and a justification to women who sought to help the poor and marginalized while living a celibate life in a religious community. The first step towards establishing Anglican sisterhoods was a private one, when in 1841 Marian Hughes—who had been inspired in part by Newman’s suggestion, in his series of essays collected as The Church of the Fathers, that a Sisters of Mercy be established—took the three vows of poverty, chastity, and obedience before Edward Bouverie Pusey. While her family situation prevented her from living in community, her desire to take vows encouraged Pusey to begin a sisterhood, an undertaking he had sought since his late daughter Lucy had expressed, at a young age, a desire to become an Anglican sister (Allchin 1958: 60–1). Both she and Pusey began investigating Roman Catholic convents, she in France and he in Ireland (Williams and Campbell 1965: 6). In 1849, free of family obligations, Marian Hughes founded the Society of the Holy and Undivided Trinity in Oxford.

The first Anglican sisterhood established was the Sisterhood of the Holy Cross, popularly known as the Park Village Sisterhood, after its location near Regent’s Park, London. It originated as a memorial to Southey, who had died in 1843, and was the work of a committee of Tractarian clergymen, including Pusey, Thomas Thelluson Carter, and William Dodsworth, as well as the Ritualist John Mason Neale, and prominent laymen, among them Lord John Manners (later Duke of Rutland) and the future Prime Minister William Eward Gladstone. It opened at Easter time 1845 with two sisters, with a third joining shortly thereafter; the Mother Superior, Miss Emma Langston, arrived in May. This community remained small, and from the beginning it was beset by problems. The fundamental problem was that neither the new sisters nor the all-male committee that had established and continued to supervise the Park Village Sisterhood had any real knowledge of vowed religious life for women. This led to a series of personnel problems: Mother Emma was temperamentally unsuited for leadership; several women left for the Roman Catholic Church, as did Dodsworth, the sisters’ spiritual director (Williams and Campbell 1965: 116–17); and several of the sisters followed Pusey in practising an extreme asceticism that left them unable to work and in one case led to the death of the sister (Williams and Campbell 1965: 43, 68).

In the decade of its independent existence, the Sisterhood did significant social relief work, both in the nearby slums and in the Crimean War, but when Mother Emma returned from the Crimea in 1856 to face the financial difficulties of the Sisterhood, she resigned her position, and shortly thereafter, she converted to Roman Catholicism. The Park Village Sisterhood did not survive as an independent order and is now taken as a cautionary tale that a sisterhood cannot be run by a committee of men, that ‘an adequate head’ is needed, and that bodily deprivation must be moderated. More positively, this Sisterhood taught Anglicans that some were called to a contemplative life (Williams and Campbell 1965: xv–xvi).

While the Park Village Sisterhood was struggling, four of the most significant sisterhoods were established and all, after overcoming some early obstacles, flourished. Not coincidentally, they were usually the result of a cooperative effort between a Tractarian clergyman and a determined woman with a call to religious life.

What became the largest Anglican sisterhood, the Community of St Mary the Virgin, was established at Wantage in 1848. After the conversions of Henry Edward Manning and two of the sisters, leadership was assumed by the new vicar of Wantage, William John Butler—who had been influenced by Tractarianism at Oxford and in his first curacy, at Dogmersfield—and one of the remaining sisters, Harriet Day, who became the new Superior (Allchin 1958: 85–6; Anson 1964: 247). Butler was one of the few Anglicans who had any real knowledge of existing Roman Catholic orders, having spent much time in France (Allchin 1958: 92), yet he had less influence than did the all-male committee that directed the Park Village Sisterhood: although Butler wanted the sisters’ work to be dedicated to education, they expanded beyond this to do rescue work, maternity work, and parish work (Carpenter 1991: 422). The Community, which was noted for its plainchant (Anson 1964: 251–2), flourished, growing from seven sisters in 1861 to fifty by 1875 (Hill 1973: 87), and establishing branch houses in Britain, India, and South Africa. Here, though, imperial considerations could impede the bonds of sisterhood, as the case of Pandita Ramabai showed (Burton 1995: 29–30, 33, 46). One sign of the Community’s success was its large numbers of Associates, including the Tractarian novelist Charlotte Yonge; Priest Associates, including Alexander Mackonochie, Pelham Dale, and Montague Noel; and Bishop Associates, including Francis Paget of Oxford.

Also in 1848, Priscilla Lydia Sellon—whom Pusey called ‘the Restorer, after three centuries, of the Religious Life in the English Church’ (Williams 1950: xxi–xxii)—founded the Church of England Sisterhood of Mercy in the port city of Devonport, in response to a call for help in the community by Bishop Henry Phillpotts (Williams 1950: 8–9). Through visits to Tractarian friends in Regent’s Park, Sellon had come to know Pusey and the Park Village Sisterhood (Williams 1965: 6–7). She became a close friend of Pusey’s, a friendship that was sometimes mischaracterized (Williams and Campbell 1965: 19; Williams 1965: 44–5). Joined at first only by her friend Catherine Chambers, Sellon envisioned a wide range of philanthropic work, much of it focused on sailors and soldiers and their families, as well as immigrants to the port of Plymouth. The Devonport sisterhood quickly expanded its endeavours to include an orphanage, various educational ventures, homes for old sailors and their wives as well as for poor families, and a soup kitchen.

Even in an era in which sisterhoods faced a great deal of public hostility and even violence, often as a result of practices—including the wearing of habits, the taking of vows, and the practice of celibacy—that seemed suspiciously like Roman Catholicism, the Devonport Sisters of Mercy were especially controversial in their early years. In 1849, accusations that Sellon’s order used objects associated with Roman Catholicism, including rosary beads and flowers on the altar, led Phillpotts to convene a public hearing; he dismissed the charges and praised the sisters’ work with the poor, although he regretted the use of the cross and flowers on the altar. In spite of this verdict, the charges were renewed a few years later. A second disturbance occurred in 1850, when the festivities following the dedication of the sisterhood’s first permanent home, St Dunstan’s Abbey—designed by William Butterfield and financed by Sellon—were disrupted by a Protestant mob and the police were called (Anson 1973: 28–9; Williams 1965: 79–80). These controversies and Phillpotts’s doubt that the sisters were adhering to the policy against taking permanent vows led him to resign as Visitor to the Community in 1851 (Anson 1964: 300; Hill 1973: 216).

In 1850, Sellon added a second, cloistered order to the sisterhood for those women not suited to an active life. In 1854 several of her Sisters joined Mother Emma and other Sisters from the Park Village Sisterhood to go as nurses to the Crimea, during which time Sellon took over direction of the Park Village Sisterhood. Upon Mother Emma’s resignation, the Devonport Society absorbed the Park Village Society in 1858 to create the Congregation of Religious of the Society of the Most Holy Trinity, commonly called the Society of the Most Holy Trinity (SMHT). At this point, Sellon divided the Sisterhood into three orders, the second of which—the Sisters of the Sacred Heart of the Love of Jesus—was a contemplative order. In the 1860s, financial difficulties forced the SMHT to curtail its activities in Plymouth and Devonport, yet the Society’s geographic reach expanded. In this decade, land was purchased for what became Ascot Priory (thanks largely to Pusey’s use of his mother’s legacy), and several sisters went to Hawai’i to establish a school for girls. The Sisterhood’s ambitious work belied its small numbers; there were only thirty Sisters in the late 1860s. Eventually, the Society dedicated itself to contemplative prayer rather than outside works, and after 1878, aspirants were accepted only to the contemplative Second Order.

The successes and failures of first the Devonport Sisters of Mercy and then the SMHT were partly the result of Sellon’s personality. She remains the most controversial of all the early foundresses: she has been praised for her ‘youthful enthusiasm, broad vision, indomitable will’ (Williams and Campbell 1965: 26) and her intelligence and personality (Vicinus 1985: 70), but also castigated for her ‘authoritative’ personality (Allchin 1958: 134) and described as ‘a domineering and self-righteous woman’ (Vicinus 1985: 70).

Another exemplary partnership was the one between Harriet Monsell, the young widow of the clergyman Charles Monsell, and Thomas Thellusson Carter, rector of Clewer. This parish sisterhood, which became known as the most socially prestigious order (Bonham 1992: 117; Mumm 1999: 8), built on the work with destitute women which had been begun by Mariquita Tennant, the Spanish widow of an English clergyman, in 1849. Mrs Tennant’s ill-health and conflicting goals between her and Carter led to her work being taken over by Mrs Monsell. In 1852, Mother Harriet, as she came to be known, was professed before Samuel Wilberforce, Bishop of Oxford, and installed as the first superior of the Community of St John Baptist. The Clewer community flourished, partly because of the cooperation between the scholarly, reserved Carter and the cheerful, practical Harriet Monsell (Bonham 1992: 93–6). It also benefited from the support of Samuel Wilberforce, Bishop of Oxford (Bonham 1992: 117). The primary work of the order was with women on the streets, who were trained to be servants. Some of these women, known as Magdalens, remained at Clewer; this life could be seen as evidence of the sisters’ belief in redemption (Bonham 1992: chaps. 18–21) or as a virtual prison, as the women had nowhere else to go, having been rejected by their families (Vicinus 1985: 79). Free of controversies, the order grew rapidly, from eight Sisters in 1855 to 201 in 1884 (Bonham 1992: 133). By 1900 there were more than 300 Sisters at Clewer (Allchin 1958: 82), and by 1918, the Community had established houses in the United States and India as well as throughout England (Anson 1964: 313–16).

In 1855 the Ritualist priest John Mason Neale—who had championed the revival of monastic life in his novel Ayton Priory, or the Restored Monastery (1843)—founded the Society of St Margaret in East Grinstead, to accommodate two women who wanted to join a sisterhood and agreed to provide nursing to his rural community. Conceived as a sisterhood that would be open to the world, St Margaret’s also took over an orphanage established by Neale’s sister Elizabeth in addition to its primary work of nursing and parish visiting. The sisterhood grew rapidly in its first two decades, in spite of a scandal caused by a riot in 1857 at the funeral of Emily Scobell, who had joined the Society of St Margaret over her father’s objections, and a number of conversions to Roman Catholicism in 1865. It expanded first to London and then throughout Britain and to North America, Ceylon, and Johannesburg, South Africa. This community was distinguished by a simple, practical approach to charitable work and by the Ritualism championed by Neale, which had eucharistic devotions at the heart of its worship.

In the 1850s, a number of sisterhoods besides Wantage, Clewer, and East Grinstead (which was effectively if not technically a parish sisterhood) were established in parishes with Tractarian clergy. These included sisterhoods at the parishes of St Thomas the Martyr, Oxford (1851), St Michael and All Angels, Bussage, Gloucester (1851), and All Saints, Margaret Street (1856), as well as the Community of the Holy Cross (1857), which was established to work with the Ritualist priest Charles Lowder first at St George’s-in-the-East and then at St Peter’s, London Docks. Like other sisterhoods founded in this period, the work of most parish sisterhoods included education, nursing, and working with orphans and prostitutes. These and other sisterhoods continued to grow in number and size, from approximately 100 women in fourteen orders in 1860 to, thirty years later, several thousand women in fifty-four sisterhoods (Vicinus 1985: 49–50). They established houses throughout England and overseas, including in the United States, South Africa, India, Korea, and Persia (Anson 1964: 323–4, 390, 410). Those established after 1870 were less likely to work with prostitutes, choosing instead to work with the poor or with children (Vicinus 1985: 80).

After the controversies of the early decades, most of these sisterhoods did their work undisturbed. A notable exception to this tranquillity was the Sisters of the Church, founded in 1870 by Emily Ayckbown, who in 1863 had founded the Church Extension Association to provide access to church for the poor, either by funding their building or paying for pew-rents. Energetic, determined, and self-confident, Mother Emily directed the sisterhood’s work of caring for the poor and the sick and providing education; she courted publicity and was controversial for her ‘high-handed’ manner and a sometimes loose accounting of funds (Vicinus 1985: 72–3; Anson 1964: 439–44). Notwithstanding these controversies, the sisterhood flourished in Britain and overseas. By the end of the nineteenth century, Sisters of the Church were working in Canada, India, Australia, and New Zealand; they later went to Upper Burma and South Africa.

In contrast to the wealth of information known about the foundresses and the work of the orders, the scarcity of records means that it is difficult to know the names or even the social status of most of those who joined these orders, although most women were probably from the middle classes (Bonham 1992: 125–8). They were also likely from large, authoritarian families in rural areas or market towns (Vicinus 1985: 51, 55). Orders that were divided into choir and lay sisters, as most were in the nineteenth century, accepted women of higher social status and greater financial means as choir sisters, with women from the working classes being relegated to the status of lay sisters (Bonham 1992: 124; Mumm 1999: 8, 35–8). Even in sisterhoods that did not distinguish between choir and lay sisters, most leadership roles were held by women of a higher family status (Mumm 1999: 40). Especially in the nineteenth century, vocations were as likely to be motivated by practical concerns, including a desire to remain single and to have useful work, as for religious reasons. As options for laywomen expanded in the twentieth century, religious motivations became more significant (Mumm 1999: 13–16). Of those who joined a sisterhood, about half the women did not complete the novitiate, but most of those who did stayed in the order, although choir sisters were more likely than lay sisters to remain (Mumm 1999: 28–9).

Daily life in a sisterhood was highly regulated by devotions, work, and a hierarchy that could even demand that sisters curtsey to the Mother Superior. The Rule that governed each sisterhood was usually modelled initially on the Rule of one or more Roman Catholic orders and often modified over the years. Having taken a vow of poverty, the sisters ate very simple food and wore habits. Initially their contact with their families was limited, but this restriction was relaxed as a result of opposition from the bishops and scandals such as the one at Emily Scobell’s funeral. The scarcity of individual records means that we know more about the externals of the sisterhoods than we do about the interior lives of the sisters.

Much of the work the Anglican sisterhoods did in the nineteenth century was work deemed to be typically feminine, including caring for orphans, nursing, educating at all levels, and visiting the poor. As a group, their most significant work was with prostitutes: over half the orders worked with prostitutes in penitentiaries, and most of the approximately 250 penitentiaries in Britain were run by Anglican orders (Mumm 1999: 99–100). Their choice to do this work shows their belief in redemption (Mumm 1996: 527; 1999: 107), although the prostitutes did not always appreciate the disciplined work environment that was part of their rehabilitation (Vicinus 1985: 79). Their work with fallen women, like their work as nurses, provided a contrast between their perceived purity and the moral and physical degradation associated with those they served (Vicinus 1985: 77–8).

The work the sisters did gained them whatever societal approval they had and contributed to the improvement of Victorian society (Mumm 1999: 93). Their work has also led scholars to understand the sisters as incipient independent professional women who formed their own supportive, even feminist, communities and their work as establishing the foundations for modern professions, including nursing and social work (Carpenter 1991: 417, 420; Mumm 1999: x, xii, 9–10, 74–5, 79, 95, 115–18, 125–8; Vicinus 1985: 83).

The sisterhoods flourished despite an initial lack of support from most bishops, who often feared their popularity or subscribed to the popular stereotype that women could not deal with the responsibility of running a community (Mumm 1999: 137, 141–2). Bishops were further wary of sisterhoods because they challenged assumptions about the primacy of marriage and the family, because they could appear to be Roman Catholic, and because they were somewhat independent (Heeney 1988: 66–7). One of the major points of disagreement between the sisters and the bishops was the taking of vows. From the beginning, most communities wanted to take binding vows (Allchin 1958: 77–8; Anson 1964: 281–2; Mumm 1999: 33–5), whereas bishops—even the generally sympathetic Wilberforce—were united in opposing these (Allchin 1958: 142; Bonham 1992: 111–12). It was not until 1891 that, facing the sisters’ continued determination to take vows and fearing less the influence of Roman Catholicism, Convocation gave qualified approval to vows in 1891 (Allchin 1958: 175).

However, because there were no rules forbidding the establishment of sisterhoods, the bishops’ options were limited (Mumm 1999: 137–8). The most they could do to express their disapproval was to decline to serve as Visitor to sisterhoods. Some sisterhoods chose not to have a Visitor. The animosity between the Archbishop of Canterbury, Edward Benson, and Mother Emily Ayckbown was such that the Sisters of the Church did not have a Visitor until after both had died (Allchin 1958: 214–15). Relations between sisterhoods and bishops improved by the 1870s, and in the 1870s and 1880s some bishops even founded sisterhoods (Anson 1964: 436–7).

Sisterhoods also faced popular opposition. In articles and in cartoons, Punch regularly lampooned the sisterhoods as catering to elite women who played at piety, until their service in the Crimean War protected them from such jibes (Anson 1973: 27–8; Casteras 1981: 160–1). However, those with personal connections to the sisterhoods were more supportive. Charlotte Yonge discussed sisterhoods in several of her novels, including The Heir of Redclyffe (1853), The Three Brides (1867), and The Pillars of the House (1873) (Allchin 1958: 119). William Wordsworth wrote a number of poems about convents and monasteries (Manning 1985: 35), including a sonnet, ‘To Miss Sellon’ after the 1849 controversy (Williams 1965: 43). His poem ‘Stanzas Suggested in a Steam-Boat off St Bees Heads, on the Coast of Cumberland’, was an engagement with the debate over sisterhoods (Manning 1985: 37, 41–2, 47–9). Christina Rossetti’s Goblin Market (1862) can be seen as an affirmation of the work sisterhoods, especially those in London with which she was familiar (one of which, All Saints, Margaret Street, her older sister Maria had joined as an Associate Sister in 1856 and a full member in 1873), were doing with women on the streets (Carpenter 1991: 417–18, 430). However, contradicting the reality of the sisters’ active work, most literary and artistic works depicted nuns as women who had renounced the world, including romantic love (Casteras 1981: 166–8; Roden 1998: 65).

The establishment of Anglican sisterhoods coincided with the Ritualist movement, which championed the neo-Gothic architecture and interiors that emphasized the sacraments and the priest who administered them and that defined the Church of England as a Catholic Church. The coincidence of these two movements, which shared important values, meant that some of the most noted architects approved by Tractarians and The Ecclesiologist designed buildings, including chapels, for the sisterhoods. In 1850 William Butterfield designed the interior refurbishment (at no charge) of St Saviour’s Convent on Osnaburgh Street for the Park Village Sisterhood; he also designed St Dunstan’s Abbey for the Devonport Society, also gratis. He later designed the chapel at Ascot Priory as well as the first chapel for the Community of St John Baptist, Wantage; the second chapel was designed by John Loughborough Pearson (1889) (Anson 1964: 243). Butterfield’s pupil Henry Woodyer designed the buildings at Clewer, which were dedicated in 1858 (Bonham 1992: chaps. 16–17).

The history of the sisterhoods in the twentieth century was one of expansion into Ireland and Wales, a shift from productive work in the community to a contemplative life and a Benedictine spirituality, and, after the First World War, declining numbers and closing orders (Mumm 1999: 18–19). Of the four most significant early sisterhoods, only the Society of the Most Holy Trinity is no longer in existence; today Ascot Priory is used as a retreat centre. The sisterhoods at Wantage, Clewer, and East Grinstead now focus on contemplative prayer and spiritual direction.

Anglican sisterhoods were not a revival of pre-Reformation orders (Carpenter 1991: 420) but rather of religious life for women. They were, like the Church of England, neither entirely new nor a seamless continuation of an older institution. Tractarian clergymen and the women who valued vowed religious life drew on the precedent of the medieval institutions as well as their second-hand knowledge of contemporary Roman Catholic institutions. While the Rules, dress, and structure of these institutions provided the framework for Anglican sisterhoods, the Anglican sisterhoods were not mere copies of them. One key difference was that they operated within a different ecclesiastical structure, one that was more suspicious and less welcoming of them. Notwithstanding the obstacles they faced—including lack of first-hand knowledge and intense opposition from their families, their church, and their culture—Anglican sisterhoods enabled women to do significant work, to act independently of their families, and to create supportive communities with prayer at their centre. With their shift to a focus on contemplative life in the twentieth century, they remained counter-cultural. As women have more professional and educational opportunities, the sisterhoods testify to the value of silence and meditation in a materialistic, frenzied world. In this as well as in their claiming a space for women in the Anglican community and in the public sphere, Anglican sisterhoods have an important role in women’s history as well as religious history.
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CHAPTER 28



DEVOTIONAL AND LITURGICAL RENEWAL

Ritualism and Protestant Reaction



GEORGE HERRING

INTRODUCTION

BY the 1860s it was becoming clear both to the Tractarians and their opponents that the outward appearance of the Oxford Movement was in the process of being transformed. An increasing number of clergy were wearing chasubles or burning incense during celebrations of the eucharist. Where had this ‘ritualism’ originated; what was its relationship to earlier phases of the Movement; and more particularly, was it a logical outcome as the Ritualists themselves and some later historians have assumed? (Herring 2016: 190–239).

TRACTARIAN CEREMONIAL

In sermons preached in the church of St Mary the Virgin, Oxford, Newman warned any potential liturgist of a number of likely pitfalls, and counselled a sense of balance and proportion (Herring 2016: 73–81). True worship involved the material as well as the spiritual. ‘There is no such thing as abstract religion’, he argued, but rather things spiritual had of necessity to take a material form; there had to be rites and ceremonies (Newman 1831: 74). This incarnated worship extended from the people to the buildings in which it was performed, and so the actual materials of a church took on an enhanced meaning: ‘All that is noble in their architecture, all that captivates the eye and makes its way to the heart, is not a human imagination, but a divine gift, a moral result, a spiritual work’ (Newman 1836a: 278). Thus the liturgy and its setting embodied the sacramental principle, that ‘incoming into this world of the Invisible Kingdom of Christ’ (Newman 1840: 288). A formal liturgy reverently performed by clergy and people in an appropriate building was essential to the revival he sought within the Church of England. Another element of balance was between the head and the heart. For Newman Evangelicals had relied too much on the latter, on ‘excitements’ and ‘feelings’; they had divorced the subjective element of the heart from the objective restraint of the intellect. ‘Excitements are the indisposition of the mind’, he asserted, ‘and of these excitements in different ways the services of divine worship are the proper antidotes’ (Newman 1835: 337). So if people ‘come to Church to have their hearts put into strange new forms, and their feelings moved and agitated, they come for what they will not find’ (Newman 1836b: 11). Anglican liturgy was designed to emulate the ceaseless worship of eternity, not to promote novelty. So there was ‘the true way of doing devotional service; not to have feelings without acts, or acts without feelings; but both to do and to feel’ (Newman 1836b: 16).

Newman was, however, equally conscious of another imbalance into which the unregulated enthusiasms of the devout could lead Christians, and one more pertinent for the early followers of the Movement. Excessive ceremonial observances could be just as dangerous as other forms of excitements. While he was convinced that believing ‘that all rites and ceremonies are mere niceties … and trifles’ was as liberal in its own way as saying that ‘it matters not what a man believes’, the particular danger for Tractarians was in over-emphasizing the ceremonies at the expense of other elements (Newman 1838: 17). He was at pains to stress to the early followers of the Movement that they should be vigilant ‘that our outward show does not outstrip our inward progress; that whatever gift, rare or beautiful, we introduce here, may be but a figure of inward beauty, and unseen sanctity ornamenting our hearts’ (Newman 1840: 294).

He was especially concerned with the growing fascination for the architecture of medieval churches, and with the danger of regarding them ‘as works of art, not fruits of grace’ (Newman 1836a: 279). Even in the most materially dilapidated and decayed of churches Christ could still be worshipped, for the ‘Temple is greater than the gold’ of which it is made (Newman 1840: 292). For all Christians the starting point was the same reality, ‘to have our hearts penetrated with the love of Christ’ (Newman 1839: 39). But this should not end either in superficial ‘feelings’ nor in mere outward ceremonial, both of which were divorced from inward spiritual progress. By the early 1840s Newman was becoming increasingly alarmed by the growing uncritical adulation of Gothic architecture, especially the propaganda of the Cambridge Camden Society founded in 1839. This is reflected both in his sermons and letters from this period (Newman 1842a: 115–17, 119–20, 122; 1842b: 391–4). ‘There are after all things of greater consequence than ceremonies’ he wrote to a correspondent about the Society in 1842 with respect to the relationship between theology and its external expression, adding that ‘I cannot but fear that some of its promoters have given too little time to the foundation, before they began to build’ (LDN IX.8). Newman was coming to fear that his warnings about lack of balance were being realized.

In this he was not alone. As early as 1839 in response to an enthusiastic young clerical correspondent, Pusey argued that the wearing of eucharistic vestments at that stage of the Movement was beginning at the wrong end and would give the impression that it was more concerned with outward show that inward truths. He was as clear as Newman that ceremonial must be the expression of what is within. These fears were to be repeated even more forcefully by Pusey four years later, again echoing Newman in stressing that spiritual severity should always be a counterweight to the beauty of holiness (Liddon 1893–7: II.142–5, 476–7). In addition writers in other ways as advanced as Frederick Oakeley and F. W. Faber in the early 1840s were also warning against premature developments in ceremonial outrunning the slower pace of doctrinal rediscovery (Härdelin 1965: 334–9).

In the years after 1845, as the Movement gathered strength in the parishes of England, these sentiments were repeated by a later generation of Tractarians (Herring 2016: 82–98). On the one hand the parochial clergy sought to teach their parishioners the truths of the Catholic faith through a judicious use of externals. T. T. Carter at Clewer wrote that the Tractarians built churches ‘according to a divine law, to make this earth Christ’s visible possession’ (Carter 1850: 5); and inside those churches the reverential nature of the services were ‘not a mere external scheme … but all instinct with life … and having mysterious and necessary influence in the formation of God’s elect’ (Carter 1846: 14). James Skinner preached an entire sermon to his congregation to explain the theological significance of the various ornaments in the church, the altar, cross, candles, and colours changing with the liturgical year (Skinner 1856). Edward Monro argued that most rural congregations were entirely ignorant of many fundamental doctrines, so when they were ‘connected with religious acts and rites, they become far more easy of apprehension to the poor … and those truths become much clearer when the rite is carefully administered and due preparation made’ (Monro 1850a: 105).

Yet on the other hand when the Tractarian clerical novelist W. E. Heygate described the revived liturgy in a fictional restored church he categorized it as ‘very plain and simple still’ (Heygate 1848: 184). Many later Tractarians were no less at pains than Newman had been to achieve that judicious balance in liturgical arrangements. Heygate had also written of people attracted to the Movement for the wrong reasons, to ‘revel in chant, to contemplate the cathedral, to talk of architecture … Was all this very poetic and very captivating?’ But when ‘finding Churchmanship more real, practical, severe, and hard’ some would turn away (Heygate 1847: 11–12). Monro was equally as critical of those attracted by ‘hollow aestheticism’ and again in terms reminiscent of Newman and Pusey, warning that these were ‘but a chrysalis, in which the immortal soul is preparing to spread its wings into eternal day. We must not spend our time there’, but rather ‘[r]everse the order, and begin with the hearts of your people; then let your church be beautiful, because so many grateful hearts are burning for an adequate place wherein to return God thanks for His redeeming love’ (Monro 1850b: 105–7).

At the same time, Tractarians also believed that the clergy should be considerate and not move at a faster pace than their parishioners could follow. For example, they counselled against lighting the candles on the altar before the theological symbolism was generally understood, with William Gresley declaring that the Anglican eucharist ‘regularly carried out needs no accession of ceremony’ (Gresley 1859: 166). Heygate also believed that it should be possible to pay the same reverence to mysteries ‘plainly clad’ as to those performed with elaborate ceremonial (Heygate 1851: 150). But perhaps Gresley best conveyed the essence of Tractarian ceremonial during these years when he encapsulated it in the phrase ‘chaste magnificence’ (Gresley 1846: 70).

What all of this points to is a consistent Tractarian policy from the start of the Movement to the end of the 1850s of that balance in theory and practice between legitimate, appropriate, and practical ceremonial, combined with a firm resistance to anything which ran to unnecessary or exaggerated extremes, potentially endangering the theological and pastoral progress of the Movement. Mainstream Tractarianism had successfully confined such extremes to the very margins of the Movement. By 1859 Gresley could claim that even this minuscule number was waning rapidly, ‘withered and gone like the last roses of summer’ (Gresley 1859: 53).

THE ORIGINS OF RITUALISM

Within a few years it was abundantly clear, however, that Gresley’s assertion had been premature. As the 1860s progressed the numbers of clergy adopting eucharistic vestments and burning incense grew from a handful to scores, and by the 1870s to hundreds. The outrage that this provoked in solidly Protestant England was to have political consequences, with a Royal Commission summoned in 1867 to investigate Ritualism, and then Parliament itself legislating in 1874 with the Public Worship Regulation Act.

The reasons for this shift from the balance and restraint espoused by earlier generations of Tractarians were to be found both in developments that had been gathering pace for decades, and also in a number of more specific events that unfolded during the 1850s. One of the forces which had helped to inspire the Movement from its earliest manifestation had been Romanticism. Similarly this same cultural force had had an equal influence on the Gothic Revival with its immense impact on ecclesiastical architecture. However inaccurate it might have been, by the early 1840s some of the Protestant opponents of the Movement were already identifying the birth of the Camden Society with the theology of the writers of the Tracts (Toon 1979: 66–7). By 1870 that veteran critic of Tractarianism, Peter Maurice, was, however, on firmer ground when he argued for a fusing of Oxford and Cambridge in Ritualism, claiming that ecclesiology had ‘stirred up to labour for the structure and stage requirements of the movement; while Oxford was busy preparing for the Melodramas and Pantomimes that were to follow’ (Maurice 1870: 32). In 1858 John Purchas, the editor of the first edition of The Directorium Anglicanum had asserted that ‘the number of new churches built with all the requirements for Catholic ritual, edifices carefully adapted for the celebration of the most Holy Eucharist’ was a fundamental reason for the restoration of an advanced ceremonial which his manual now described (Purchas 1858: v). By 1876 R. F. Littledale, perhaps the most prolific propagandist of Ritualism, could argue, if somewhat dubiously, that the steady advance of church building and restoration had itself been a reflection of the Church of England’s increasing tendency to adopt Catholic theology and ceremonial (Littledale 1876: 7).

More immediately, however, there had been a number of developments within the Movement itself which helped to explain the arrival of this manual at that point in its history. One of those was eucharistic doctrine. By the 1850s and 1860s Ritualist clergy were being initiated into concepts far in advance of those held by the first Tractarians. For instance, in the 1830s the Tractarians had used the term ‘spiritual’ to describe the presence of Christ in the eucharist. The turning point came in 1853 when Robert Isaac Wilberforce published his Holy Eucharist. He used the expression ‘real objective presence’ and located it precisely in the consecrated bread and wine on the altar. In the 1860s Littledale wrote a series of pamphlets which consciously adopted Wilberforce’s terminology and rejected the earlier ‘spiritual’ concept (Härdelin 1965: 157, 165). Another transformation initiated by Wilberforce was a belief in the eucharistic sacrifice. ‘What Newman in 1830 thought to be the only acceptable sacrifice to God, namely, the self-offering of obedient worshippers, Wilberforce, two decades later, taught to be acceptable only as assumed in the body of Christ, sacramentally present, and offered up to the Father through His priests.’ For Wilberforce the crucial point was the belief that Christ ‘was not only once the Mediator, He continues to be the mediator’ (Härdelin 1965: 218–19). Once again Littledale adopted Wilberforce’s language to stress the continuity of the Christian sacrifice.

An event linked to this new terminology was the prosecution of archdeacon Denison. This irascible High Churchman had preached three sermons in Wells Cathedral in 1853 and 1854 deliberately to test the wider acceptability of Wilberforce’s teaching. The case dragged on until 1858 when, on a convenient legal technicality, it finally foundered (Chadwick 1971: 491–5). For the nascent Ritualist school these two events appeared to confirm the legitimacy of both the real presence and the sacrifice in Anglican thought. The consequences were obvious: more advanced sacramental theology demanded more advanced ceremonial. As Charles Le Geyt, another prominent Ritualist, expressed it: ‘Ritual is the … mode and manner of application of this system, to man’s necessities, and the rule and order of things sacred’ (Le Geyt 1867: 7). Referring to the Apocalypse Le Geyt argued that St John had revealed ‘the ritual and worship of heaven … and to this … the ritual and worship of the Church on earth corresponds and is united’ (Le Geyt 1864: 11–12). Thus for him ‘the Ritual of the holy oblation, the vestments, and ornaments of the altar, and of the priest, should bear at least resemblance, if not precise identity’ to the revealed worship of heaven (Le Geyt 1867: 10). The ‘chaste magnificance’ of just a decade or so earlier seemed no longer applicable to the more advanced eucharistic theology of the 1860s.

Moreover, in 1857 the so-called Westerton Judgment, delivered by the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, had upheld the legality of certain ornaments used at St Barnabas, Pimlico. This rare example of a sympathetic decision by a state court was greeted with something approaching euphoria by some Tractarian clergy, among them Charles Lowder at St George’s-in-the-East who now adopted the wearing of a chasuble (Ellsworth 1982: 123). What Lowder did not seem to have noticed was that clerical vestments had formed no part of the Judgment. Despite that awkward omission, it appeared to show that canon law might be employed in ways favourable to those advocating advances in ceremonial (Perry 1866: 418). Not surprisingly, therefore, over the coming years many Ritualists turned to minute historical, particular, and narrow interpretations of legal formulas to mine them for any further favourable gems.

The central tenet of the Ritualists’ case was that all pre-Reformation uses were legal unless subsequently and specifically repealed (Littledale n.d.: 1–2). Here the precise meaning and intention of the Ornaments Rubric in the Prayer Book was crucial. This was now interpreted as having fixed the legal norm for ceremonial at that which pertained in the second year of the reign of Edward VI. Littledale argued that since this ran from 28 January 1548, to 28 January 1549, and that the Act enforcing the first Prayer Book did not become law until one week before the latter date, and was not used until 9 June, then the Rubric did not refer to this Book alone, but also to earlier uses. Such a line of argument was potentially explosive, opening up almost limitless possibilities. Subsequently during the 1860s a ferocious pamphlet war erupted between Ritualists who used antiquarian researches to support favourable legal opinions on a range of issues from the wearing of eucharistic vestments and the elevation of the consecrated elements, to the exact meaning of the north end of the communion table; and their Protestant opponents who similarly interpreted the historical evidence in support of diametrically opposite views.

One further consequence of the 1857 Judgment was the publication in the following year of the first edition of The Directorium Anglicanum. If a whole range of ceremonial usages, largely extinct in Anglican practice for generations, was now to be revived, eager clergy would require a manual explaining what they were and how to employ them. This first edition was relatively short and restricted. However, in 1865 a second edition, copiously revised and enormously expanded, was completed by F. G. Lee, including, crucially, an extensive set of illustrations. Aspiring Ritualists now had an invaluable tool, and the Directorium was to establish itself as the standard reference for them for the rest of the century.

TRACTARIANISM AND RITUALISM

What was the relationship between the original Oxford Movement and those later identified as Ritualists? (Herring 2016: 210–24). This is a somewhat vexed issue. Even before the end of the nineteenth century there were already divergent views. Many of the Ritualists themselves, such as Littledale, emphasized the continuity, arguing that advanced ceremonial use was but the ‘latest phase’ of the original Movement. Yet even he acknowledged that there had been a ‘singularly rapid growth of ceremonial observances’ since 1859, implying a much more recent shift (Littledale 1866: 24, 26).

For some of the Protestant opponents of the Tractarians the arrival of this more advanced ceremonial finally confirmed their earlier warnings, seeing it as ‘the natural produce of that Tractarian or Jesuitical conspiracy, which so craftily disclosed itself in the Tracts for the Times’ (Cowen 1866: 3–4). The Ritualists were doing their opponents’ work for them by so visibly revealing themselves as the ‘logical sequence of Tract 90’ (Girdlestone 1867: 4). For that veteran Tractarian baiter, Peter Maurice, the truth of the Movement’s disguised Roman tendencies were at last revealed, showing a progression from ‘the dry, frigid level of an Oxford winter solstice, to the high summer temperature of even sunny Italy herself’ (Maurice 1870: vii).

For supporters and opponents alike, the identification of Ritualism as the logical outcome of the earlier phase of the Movement became a convenient rhetorical device. Many of the sympathetic early histories of the Movement came to accept this with little reservation (Ollard 1915: 152–3; Clarke 1932: 166). Others from the same period, however, were far from convinced, emphasizing the original Tractarian lack of interest in ceremonial (Simpson 1932: 67, 73–4).

This divergence of views has continued into the present day. Denis Paz, for instance, has asserted that ‘ritualism was neither divorced from, nor later in time than, Tractarianism’ (Paz 1992: 134). Such views are echoed in the writings of L. E. Ellsworh and John Shelton Reed (Ellsworth 1982: 5; Reed 1998: 15). But perhaps the modern scholar who has become most identified with the continuity argument is Nigel Yates. This is a point he has emphasized many times in his writings (Yates 1983: 22; 2000: xxi–xxii). His final, and most substantial, contribution to this debate, however, did leave the door open to other possible interpretations. While on the one hand at many points he is quite emphatic that the ‘seeds’ of Ritualism were planted in the earliest phase of the Movement, and that it was a feature ‘from its earliest manifestations’, at others he seems far less sure, describing Ritualism as a ‘radical departure’ from the initial intentions of the first Tractarians, and ‘not the inevitable consequence’ of the Movement (Yates 1999: 69, 70, 375, 377).

Certainly there were Tractarians who were sympathetic to the Ritualists. T. T. Carter of Clewer was one. He probably first wore eucharistic vestments himself in 1868, and a decade later saw ‘a substantial unity of faith and purpose’ between the two phases (Hutchings 1904: 42; Carter 1878: 9). In 1867 W. J. E. Bennett also began wearing vestments in Frome, and his successor at St Barnabas, Pimlico, James Skinner, declared his support for vestments in 1865 and began wearing them himself in 1868 in his new parish at Newland (Bennett 1909: 201; Skinner 1865: 19; Trench 1883: 276–7). At Sudbury in Suffolk J. W. H. Molyneux also argued that the revival in the wearing of vestments was a direct result of the revived eucharistic doctrines (Molyneux 1866: 7). But while it is relatively easy to find Tractarians expressing sympathy for the Ritualists, or wearing vestments themselves, what is notable is how few of them did so prior to 1860. The most detailed modern research has only unearthed a handful of Tractarians who can confidently be identified as wearing a chasuble before that date (Ellsworth 1982: 5–6; Yates 1999: 93, 107, 159). On the principle that two swallows do not make a summer, this is very sparse evidence indeed for arguing for the existence of any organized or extensive Ritualism before the 1860s.

On the other hand there is not only abundant evidence for a resistance to excessive ceremonial advance by the Tractarians before 1860, but also equally for just as much criticism as encouragement of Ritualism on the part of Tractarians after that date. Pusey is a case in point. Here a distinction has to be made between his public pronouncements of support for the Ritualists, and his private reservations. In 1867 he spoke publicly in favour of them, a convenient fact noted by opponents (Maurice 1867: 81). But as early as 1860 he had already expressed disquiet in private letters about the new ceremonial advances. By 1873 he could describe himself as having ‘a thorough mistrust of the Ultra-Ritualist body’. He went on to explain that he had ‘committed myself some years ago to Ritualism, because it was unjustly persecuted, but I do fear that the Ritualists and the old Tractarians differ both in principle and in object’ (Liddon 1893–7: IV.211–12, 271).

Pusey was far from being a lone voice. In 1867 William Gresley resigned as Vice President of the English Church Union precisely because of what he regarded as its departure from its original purpose through its support of Ritualism. Thomas Stevens at Bradfield in 1866 expressed his complete lack of sympathy with Ritualism. B. J. Armstrong at East Dereham concurred; in 1863 at a local meeting of the Union he had attempted to persuade a Ritualist not to impede his parochial work by adopting unpopular practices of dubious legality. Later in 1867 he ruefully confided to his diary that one of his former curates had indeed alienated his parishioners with an uncompromising Ritualism (Armstrong 1949: 107; 1963: 114). All of these writers had impeccable Tractarian credentials and their opposition to Ritualism revealed a clear rift in the ranks of the Movement.

What were these differences both in principle and object that Pusey had identified as separating the new Ritualists from the original Tractarians? One of the concerns expressed by the Tractarians was pastoral. From the 1830s they had consistently argued that the primary function of the revival they sought was to be initiated by teaching parishioners to accept intellectually, and then to believe spiritually in their hearts, certain doctrines. Only when this had been accomplished should belief then be expressed outwardly through ceremonial.

The Ritualists believed the complete opposite. They argued that the initial attraction of ceremonial would lead to a belief in the doctrines presented symbolically. They advanced a number of analogies in defence of their approach. Charles Le Geyt drew a comparison with the theatre arguing that in ‘both theatres and churches the senses are affected by outward acts’. Even more provocatively he went on to assert that the success of the London gin palaces in attracting the poor by their bright lights and cheerful music should be copied by the Church (Le Geyt 1864: 11, 17). Littledale agreed, arguing that if light and music were needed to attract people to one of the strongest of human passions, then ‘it is the merest besotted folly’ not to employ them in persuading people to come to church, something they cared far less about (Littledale 1866: 39). The danger that the older Tractarians feared was that this shift from teaching by ear to teaching by eye would result in parochial disaster.

Behind this apprehension lay the Tractarian principle of Reserve. Their parochial practice had reflected this concept for decades, and the Ritualists seemed to be flouting a fundamental concept of the Movement. Isaac Williams in his Tracts on Reserve had written of ‘the preparations of the heart which can alone receive the faith in its fullness’. He had criticized both the Roman system for its use of external symbols in which the sacred ‘has lost much of its power, by rude exposure to the gaze of the world’, and at the same time the false Evangelical preaching of atonement where words had equally lost their proper sense and meaning; for him these were two sides of the same coin. ‘The eye of man is on both’, he wrote, ‘unhallowing the holy things of God, and engendering pride’. He was at pains to contrast this view of Christianity ‘decked out with tinsel and false ornaments to catch the eye’, with the practice of the early Church which was ‘costly, chaste and simple’. In words that could have been designed to rebuke the Ritualists of a later generation, Williams argued that Christians should ‘not seek to remedy by external effects, that which can only be from within; to think less of appearance, more of the reality’ (Williams 1840: 58, 78, 102–3).

In his reference to the early Church Williams was also appealing to another fundamental source of Tractarian authority. Once again the Ritualists appeared to be shifting the ground of this historical appeal. In adopting the questionable argument that everything not specifically rejected in the pre-Reformation Church was automatically permitted in the modern Anglican one, what the Ritualists clearly had in mind was not the precedent of distant antiquity but rather that of the medieval. This shift was symbolized in 1864 when the Tractarian bishop Forbes of Brechin, attending the consecration of Skinner’s new church at Newland described its liturgy as being ‘like a bit of the Middle Ages let down amongst us’ (Trench 1883: 215). Even the most casual reader of the Directorium Anglicanum could not help but be confronted with what looked like a medieval manual of ceremonial, an impression reinforced by its copious illustrations of Gothic vestments, furnishings, and vessels.

The original Tractarians also had a strong sense of Catholic unity. They were not so much intent on ‘re-catholicizing’ their Church as re-educating it into a sense of its already existing catholicity. They had no intention of creating a new party within Anglicanism. Could the same be said for the Ritualists? A number of their non-Tractarian contemporaries criticized them on precisely those grounds. George Trevor, a clergyman from York, argued that they had mistaken ‘ecclecticism’ for Catholicism, and like the Evangelicals had exalted private judgement over living authority (Trevor 1867: 26). W. H. Girdlestone agreed. ‘We refuse to allow that the name “Catholic” is the proper appellation of a Clique’, he argued, seeing the Ritualists as having ‘ostentatiously adopted for themselves in a sectarian spirit the title Catholic’. In so doing he accused them of acting like Congregationalists or Independents in deciding for themselves what they would or would not accept on no authority but their own (Girdlestone 1867: 60, 68).

How did contemporary Roman Catholics view this new phase of the Movement? In 1867 Cardinal Manning expressed similar views about Ritualism categorizing it as ‘private judgment in gorgeous raiment … the more elaborate, the less Catholic’. For him this was a flouting of ecclesiastical authority and a self-conscious imitation of reality. ‘A forest tree is hardly more unconscious of the majesty of its foliage’, he argued, ‘than the Catholic Church of the splendour of its worship … where the reality is present, Ritual becomes as unconscious as the light of day’ (Manning 1867: lxxxiii–lxxxiv). William Maskell, another convert from Anglicanism, took a similar line to the Cardinal, criticizing Ritualism as ‘foolish imitations’ with ‘no sound foundation or authority … nothing but inventions of an irritated ingenuity’ (Maskell 1872: 4, 7).

Such arguments about the sectarian and un-catholic nature of Ritualism have been taken up by a number of modern scholars. W. S. Pickering sees this as an element of contemporary Anglo-Catholicism; when its clergy claim to be Catholic ‘they are hardly adopting a universalist position but one which is essentially sectarian’. It is sectarian because it claims to be the unique possessor of truth, the Church’s ‘Catholic reality’. In sociological terms a counter-culture; in theological terms a sect (Pickering 2008: 146, 164). Peter Nockles has shrewdly observed that the irony is that Anglo-Catholicism which, at least in part, grew out of Victorian Ritualism, was only enabled to survive as a minority because of that very liberal comprehensiveness which the early Tractarians so detested (Nockles 1994: 319–20; 2003: 187).

CONCLUSION

The 1860s was a pivotal decade in the history of the Movement. Before this time Tractarianism was marked more by concern for doctrinal teaching than preoccupations with ceremonial. However, during the 1860s we see the beginnings of a clear shift of emphasis in which it was what the clergy wore and how they furnished their churches that defined their churchmanship. It is perhaps a historical paradox that in attempting to measure the relative success of the Movement in its impact on Anglicanism, modern estimations too often become fixated by the latter, thus actually demonstrating the relative failure of Tractarians to remould the Church of England in the more substantial doctrinal sense originally envisaged by their Movement.
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CHAPTER 29



THE INFLUENCE OF THE OXFORD MOVEMENT ON POETRY AND FICTION



KIRSTIE BLAIR

IN the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, the Oxford Movement has received a very substantial amount of attention as a literary movement, not simply a historical or theological phenomenon. It is difficult to study the politics or theology of Tractarianism without taking into account that of the three men most generally associated with it, Keble was primarily famous as a poet rather than for any of his prose works, and Newman had a substantial if not equal reputation for poetry and fiction. More importantly than their own literary productions, the leaders and followers of Tractarianism in its early days placed an extremely high value on literature—the right kind of literature—and never lost sight of its importance as a means of disseminating ideology. Private reading, as Joshua King’s recent study demonstrates, would become a means of imagining ‘participation in a national Christian community’, created and sustained by the circulation of ideas in Victorian print culture (King 2015: 14).

That Keble and Newman’s own publications, such as The Christian Year or Lyra Apostolica, were successful in this respect is indicated by the tremendous influence that they had on later Victorian literature and culture. In relation to Victorian poetry, Stephen Prickett has commented that in market terms, ‘Tractarian poetry was (after Shakespeare’s) the most successful ever written in English’ (Prickett 2002: 279). It is also not an exaggeration to say that every major Victorian poet had a significant relationship with Tractarian poetics. As Lizzie Ludlow discusses in this volume, the Pre-Raphaelites and Christina Rossetti were profoundly influenced by Tractarian ideals. While the Tennysons’ copy of The Christian Year probably belonged to Emily rather than to Alfred, In Memoriam, the period’s greatest religious poem, has been strongly linked to Keble’s volume by Marion Shaw (2004) and Patrick Scott (1989). Matthew Arnold was Keble’s godson, and Arthur Hugh Clough was influenced both by the Arnolds at Rugby and by the lingering Tractarianism of Oxford. Raymond Chapman notably described him as ‘one of the castaways of the Oxford Movement’ (Chapman 1970: 220). Thomas Hardy knew many poems from The Christian Year by heart (Gittings 1975: 48–9). Gerard Manley Hopkins has also attracted substantial critical work on his pre-conversion Tractarian leanings and its influence on his Catholic poetics (Johnson 1997). Critics such as Emma Mason (2004), F. Elizabeth Gray (2006), and Emma Francis (2004) have, moreover, argued convincingly that Tractarian poetics provided a productive model for women writers as a group, particularly in its high valuation of reserve and emotional containment. Even Victorian poets who were actively hostile to the Oxford Movement, like both Robert and Elizabeth Barrett Browning, used their work as a critique and commentary upon it. When Elizabeth Barrett Browning’s Aurora Leigh complains about being forced to read ‘the Tracts against the times’ (Barrett Browning 1996: 394), or the speaker of ‘Soliloquy in a Spanish Cloister’ congratulates himself on how devotion permeates his daily routine to the extent of drinking his juice ‘in three sips’ to illustrate the Trinity (Browning 2005: 39), readers are expected to get the reference and the joke, and to understand the speaker’s and author’s perspective on developments within British Christianity accordingly (Blair 2012: 129–42).

In literary criticism, poetry has dominated discussions of the influence of the Oxford Movement, which is unsurprising given that not simply Tractarian writers, but nineteenth-century literary critics in general, regarded poetry as the most fitting genre for the expression and creation of faith and devotion. Yet within the last decade, the recovery of popular fiction by women in tandem with the broader religious turn in literary studies has led to a notable resurgence of scholarly interest in religious fiction, and particularly in Charlotte Yonge, the leading Tractarian novelist (Wagner 2010; Sturrock 1992; Budge 2007; Colón 2012). Other overtly Tractarian novelists (F. E. Paget, William Gresley, W. E. Heygate, Georgiana Fullerton, Elizabeth and William Sewell, Elizabeth Harris, and others) still remain firmly in the ‘minor’—and with the possible exception of Newman’s Loss and Gain, generally unread—category, though historians such as Simon Skinner have made a strong case for the significance of the ‘Gresley and Paget school’ in disseminating the social doctrines of the Movement (2004: 65–83). Among the ‘canonical’ novelists of the Victorian period, perhaps only Hardy and Charles Kingsley could be read as writers who engaged deeply, if largely negatively, with the impact of Tractarianism. Charles Dickens, George Eliot, and others, however, certainly expect their readers to appreciate the ways in which contemporary religious debates form a backdrop to their fiction. Dickens, who ‘abhorred’ Tractarianism, makes this particularly evident in his final novel, The Mystery of Edwin Drood, where the tormented leading character and possible murderer is a cathedral chorister (Walder 2007: 2). In Eliot’s novels, ‘remnants of the sacred Roman Catholic past are frequently significant’ (Lovesey 1991: 104), making direct allusion to Victorian anti-Catholicism and Anglo-Catholicism (Blair 2001). When the leading characters in Daniel Deronda tour an ancient cloister, now a stable-block, at Mallinger Abbey, for instance, Deronda involuntarily takes off his hat in reverence. His sensitivity to the grandeur of the ruined abbey directly references contemporary discourses on Gothic architecture, within a context that very strongly recalls didactic Tractarian novels and pamphlets about church restoration and the appropriation of ancient abbeys, such as John M. Neale’s Aytoun Priory, discussed later (Eliot 1967: 476). Both Deronda and Savonarola in Romola can plausibly be read as references to an important character type, the sensitive, refined, quietly passionate Anglo-Catholic priest who appears in various guises, either as hero or villain, in works as different as Nathaniel Hawthorne’s The Scarlet Letter (Wright 2001) and Anthony Trollope’s Barchester Towers.

This chapter does not attempt either a comprehensive overview, or a reassessment of the major figures in this field, as substantial criticism on Tractarianism in the works of writers such as Keble, Newman, and Hopkins can easily be found elsewhere. In terms of poetry, I have instead chosen to show just how pervasive Tractarianism was by focusing here on three ‘minor’ poets. The first is a writer whose output has never been discussed, since we know him only as an anonymous contributor of poems to the British Magazine and author of a recently discovered manuscript volume. This fascinating manuscript, by a clergyman who presents himself as an isolated champion of Tractarian truths in a hostile parish, stands here as indicative of how Tractarian ideals inspired men (and women) whose lives and work have left little trace to produce devotional literature. My second poet, Arthur Cleveland Coxe, was well known in his day but is now completely forgotten. Yet the fact that Coxe produced one of the most influential collections of Tractarian verse as a student at the Episcopal General Theological Seminary in Chelsea, New York, indicates the reach of Tractarianism across the Atlantic. As I have discussed elsewhere, Coxe was one of a group of American Tractarian poets who richly deserve recovery (Blair 2013). My final poet, Cecil Frances Alexander, has a wide reputation as a hymn-writer. I use Alexander here because as an Irish woman writer (her husband William Alexander eventually became Archbishop of Armagh) she similarly stood at a distinct geographical and cultural remove from the Oxford centre. Alexander’s poetry is also crucial in terms of audience. A very substantial and little-examined body of Tractarian literature was aimed squarely at child readers, and while fiction such as Yonge’s has been re-examined from a children’s literature perspective, poetry has only recently begun to attract critical attention (Clapp-Itnyre 2010, 2012; Blair 2016). Alexander is one of many poets (Rossetti is, of course, another) who saw that the carefully designed and ruthlessly controlled simplicity of Kebleian poetics could be linguistically and formally adaptable for child readers.

In my discussion of representative fiction, I use one of Yonge’s lesser-known novels, The Trial (1864), as an example of how she situates her fiction in relation to both the realist and sensational genres of the 1860s, comparing it to another highly popular 1860s novel from an author with Tractarian leanings, Felicia Skene’s Hidden Depths (1866). As representative of the earlier strain of didactic Tractarian fiction, which took remarkably little account of plot or character, I have selected Neale’s Aytoun Priory (1843): Neale is also a good example of someone who, like Newman, wrote fiction in support of the Tractarian cause but without ever considering himself a novelist. Lastly, I consider Margaret Oliphant’s The Perpetual Curate, also from 1864. Oliphant’s novel features a Ritualist Anglo-Catholic clergyman as the romantic hero and focus of the plot. While making it clear that her work is not specifically a ‘Tractarian’ or indeed a religious novel, Oliphant self-consciously positions The Perpetual Curate in relation to both these genres.

TRACTARIAN POETRY

The British Magazine was founded by Hugh James Rose as an organ for disseminating High Church principles. A glance at its pages shows that literary criticism and original poetry played a major part in this aim. Keble and Newman, among others, were frequent contributors. One poet published there from September 1837 to November 1838, who chose to identify himself with a Greek letter, was inspired by his inclusion to try his hand at producing a poetic collection. Whether it was rejected by a publisher, or whether the author never submitted it, is unclear, but there is certainly no evidence that it ever appeared in print. What we have, however, is a fair copy, marked with corrections and additions, of a manuscript entitled Thoughts in Solitude, discovered as part of a lot from a post-Second World War house clearance near Monmouth. We know, from the poems themselves, that the author was a highly educated and well-read Anglican clergyman, who had been resident in his current parish at least since July 1833, and who turned to poetry in the mid to late 1830s. Many of his poems attack the forces of dissent and political radicalism, and represent the poet as persecuted and distressed in his pastoral role.

Thoughts in Solitude is a test-case for how we might identify poetry as ‘Tractarian’, especially since the British Magazine, while very definitely High Church in the late 1830s, is less specifically Tractarian than the British Critic under Newman’s editorship. The author acknowledges a debt to The Christian Year in his Advertisement, but then Keble’s volume was very widely read and admired beyond Oxford Movement circles. The poems here also differ from the work of Keble, and of Tractarian poets such as Frederick Faber, in that there is very little celebration of the natural world and of the sacramental meanings contained in nature, an important part of Tractarian poetic theory inherited from Wordsworth, Coleridge, and others. Of course, the fact that the Advertisement is dated ‘The feast of St John the Evangelist, 1838’ is strong evidence of the author’s loyalties, given the Tractarian revival of Church feasts. Even before we read this, however, the title page of the manuscript, which the author designed as a Gothic window-frame enclosing the title in Gothic font with a cross and biblical motto beneath it, instantly suggests Tractarian leanings, since the emphasis on the book as a carefully designed devotional object in itself was characteristic of Anglo-Catholic publications in this period. The title, Thoughts in Solitude (a possible allusion to Isaac Williams’s Thoughts in Past Years (1838)), serves to suggest that the author is withdrawn from the world and perhaps also that the poems are products of private meditation rather than works intended for an audience. Keble’s literary criticism famously suggests that poetic production operates as a form of relief from oppressive thought and emotion, a controlled release, and thus primarily a private act: he himself shrank from publishing The Christian Year and disliked the fame and attention it brought. By suggesting that his poems are passing ‘thoughts’ or ‘effusions’, penned for his own benefit, the author of this collection places himself within this tradition. Even more notably, the Advertisement apologizes for the ‘considerable monotony, both of thought and expression’ in the collection. Tractarian poets used such apologies to highlight the fact that aesthetic accomplishment was not their primary aim. Indeed, in his sonnet collection, The Altar, Williams made a specific defence of monotony in religious poetics, comparing himself to a dove singing ‘in one same measured plaint’, and forestalling criticism of his repetitiveness by arguing that ‘ordered sameness in variety’ reflects Nature’s seasonal repetition (Williams 1847: 106–7).

The themes and preoccupations of Thoughts in Solitude are primarily ‘Tractarian’ in that they place a very high emphasis on the importance of the priesthood and ‘The ancient, Catholic, & public Creed!’ (Anon. 1838: 61). They are deeply political poems, political in the same way as Keble’s ‘National Apostasy’ sermon of 1833, in that they are vehemently opposed to radicalism and the ‘schism’ of dissent. ‘The Pastor’s Resolution’, one of a lengthy set of poems on the minister’s role, is a sonnet that opens:


The people have brought forth an image vain

From the old pagan shrine of Liberty

(Anon. 1838: 83)



and closes with the pastor being charged to ‘Stand all undaunted, though ye stand alone’. This group of poems seem particularly concerned that the Anglican pastor should not fall prey to the temptation to please his people through ‘excitement’s hollow aid’, but rather should ‘speak with power, & soberness, & love’:


A diction natural, & grave, & staid,

Above all popular arts & vain parade,

Yet sweet & gentle as the dews distil

On tender grass that waves on Sion’s hill;

Plain as truth’s self, yet never mean or low;

Candid as daylight, yet discreetly so.

(‘The Pastor’s Qualifications’, 61)



The exhortation to avoid enthusiasm and popularity and replace these with sober calmness again echoes Keble’s emphasis in the Advertisement to The Christian Year on the need to uphold ‘a sober standard of feeling in matters of practical religion’ in a period when ‘excitement of every kind is sought after with a morbid eagerness’ (Keble 1827: I.v). The emphasis on truth handled with discretion also speaks to the influential Tractarian poetic and theological doctrine of reserve. Awareness of the centrality of reserve was current in Kebleian poetics well before Williams codified it in Tracts 80 (1838) and 87 (1840). ‘The Decrees of God’ in Thoughts in Solitude, for instance, opens with the line ‘Darest thou to search the secret things of God?’ and exhorts the reader instead to ‘seek a humbler way; / Choose to believe, to love, & to obey’ (Anon. 1838: 189, 191). Reserve indicates that the individual should not seek to discover truth, but trust in God’s discretion, and similarly that he or she should be cautious about openly expressing faith to others, lest sacred truths should be exposed too lightly. ‘Unfathomed deeps are often still; / And mighty streams in silence flow, / While brawls each shallow rill’, as the author of Thoughts in Solitude puts it in ‘Love Without Excitement’, using standard Tractarian imagery (Anon. 1838: 215). Thoughts in Solitude is an absorbing example of how Tractarianism inspired nineteenth-century Anglican ministers to cast themselves as beleaguered heroes, to agonize over their pastoral role and defend its continued relevance in a dangerously populist and secular age.

Historians have examined in detail the strong mutual interest and affection between British Tractarians and High Church Episcopalians, enhanced by the circulation of poems (Nockles 2012; Blair 2013). Coxe, who later became a personal acquaintance of Keble and others as the Bishop of Western New York, wrote Christian Ballads as one of the young men at the General Theological Seminary of New York who were fired with Tractarian zeal. Coxe’s ‘Nashotah’, added to Christian Ballads in the revised edition of 1847 (published in England by the leading Tractarian firm of J. H. Parker), is a particularly strong example of how Tractarian ideals were adapted to an American context. The foundation of Nashotah House in Wisconsin in 1842, by several enthusiastic young men from the General Theological Seminary, was the high point of the Oxford Movement in the United States. Indeed, Coxe noted that Nashotah was also a familiar name in Britain, commenting that on his British tour in the 1850s, a parishioner asked him out of the blue about the mission (Coxe 1856: 204). ‘Nashotah’ argues for the value of Anglican ritualism in the comparative wilds of America:


But how it makes my heart of hearts upswell

To see our English ritual planted there,

Where walks his round Nashotah’s sentinel,

And breaks its daily service on the air!

(Coxe 1865: 160–1)



The reference to daily service immediately identifies the religious principles of this mission, since its adoption was one of the cornerstones of Tractarian worship. ‘Our’ English ritual ambiguously references a religious and national community: is Coxe referring to his wider readership, imagined as members of the world-wide Anglican community, or to American Episcopalians? ‘Nashotah’ describes a fantasy of inclusiveness in services held in the ‘wildwood’, attended by various Europeans and Indians (the ‘sad Oneida’ and ‘bloody Osage’), black and Jewish outsiders (‘Rebecca’s child and Isaac’s homeless son’), and, for a final touch, exiles from England (Coxe 1865: 162). This scene of Anglicanism amid the primeval forest was already a cliché in Anglo-American discourse. Henry Caswall, for instance, an Englishman who trained as an Episcopal minister at Kenyon College, Ohio, in an oft-quoted passage from his influential America and the American Church, described the ‘noble aboriginal forest, the tall and straight trees appearing like pillars in a vast Gothic cathedral’, and observed that ‘the admirable prayers of our liturgy are no less sublime in the forests of Ohio than in the consecrated and time-honoured minsters of York or Canterbury’ (Caswall 1839: 35, 38–9).

After celebrating the forest service, ‘Nashotah’ turns in its second half to addressing an English readership, berating England for neglecting its Church:


And you, ye clerks, neath Oxford’s glorious domes

That kneel, full oft, too listless at your prayers.

Think of the rites that bless these forest homes,

And yours, perchance, shall be as blest as theirs.

(Coxe 1865: 164)



This reverses the relationship between Oxford and the American wilderness, with the former looking to the latter for inspiration rather than vice versa. As in several of Coxe’s poems, ‘Nashotah’ explicitly argues that since the ‘catiff sons’ (163) of England are no longer fully appreciative of their (Tractarian) heritage, Anglicanism will find a new and better home abroad. This poem and many others in Coxe’s collection wed the ‘rude’ American Church, as it takes shape in the wilderness, to the civilization of historic Anglican forms, suggesting that the two together produce a new stock that is stronger than the original. Formally, Coxe signals this by calling his Church poems ‘ballads’, linking them to a literary tradition including Wordsworth, Scott, and popular song, and arguably implying that they are the unstudied productions of a newly developing culture. His 1847 preface argues that Christian Ballads exhibits ‘more of Gothic rudeness than of Doric delicacy’, ‘like a pointed arch that delights in the moss and ivy which would spoil a Grecian column’ and hence is ‘in keeping with the architectural symbolism of the holy Faith’ (Coxe 1847: xv). In the terms in which Coxe understands Gothic, its characteristic naturalism is appropriate for New World Anglo-Catholic poetics, as exemplified in the simplicity of poems like ‘I love the Church’:


I love the Church—the holy Church

That o’er our life presides,

The birth, the bridal, and the grave,

And many an hour besides

(Coxe 1865: 202)



The slight variation in the final line—where seven rather than six syllables create a little irregularity that gives the lines a more casual, spoken, air—is the kind of potentially asymmetrical and consciously clumsy effect that Coxe has in mind when he compares his verse to the freedom of Gothic. Such admittedly trite lines caused one British critic to describe Coxe’s poems as ‘a feeble echo of the high-church party on this side the Atlantic’, ‘miserable little sing-song rhymes’ inspired by Keble’s dignified ‘pious melody’ (Anon. 1861: 175–6). The use of ballads, and the tone of self-conscious naïveté that Coxe frequently deploys, mark an important formal and tonal difference from The Christian Year and Lyra Apostolica, which tended (with some key exceptions) to deploy more complex language and metrical forms, and eschewed Coxe’s first-person approach. Yet Coxe’s verses are consciously childlike because he knowingly writes as a representative of a Church that is, comparatively, childish, ‘in all the vigour of youth, adapting itself to a fresh state of society’ (Coxe 1847: viii). They are unquestionably in the Tractarian tradition, but they also deliberately signal differences from it.

Cecil Frances Alexander’s poems, written in Ulster in a period of mass emigration from Ireland, are also deeply engaged with how High Anglican principles might endure outside their English strongholds. In ‘Praise and Intercession’, a traveller in the wilderness hears a lone voice singing the familiar service:


Here are no old collegiate walls,

No mighty minster fair and strong; –

Whence caught this wild north-western waste

The Church’s evensong?

Sleep, wanderer, sleep! thy mother’s hand

Is stretch’d to guard each wandering child,

Her shepherd waketh for the flock

Far scatter’d in the wild.

’Tis meet his deep, unwearied voice,

Still, night and day, her songs renew,

Like strain thrice echoed from the hills,

Whose every note is true.

It dies beneath the wide grey Heaven,

It dies along the silent plain,

No answering flock, no deep-voiced choir

Take up the solemn strain.

Yet patience, strong and holy heart,

Nor fear the full response shall come;

(Alexander 1859: 158–9)



A footnote gives the context:


A traveller in North America, while resting at a lonely Inn, was roused at night by a voice chanting the Psalms; on inquiry, he found that it was the Bishop of Newfoundland chanting, alone, the Evening Service. (158)



The fact that the Bishop is chanting, not reciting the Psalms, marks him as part of the High Anglican revival. Alexander follows Coxe and many other religious poets in this tradition in viewing Tractarianism as a (literal) voice crying in the wilderness, and then using this trope to move towards a recognition of a global church united across time and space by its shared language and ritual. Again, Alexander’s poems emphasize repetition, familiarity that breeds not contempt but contentment. Poems such as this have added resonance given ongoing debates over the disestablishment of the Church in Ireland. Fanny Alexander was fifteen in 1833, when the Irish Church Temporalities Bill caused a storm that effectively set in motion the Oxford Movement, and in 1869 when disestablishment finally occurred, she was married to the Bishop of Derry and Raphoe. To Anglo-Irish Protestants like Fanny and William Alexander, who had very strong connections with British Tractarianism, disestablishment was a devastating blow (Wallace 1995: 51–6, 89–92). Like the poems by Coxe and the Thoughts in Solitude author, Alexander’s work is arguably so firmly invested in an imagined Tractarian community because she was not, strictly speaking, part of it.

Alexander’s poems were vital to the Tractarian movement both because they provided some of the best-known Victorian hymns, including ‘Once in Royal David’s City’, ‘All Things Bright and Beautiful’, and ‘There is a Green Hill Far Away’, and because they reached a very wide audience of children as well as adults. They disseminate Tractarian ideals through their emphasis on church ritual and community, as in ‘Praise and Intercession’, their conservative vision of social order, and in their emphasis on reserve. ‘There is a Green Hill Far Away’, for instance, published in Hymns for Little Children (1848) as an illustration of the lines in the Creed, ‘Suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead and buried’, turns our attention both towards and away from the Crucifixion, inviting us to picture a concrete landscape but distancing it in time and space:


There is a green hill far away,

Without a city wall,

Where the dear Lord was crucified

Who died to save us all.

We may not know, we cannot tell

What pains He had to bear,

But we believe it was for us,

He hung and suffered there.

(Alexander 1871: 31–2)



When the poem turns in its second stanza to the actual event, it deliberately espouses a willed ignorance and reserve. ‘May’ carries the sense of ‘are not permitted to’ but also of ‘might’. What cannot be told is not just the history of Christ’s sufferings, but whether the worshipper does or does not ‘know’ his pain, because even to reveal the existence of this knowledge would threaten reserve. Christ’s body, often the focus of Crucifixion hymns from dissenting and Roman Catholic traditions, is absent. But its absence makes the poem more powerful: simplicity of language and form act, in Keble’s terms, as a container or channel for strong emotions. Alexander is more like Rossetti here than has perhaps been appreciated. Her poetry does not seek to reveal God to man, it seeks to act in the same way as church ritual and song does, to create a community devoted to worship, and to help believers into the right attitude of trusting and dependent faith.

TRACTARIAN FICTION

Tractarian fiction shared with poetry a decided emphasis on the holiness and importance of the priesthood, Church and sacraments, an inclination towards reserve and dislike for emotional excess, and a strongly ideological bent. George Herring has recently suggested of Tractarian fiction, in re-examining the novels of W. E. Heygate, that ‘The subject matter of the fictional works was invariably formulaic, and the precise plots often contrived and laboured’ (Herring 2012: 267). While this is undoubtedly true of many novels, especially in the earlier period, written with straightforward ideological aims with little attention to aesthetic quality, the field of Tractarian fiction is diverse and ambiguous. Like Tractarian poetry, it could be divided into two periods: the early, polemical literature of the 1830s and 1840s, and the more mature and reflective literature of the 1850s and 1860s. Just as Rossetti emerged in this period as the leading exponent of the next generation of Tractarian-influenced writers, so did Yonge, whose works were written under Keble’s supervision, and who acted as ‘the daughter that he never had’ (Dennis 1992: 39).

Early Tractarian fiction is represented here by Neale’s Aytoun Priory (1843). Written while he was embroiled in controversy as a leading member of the ecclesiological Cambridge Camden Society, it is a thin veneer of fiction overlaying a polemical treatise on church-building and the restoration of the monasteries. The action is set in two stereotypical English villages. While various skirmishes between Dissent, Evangelicalism, an old-school laissez-faire Anglican minister, and a heroic young Tractarian play out, most of the novel is taken up with long dialogues between Sir John Morley (whose second son George is the Tractarian minister in question) and various others, in which Sir John ponderously explains the case for returning to the Church the revenues stolen from it in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, defends the role of monasteries, and discourses with an astonishing amount of learning for a country squire on various other points of Oxford Movement doctrine. Sir John’s foil is his neighbour Colonel Abbersley, the unfortunate owner of lands incorporating Aytoun Priory. Sir John refuses to let his daughter marry Abbersley’s son, Charles, because Abbersley will not return his lands to the Church—and secondarily, because this means that he is cursed: ‘Who can doubt that a particular curse has attached itself to abbey lands?’ (Neale 1843: 86). Abbersley’s recalcitrance is punished, and this curse manifests itself, when Charles has a riding accident and almost dies: his lesson learnt, he decides to restore Aytoun Priory and endow a new monastery. Meanwhile Sir John has built a new church, and the novel ends, like a great many Tractarian fictions, with its dedication.

Neale has almost no interest in the psychological motivations of his characters. He does not wish readers to feel sympathy and indignation on their behalf, but on behalf of their ideals. Sir John, for example, expresses no feeling for his daughter’s predicament, while assuring us that ‘I quite trembled as I turned page after page of Sir Henry Spelman’s “History of Sacrilege” ’: a comment which also provides the reader with suggested further reading (Neale 1843: 24). Situations which, written by Yonge, Trollope, Oliphant, or the Eliot of Scenes of Clerical Life, would furnish material for high drama and emotional investment fall very flat in Neale. But if Aytoun Priory fails as a novel, it is politically fascinating. What Neale proposes is no less than a wholesale redistribution of land and money belonging to rich landowners, and he is entirely supportive of an episode—strongly recalling Chartist occupations of churches in the late 1830s—in which a gang of working-class characters show up to disrupt a charity concert in their parish church, on the grounds that it is illegal to charge parishioners to enter the church (which, of course, should not be being used for social entertainments). By assuming the guise of fiction, Neale clearly felt that he could get away with more radical proposals than in his polemical prose works.

Neale’s Sir John builds a church out of religious duty. Yonge’s Ethel May in The Daisy Chain (1856) builds it out of religious passion. What Yonge does so brilliantly in her fiction is to make politics personal, and to show how Tractarian ideology plays out in the lived day-to-day experience of her characters. Her imagined audience primarily consisted of readers that we would now call young adults, but which she called ‘the young’, though, as she famously noted in the Preface to The Daisy Chain, her books were cross-audienced, ‘neither the “tale” for the young, nor the novel for their elders, but a mixture of both’ (Yonge 1988: xi). Set in small-town England and usually centred on the travails of large middle-class families, Yonge’s novels show that the minutiae of family life can be vital to a life-and-death struggle between salvation and damnation. As Gavin Budge and Susan Colón have argued, Yonge’s novels are important in terms of realist fiction because she uses realism not to counter a theological and eschatological perspective but to enhance it: ‘realism replicates the ordinariness of incidents in which sacramental moments or teachings more or less unexpectedly occur’ (Colón 2012: 16). The greatest moments of trial or of Christian sacrifice for her characters often occur in seemingly trivial incidents. Guy Morville, the pattern hero of The Heir of Redclyffe (1853), for instance, is anxious that his enjoyment of social events may cause him to lose his focus on self-discipline, and thus takes no pleasure in the thought that as the young, attractive heir to a substantial estate, he is in much demand in society. His hostess and adoptive parent, Mrs Edmonstone, advises him that:


[Y]our position in society, with all its duties, could not be laid aside because it is full of trial. Those who do such things are fainthearted, and fail to trust in Him who fixed their station, and finds room for them to deny themselves in the trivial round and common task. It is pleasure involving no duty that should be given up, if we find it liable to lead us astray. (Yonge 1870: 46)



This is, of course, direct allusion to some of Keble’s most famous lines, from ‘Morning’:


The trivial round, the common task

Will furnish all we ought to ask;

Room to deny ourselves; a road

To bring us, daily, nearer God.

(Keble 1827: I.4)



Neither Mrs Edmonstone nor Yonge need to reference Keble explicitly. Guy would recognize the quotation, and so would the Victorian reader, and thus Mrs Edmonstone’s advice is quietly backed up by a leading male Churchman without the need for direct reference. Again and again, Yonge’s novels make it clear that the road to holiness lies in an ability to retain Christian principles amid the pettiness of the everyday. Hence Norman May, who sets off at the end of The Daisy Chain in a blaze of glory to become a missionary in New Zealand, is found at the start of The Trial: More Links of the Daisy Chain (1864) as a minister to middle-class white colonists, a seemingly ignominious fall from his ambitions. But having disappointed the reader, Yonge tells us:


Ethel could trust that this unmurmuring acceptance of the less striking career, might be another step in the discipline of her brother’s ardent and ambitious nature. It is a great thing to sacrifice, but a greater not to consent to sacrifice in one’s own way. (Yonge 1908: 5)



Unlike other religious novelists of the period, Yonge never steps forward as narrator to deliver her own opinions. This deliberate reserve, on the part of author and of characters, leaves the reader to do some of the work: she must learn, through reading Yonge, to identify the emotional backdrop to statements such as this. Readers of The Daisy Chain, for instance, will know that behind Ethel’s comment on sacrifice lies her own hard-won acceptance of her position as her father’s helpmate and the carer for her younger siblings; in the final line here we see Ethel’s—half-rueful, half-content—look back at her previous, now quelled, ambitions, but also Yonge’s consolatory commentary on her position. As Margaret Mare and Alicia Percival observe in their early study of Yonge, ‘we need not look in her books for exposition of the teaching of the Movement from the lips of its protagonists. Such characters are rather the fruits by which it should be known’ (1970: 103).

Yonge’s novels, which attained their greatest success in the 1860s, act as a significant commentary on the developing genre of sensation fiction. The Trial in particular includes a deliberately sensational event in which a young man, Leonard Ward, is falsely accused of murder. But Yonge flouts the conventions that would decree a dramatic trial scene, or an account of the detective work undertaken to save him. Instead, Leonard is convicted and spends several years in prison, before his friend Tom May discovers the evidence that will save him almost by chance. For Yonge, the excitements of an actual trial are far less important than the longer trial of Leonard’s Christianity, and that of his siblings, during his imprisonment, when his turbulent emotions and resentment are chastened into acceptance. This novel in particular seems like a deliberate response not simply to sensation fiction, but to religious sensationalism, marked in works like Felicia Skene’s popular, influential, and scandalous Hidden Depths (1866). As Lillian Naydar has observed on Hidden Depths, ‘Skene’s piety enables her to extend the moral boundaries of sensation fiction, using it to convey an orthodox Christian message. At the same time, the sensational mode allows her to overstep the social and political confines of Tractarian fiction’ (Naydar 2004: xii). Skene knew Pusey in Oxford and was deeply attracted by his emphasis on religious sisterhoods, later becoming an important social reformer and prison visitor. If Yonge inherited the conscience of early Tractarian social-problem fiction, Skene’s novels have a militant fervour for the idea of religious heroes and heroines who work with the poor to remedy social evils—in this case, prostitution—and she was prepared to go to any lengths to win the reader over. Hidden Depths concludes with a long, impassioned plea by the narrator:


Shall it be ever thus? Shall this dread evil slay its thousands and ten thousands year … while ever it cries to God for the vengeance that shall surely come at last? … Is it to be always so, that in the realm which calls Christ, master, the crime He denounced in awful terms is to be held by men, and for men, as scarce a sin? (Skene 1866: II.222)



As this suggests, Skene’s novel anticipates New Woman fiction in its emphasis on the disasters caused by male sexual conduct. In the plot, the heroine, Ernestine, begins the novel by learning that her adored older brother is responsible for the suicide of a girl he had seduced, and ends by discovering that her fiancé is responsible for the descent into prostitution and early death of the girl’s sister, whom Ernestine has found and rescued. Meanwhile, her other brother has been led into scepticism by the intellectual culture of Oxford, and consequently dies from consumption in a state of agony about his eternal soul. Ernestine is left, suffering but free, to devote her life and fortune to the care and rehabilitation of fallen women. Skene’s novel is ‘Tractarian’ in its inclusion of a heroic, self-denying minister (Revd Thorold), its denunciation of inactive clergy, its emphasis on purification through suffering, its horror at the idea of intellectual enquiry into the bases of faith, and perhaps most significantly, in its insistence that Christian women have important work to do in society (Sturrock 1992). It is, however, markedly different to Yonge and other Tractarian writers in that the Church itself—its services, its rituals, its sacraments—is largely absent. Yonge’s novels invariably reach an emotional climax in a church service, where affect can be controlled as part of communal worship; Skene’s characters lack this sense of community.

Skene’s sensationalism and Yonge’s domestic realism and interest in Church affairs are also evident in Trollope’s novels, though while Trollope’s characters see their religio-political affiliations as matters of life and death, they are seldom matters of life after death. Mr Arabin in Barchester Towers (1857), Trollope’s most notable Tractarian, a former Professor of Poetry at Oxford who sat at Newman’s feet and ‘concocted verses’ (Trollope 1980: 188), is the romantic hero but is also gently satirized, and forced to come to terms with his own fallibility (Durey 2002). Margaret Oliphant’s Frank Wentworth, in The Perpetual Curate (1864), is another such type. But Oliphant’s novel is harder to categorize, shifting from a small-town chronicle featuring a stock Tractarian character, the young, well-bred, devoted, and ascetic clergyman, to a novel with discreetly Tractarian leanings. The hinge of the plot turns on Wentworth’s refusal to defend himself from the charge of seducing a young girl and his determination to preserve secrets entrusted to him even at the expense of his own romantic and personal happiness. Oliphant is sardonic on the trappings of 1860s ritualism. When Wentworth realizes that his Evangelical aunts, who have the right to bestow the rich living that would permit him to marry, are watching his ritualistic service with horror:


It suddenly flashed over him that, after all, a wreath of spring flowers or a chorister’s surplice was scarcely worth suffering martyrdom over. This horrible suggestion, true essence of an unheroic age … disturbed his prayer. (Oliphant 1987: 33)



This sounds very like Trollope. But on the other hand, Oliphant is wholly sympathetic to Wentworth’s efforts among the poor, and he emerges from the trials of the novel as a more genuine Christian hero than any of her other clerical characters, primarily due to a practice of reserve that is conditioned by both his religious ideals and his class status. As in the famous case of Yonge’s Guy, false accusations leave the hero struggling against resentment, anger, and passion, and the reader is privy both to these struggles and to the successful outcome of a hard-won calmness. In his first service after he has finally been exonerated and rewarded, with all Carlingford watching, Wentworth reads the service ‘with more than ordinary calmness’ and preaches ‘with clear and succinct brevity’, ‘displaying that power of saying a great deal more than at the first moment he appeared to say’ (Oliphant 1987: 533). The Perpetual Curate emerges as a proto-Tractarian novel almost despite itself, because while Wentworth learns that the outward shows of Anglo-Catholicism are less important than he believed, the reader and other characters are shown that Wentworth’s faith as a ‘young Anglican’ gives him heroic stature.

As Budge argues, Tractarianism made Yonge an ‘outsider’ to the mainstream of popular Protestantism, enabling ‘the religious elements of her fiction to take on a critical relationship to Victorian culture’ (Budge 2007: 11). To a certain extent this could be said of all Tractarian writers, whose support for religious ideals in fiction or poetry often lent their works a radical edge, even while the ideals they espouse stem from conservative nostalgia for an imagined vision of the Church, and even while they achieved mainstream popularity. By the mid-Victorian period, few educated readers, in Britain and beyond, would have been entirely unfamiliar with Keble and Alexander’s hymns, or with Yonge’s novels, whatever they might have thought of them, and the content, form, and style of these writers had a marked impact on the literature of their period, whether later writers were following them or reacting violently against them. In the words of an 1892 American reviewer, ‘The history of the Oxford Movement is written well nigh as indelibly into the Victorian literature, as that of the Reformation into the literature of Elizabeth’ (Anon. 1892: 239). Literary Tractarianism had a thriving life for nearly a century, and the full extent of its influence still awaits re-examination.
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CHAPTER 30



CHRISTINA ROSSETTI AND THE PRE-RAPHAELITES



ELIZABETH LUDLOW

IN his survey of the ‘countercultural’ presence of the Oxford Movement, John Shelton Reed notes that its history ‘comes in two parts, one relatively well known, the other largely forgotten’ (Reed 1996: 7). Concentrating on poems and paintings produced by Christian Rossetti and the Pre-Raphaelites after John Henry Newman’s secession in 1845 and during the second, ‘largely forgotten’ phase of the Oxford Movement’s activity, this chapter considers a complex web of influences. In what follows, I show how Tractarianism informed the early Pre-Raphaelite aesthetic and how Rossetti took this aesthetic forward and, in turn, used it to inform and disseminate Anglo-Catholic theology, contributing to the maturing of the Movement’s theology rather than being simply an ‘inheritor of the Tractarian devotional mode in poetry’ (Tennyson 1981: 198).

TRACTARIAN INFLUENCES ON THE EARLY PRE-RAPHAELITE MOVEMENT

In 1901, William Michael Rossetti republished the Pre-Raphaelite periodical, The Germ. Although it ran to only four issues in 1850 and was not financially profitable, by the end of the century the reputation of the Pre-Raphaelites was soaring and The Germ finally found a receptive audience. In the Preface that he appended to the reprint, William Michael wrote that his brother Dante Gabriel’s poem ‘My Sister’s Sleep’ (1850) characterizes the emphasis on the ‘intimate intertexture of a spiritual sense with a material form’ that guided the Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood in its early stages (W. M. Rossetti 1901: 8). Dante Gabriel’s designation of his early poems and paintings as ‘Art Catholic’ indicates that this emphasis was informed by the Tractarian preoccupation with ancient and medieval hermeneutics (Prettejohn 1999: 45). However, such a straightforward understanding of Tractarian influence is complicated by the consideration of how Dante Gabriel attempted to secularize his 1850 poem in 1870 (Sussman 1927: 7) and by William Michael’s disavowal that the Brotherhood ‘had anything whatever to do with particular movements in the religious world—whether Roman Catholicism, Anglican Tractarianism, or what not’ (W. M. Rossetti 1895: I.134). While William Michael’s comment reveals his brother’s movement towards a more ‘fleshly’ aesthetic, it overlooks the profound connections to the Oxford Movement that other members of the Brotherhood and their associates continued to forge through the second half of the century. Indeed, a survey of Pre-Raphaelite and Tractarian aesthetics from the late 1850s reveals significant places of convergence in aesthetic sensibility.

The influence of the mid-century Tractarian revival of typological and allegorical hermeneutics on the early products of the Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood can be seen not only in poems such as ‘My Sister’s Sleep’ that draw on elements of the Anglican ritual of the eucharist (Peters 1979: 266) but also in paintings such as John Everett Millais’s Christ in the House of His Parents (1849–50). Significantly, Millais was inspired to paint this after hearing a sermon in Oxford, probably by Edward Bouverie Pusey (Hunt 1905: I.194–5; Barringer 1998: 111). While there can be no doubt that Christ in the House invokes Tractarian typology, Alastair Grieve went so far as to claim that its spatial dynamics draw attention to the space of the High Anglican Church. He suggested how the props in the painting invoke the baptismal font, the roodscreen, and the altar and argued that ‘the extreme youth of the Baptist and his intention of washing the wound of Christ can be related to the Tractarian emphasis on child baptism and regeneration’ (Grieve 1969: 295). While his literal interpretation of the symbolism might be far-fetched in places, his article is groundbreaking in that it forges the connection between early Pre-Raphaelite aesthetics and the Ritualist scene in London. Considering this connection on a spiritual level, I want to stress its pervasiveness. Millais was not the only member of the Brotherhood to worship at a High Anglican church in the city. James Collinson was a regular worshipper at Christ Church, Albany Street, before his conversion to Roman Catholicism under John Henry Newman, and his associates Charles Allston Collins and William Dyce were both committed High Anglicans. Like Millais, all three introduced Tractarian symbolism into their art.

While William Michael recorded that Dante Gabriel looked back on ‘My Sister’s Sleep’ with distaste (W. M. Rossetti 1901: 17), William Holman Hunt recalled how he had ‘completely changed his philosophy, which shewed in his art, leaving monastic sentiment for Epicureanism’ (Hunt 1905: II.111). Dissatisfied with the emerging Epicureanism of Dante Gabriel and his fellow artists, Collinson resigned from the Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood only two years after it had been established. At this time, the incompatibility of his devotional aesthetic with Dante Gabriel’s decadent approach to art was opening up a dissonance between the ideologies of the group members. In her 1853 sonnet, ‘The P.R.B’, Rossetti recorded the dispersal of the group as it reached ‘its decadence’. The sonnet concludes with the elegiac tercet:


So rivers merge in the perpetual sea,

So luscious fruit must fall when over ripe,

And so the consummated P.R.B.

(C. Rossetti 2001: 755)



In addition to indicating that the ‘fall’ of the Brotherhood was inevitable, these lines hint at the impossibility of its members continuing to work towards a common goal: becoming ‘over ripe’ necessitates decay. In its entirety the sonnet reveals that Rossetti did not include herself among the ‘brotherhood’ on account of her gender and aesthetic. A further indication of her distance from the group can be seen in William Michael Rossetti’s comment that her contributions to The Germ were ‘produced without any reference to publication’ (W. M. Rossetti 1901: 18). Nonetheless, coupling her ongoing adherence to the aesthetic that William Michael described with Dante Gabriel’s change of philosophy means appreciating how unstable the category of ‘Pre-Raphaelite’ actually is. Considered in light of William Michael’s manifesto statement, it is Rossetti rather than Dante Gabriel who can be most appropriately described as possessing a Pre-Raphaelite sensibility. Revealing the significance of this, Lorraine Janzen Kooistra suggests that it is its ‘intimate intertexture’ of spiritual and material that makes ‘Christina Rossetti’s poetry central to Pre-Raphaelitism from its mid-century beginning to its fin-de-siècle renaissance’ (Kooistra 2012: 179). This recognition enables an appreciation of how, along with Hunt’s paintings inspired by biblical typology and analogy, Rossetti’s poems are formative in carrying forward the initial vision of the Brotherhood after its dispersal.

Recent concern with reading her work in light of the Pre-Raphaelite vision has led to studies of how the theology of the Oxford Movement has influenced Rossetti’s poetry and devotional prose. Diane D’Amico’s and David Kent’s 2006 survey showcases the breath of scholarship offered by Mary Arseneau, Emma Mason, and Lynda Palazzo in its illumination of Rossetti’s engagement with the doctrines of Reserve and Analogy. As Rossetti scholarship continues, D’Amico and Kent suggest that her response to ‘other specific aspects of Tractarianism might also be explored’ (D’Amico and Kent 2006: 101).

ROSSETTI’S TRACTARIAN-INFLECTED VISION OF PERSONHOOD

In 1843, Rossetti, along with her sister and mother, began attending the newly established Christ Church, Albany Street. In his account of the time he spent serving here, Henry W. Burrows described ‘the zealous earnestness of Mr Dodsworth and his congregation’ and the changes that had taken place under his leadership (Burrows 1887: 14). Rossetti wrote in February 1873 of her own sentiments regarding these changes in a letter to her friend Caroline Gemmer:


I hope to see Mr Burrows before long, and to deliver your remembrances to him. Christ Church is so improved since the old days of its plainness,— to use no stronger word—: even the far-from-beautiful faith-hope-&-charity window has been replaced by (I hope) something better. (C. Rossetti 1997: I, no. 511)



Rossetti’s appreciation of the church’s ‘improvement’ reveals her sympathy with the doctrine of Ritualism that its leaders were promoting. This sympathy is evident in her continued poetic exploration of how the spatial dynamics of the church building showcase the pilgrim’s progress towards heaven and offer a fuller appreciation of the real presence. Her emphasis on adopting an appropriate posture of worship is testament to the sacramental theology that underlies the placing of the communion table rather than the pulpit as the visual and liturgical focus.

Christina Rossetti’s final volume, Verses (1893), collects together 331 lyrics. Only one of these (‘Good Friday Morning’) was new; the rest were taken from Called to be Saints: The Minor Festivals Devotionally Studied (1881), Time Flies: A Reading Diary (1885), and The Face of the Deep: A Devotional Commentary on the Apocalypse (1892). Comprised of eight sections, Verses enacts the different stages of Christian pilgrimage. Considering its many allusions to liturgical symbols such as incense, candles, and crucifixes, Emma Mason writes that ‘it is as if Rossetti forges the poem as a church space in the manner of George Herbert in The Temple (1633) or Isaac Williams in The Cathedral (1838), decorating its interior to invite contemplation on deeper religious secrets’ (Mason 2004: 123). Arguing that the volume can be read as a ‘kind of historical document’ and as ‘companion piece to Burrows’ history of Christ Church’, Mason comments on how the reader is able to ‘reconstruct’ Rossetti’s interest ‘in the ritualistic scene so prevalent in Victorian London and in so doing, more clearly perceive her status as a religious commentator as well as poet’ (Mason 2004: 126). The extent to which Rossetti’s ritual poetics were circulated among receptive audiences of believers and non-believers is indicated by the fact that twenty-one thousand copies of Verses had been printed by 1914 (W.K.L.C. 1925: 10). The popularity of the volume also points to Rossetti’s contribution in sustaining an affective response to Tractarian precept in the latter part of the ‘forgotten’ second phase of the Oxford Movement.

Throughout the seventeen sonnets that constitute the first series of Verses, ‘Out of the Deep Have I called unto Thee, O Lord’, Rossetti drew the imagery of ceremonial worship and the rhythms of communal utterance. Not only do the sonnets enact Edward Bouverie Pusey’s impassioned focus on interior devotion and John Keble’s pastoral concerns, they also share in the task of spiritual direction. The tenth sonnet is particularly dynamic in guiding the pilgrim through different stages of adoration as it moves from apprehension to love and from love to full participation in the communal worship and the place of divine encounter:


O Lord, on Whom we gaze and dare not gaze,

Increase our faith that gazing we may see,

And seeing love, and loving worship Thee

Thro’ all our days, our long and lengthening days.

O Lord, accessible to prayer and praise,

Kind Lord, Companion of the two or three,

Good Lord, be gracious to all men and me,

Lighten our darkness and amend our ways.

Call up our hearts to Thee, that where Thou art

Our treasure and our heart may dwell at one:

Then let the pallid moon pursue her sun,

So long as it shall please Thee, far apart,—

Yet art Thou with us, Thou to Whom we run,

We hand in hand with Thee and heart in heart.

(C. Rossetti 2001: 393)



In its entirety, the dynamic at work enables the believer to balance a reverential awe that apprehends the fearfulness of God, ‘far apart’ and forgiving, with an appreciation of his readiness to respond ‘to prayer and praise’. Opening with a prayer-like address to God ‘on Whom we gaze and dare not gaze’, Rossetti introduces a sacramental dimension. From Goblin Market and Other Poems (1862) to Verses, her work had forged an association between the act of gazing and the act of eating. This association invokes the visual spectacle of the communion table that stands at the centre of the Tractarian church. Allchin suggests that in imitation of the ancient Fathers, the central Tractarian vision is concerned with bringing ‘all human knowledge, activity, and experience into relation to God’s revelation of himself’ (Allchin 1967: 50). As Rossetti’s sonnet articulates the battle to ‘gaze’ heavenward, it enacts this process of coming ‘into relation’ with God’s sacramental ‘revelation of himself’ and thereby works to reinvigorate worshippers as they take from Christ the strength to persevere through ‘long and lengthening days’.

Maria Rossetti’s letters provide testament to the keen engagement of the Rossetti women with Tractarian discourse. In one she wrote to her mother Frances in August 1843, Maria recorded her reaction to Newman’s discourse on God’s guiding presence in his 1836 volume of sermons and to Keble’s The Psalter; or, Psalms of David in English verse (1840):


I have read part of Mr. Newman’s third volume; I pursued yesterday a sermon entitled ‘On a Particular Providence as revealed in the Gospel’, which I am sure will please you as much as it does me. (Angeli-Dennis, box 3: folder 3; Arseneau 2004: 32)



Considering the closeness of the Rossetti women, it is likely that Christina Rossetti was familiar with the sermon her sister recommended. In it, Newman focused on the character of Hagar and demonstrated how the Scriptures reveal ‘God’s providential regard for individuals’. Aligning himself with his hearers, he concludes with the encouragement: ‘Let us then endeavour, by His grace, rightly to understand where we stand, and what He is towards us; most tender and pitiful’ (Newman 1899: 127). Christina Rossetti’s comment in Called to be Saints on God’s ‘minute care’ for each individual—and her comment that ‘Hagar in need of comfort is as much Hagar to Him as to herself’—indicates that she shared Newman’s concern with promoting a greater awareness of ‘God’s providential regard’ (C. Rossetti 1881: 396–8). Reading Rossetti’s sonnet alongside this meditation means recognizing her commitment to the practical outworking of the Tractarian ideas and her vision of God’s revelation in the world. As Newman taught believers that they should ‘endeavour’ to understand their identity in relation to God, Rossetti ushered them into the appropriate posture of adoration and apprehension centred on his sacrifice.

An element of what Owen Chadwick termed the ‘recognisable features’ of the ‘mind of the Oxford Movement’ can be glimpsed in reading John Keble’s discussion of God alongside Newman’s sermon (Chadwick 1960: 31). The work of both Tractarian leaders demonstrates a profound concern with teaching believers to understand themselves in relation to God’s manifestation of himself in the world. In Tract 89 of the Tracts for the Times, On the Mysticism Attributed to the Fathers of the Church, Keble asks readers to imitate the Fathers who developed:


a deep and reverential sense of God’s peculiar Presence and Interference through the whole of this history; a trembling consciousness that they were near the invisible line which separates His agency from that of His rational creatures. (Keble 1841: IV.15, 87)



In the lines that accompany the first publication of ‘O Lord, on Whom we gaze and dare not gaze’ in The Face of the Deep: A Devotional Commentary on the Apocalypse (1892), Rossetti reinforced Keble’s emphasis on maintaining reverence in the face of God’s ‘peculiar Presence’. She wrote, ‘Let us not in all our tremblings forget or doubt that it is Faithful Love which speaketh’ (C. Rossetti 1892: 15). Rossetti’s Tractarian-informed suggestion is that a right apprehension of God enables believers to shape themselves into vehicles ‘trembling of love’ and enlarge their hearts as they ‘worship Thee’.

The intercessory cry at the heart of Rossetti’s sonnet, ‘Amend our ways’ reworks the communion exhortation in the 1662 Book of Common Prayer: ‘Amend your lives and be in perfect charity with all men.’ By appropriating the exhortation that is to be given by the priest into a communal prayer, Rossetti forged a voice of solidarity rather than one of instruction. Recognizing that God is the only one who can ‘Amend our ways’, the message is one of grace and encourages a full dependence on God’s mercy. The communicant is invited to make the words of the sonnet her own as she apprehends this mercy and partakes of Christ’s presence.

Although Rossetti’s poetry of the early 1890s reworked the precepts that had shaped the Tractarian vision of the 1830s and early 1840s, it is by no means anachronistic. On the contrary, its theology engaged with the contemporaneous teachings of the London Tractarians who were formative in giving shape to the second phase of the Oxford Movement. These included William Dodsworth, Henry W. Burrows, and Richard Frederick Littledale. As her pastors, Dodsworth and Burrows were regular visitors to Rossetti’s home in Torrington Square. As her spiritual director and confessor, Littledale corresponded with her regularly and supported her writing. In a letter to Alexander Macmillan asking that he send Littledale a copy of A Pageant and Other Poems, on 22 August 1881, Rossetti wrote: he ‘is an influential person in more ways than one and friendly towards my work. He did me kind service with the S.P.C.K’ (C. Rossetti 1997: II, no. 931).

The influence of Littledale and others enabled Rossetti’s poetry to take on a key role in the dissemination of Tractarian doctrine. Significantly, a number of her poems appeared in seminal Anglo-Catholic anthologies. These included Orby Shipley’s edited collections of ancient and modern verse, Lyra Mystica: Hymns and Verses on Sacred Subjects (1865), and Lyra Eucharistica: Hymns and Verse on the Holy Communion (1864). The fact that Rossetti’s first volume of devotional prose was authorized by Burrows, a key Tractarian figure in mid-nineteenth-century London, strengthens the association between her writing and the Movement’s teaching still further. In her first book of devotional prose, Annus Domini: A Prayer for Each Day of the Year, Founded on Holy Scripture (1874), Rossetti articulated the response of the ‘redeemed set free’. In the foreword to the volume, Burrows described its content in terms of ‘overflowing charity’. However, he advises caution when he notes that although Rossetti’s prayers are ‘valuable’ for ‘their fervour, reverence, and overflowing charity’, since they are all ‘addressed to the Second Person in the Blessed Trinity’, they should be ‘used as supplementary to other devotions’ (Burrows in C. Rossetti 1874: iii). Reading Rossetti’s prayers as ‘supplementary’ to the traditionally canonical texts means recognizing how they participate in the long devotional tradition and rehearse the ongoing and insistent message of dying to self and living in Christ (D’Amico and Kent 2004: 56).

The ‘zealous earnestness’ that Burrows identified at Christ Church is particularly apparent in Dodsworth’s teachings of the late 1840s. In his 1847 sermon, ‘The Connection between Outward and Inward Worship’, Dodsworth expressed disquiet with Ritualism and stressed what the contemporary Church could learn from the Jewish Temple and the Temple service. Throughout, he revealed an impassioned concern with the interior experience of personhood and argued that since the substance represented by Jewish ritual ‘is present to us and present with us’, believers should use outward ritual to embody an ‘outward expression of their inward perceptions of God’ (Dodsworth 1847: 8, 9). He thereby authorized ritual while at the same time correcting the misapprehension that a concern with decoration replaces a commitment to the amendment of individual lives. Eighteen years later and after Dodsworth’s conversion to Rome, Littledale took up this same argument and professed his commitment to an Anglo-Catholic ritualism that is based on the practices of the ancient Church. Claiming that ‘ceremonial worship is the only kind revealed in the Bible’, he stressed the central place that Ritualism should occupy in fostering individual adoration (Littledale 1865: 6).

One important lyric neatly illustrates Rossetti’s ongoing engagement with the Ritualist scene in London that Dodsworth, Burrows, and Littledale advocated. Written in 1858 and revised twice over the next thirty-five years, it begins with the prophetic warning, ‘Earth has a clear call’. Altering the lyric first for inclusion in Time Flies: A Reading Diary (1885) and next for inclusion in the fifth sequence in Verses, ‘Divers Worlds. Time and Eternity’, Rossetti demonstrated her ongoing concern with using poetry to enact ‘the connection between outward and inward worship’. The first version of the lyric forms part of the longer unpublished poem ‘Yet a Little While’. This poem opens with the lament that ‘These days are long before I die’. Throughout, the speaker proceeds to contemplate how ‘the downfall of an Autumn leaf’, ‘A young fruit cankered on its stalk’, and ‘A strong bird snared for all his wings’ can give rise to pangs of grief. It ends with the hopeful expectation of hearing the ‘coming chimes’ that signal the approach of death:


We have clear call of daily bells,

A dimness where the anthems are,

A chancel vault of sky and star,

A thunder if the organ swells:

Alas our daily life—what else?—

Is not in tune with daily bells

You have deep pause betwixt the chimes

Of earth and heaven, a patient pause

Yet glad with rest by certain laws:

You look and long: while oftentimes

Precursive flush of morning climes

And air vibrates with coming chimes

(C. Rossetti 2001: 804–6)



Representing the church as a space prepared for an experience of divine revelation, these lines indicate the spiritual properties of the ‘chancel vault’ and ‘organ’.

In its entirety, the poem’s movement away from the Keatesian image of the ‘nightingale forlorn’ who ‘swells her heart to extasy / Until it bursts and she can die’ and towards the ‘thunder’ that the ‘organ swells’ is indicative of a shift of vision from the Romantic celebration of nature to the Christian apprehension that elements in the natural world should be understood as types of the heavenly. By taking the word ‘forlorn’ from the close of John Keats’s ‘Ode to a Nightingale’, and by coupling it with the apocalyptic image of the swelling of earthly music as it imbues the spiritual, Rossetti Christianizes the Romantic vision of the poet for whom the Brotherhood shared a ‘common enthusiasm’ and through whom they were brought ‘into intimate relation’ (Hunt 1905: I.74). By repeating the word ‘swells’, she pointed to the analogical significance of the earthly and material as it expands to its limits to reveal aspects of the heavenly.

By linking liturgical anthems, the chancel vault, and the organ to the urgent call of the ‘daily bells’, Rossetti imbued them with the characteristics of prophecy. As material receptacles of spiritual substance, they serve to strain the community of worshippers towards the awe of devotion. The description of the ‘chancel vault of sky and star’ linguistically maps the arching space of the chancel and particularly envisions the Victorian High Gothic style of the newly developed Tractarian church, All Saints, Margaret Street. Consecrated in 1859, Rossetti would come to have a more personal attachment to it the following year when her sister Maria entered the Sisterhood of All Saints as a novice. Taking up one-third of the church, the immense chancel vault creates a dramatic effect as it fosters an appreciative awe of the glories of heaven. Above the ornamental frescos that William Dyce created and the organ pipes, the arched chancel vault is painted royal blue and covered with gold stars. Read in terms of this ecclesiastical space, Rossetti’s lyric can be taken as an invitation and warning to the pilgrim who ‘look[s] and long[s]’ for a glimpse of eternity in the vibrations of the chimes and in the ‘Precursive flush of morning climes’ that breaks into the space of worship.

By using regular iambic tetrameter to echo the ‘thunder’ of the organ and its vibrations in the air and by using arched rhyme to replicate the harmony of the church music, the two verses work as a counterpart to Dyce’s frescos. Just as the frescos depict the saints looking up to an enthroned Christ, Rossetti’s lyric envisions the upward longing of those ‘called to be saints’ (1 Corinthians 1:2). Enabling recognition of the ‘deep pause’ within which glimpses of eternity are realized, the sounds of the church are imbued with transcendental significance. The ‘dimness where the anthems are’ invokes the haze of incense accompanying the service and suggests that the sight and sound of the church represent a ‘dim’ analogical shadow of the eternal.

In her first revision of the ‘Earth has a clear call’ for Time Flies, Rossetti illuminated the church’s precarious standing on the threshold of this ‘invisible line’ when, among other alterations, she substituted the word ‘dimness’ for ‘rapture’ and the word ‘sky’ for ‘gloom’:


Earth has a clear call of daily bells,

A rapture where the anthems are,

A chancel-vault of gloom and star,

A thunder when the organ swells:

Alas, man’s daily life—what else?—

Is out of tune with daily bells.

While Paradise accords the chimes

Of Earth and Heaven: its patient pause

Is rest fulfilling music’s laws.

Saints sit and gaze, where oftentimes

Precursive flush of morning climbs

And air vibrates with coming chimes.



In the previous entry, she commented,


The Table of days upon which Easter can possibly fall, shows that there are twelve days which must in all years alike be include among the forty-six week-days and Sundays of Lent.

Of these the 10th of March is the first, the 21st the last.



She concluded this entry with the tentative suggestion that ‘for nearly nineteen centuries these twelve solemn days, like twelve Sibyls arrayed in mourning robes, have year by year sounded an alarm throughout the Church’s holy mountain; calling on the faithful to bewail the past, amend the present, face the future’ (C. Rossetti 1885: 50, 49). Incorporating ‘Earth has a clear call’ into the volume to represent the first of these prophetic ‘Sibyls’ accentuates its note of warning. Omitting elements of direct address and adopting the language of collective worship, the second version of the poem also invites recognition of how the rhythms of Paradise are audible to those who are attentive to the music of the church. By changing the words ‘You look and long’ to ‘Saints sit and gaze’, Rossetti exemplified a move towards a sanctified understanding of communal personhood. Moreover, by describing worshippers as ‘saints’, she stressed that responding to the vibrations of heaven means fulfilling their God-ordained vocation.

When Rossetti included the poem in Verses, she made further alterations. Switching around the second and third line illuminates the association between earth and the ‘chancel-vault’. In using the poem to open the ‘Divers Worlds’ sequence, Rossetti highlighted its allusions to the threshold of heaven. It is from this threshold that the speakers of the subsequent poems receive revelations of the divine. The warning note of the poem is clear. Its new context means recognizing that the ‘bells’ of earth sound with the ‘chimes’ of Paradise to disturb ‘man’s daily life’ and call him to the place where ‘Saints sit and gaze’, suggesting a call to authentic personhood. As the other poems of the sequence indicate, this call means reassessing notions of home and belonging. The process whereby the ‘man’ becomes a ‘saint’ is explored and the intervention of Christ on earth is shown to be key in revealing personhood and enabling glimpses of salvation.

David Kent argues that the structure of Verses can ‘best be described as having two major movements’; with the first four sections centring ‘on the speaker’s personal growth’, and the second four shifting to ‘a more cosmic, impersonal vantage point’ (Kent 1979: 261–2). While this description is helpful in bringing the sequential patterning of the volume into critical focus, the category of the ‘impersonal’ is problematic. An understanding of Rossetti’s Tractarian subscription to the ancient doctrines of interpersonal growth, whereby the personal and the cosmic are inextricably intertwined, means reassessing the concept. Theologian Nicholas Lossky proposes that by adhering to a practice of ancient exegesis, the leaders of the Oxford Movement discovered ‘the very important difference which exists between the person understood as an individual and what ancient theologians would be tempted to call “true personhood” ’. He questions the modern understanding of the ‘impersonal’ when he suggests that ‘Personhood for the Fathers—and this is what the Tractarians rediscovered—is revealed by God to humankind’ (Lossky 1996: 78–9). They understand that reaching a completely impersonal perspective means moving away from the notion of the self as an isolated entity and towards an awareness of the eternal communion. This is the vision that Rossetti’s devotional poems disseminate.

In seeking to foster a Tractarian understanding of personhood, Rossetti’s work repeatedly adopts an existential vantage point to blur boundaries between heaven and earth. Charting the process whereby the ‘bells’ of the world become indistinguishable with the ‘chimes’ of eternity, and ‘man’s daily life’ becomes intertwined with the experience of the saints who have been redeemed, her poetry realizes the vision of the ‘intimate intertexture between spiritual sense and material form’ that William Michael Rossetti described as a guiding principle of Pre-Raphaelite art. As a consequence, she contributed to the dissemination of the Oxford Movement in the second half of the nineteenth century and significantly extended the vision of God’s immanence and transcendence.
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PART VI



BEYOND ENGLAND





CHAPTER 31



IRELAND, WALES, AND SCOTLAND



STEWART J. BROWN

INTRODUCTION: THE CELTIC FRINGE

IN its beginnings, the Oxford Movement was most decidedly English. It developed in the late 1820s within the context of Oxford University, and initially it reflected the response of a gifted group of dons to the perceived threats to the Church of England, a response that included a commitment to promote apostolic succession, primitive Christian teachings, high sacramental theology, and a Christian ethos. Tractarianism was nurtured within the heart of the English metropolitan state; its supporters were concerned with the renewal of the established Church in a land where Anglicanism was the faith of the majority of the population.

The Oxford Movement, however, soon made its presence felt in what has been described as the ‘Celtic fringe’ of the nineteenth-century United Kingdom state—that is, the nations of Ireland, Wales, and Scotland. Here the Movement encountered very different religious, social, and cultural contexts. The notion of a ‘Celtic fringe’ was largely a nineteenth-century intellectual conception, and it referred to those portions of the Atlantic archipelago that had been least influenced by the ancient Roman conquest and occupation of these islands. Ireland, Wales, and Scotland each preserved a distinctive sense of national identity, and significant portions of their populations spoke a Gaelic dialect. While Wales was united with England in 1536, Scotland did not enter into parliamentary union with England until 1707, and the parliamentary union of Great Britain and Ireland only came into effect in 1801. While some viewed the ‘Celtic fringe’ as an entity, the nationalities of Ireland, Wales, and Scotland were in truth defined more by their individual relationships with England than by their relationships with one another.

The circumstances for the Anglican, or Protestant Episcopal Church in these nations were far from encouraging. In Ireland, the United Church of England and Ireland was legally the established Church, but it held the allegiance of only about 10 per cent of the Irish people, and its establishment status was deeply resented by Ireland’s large Catholic majority. From the 1820s, that majority was being organized as an effective political force under the leadership of Daniel O’Connell, and was soon demanding an end to the established Church in Ireland. In Wales, the Church of England was also a minority establishment, with the adherence of probably less than a quarter of the Welsh people in 1830. The Welsh people had, from the early eighteenth century onwards, increasingly embraced Protestant Dissent under the influence of the Evangelical Revival. Many resented the established Church as the Church of the Anglicized landed classes, and they had vivid communal memories of persecution by the bishops’ courts. In Scotland, where the established Church had been Presbyterian and Reformed since 1690, the Episcopal Church had the allegiance of a tiny minority of the Scottish people, perhaps only 3 per cent of the population. During the eighteenth century, Scottish Episcopalians had been closely associated with the Jacobite resistance to the Hanoverian monarchy in Britain; as a result Scottish Episcopalians had been subjected to decades of persecution, including penal laws imposed on them by the British Parliament. Those laws were only rescinded in 1792. Despite these unsympathetic conditions, and indeed partly in response to these conditions, the Oxford Movement found supporters in Ireland, Wales, and Scotland from an early stage.

IRELAND

It was, to a large extent, the crisis facing the established Church in Ireland, and the responses of the British state to that crisis, that had formed the occasion for the beginning of the Oxford Movement. The 1820s were indeed a time of intense religious conflict in Ireland, with a ‘Bible war’ that threatened to erupt into civil war. On the one hand, Protestants, especially those in connection with the established Church, had embraced a campaign, known as the ‘New Reformation’ or ‘Second Reformation’, which aimed to achieve what the sixteenth-century Reformation had failed to achieve in Ireland—that is, the conversion of Ireland’s large Catholic majority to Protestantism. With the support of prominent landowners, missionary, Bible, and educational societies, and some clergy of the established Church, the New Reformation movement aimed to consolidate the Union of Britain and Ireland around a common Protestantism. Protestant ‘Bible warriors’ denounced the Catholic Church for keeping the Irish peasantry trapped in ignorance and superstition. The New Reformation campaign had some success, especially in County Cavan, where there were over a thousand converts in 1826–7. Largely in response, the Irish Catholic majority, under the leadership of the lawyer and landowner, Daniel O’Connell, organized a national and democratic movement for Catholic Emancipation, including marches and ‘monster meetings’, aimed at both achieving equal civil rights for Catholics and thwarting the New Reformation movement. By 1828, the New Reformation campaign was losing momentum, while the Catholic Emancipation movement was gaining mass support and threatening political upheaval.

To avoid a breakdown of public order, Parliament passed a measure of Catholic Emancipation in 1829, though with guarantees for the preservation of the Irish Protestant establishment. Despite these guarantees, Catholic tenant farmers began refusing to pay their legal tithes to the established Church. A ‘tithe war’ began in late 1830 and spread quickly across the south and west of Ireland, with violent clashes between the Catholic peasantry and troops, loss of lives, and a financial crisis for the established Church. In response to the violence, Parliament passed the Irish Church Temporalities Act of 1833, which reduced the size of the Irish establishment, suppressing some parishes and arranging for the gradual abolition of ten of the twenty-two bishoprics (by uniting dioceses on the deaths of incumbents). It was this Act—which John Henry Newman described in a letter to the Archbishop of Dublin as ‘the extinction (without ecclesiastical sanction) of half her candlesticks, the witnesses and guarantees of the Truth and trustees of the Covenant’ (Whately 1866: I.235)—that provided the occasion in 1833 for launching the Tracts for the Times in Oxford. Meanwhile, the assault on the Irish Church continued, and was taken up by British radicals and Dissenters, who denounced the Irish establishment as corrupt, oppressive, and indefensible.

The majority within the Church of Ireland were evangelical in orientation. They emphasized Bible reading, direct, emotive preaching, salvation by grace alone, and the individual conversion experience, and they were prepared to cooperate with Presbyterians and Methodists in missionary and educational endeavours. However, as Peter Nockles has highlighted, there was also a significant High Church group within the early nineteenth-century Church of Ireland—strongly influenced by the theology of the seventeenth-century Caroline divines—which viewed the Church of Ireland as the one true catholic and apostolic Church in Ireland, established by St Patrick, renewed by the Reformation, preserving the apostolic succession, and maintaining pure doctrine against the errors of both Rome and Geneva (Nockles 1998). For High Churchmen, the established Church in Ireland derived its authority not from its numbers, but from its divine nature. As the High Church Archbishop of Dublin, William Magee, insisted in his charge of 1822, the Church of Ireland’s claims rested on ‘the apostolic origin and succession of the Christian ministry; the only ground on which the just rights of the Church can be maintained’ (Magee 1822: 12–13). Prominent High Churchmen in the Irish Church included John Jebb, Bishop of Limerick, Richard Mant, Bishop of Down and Connor, Lord John George Beresford, Archbishop of Armagh and Primate, and Thomas Elrington, Bishop of Ferns. High Churchmen, most notably Magee, had initially supported the New Reformation movement, although many soon grew critical of the evangelical dominance of the movement and its lack of attention to Church principles and liturgy (White 1981: 7).

Confronted in the mid-1830s by the tithe war, widespread calls for their Church’s abolition, and parliamentary indifference to their plight, a small number within the embattled Church of Ireland were attracted to Tractarian writings, including the Tractarian vision of the Church as a spiritual body, which was tested by persecution, and which possessed primitive truths and a divine authority independent of the state. From about 1835 Tractarian ideas were being spread in Ireland by several younger Irish clerics and laymen who had studied in or visited Oxford and had fallen under the spell of John Henry Newman. They included James Henthorn Todd, John Jebb, Jr., John Crosthwaite, Lord Adare, Aubrey de Vere, the poet, and William Alexander, a future Archbishop of Armagh and Primate of the Church of England. Some were drawn to the Tractarian emphases on asceticism and the disciplined spiritual life; others to Tractarian sacramental theology and veneration of ancient liturgies. ‘I have had intelligence from various parts of the Country’, the Irish historian James Henthorn Todd wrote to John Henry Newman on 17 April 1839, ‘of many clergymen who have made great strides towards Catholic views … I understand that in the Dioceses of Derry and Raphoe the Tracts are read with avidity—I know of some clerical book societies that have ordered them, and every one is talking of them.’ ‘Several clergymen’, he added, ‘have preached up Lent and fasting this year’ (LDN VII.62). Irish Tractarian sympathizers distanced themselves from the evangelical ‘Bible warriors’ and were critical of crude popular Protestant condemnations of Catholicism. In his Donnellan lectures of 1838 at Trinity College, Dublin, for example, Todd created a scandal when he challenged popular Protestant portrayals of the Catholic Church as the Antichrist.

As Nigel Yates observed, several Irish Protestant bishops supported the efforts, associated with the Oxford Movement, to revive ancient rituals and promote the study of ecclesiology (Yates 2006: 282). Bishop Mant had been insistent from the early 1820s that churches in his diocese should be properly fitted for worship. He later agreed to became a patron of the Cambridge Camden Society and in 1842 he accepted the presidency of his diocesan Church Architectural Society—though this interest in ecclesiology also led to charges of ‘Puseyism’, and forced his resignation as a patron of the Camden Society (Yates 2006: 286–7). In his charge of 1842, while critical of certain Tractarian excesses, Mant nonetheless applauded the ‘good and laudable motive’ behind the Tracts, which were ‘directed to valuable ends’. These valuable ends included the revival of Church principles, including apostolic succession, baptismal regeneration, and the proper ordering of church interiors (Mant 1842: 4, 20). Archbishop Beresford, Bishop Elrington of Ferns and Leighlin, and Bishop Kyle of Cork and Ross were also sympathetic to the restoration of historic ritual. From 1837, Todd promoted more choral services at St Patrick’s Cathedral, Dublin, while he lectured on ancient Church liturgies in the chapel of Trinity College, Dublin. Others, including his brother-in-law John Crosthwaite, worked with Todd in promoting the revival of historic liturgies, daily services, and choral services. In 1840, Todd was active in founding the Irish Ecclesiastical Journal, which was sympathetic to Tractarianism and ecclesiology.

In 1839, two young laymen with Tractarian sympathies, Lord Adare, the son of the second Earl of Dunraven, and William Monsell, who had studied briefly at Oriel College, Oxford, conceived the plan of creating a college in Ireland both for training an Irish-speaking clergy for the mission to the Catholics and for educating young men of the upper social orders in Church principles. Adare and Monsell supported the New Reformation movement, but they had become convinced it would only succeed if based on a conception of the United Church as the true catholic and apostolic Church in Ireland, and if it were conducted by missionaries trained in Church principles. They were joined in promoting the college project by James Henthorn Todd and the Oxford High Churchman William Sewell—with Sewell later serving as the first warden. The Primate, Archbishop Lord Beresford, made an initial donation of £500 to the new institution, which was named after the Irish St Columba. The college was opened in 1843, and in 1849 it moved to Rathfarnham, near Dublin. In a historical work of 1844 dedicated to the ‘Warden and Fellows of the College of St Columba’, William G. Todd, the brother of James Henthorn Todd, portrayed the ancient Irish Church as having emerged independently of the influence of the papacy of Rome. The Church of St Patrick, he insisted, had ‘remained independent from the See of Rome, from its foundation until the twelfth century’ (Todd 1844: 141). This Church of St Patrick was now the United Church, which was a branch of the ancient catholic and apostolic Church, rooted in ancient Irish culture, and independent of the corruptions both of Rome and of Geneva.

St Columba’s College, however, did not become the centre for Tractarian teachings in Ireland that its promoters had envisaged. This was largely due to the storm of protest aroused in Ireland by the publication in early 1841 of Newman’s Tract 90, a work which brought a deluge of Protestant denunciation upon the small group of Irish Tractarian sympathizers. As we have seen, the Church of Ireland felt besieged: Irish Protestants viewed Catholics as their implacable enemies, committed to the destruction of their Church and to the end of Protestant property and influence. For embattled Irish Protestants, Newman’s efforts to show that the Thirty-Nine Articles could be interpreted in a Catholic sense seemed part of a plot to subvert the United Church of England and Ireland from within. This view was shared by the Irish High Church group as well as the Evangelicals. ‘Many Churchmen here’, Todd informed Edward Pusey on 10 May 1841, ‘object to Tract 90, supposing it to be a dishonest attempt to strain the Articles’ (Liddon 1893–7: IV.224). Pusey added to the tension with an ill-timed and impolitic visit to Ireland in the early summer of 1841. He met prominent Catholics, attended Catholic mass, and visited a Catholic convent, thus seeming to confirm the extreme Protestant portrayal of the Tractarians as Romanizers. ‘We shall have to suffer’, Todd complained of Pusey, ‘for his nunnery doings’ (Nockles 1998: 483). The furore diminished Irish support for St Columba’s College, which was now denounced as a ‘Pusey colony’. In response the trustees distanced the College from the Oxford Movement (Nockles 1998: 483).

The Oxford Movement in Ireland was further weakened by the surge of anti-Catholic feeling roused by the government’s Maynooth grant in 1845, when the Westminster state provided an enlarged and permanent state endowment for Ireland’s Catholic seminary. The secession of Newman and other prominent Tractarians to the Catholic Church confirmed, for many Irish Protestants, the Movement’s Romanizing tendencies. The Oxford Movement in Ireland experienced some high-profile conversions to Rome, including Lord Adare and William Monsell, the two founders of St Columba’s College, Aubrey de Vere, the poet, and William G. Todd, the historian. With the death of Bishop Mant in 1848 the Oxford Movement lost its main sympathizer on the Church of Ireland episcopal bench. Also significant in weakening the influence of the Oxford Movement in Ireland was what the historian Emmet Larkin described as the ‘devotional revolution’ in the post-Famine Irish Catholic Church. According the Larkin, the two decades after the Synod of Thurles in 1850 witnessed a transformation of the Irish Catholic Church under the ultramontane leadership of Paul Cullen, Archbishop of Dublin and Primate, with an emphasis on Roman devotional practices, including ‘the rosary, forty hours, perpetual adoration, novenas, blessed altars, Via Crucis, benediction, vespers, devotion to the Sacred Heart and to the Immaculate Conception, jubilees, triduums, pilgrimages, shrines, processions and retreats’ (Larkin 1972: 645). With the devotional revolution, the Catholic Church in Ireland became increasingly assertive of its own claim to be the true catholic and apostolic Church in Ireland. There is no evidence that the Oxford Movement in the Church of Ireland influenced the devotional revolution in the Catholic Church; rather, both were part of the larger religious awakening across Europe associated with Romanticism and the reaction to the materialism and scepticism of the later Enlightenment. But the devotional revolution in Irish Catholicism did mean that suspicions of Romanizing tendencies within the Church of Ireland grew more pronounced and these suspicions tended to reinforce the Church’s Protestant character.

WALES

The established Church of England was a minority Church in early nineteenth-century Wales. The Protestant Evangelical movement beginning in the early eighteenth century had an immense impact on Wales, with a significant growth of Protestant Dissenting denominations—Baptists, Independents, and especially Methodists. Welsh Dissenting chapels appealed to local communities with a simple Gospel message, direct, impassioned preaching, congregational singing, services in the Welsh language, and emphasis on personal conversion. Their growth reflected in part the weaknesses of the established Church. While its weaknesses were often exaggerated by the Church’s opponents, the Church in Wales did have problems with pluralism, clerical non-residence, pastoral neglect, abuse of patronage, and gross inequalities of clerical incomes. Many Welsh people, moreover, perceived the established clergy as alien, English-speaking, closely aligned with the largely Anglicized landed classes, and indifferent to their needs and aspirations. Certainly the growth of Dissent in Wales was remarkable. ‘On an average over the fifty years between 1800 and 1850’, R. Tudor Jones observed, ‘Dissenters in Wales were opening one new chapel every eight days’. By the time of the religious census of 1851, over 70 per cent of places of worship and over 77 per cent of worshippers in Wales belonged to a Dissenting denomination (Jones 1970: 41).

Compared to this massive growth of Dissent, the impact of the Oxford Movement on religion in Wales was modest, and indeed many historians have dismissed the Movement in Wales as negligible. However, as recent scholarship, especially the work of Nigel Yates, D. P. Freeman, and John Boneham, has demonstrated, the Oxford Movement did make its presence felt in the Welsh Church from about 1840, and it did exercise a growing influence, especially through the ecclesiological and Ritualist movements, as the century progressed. The Movement found expression in sermons, pamphlets, poems, and hymns, many of them preached or published in the Welsh language. Tractarian teachings were brought to Wales largely by Oxford-educated clerics or members of the landed classes, many of whom were connected to Jesus College, and they found some support from an existing Welsh High Church movement, which had roots in the Welsh Jacobite movement (Owen 1953). The old Welsh High Church movement was especially influential among the landed classes around Aberystwyth.

The prominent Tractarian, Isaac Williams, poet and author of Tract 80, On Reserve in Communicating Religious Knowledge (1836), came from a landed family near Aberystwyth, and while he was raised in London, he maintained his Welsh family connections. The Williams family estate became the centre of a network of Welsh Tractarians, including Lewis Gilbertson (later Vice-Principal of Jesus College, Oxford) and Evan Lewis, later Dean of Bangor Cathedral. In 1841, the Williams family contributed to the erection of a new church, designed according to strict ecclesiological principles, at Llangorwen, several miles north of Aberystwyth. Matthew Williams, Isaac’s older brother, provided a site for the new church and together with his sister-in-law, Jane Griffiths, contributed to the construction costs. The church was built in the early English style, the chancel was modelled on Newman’s church at Littlemore, and the church had the first stone altar in Wales since the Reformation. According to local tradition, Keble donated the eagle pulpit, while Newman gifted four bronze candelabra. In preaching at the consecration of the church in December 1841, Isaac Williams spoke of how the building represented ‘the Church Catholic and visible throughout the world … built upon the foundation of the Apostles and Prophets, Jesus Christ being Himself the chief cornerstone’ (Williams 1841: 16). Lewis Gilbertson was the first incumbent. Another early Tractarian church was built on ecclesiological principles at Llangasty Talyllyn in Breconshire. It was endowed by an Englishman, Robert Raikes, who bought an estate in the neighbourhood in 1847; under a succession of Tractarian incumbents, the church provided ritualistic worship and daily services. In 1852, John Lewis, vicar of Llanrhystyd, near Aberystwyth, rebuilt his church on Tractarian principles, enlisting Isaac Williams’s help (Jones 1971: 110–11).

During the early 1850s, another small but lively network of Tractarian supporters emerged in the diocese of Bangor, where Tractarianism received some sympathy from the bishop, Christopher Bethell, a High Churchman with connections to the Hackney Phalanx. In his charge of 1843, Bethell had denounced Tract 90 and the Oxford Romanizers, but he had also insisted that the Tractarians had done much good through their teachings on the nature and governance of the Church, apostolic succession, sacramental grace, and early Church history. The Tractarians, he maintained, were helping to recall the Church to its ‘laws and regulations’ and raising its ‘standard of holiness’ (Bethell 1843: 15–16). Tractarian supporters in the Bangor diocese included Morris Williams, Philip Constable Ellis, Richard Williams Morgan, Richard Pughe, Griffith Arthur Jones, Owain Wynne Jones, and Evan Lewis. They promoted Church principles through sermons, poetry, and essays, much of it in the Welsh language. In 1843, Morris Williams, who wrote under the bardic name ‘Nicander’, published a volume of Welsh poems, Y Flwyddyn Eglwysig, which was modelled on Keble’s Christian Year. John Williams, rector of Llanymawddwy, an antiquarian and Celticist who wrote under the bardic name ‘Ab Ithel’, was a moderate Welsh voice of the Oxford Movement, a translator of Latin hymns into Welsh, and editor of the Welsh-language journal, Baner y Groes, which promoted Tractarian principles and lasted from 1855 to 1858.

Welsh Tractarians embraced a form of apologetic which portrayed the established Church in Wales as heir to the ancient British Church, and thus rooted deeply in the Welsh past. This line of apologetic, as Peter Nockles has shown, began among such seventeenth-century writers as Isaac Basire, Edmund Stillingfleet, and William Cave, and was revived in the second decade of the nineteenth century by the High Church bishop of St David’s, Thomas Burgess, in such works as The First Seven Epochs of the Ancient British Church (1813) and Tracts on the Origins and Independence of the Ancient British Church (1815) (Nockles 2007). In 1844, the Welsh Tractarian John Williams (‘Ab Ithel’) took up this apologetical line with The Ecclesiastical Antiquities of the Cymry: or the Ancient British Church, which argued that Christianity had been brought to Britain in the first century of the Christian era by evangelists of Jewish origin, who had probably been ordained by St Peter. The early Welsh Church, he maintained, had subsequently drawn upon ancient bardic traditions, uniting them with ‘Oriental’ influences. Its organization was complete by 500 AD, well before the arrival of Augustine’s mission (Williams 1844). This type of apologetic enabled Welsh churchmen to link their Church to both the ancient apostolic Church and ancient Welsh culture, while distancing their Church from both Roman Catholicism and evangelical Dissent. This was similar to the apologetic for the Irish Church that we have seen being expressed in the mid-1840s by the Irish Tractarian William G. Todd. On the whole, the Oxford Movement in Wales was strongly anti-Roman, with few converts to Rome. That said, there was a furore in North Wales when Viscount Feilding, son and heir to the Earl of Denbigh, and Feilding’s wife, became Roman Catholics in 1850.

In the late 1850s and 1860s, the influence of the Oxford Movement spread more widely in Wales, and became increasingly associated with Ritualism, ecclesiology, and the social mission. The Movement found additional patrons among the gentry and aristocracy, including Lady Windsor in Penarth, Lord Tredegar in Llanvaches, Lord Penrhyn, the Gladstones and Glynnes at Harwarden, and the trustees of the Marquis of Bute. From 1867, the Tractarian incumbent George Huntington promoted Ritualist practices in his church of St Mary’s, Tenby, in the diocese of St David’s, and in 1872, he founded the Society of St David of Wales to promote Ritualism within a Welsh national context (Yates 1974: 234–8). In 1872, the Tractarian Griffith Arthur Jones was appointed vicar of St Mary’s, Cardiff. The following year, Father Jones, as he was known, was joined by three Anglican Sisters from St Margaret’s convent, East Grinstead, to assist in his Cardiff mission work. The Tractarian Evan Lewis was appointed vicar of Aberdare by the trustees of the Marquis of Bute in 1859. He restored plainsong and Gregorian chants in worship, and in 1864 opened a new church, St Mary’s, built on ecclesiological principles. Lewis became rector of Dolgellau in 1866, and Dean of Bangor Cathedral in 1884. Father Jones’s close friend and fellow Tractarian, John David Jenkins, was appointed vicar of Aberdare by Bute’s trustees in 1869. Jenkins oversaw the restoration of St John’s church to its original Gothic design, heard confessions, inaugurated Church choral festivals, and continued Gregorian chants in worship, now with a white surpliced choir. Active in social engagement and charitable work, and helping to mediate industrial disputes in this industrial parish, Jenkins became revered as the ‘Railwayman’s Apostle’ before his early death, aged 48, in 1876 (Turner 1988).

The Oxford Movement aroused considerable hostility from Welsh Dissenters. Not surprisingly, Dissenters objected to being portrayed by Tractarians as schismatics who lacked a valid ministry, because their ministers were not part of the apostolic succession. For their part, many Welsh Dissenters viewed the Tractarian clergy as Roman Catholics in disguise. ‘What is Puseyism?’ asked the Nonconformist pastor John Phillips, in a lecture given in 1850 in Bangor: it is ‘the friend of the Church of Rome, the corruptor of the Church of England, and the enemy of Nonconformists’. Puseyism, he added, ‘is Protestantism in profession, and Popery at heart. It wears the clothing of the sheep, but its voice is the bleatings of the goat’ (Freeman 1999: 130). Nonconformists exaggerated the numbers of Tractarian clergy in Wales, in order to portray the whole established Church as corrupted by its influence. According to the Nonconformist pastor William Rees, speaking in 1850 at a public meeting in Carnarvon, ‘the greatest number of the Parsons of North Wales are now Puseyites’, while the Welsh landed classes were ‘becoming Popish by the thousand’ (Freeman 1999: 163). Hostility to the Oxford Movement was a major factor in convincing Welsh Nonconformists, especially Calvinistic Methodists, to take up the cause of disestablishment during the 1840s. ‘For a people whose whole cast of thought was theological’, observed the historian R. Tudor Jones, ‘the Oxford Movement became in itself an argument for disestablishment’ (Jones 1970: 64).

However, while the Oxford Movement may have convinced many Welsh Dissenters to embrace the cause of disestablishment, Oxford influences were also important in shaping the later nineteenth-century responses of the Church in Wales to its increasingly vulnerable position as an establishment. Tractarian teachings helped the Welsh Church to see itself as part of the ancient British Church, spiritually independent of the state, with deep roots in Welsh history and identity. The Oxford Movement contributed to a revival of choral music in worship, to the writing of Welsh hymns and devotional poetry, and to the building or restoration of churches on ecclesiological principles. The influence of the Oxford Movement in Wales should not be exaggerated. There was hostility to Ritualism within the Welsh Church, with the broad church bishop of St David’s, Connop Thirlwall, among the most prominent opponents. As Nigel Yates observed, with reference to England and Wales, ‘at the end of the nineteenth century the four Welsh dioceses were among those that had been least influenced by the Oxford Movement’ (Yates 2000: 59). Nonetheless, Tractarian influences helped prepare the Church in Wales for both early twentieth-century disestablishment and for a revived sense of mission in a Welsh national context.

SCOTLAND

Early nineteenth-century Scotland was overwhelmingly Presbyterian. In the 1830s, some 85 per cent per cent of the churchgoing population north of the Tweed attended a Presbyterian church. They embraced the Calvinist theology of the Westminster Confession of Faith, with belief in the awesome majesty of God, the predestination of all things by the inscrutable divine decrees, salvation by grace alone, and the absolute authority of Scripture. Their worship was defined by the Westminster Directory, with services focused on the Word of God—Bible readings, long sermons, and congregational singing of the metrical Psalms, with no instrumental accompaniment and no prayer book. Church interiors generally had whitewashed or bare stone walls, and were dominated by the high pulpit; there were, at this time, no stained-glass windows and no crosses on the walls. Scottish Presbyterian churches were governed by a hierarchy of church courts made up of ministers and elders; there was a parity of ministers and no bishops. The majority of Presbyterians adhered to the Church of Scotland, which was Scotland’s established Church.

During the 1830s and early 1840s, Presbyterian Scotland was also a place of intense religious conflict. Protestant Dissenters, most of them members of strict Presbyterian denominations that had broken away from the established Church of Scotland, launched a campaign in the early 1830s to disestablish the Church of Scotland and end all forms of state support for religion. The established Church responded with a renewed home mission, launching a church extension campaign aimed at multiplying the number of parish churches and schools, especially in the growing towns and cities. The Church also reformed the system of appointing parish ministers, restricting the power of lay patrons and increasing the role of congregations in selecting ministers. However, the Church of Scotland’s reforms led to conflict with the Westminster state. In the later 1830s, the civil law courts declared the Church’s restrictions on the powers of patrons in appointing ministers to be an illegal infringement on the patrons’ rights, and the civil courts ordered the Church to ordain patrons’ candidates to the ministry of parish churches regardless of the views of the congregations. When the Church resisted these ‘intrusions’ of unwanted patrons’ appointees, its ministers and elders were threatened with fines and imprisonment. Many within the Church of Scotland became convinced that the state was determined to humiliate and degrade their Church, and by the early 1840s, a large number were preparing to secede from the established Church in protest.

The Scottish Episcopal Church had not participated in these conflicts. It had experienced decades of persecution since the later seventeenth century, largely because of its association with the Jacobite risings, and although the penal laws were rescinded in 1792, it remained vulnerable and cautious. Described by Sir Walter Scott as Scotland’s ‘poor and suffering Episcopal Church’, it was in 1800 little more than a remnant, with six bishops, about seventy clerics, and some 15,000 adult worshippers, representing about 1 per cent of the Scottish population. The Episcopal Church, moreover, was divided. In the north, Scottish Episcopalians were firmly attached to an historic liturgy, the Scottish Communion Office, a modified version of the Scottish Prayer Book of 1637. In the south, however, Episcopal congregations tended to use the Book of Common Prayer of the Church of England, and some of these congregations refused to acknowledge the authority of the Scottish bishops. While most Scottish Episcopalians were High Church in their piety, there was an Evangelical movement, associated with migrants from England and Ireland, and in the towns there were often acute tensions between the High Church group and the Evangelicals.

The Oxford Movement was becoming known in Scotland from the later 1830s. However, many in the Scottish Episcopal Church did not believe they had much to learn from Tractarian teachings. They claimed to have been well schooled in Church principles during their suffering in the penal times, when Oxford had offered them scant support. Through persecution, insisted Michael Russell, the Episcopal bishop of Glasgow, in his Charge of 1842, ‘the iron [had] entered into the soul of the poor Episcopalian’ and most Scottish Episcopalians had a firm ‘belief in the holy catholic church’ (Russell 1842: 23, 17). Nonetheless, Tractarian influences did find supporters in Scotland, initially from Scottish landowners who had studied in Oxford or had English connections. One of these, the recently widowed Marchioness of Lothian, was introduced to the Oxford Movement through her English relations. In the early 1840s, she endowed the building of a sumptuous Gothic church, St John’s, in Jedburgh, in the Borders district. The architect was John Haywood of the Cambridge Camden Society, and the church’s interior, including an altar of Caen stone, lectern, aisleless nave, screened-off chancel, and alignment with its chancel to the east, was meant to accommodate Tractarian liturgical practices. Placed above the altar were tiles with sacred images, designed by A. W. N. Pugin. The church’s consecration in 1844 was portrayed as a new beginning for the Episcopal Church, and was attended by four Scottish bishops and thirty-two priests. Among them were several leading English Tractarians, including John Keble, Robert Wilberforce, and William Dodsworth (Clarke 1997). Shortly after, the fifth Duke of Buccleuch and his High Church wife (and Lady Lothian’s close friend), Charlotte Anne Montagu-Douglas-Scott, endowed the building of another church on ecclesiological principles, St Mary the Virgin, in Dalkeith, near Edinburgh. The first incumbent introduced choral services and he later became the private confessor to Lady Lothian, until her conversion to Roman Catholicism in 1851. Lord and Lady Aberlour built and endowed another church on Tractarian principles, St Mary’s, Dalmahoy, also near Edinburgh; it was consecrated in 1850. Between 1840 and 1860, eighty-eight new Episcopal churches, all of them influenced by ecclesiological principles, were opened in Scotland.

In 1840, two young lay Episcopalians, the Tory MP of Scottish parentage William Ewart Gladstone, and the Scottish lawyer James Hope, conceived the project of establishing a college in Scotland for the training of Episcopal priests and lay leaders. Their project paralleled the founding at this time of St Columba’s College in Ireland. Both men had come under Tractarian influence while students at Oxford, and they saw their college project as part of a larger movement for reclaiming Scotland to the true catholic and apostolic Church. The prospects for their venture seemed to be brightened by the breakup of the Presbyterian establishment in 1843. They enlisted support from a number of Scottish landowners, including Gladstone’s father, Sir John Gladstone of Fasque, and the College of the Holy and Undivided Trinity was opened in 1847 in Glenalmond, Perthshire. Two other Scottish lay Episcopalians, Lord Forbes and George Frederick Boyle (later Earl of Glasgow)—both of whom had come under Tractarian influence while students at Oxford—initiated a project to build a new cathedral in Perth. Money was raised in Scotland and England, and the grandiose neo-Gothic building, designed by the English architect William Butterfield, with pointed arches, high ceiling, and frescos, was consecrated in December 1850; it was the first cathedral to be built in Britain since the rebuilding of St Paul’s in London. The Tractarian ecclesiologist John Mason Neale was invited to become the first dean of the cathedral. He declined, but preached at the consecration service. In 1849, Boyle endowed another Tractarian establishment, the College of the Holy Spirit on the Western Isle of Cumbrae, with a neo-Gothic collegiate church (which would later become the Cathedral of the Isles), also designed by William Butterfield and built according to strict ecclesiological principles. The first provost was the Tractarian G. Cosby White. With its collegiate church and college, Cumbrae would, its promoters hoped, become another Iona, training and sending forth celibate missionary priests for the conversion of Scotland to Church principles (although its location would prove too remote for Cumbrae to have much real influence).

In 1847, the Scottish Episcopal priest and Oxford-educated protégé of Pusey, Alexander Penrose Forbes, was elected bishop of the Scottish diocese of Brechin—becoming the first Tractarian bishop in the United Kingdom. He gained broad public support for his committed ministry in the socially deprived districts of Dundee and his commitment to the Scottish Communion Office, which he viewed as a powerful expression of the real presence in the eucharist (Strong 1995). Under Forbes’s leadership, a large neo-Gothic church, St Paul’s (designed by the English architect George Gilbert Scott), was completed in 1855 in Dundee; its towering spire symbolized the new confidence of the Scottish Episcopal Church. In 1862, the first Anglican Sisters, members of the Society of St Margaret (co-founded by Neale), began work in Scotland, establishing a house in Aberdeen. As Gavin White observed, the years from 1839 to 1854 were a time of unprecedented growth for the Scottish Episcopal Church. Its seventy-six congregations doubled in number, as did the number of its clergy (White 1977: 329). Much of this growth, to be sure, was unrelated to the Oxford Movement. There was a large-scale migration of Irish Protestants to Scotland during and after the Famine, as well as economic migrants from England; and these Irish and English migrants were very often evangelical. The population of industrializing Scotland, moreover, was as a whole growing rapidly, and despite the increase in their numbers, Scottish Episcopalians still constituted only about 3 per cent of the total Scottish population in the late nineteenth century. Nonetheless, Tractarian principles helped instil a new confidence and sense of mission to Scottish Episcopalianism.

The Church of Scotland was broken up with the Disruption of 1843, when about a third of the ministers and perhaps half the lay membership seceded to form the Free Church. In the view of many Scottish Presbyterians, a major cause of the Disruption had been the refusal of Parliament to provide a legislative solution to the patronage dispute, and many also believed that Parliament’s refusal to act had resulted from English hostility or indifference to Scotland’s Presbyterian establishment. Moreover, many Scots believed that this English hostility or indifference was encouraged by the Tractarians, who held that the Church of Scotland was not a true Church because it lacked apostolic succession. There were even suspicions that the Scottish Episcopal Church, puffed up by Tractarian teachings, now hoped that it would become the established Church in Scotland. Speaking in 1842, the year before the Disruption, Andrew Gray, Church of Scotland minister in Perth, had claimed that the Scottish Episcopalians ‘were now emboldened by the language, the waxing strength, and the expected aid, of Tractarianism, to bring their bold pretensions prominently forward’ (Gray 1842: 24). Many within the Scottish Free Church would harbour a deep hatred of ‘Puseyism’ long after the Disruption.

However, within the established Presbyterian Church of Scotland, attitudes to the Oxford Movement would take a different—and unexpected—turn. From the 1860s, a number of ministers and congregations in the Scottish Presbyterian establishment were attracted to historic liturgies and the study of ecclesiology, in part through Tractarian influences. Led initially by Robert Lee, the minister of the historic Greyfriar’s church in Edinburgh, the liturgical reformers moved away from the stark simplicity of traditional Presbyterian worship and introduced read prayers, set liturgies, organs, congregational hymn singing, and shorter sermons. In 1865, Lee and his supporters founded the Church Service Society, to promote the study of ancient and modern liturgies and to encourage innovation in worship. Despite strong opposition from traditionalists, the innovations spread, including, from the 1870s, a growing number of church organs and trained, robed choirs. There were also Presbyterian movements to restore Scotland’s cathedrals and medieval churches, with chancels, holy tables, and stained-glass windows.

It is difficult to connect these Presbyterian liturgical and ecclesiological reforms of the 1860s and 1870s directly to the Oxford Movement. However, Tractarian influences became more identifiable in the Presbyterian Scoto-Catholic movement of the late nineteenth century, and its efforts to portray the Church of Scotland as a branch of the holy catholic and apostolic Church. Such Scoto-Catholics as John MacLeod of Govan, James Cooper, George Sprott, Wallace Williamson, and H. J. Wotherspoon insisted not only on reviving ancient liturgies and church interiors, but also on promoting Tractarian principles, including apostolic succession (through presbyteries rather than bishops), veneration of tradition, sacramental grace, and ecumenical theology. ‘We must learn to feel more deeply than we yet do’, proclaimed the Scoto-Catholic William Milligan, professor of biblical criticism at Aberdeen University, in his closing address as moderator of the General Assembly of 1882, ‘that we are an integral part of Christ’s body, and in vital connection with the whole body…. We are a portion of what is called in the creed the “holy Catholic Church”, planted in Scotland by the Divine Head of the Church Himself’ (Yancey 1970: 337). In 1892, Scoto-Catholics formed the Scottish Church Society, ‘to defend and advance Catholic doctrine as set forth in the ancient Creeds and embodied in the Standards of the Church of Scotland’. The Scottish Church Society organized retreats and conferences, called for the revival of the festivals of the Christian year, and issued publications, including scholarly editions of historical liturgies. For the Scottish-born Archbishop of York, Cosmo Gordon Lang, speaking in Aberdeen in 1894, the Scottish Church Society represented an Oxford Movement within the Church of Scotland, and was destined to revive catholic and apostolic principles among ‘the mass of the laity’ (Lang 1895: 10–11). The Scoto-Catholic movement would have a profound influence upon the established Presbyterian Church of Scotland from the 1880s, and was arguably the most important contribution of the Oxford Movement to Scotland.

CONCLUSION

Despite the very different religious conditions in Ireland, Wales, and Scotland, the Oxford Movement made its presence felt in all three nations. In England, the Movement had emerged within a national established Church that commanded the allegiance of the large majority of the English population, including the political elite. In both Ireland and Wales, however, the United Church of England and Ireland was in the 1830s a minority establishment, with the adherence of only a small proportion of the population. And in Scotland, the Protestant Episcopal Church in the 1830s was a very small dissenting Church, which until recently had suffered under penal laws.

The early Oxford Movement in Ireland, Wales, and Scotland was limited in its influence. In all three countries, Tractarian teachings were initially spread by small clerical and lay networks, though often with wealthy aristocratic patronage, and the teachings found expression in church building and restoration, and in choral services and the revival of historic liturgies. While Irish, Welsh, and Scottish Tractarians had embraced the same basic principles as their English counterparts, their views had a more pronounced anti-Roman tendency. Significantly, they also endeavoured to connect the Oxford Movement to their respective national histories and cultures. In Ireland, Tractarian supporters portrayed the established United Church as part of the ancient Church of St Patrick and of the Irish saints. Welsh Tractarians maintained that the established Church was heir to the ancient British Church, with deep roots in Welsh history and culture. And some Scottish Tractarians, led by A. P. Forbes, embraced the seventeenth-century Scottish Communion Office, as an expression of distinctive Scottish Church principles. The experience of the Oxford Movement in these countries demonstrated that it was not simply an English cultural movement, but that it could be adapted to other cultures.

In Ireland, the influence of Oxford teachings on the Church of Ireland remained limited, in part because of the strident anti-Catholicism in Irish Protestantism and in part because of the growth of ultramontane beliefs and practices—the ‘devotional revolution’—in the post-Famine Irish Catholic Church. In Wales and Scotland, on the other hand, the influence of the Oxford Movement, and its emphasis on the spiritual independence and ancient devotional teachings of the Church, steadily increased in the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, helping the Church in Wales to adapt to disestablishment when it came, and helping the Scottish Episcopal Church to flourish as a small denomination within a predominantly Presbyterian nation. Moreover, the Oxford Movement had an unexpected influence on the Presbyterian Church of Scotland, contributing to a Scoto-Catholic movement from the later nineteenth century that would greatly enrich Presbyterian worship, devotion, and ecclesiology.
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CHAPTER 32



THE OXFORD MOVEMENT IN EUROPE



ALBRECHT GECK

THE OXFORD MOVEMENT AS PART OF A WIDER INTELLECTUAL AND RELIGIOUS MOVEMENT IN EUROPE

WRITERS on the Oxford Movement like Yngve Brilioth, David Brown, Owen Chadwick, and most recently Geoffrey Rowell have pointed out that the Oxford Movement was no isolated insular phenomenon but part of a wider intellectual and religious movement in Europe. As Chadwick wrote, ‘The Oxford Movement was one part of that great swing of opinion against Reason as the Age of Reason had understood it and used it. Through Europe ran the reaction against the aridity of common sense, against the pride of rationalism’ (Chadwick 1990: 2). The most prominent movement which represented this anti-rationalist reaction was the Romantic movement. However diverse it may have been in itself, and particularly from one nation to the other, Romanticism favoured individual imagination over against collective reason and thus affected all aspects of intellectual life, not only in the visual arts, literature, music, and architecture, but also in politics and philosophy—and in theology. Five years before the beginning of the Oxford Movement in 1833, Pusey published his Enquiry into German Theology in which he argued that in Germany theological rationalism had been overthrown by the practical philosophy of Kant and the Romantic theology of Schleiermacher (Geck 1987: 407–8).

The list of Romantic writers in Germany provided by Brilioth—Johann Joseph von Görres, Friedrich Schlegel, Friedrich von Hardenberg, also known as Novalis, and Friedrich Stolberg—was a little idiosyncratic (Brilioth 1933). Brilioth was clearly fascinated by those Romantics who either were Roman Catholic or converted to Roman Catholicism later in their lives, which, of course, was exactly what happened to many Tractarians either after or before Newman’s conversion in 1845. And Rowell rightly pointed out that Görres’s controversy with the Prussian government over the dismissal of the Archbishop of Cologne, Clemens August von Droste-Vischering, bore resemblance to Keble’s Assize sermon in that both events presupposed a new understanding of Church authority as distinct from that of the state. ‘Let us give up a national Church and have a real one’, as Richard Hurrell Froude put it in 1834 (Froude 1838–9: III.274).

In his list of Romantics, Brilioth neglected to mention Friedrich Schleiermacher, whose Speeches on Religion (1799) established an idea of religion based neither on reason nor on morality, but on what he called Gefühl—rather inadequately translated as ‘feeling’. In contrast to Novalis, whose concept of a unified Europe under papal authority was close to Roman Catholic notions, Schleiermacher’s approach was liberal in outlook and therefore remained suspicious to adherents of the Oxford Movement. Pusey, who once believed that Schleiermacher had ushered in a ‘new era of theology’ (Pusey 1828: 115) after his ‘conversion’ to Anglo-Catholicism rejected the offer to translate Schleiermacher’s Brief Outline into English (Geck 2009: 29).

Not only German, but also French Romantic writers shared themes which were present in early nineteenth-century Britain. François-René de Chateaubriand’s influential Génie du Christianisme, beauté de la religion chretienne (1802), a fervent defence of Christianity against its rationalist critics, was in fact written while in exile in England. The author argued that Christianity ensured the superiority of the European over against the ancient and pagan civilizations, and that the rejection of Christianity in revolutionary France had caused the Terreur of the French Revolution. His brilliantly written descriptions of Christian literature, art, and ritual ‘made it [the Church] poetical’—as Newman would later say about Keble and his impact on ecclesiology in England (Newman 1907: 442).

A second French writer may be named here, whose writings represented not the aesthetic, but rather the politically conservative, if not reactionary manifestation of the Romantic movement: Joseph de Maistre. His treatise Du Pape (1819) was concerned with the question of authority. Although at times his reasoning seemed similar to that of his moderate English counterpart Edmund Burke, de Maistre’s conclusions were a great deal more extreme. Not only did he describe the absolutist monarchy of Louis XIV as ‘most natural to man’, he also adopted the extreme ultramontane position that ‘without the Papal monarchy the Church no longer exists’ (de Maistre 1850: 16). It is perhaps noteworthy that whereas no traces of de Maistre can be found in Pusey’s Enquiry into German Theology, there is important resonance of Burke’s Reflections on the Revolution in France (1790) to the effect that reform is possible so long as the valuable aspects of tradition are left untouched.

These examples from English, French, and German writers show that around the turn of the nineteenth century there was an obvious concurrence of themes and perspectives on the world. As Geoffrey Rowell summed it up: ‘The Church in danger, the spiritual independence of the Church as the bulwark against revolutionary ideas, the reaction against an arid rationalism in theology and a recovery of the importance of the imagination and the feelings, an interest in seeing Church history in a providential way’ (Rowell 2012: 158).

TRAVEL BETWEEN ENGLAND AND THE CONTINENT AS THE VEHICLE OF CULTURAL EXCHANGE AND TRANSFER

The revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars made travel in Europe difficult. Only after the Congress of Vienna in 1815 did the situation change. But even then, travelling remained irksome as Tom Mozley informed us in his Reminiscences (1882): ‘A Continental tour … consisted chiefly of troublesome and costly incidents with vetturinos, guides, and hotel-keepers; road accidents, and brigands, real or imaginary’ (Rowell 2012: 164). A digital search of the Dictionary of National Biography yields much material about people travelling across the British Isles and on the Continent, which would warrant systematic analysis. Very often the sojourn among the English or the peoples of Europe respectively elicited some kind of culture shock. Tholuck, for instance, was quite annoyed by the manner in which people dashing down the road would shout at him: ‘Get moving, get moving!’ And when Robert Isaac Wilberforce went to an inn in Bonn he could hardly bear to see the Germans eating, as they ran their knives in and out of ‘their monstrous Westphalian mouths’ (Geck 2012a: 168–9). In Paris communication proved difficult for Wilberforce: ‘I cannot speak French and the stupid dogs cannot understand English’ (Rowell 2012: 165). Yet sometimes the problems yielded some deeper insights into national peculiarities. Pusey wrote for example: ‘A German writes because he has something to say; an Englishman only because it is, or he thinks it is, needed’ (Geck 2009: 141).

Nevertheless throughout the century there was a lively exchange between England and the Continent. Samuel Taylor Coleridge came to Cologne, marvelled at the Gothic beauty of the cathedral, and wrote his famous poem on ‘Köhln, a town of monks and bones’ (Coleridge 2008: 113). The High Churchman Hugh James Rose triggered off a significant controversy with his The State of the Protestant Religion in Germany (1825), which Newman regarded as the beginning of the Oxford Movement. Rose had visited Germany—although no historical evidence of his visit seems to have survived. Pusey studied in such eminent places as Greifswald, Göttingen, Berlin, and Bonn and made the acquaintance of theologians like Wilhelm Gesenius, Friedrich Schleiermacher, August Neander, and Friedrich August Tholuck, to name only a few (Geck 2009: 26–32). The art and architecture English travellers saw at Munich left a lasting impression on their mind, and in 1829 ‘German agents, one of them with a special introduction to Robert Wilberforce, filled Oxford with very beautiful and interesting tinted lithographs of mediaeval paintings’ (Rowell 2012: 165). In many an Anglican mind, the attendance of services in French and Italian churches incited a yearning for unity with Rome. Frederick William Faber, who later converted to Roman Catholicism, thought it was ‘an oppressive thing to be a priest in the city of St Ambrose and St Charles Borromeo, and yet a stranger’. He prayed in Rome in St Peter and called it ‘the metropolitan church of the whole world’. John Henry Newman, who travelled to Italy with his friend Hurrell Froude, was greatly impressed by Rome, which he admired as ‘the most wonderful place on Earth’. Although at that time he loathed the Catholic Church as ‘polytheistic, degrading and idolatrous’, during a critical illness in Sicily he acquired the notion that God had work for him to do in England. His Lectures on the Prophetical Office of the Church and the Essay on Development (1836) were strongly influenced by Newman’s intellectual exchange with the French scholar Jean-Nicolas Jager (Rowell 2012: 165–6).

But not only did English scholars travel across Europe, an increasing number of continental scholars visited the British Isles with London, Cambridge, and Oxford as their most popular destinations. Cambridge had always maintained closer contacts with the Continent. In 1788 the rationalist theologian Heinrich Eberhard Gottlob Paulus had visited the Unitarian congregation there. Herbert Marsh, Julius Charles Hare, and Connop Thirlwall spread the ethos of Protestant theology in England. In contrast to that, Pusey, who in the meantime had abandoned his modern-orthodox Protestantism, was increasingly embarrassed by German visitors, who did not quite understand what was going on in Tractarian Oxford and were eager for explanation (Geck 2009: 202).

THE OXFORD MOVEMENT AS DISCUSSED IN EUROPEAN NATIONS AND THE CONTINENTAL CHURCHES

Jan de Maeyer’s and Karel Strobbe’s essay, ‘The Oxford Movement: Reception and Perception in Catholic Circles in Nineteenth-Century Belgium’, was based on the study of three journals which were also read outside Belgium, L’Ami de la Religion, the Journal Historique et Littéraire, and the Revue Catholique (de Maeyer and Strobbe 2012). The authors came to the conclusion ‘that the leading Catholic periodicals in Belgium had little or no understanding of the authenticity, the substantive richness and ecclesiological meaning of the Oxford Movement’ (de Maeyer and Strobbe 2012: 202). Between 1838 and 1840, de Maeyer and Strobbe observed, the interest in the Oxford Movement was sympathetic, but critical. The first reference to the Movement was made in an article by the future Cardinal Nicholas Wiseman, then rector of the English College in Rome. His thorough investigation Sur l’état actuel du protestantisme en Angleterre summarized some of the central ideas of the movement as they had been developed in the Tracts for the Times. He also reflected on some of the important events so far, including the controversy over the appointment of the liberal theologian Renn Dickson Hampden as Professor of Divinity in Oxford. Wiseman’s ambivalent attitude towards the Oxford Movement was typical of the Roman perspective which ‘measured [it] according to the yardstick of Roman Catholic doctrine’ (de Maeyer and Strobbe 2012: 191). He hailed the Movement as an invigoration of the Catholic strain of Anglicanism, but he also rejected its alleged ‘inconsistency’ as it did not lead the Church of England back to the bosom of the Roman Church.

The period between 1841 and 1843 was characterized by ‘hope for rapprochement’ and criticism of the steadfastness of ‘les Puséystes’ who simply did not see the need of conversion. The very titles of the essays betray their ecclesio-political drift: Retour d l’église anglicane à l’unité (1841), Tendance vers un retour à l’unité Catholique en Angleterre (1841), De la réaction qui s’opère en Angleterre, dans le sens Catholique (1842), Mouvement Catholique dans l’église Protestante d’Angleterre (1843). In these articles the history of the Church of England was unfolded and special emphasis was laid on alleged Romanizing influences, including William Laud and the Caroline divines. Just as in Germany it was not Newman’s but Pusey’s name which served as a party-name. The controversy over his sermon on the eucharist in 1843 was described in great detail and whenever criticism had to be reported the Catholic periodicals invariably took Pusey’s stance.

The years 1844 and 1845 marked the peak of this hope for an Anglican return to unity with Rome. In 1844 the Catholic historian Jules Gondon published his book Du mouvement religieux en Angleterre ou les progrès du Catholicism et le retour de l’Église anglicane à l’unité in which he argued that the complete conversion of the Movement to Catholicism was imminent. He later published a list of 165 men and women who actually did convert. Newman’s Tract 90 was discussed in an article by Charles Michael Baggs to the effect that the Tractarians would either have to abandon the Thirty-Nine Articles or remain in error. The controversy over William George Ward’s Ideal of a Christian Church and his ensuing conversion to Rome was as attentively observed as Newman’s conversion in the same year. Every rumour that seemed to support the hope for mass conversions was eagerly taken up and stories of prominent conversions to Rome, such as that of Henry Wilberforce in 1850, became very popular.

In his essay ‘ “Separated Brethren”: French Catholics and the Oxford Movement’, Jeremy Morris also arrives at the conclusion that the overall interest of continental Catholics was in the imminent overthrow of the Protestant Established Church in England. He distinguishes three circles in France which took interest in the Oxford Movement, the ‘Mennaisian circle’, the ‘Veuillot circle’, and the circle of the newspaper L’Ami de la Religion (Morris 2012: 204). These groups loosely represented three schools of thought in French Catholicism respectively, the liberal, the extreme ultramontane, and the Gallican.

The extreme ultramontane view was put forward by Louis Veuillot in his L’Univers. The staunch polemicism the journal had acquired under Veuillot’s editorship had made the journal quite popular. Its abundant use of irony and ad hominem criticism is strongly reminiscent of the equally conservative, yet Protestant Evangelische Kirchen-Zeitung in Prussia. Most articles about the Oxford Movement which appeared in L’Univers were written by Jules Gondon, who in 1844 published the substance of his contributions as a separate volume, Du Mouvement Religieux en Angleterre. Gondon had been to England three times between 1838 and 1844 and he had even discussed matters with Pusey and Newman themselves. He was particularly interested in the conversions that took place from Anglicanism to Catholicism, but was quite unwilling to assign any trace of catholicity to the Church of England as such. However instrumental it may be in leading people to Rome, from an ultramontane view ‘there was nothing intrinsically Catholic about the Oxford Movement’ (Morris 2012: 214). Surely Gondon was sympathetic with the Tractarians who told him that they didn’t want to innovate, but to restore. Yet, he claimed, Rome should not support the reform of Anglicanism, but the conversion to Catholicism: extra ecclesiam nulla salus.

The coverage of the Oxford Movement in the Gallican L’Ami de la Religion did not deviate substantially from this ultramontane view. There was a clear distinction between Protestantism and Catholicism, and the Oxford Movement was essentially classified as Protestant. All articles worked ‘within a hermeneutic of imminent national conversion’ (Morris 2012: 216) and did not deem Tractarianism worthy of a thorough analysis as late as June 1838. Many events that stirred up emotions throughout England went completely unmentioned. However, Pusey became the focus of attention, then Newman’s retraction in April 1843 incited an article on Newman as ‘l’un des chefs des Puséystes [sic] (Morris 2012: 217). This year saw the publication of twenty articles on the Oxford Movement as compared to sixteen in 1842 and seventeen in 1841. Newman’s conversion in 1845 eventually seemed to substantiate expectations of a national conversion.

The French liberal Catholic stance on the Oxford Movement was, of course, slightly more elaborate. On the one hand the liberals shared the overall Catholic view that unity with Rome was imperative. In his Letter to the Rev. Member of the Camden Society on . . . the Puseyites (1844), Charles de Montalembert maintained that Anglicanism had no claim to the term ‘Catholic’ and was even more subservient to the state than continental Protestantism. The efforts of the Tractarians to restore catholicity within the Church of England were therefore quite out of place. Given these animadversions, it was most surprising that about ten years later Montalembert praised the constitutional and spiritual merits of Anglicanism over against continental Protestantism. In The Political Future of England (1855) he described Anglicanism as a ‘positive, substantial religion, incomplete as it is’ which generated a ‘revival of religious feeling’ (Morris 2012: 209). Morris argues that this change of mind was due to Montalembert’s dissatisfaction with the state-church system of the Second Empire. Montalembert praised the Oxford Movement precisely for its fight for a free church in a free state (Église libre dans l’État libre). Yet he did not go as far as some of his associates like Ambrose Phillipps de Lisle and Jean Baptiste Henri Lacordaire, who actually attributed the word ‘Catholic’ to the Church of England. As for example Phillipps wrote: ‘I am fully persuaded that there is no point of the globe at the present moment, in which a more important work is going on for the glory of the Catholick Church, than that which is in progress in Oxford’ (Morris 2012: 210). Or as it was poetically put by Frédéric-Alfred-Pierre, comte de Falloux: ‘It is a city crowded with catholic monuments and preserved by protestants, like a sort of national Pompei’ (Morris 2012: 211).

The Roman Catholic reaction in Germany resembled that of the Catholics in Belgium and in France. The author of the article on ‘Puseyism in England’ in the Historisch-politischen Blätter für das katholische Deutschland argued that the Oxford Movement’s interest in Catholic rites and episcopacy was at best ‘baroque’ (Anon. 1843: 329). But there was no way to elevate the Church of England from a heretical to a ‘schismatic’ position (Anon. 1843: 338). Newman’s Tract 90 was ridiculed and it was agreed ‘that he [Newman] may as well have shown the identity of the Augsburg Confession with the Talmud and of the Council of Trent with the holy scriptures of the Hindus’ (Anon. 1843: 343).

To sum up, the Roman Catholic reception of the Oxford Movement in Europe was academic and abstract. Roman Catholics wrote about developments in a different country which were not likely to have an immediate impact on their own national churches. This did not apply to German Protestantism. Plans to set up an Anglo-Prussian bishopric in Jerusalem aroused fears for the ecclesiological integrity of the Prussian Church as well as of the Church of England. Newman regarded it as a scheme to un-church the Church of England. Pusey wrote: ‘To give Episcopacy to Prussia now … is like arraying a corpse or whitening a sepulchre’ (Geck 2012b: 62). In turn, when the Prussian king sent ambassadors to England to study the ecclesiastical situation, there was widespread rumour that they would be consecrated as bishops and bring historical episcopacy to Prussia. This fear reflected the Oxford Movement’s High notions of an episcopal church government.

The controversy within the Protestant churches in Prussia and other parts of Germany was symptomatic of the diversity of Protestant thought after the French Revolution. By the 1830s German Protestantism contained a large number of theological schools, among them Neo-Orthodoxy, Revival Theology, Mediating Theology, Speculative Theology, the Tübingen school, and various branches of Enlightenment theology. In many cases there was a strong belief in the interrelation between church and culture, and it was sometimes used as a point of criticism. Pusey, for example, believed that Huldrych Zwingli had deviated from orthodoxy so much, because ‘as a member of a Republic, he was less impressed with the value of authority’ (Pusey 1835: 90). In sharp contrast to that, Friedrich Schleiermacher regarded the Presbyterian form of church government as an anticipation of, and analogy to, the longed-for political constitution (Geck 1996: 138).

Protestant writers in Germany referred to the Oxford Movement as the ‘high church’ (hochkirchlich), the ‘old orthodox’ (alt-orthodox), or ‘strictly Anglican’ (streng anglikanisch) party. Much to Pusey’s horror it also came to be known as Puseyism (Puseyismus), because many remembered the young theologian from Oxford who some ten years earlier had defended Protestant liberal theology against Hugh James Rose’s attacks from the university pulpit in Cambridge. Now Pusey re-emerged as the head of a movement which denied German Protestantism its church-like qualities on the grounds that it lacked historical episcopacy. To the Tractarians the joint bishopric in Jerusalem appeared as a scheme of the Prussian king, who was notorious for his Romantic view of church government, to episcopalize his state church (Landeskirche).

The condemnation was unanimous. In his Neuer Sophronizon the rationalist Paulus wrote at length on ‘The Anglican Episcopacy viewed historically and with regard to its latest aspiration to ameliorate the German-protestant Church’. In a passage on ‘Puseyism’ and the question ‘whether the English-high-church episcopacy should return to the Romish-popish church as its origin’, Paulus sneeringly described the Tractarian elevated understanding of episcopacy. He feared that the transmission of this kind of church government through the Jerusalem bishopric would destroy the pluriform church as it was known on the Continent: ‘Rule Britannia! Not only across the oceans … but also over those who believe in the church’ (Paulus 1842: 141).


The[re is a] tendency of the clergy (Vorherrschenden) towards some sort of compulsion to conform; to suppress any individual energy as they assimilate to what is traditional, prescribed, and static, thus resisting any [scientific] progress; ultimately this is an easy theory (Bequemlichkeitstheorie) which stands at the service of power and does not allow for any other form of education of the mind than dogmatic faith and the external authority of the church. (Paulus 1842: 141–2)



Clearly the rationalist school was concerned with the scientific ethos of Protestantism according to which the faith of the believer was based not on submission to human authority—the Church being regarded as an essentially earthly institution—but on individual enquiry—on ‘private judgement’ as Newman and indeed Pusey would have labelled it in the most pejorative manner (Geck 2009: 169).

The revivalists argued more theologically than the rationalist school in that they insisted on the purity of the Lutheran doctrine of justification by faith alone. As Friedrich August Gotttreu Tholuck (1799–1877), Pusey’s closest friend in Germany and correspondent for over forty years, wrote in his Litterarischer Anzeiger:


[Puseyism] tends to mould the subjectivity of thought and life in the objectivity of the apostolical tradition so that the pious subject will look for God’s blessing and mercy primarily in the sacraments. This means that the apostolical succession of the ordained clergy is held in high regard; that regeneration happens only in baptism, that all Christian life outside of this church is imperfect…. Sanctification happens by means of moral discipline rather than by means of the gracious love of God. Hence the main criticism is that this theology no longer possesses St. Paul’s priceless … doctrine of justification by faith alone in its purity. (Tholuck 1841: 291)



The Zeitschrift für Protestantismus und Kirche, which was the mouthpiece of the neo-Lutheran Erlangen school, published an article by Heinrich Thiersch which was entitled ‘Notes about the Catholic System of the Theologians in Oxford’. Thiersch characterized the Church of England as a branch of the Reformed Church and was delighted that the Tractarian concept of the sacraments converged with that of Luther rather than Calvin. He agreed with Louis Claude de Saint-Martin who had said: ‘Le catholicisme est la force du papisme, mais le papisme est la faiblesse du catholicisme’ (Thiersch 1842: 371). Yet Thiersch did not believe that the attempt to establish Catholicism without papalism could be crowned with success. Thiersch, who later became a member of the Catholic Apostolic Church, was rather appalled by the high esteem of the historic episcopate as a prerequisite of the unity of the Church.

In the Jahrbücher der Gegenwart Friedrich Fock published an article on ‘Puseyism, the English State Church and Protestantism’ in which he gave a history of the Church of England. What Anglicans proudly labelled via media he contemptuously regarded as lukewarmness:


The English National character is too proud to receive laws from the Pope in Rome; but it also sticks too much to the outer appearance of things, to the visible, the concrete, to feel comfortable in the protestant world of ideas. So the Church of England stopped half-way. (Fock 1844: 747)



The Church of England, Fock argued, was constantly torn between Catholicism and Protestantism. Puseyism represented but the latest manifestation of the Catholic tendencies. He believed that Roman Catholicism, which was authoritarian, suited the English more than the Protestant striving for freedom in the realm of ideas. The Roman Catholic sought submission to some higher authority outside himself. The Protestant, however, sought the identity of subjectivity and objectivity, of the will and the moral law—of Wollen und Sollen—within the individual mind. To establish this identity was the ultimate meaning of history in which Protestantism was a decisive step on the way. It was, so to speak, the ideology of the day: ‘Freedom! Is the great watchword of our times; freedom! also in religion!’ (Fock 1844: 787).

The discussion about the Oxford Movement in Germany testified to the richness of Protestant thought in that time. The various schools felt challenged by the ecclesiological and soteriological aspects of the theology of the Oxford Movement and their reactions reflected the peculiarities of their respective theologies. However different these may have been, they all agreed that the alleged episcopalization of continental Protestantism through the Anglo-Prussian bishopric was to be repudiated. To them it was a matter of the bene esse rather than the esse of the Church. Only Heinrich Leo, who wrote for the neo-orthodox Evangelische Kirchen-Zeitung, published by Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg, seemed to have believed in the healing powers of episcopacy. In his article on ‘The Anglo-Prussian Bishopric at St. Jacob in Jerusalem and What Comes Along With It’, he praised the ‘salutary effect of the monarchic element’ in episcopacy which would put an end to free theological enquiry (Leo 1842: 472). This, however, was a purely disciplinarian concept of episcopacy, not the theologically elevated idea of the Tractarians. It rather resembled Rose’s high-and-dry Toryism than Newman’s Romantic vision of a Church grounded in antiquity through apostolic succession by the laying-on of hands.

CONCLUSION

Perhaps quite naturally the reception of the Oxford Movement in Europe was much more intense in nations close to the English Channel than in others. There has been a keen interest in Belgium, France, and Germany, but no such intensity of debate could be traced in Eastern or in Southern Europe. In Sweden it was only later in the century and then rather through German neo-Lutheranism that High Church positions were conveyed to the country (Bexell 2006).

Clearly there was a fundamental difference between the way the Oxford Movement was received among Catholics and Protestants on the Continent. Ubi papa ibi ecclesia: the focus on papal authority was perhaps the very essence of Roman Catholicism. It strived for strict unity under the aegis of the pope; modern Protestantism in contrast appreciated pluralism as a means to authenticate the faith of the believer. Theological controversy, it was believed, sharpened the mind and could deepen the faith. According to the German historian Reinhart Koselleck, the century between 1750 and 1850 was a threshold time during which modernity took shape (Koselleck 1987). Henceforth political, cultural, and religious concepts would be controversially discussed among schools of avant-garde, retrograde, liberal, progressive, or reactionary provenance. This was also reflected in the variety of positions expressed among German Protestants. For them the rise of the Oxford Movement was no mere abstract question, but through the introduction of an Anglo-Prussian bishopric in Jerusalem it had an influence on the future of continental Protestantism itself. German Protestants condemned the Oxford Movement as a possible road to Rome, while German Catholics hailed it for precisely the same reason. As it turned out, it failed to meet expectations of either group, but it did enrich the Protestant tradition.
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CHAPTER 33



EUCHARISTIC ECCLESIOLOGY 

The Oxford Movement and the American Episcopal Church



DANIEL HANDSCHY

ON 10 July 1833, four days before preaching the sermon ‘National Apostasy’ which Newman always marked as the beginning of the Oxford Movement, John Keble wrote a letter to Benjamin Holmes in New Jersey. The West family had emigrated from Keble’s parish to New Jersey, to the parish of which Holmes, a clergyman in the American Episcopal Church, had spiritual charge. Holmes had written to Keble asking for a recommendation of the family. Evidently, Holmes had provided some account of the state of affairs of the American Episcopal Church. In his reply, Keble hinted at the conflict between Church and state in England, and that these ‘peculiar circumstances’ had led a ‘large body of the Clergy of England’ more and more to question their duty to uphold the establishment (Dimmick 2001). Keble thanked Holmes for his communication concerning the American Episcopal Church, providing as it did information on how the Church of England might proceed to configure itself in the event of disestablishment. Keble also stated to Holmes that he did not share the objection of many of the clergy in England to the inclusion of the laity in the conventions (and therefore in the election of bishops) of the American Episcopal Church. He asked Holmes to recommend or to send journals which would give accounts of the proceedings of both diocesan and General Conventions (Dimmick 2001: 443–5). In a later letter to Hubert Cornish, Keble commented on how Holmes’s letter had comforted him, remarking that if disestablishment should come, the Church would get better discipline for it (Battiscombe 1964: 130–1).

Other Tractarians would likewise express doubts about the propriety of the establishment of the Church by the state during the course of the next decade. Newman and Pusey in particular would remark that the American Church’s freedom from the constraints of establishment had allowed it to recover a doctrine of eucharistic sacrifice. While the pre-Tractarian High Church wing of the English Church had argued for sacramental efficacy and apostolic succession as marks of the Church, it had by and large upheld the establishment as a defining element of the Church’s constitution. Even in the political crisis of the 1820s and 1830s, the High Church party sought to reassert the Church’s primacy over the state in the English constitution (Nockles 1994: xxx–xxxi). In part, the willingness of the Tractarians to question the fact of establishment itself as essential to the constitution of Church and state led to a parting of the ways between the Oxford Movement and the old High Church movement. The non-established nature of the American Episcopal Church attracted the attention of the Tractarians and allowed a fertile exchange of ideas between the American Episcopal Church and the Oxford Movement. This chapter explores the depth and direction of that exchange, particularly in relationship to eucharistic doctrine and the importance of eucharistic theology in the construction of a foundation on which to rest an ecclesiology, separate from establishment by the state.

‘A PURELY ECCLESIASTICAL EPISCOPACY’

In the American colonies, the Church of England existed in a variety of forms. The charter or legislature of several colonies established the Church of England and gave the vestries of the parishes power to levy taxes. These colonies saw little need for an American episcopate, afraid that a resident bishop might interfere with the prerogatives of the laity. The charters of Connecticut and other New England colonies established ‘Dissenting’ churches of either Presbyterian or Congregational polity, and required members of the Church of England to pay taxes for the support of the ‘standing order’ of those colonies. Although Archbishop Laud had tried to settle a bishop in Massachusetts to weaken the Dissenting establishment, he had had to abandon the attempt due to the troubles in Scotland (Perry 1885: I.395). Consequently, the Church of England had a very small presence in New England in the early colonial period. However, in 1722, Samuel Johnson, Timothy Cutler, Daniel Brown, and James Wetmore, all associated with Yale College, convinced themselves of the invalidity of their congregational ordinations and travelled to England for episcopal ordination (Chandler 1805: 10–30; Pritchard 1999: 37). After ordination, they became missionaries of the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel (SPG), and returned to New England. Without the power to levy taxes for the support of clergy, the Episcopal congregations of Connecticut and New England relied heavily on the support of the SPG and voluntary support from members. The congregations in New England and the SPG began to advocate for the settlement of a bishop on American soil to support the growth of the Church in the colonies.

Their advocacy met with antipathy in New England: many of the Puritans well remembered fleeing England precisely to escape the bishops and their ecclesiastical courts. Since bishops, in their ordination vows, pledged loyalty to the sovereign, many in the colonies could not look on the advocacy for an American bishop without suspicion. Likewise, since it would require an Act of Parliament to establish a bishopric in America, colonial legislatures, even in the colonies which had established the Church of England, would have regarded such an act as interference in their own affairs (Cross 1902; Bridenbaugh 1962; Woolverton 1984; Nybakken 1980). With Thomas Bradbury Chandler as their voice, the advocates for an American episcopacy endeavoured to separate the political aspects of episcopacy from the ecclesiastical and argued for a ‘free, valid and purely ecclesiastical episcopacy’ (Chandler 1767). Although the SPG also advocated for the establishment of an American episcopacy, the various English ministries preferred not to give the colonists any further reason for discontent, and the Church in the colonies remained without a bishop until the War of Independence.

SAMUEL SEABURY AND THE CHURCH OF SCOTLAND

During the war, it became impossible for candidates for ordination in the colonies to travel to England for ordination. To meet this exigency, William White proposed an interim Presbyterian polity for the American Church until such time as the Church could secure episcopal succession (White 1782). The Church in Connecticut recoiled from White’s plan, and the clergy met in secret convention in 1783 to elect a candidate for bishop. The election fell to Samuel Seabury (1729–96). Seabury sailed to England in July of the same year to seek ordination as bishop. The archbishops could not consecrate Seabury without the oath to the king, which obviously he could not take. The ministry and the parliament could not see their way clear to removing the requirement of the oath in the ordinal (Steiner 1971: 177–216; Beardsley 1881: 80–139). The English archbishops and the ministry could not imagine an episcopacy not part of a state establishment.

After months of fruitless negotiation in England, Seabury turned north to the disestablished Episcopal Church of Scotland, which had suffered under penal legislation since the Glorious Revolution. The Scottish bishops well understood how a Church could not only exist independently of the state but also suffer under state persecution (Goldie 1976). They agreed to consecrate Seabury, and on Sunday, 14 November 1784, Robert Kilgour (1714–90), bishop of Aberdeen and primus of the Episcopal Church of Scotland, John Skinner (1744–1816), Kilgour’s coadjutor, and Arthur Petrie (d. 1787), bishop of Moray and Ross, ordained Seabury as bishop of the Episcopal Church in Connecticut.

On the following day, Seabury and his consecrators signed a ‘Concordate, or Bond of Union’ between the Episcopal Church of Scotland and the Episcopal Church in Connecticut (Armentrout 1994: 14–17). The second article of the Concordat stipulated that lay deprivation could not alter the spiritual authority of the episcopate, thereby separating the episcopate from state establishment or disestablishment. This stipulation indicated that the Episcopal Church in Connecticut recognized the validity of the Scottish succession even if the Church of England did not. Seabury’s consecration, and the Concordat of Union between the Episcopal Church of Scotland and the Church in Connecticut, inaugurated the valid, spiritual, and purely ecclesiastical episcopate that the American Church had sought over the course of the previous century. In addition, in the fifth article of the Concordat, Seabury undertook to introduce the eucharistic liturgy of the Scottish Episcopal Church into his church in Connecticut and into the rest of the American Church. The Scottish Church, in its disestablished and persecuted state, had recovered a sense of the eucharistic sacrifice as central to the worship of the Church.

SEABURY’S EUCHARISTIC ECCLESIOLOGY

Immediately on his return to Connecticut, Seabury began to encourage his clergy to prepare candidates for confirmation, a rite not heretofore available in the American Church, and to introduce the Scottish communion rite in his diocese. He also began to ordain men to the ministry, and not just from his own diocese. His consecration, however, did not entirely resolve the question of the place of episcopacy in the life of the American Church. In his life and ministry, Seabury had to adopt an episcopacy without temporal power to a Church entirely unconnected to the state. The situation became even more complicated when, three years later, the British government lifted its restrictions and permitted the consecration of William White (1748–1836), James Madison (1749–1812), and Samuel Provoost (1742–1815) as bishops for the American Church. For a period of time, it seemed that the newly formed General Convention of the American Church might not accept Seabury’s Scottish consecration. The English bishops had expressed their concern that Seabury not participate with the other three bishops in the consecration of any further bishops to avoid giving the impression that the English Church acknowledged the Scottish succession.

Seabury, for his part in his own diocese, clearly based his rationale for the place of the episcopate in the life of the Church on a sacrificial understanding of the eucharist (Handschy 2016). The fact that in America, bishops had no state function opened the question of the need for the episcopate. Seabury argued that a sacrificial eucharist required a ministerial priesthood, something not available in a Presbyterian polity. In this regard, Seabury’s doctrine of the eucharist and the priesthood differed remarkably even from that of other Episcopalians. William White, in his memoirs, wrote that he would have zealously opposed Seabury’s understanding of the eucharist if Seabury had indeed taught that the priest offered a sacrifice in the eucharist. Clearly, White had not read Seabury’s own works closely. In a sermon preached frequently in his diocese encouraging more frequent reception of communion, Seabury had written that the eucharistic sacrifice made God propitious towards sinners: prayers offered at the altar, in the presence of the consecrated elements, have ‘more efficacy with God than other prayers have’ (Seabury 1789: 14). Such a view of the eucharist required a sacrificial priesthood. In a sermon on the authority of the priesthood, he wrote, ‘Now an altar implies a sacrifice and a sacrifice a priesthood’ (Seabury 1793a: 9, emphasis in original). For Seabury, only an episcopal ordination performed by a bishop in apostolic succession could guarantee a sacrificial priesthood and eucharist (Seabury 1793b: 177). Christ had commanded his apostles to ‘do this’ just as he had done, namely, offer himself under the signs of bread and wine. For Seabury, this sacrificial understanding of the eucharist provided the rationale for an apostolic episcopate apart from any state function (Seabury 1793b).

JOHN HENRY HOBART AND THE MISSIONARY CHURCH

Historians of the Episcopal Church have widely credited John Henry Hobart (1775–1830), third bishop of the diocese of New York, with the revival and strengthening of the position of the Church in the American context in the early nineteenth century (Mullin 1986). In the first decade of the nineteenth century, Hobart wrote several devotional works, which from his position as assistant minister at Trinity Church, New York City, he distributed to the missionary clergy of the far-flung diocese. Hobart based his understanding of the eucharist explicitly on Seabury’s writings, and argued the need for an apostolic episcopate (Hobart 1804). Although Hobart claimed that he intended these devotional works only for members of his own communion to deepen their commitment to the ordinances of their own church, he must have known that they would come into the hands of members of other communions.

Not surprisingly, these devotional works sparked a controversy with several Presbyterian and Reformed clergy. Hobart published two controversial works in the latter part of the first decade of the century, in which he and others argued for Seabury’s apostolic episcopate based on a sacrificial eucharist (Hobart 1806, 1807). John Mason, a Presbyterian clergyman, reviewed the first of these works in his journal, The Christian’s Magazine (founded for the express purpose of combating Hobart’s position). Mason quoted one of Hobart’s fellow episcopal controversialists that Christ gave the commission to ‘offer the eucharistic sacrifice of bread and wine’ only to the apostles (and hence reserved the presidency at the eucharist to those episcopally ordained). Mason exclaimed in horror, ‘We stay not to comment on the popish style of this passage. “Eucharistic sacrifice!” ’ (Hobart 1807: 334). Mason had identified the crux of Hobart’s construction of the identity of the Episcopal Church and the rationale for its polity.

BISHOP HOBART AND THE ENGLISH HIGH CHURCH PARTY

Hobart sent copies of all his devotional and controversial volumes to Archdeacon Charles Daubeny (1745–1827) in England to distribute as he saw fit. Henry Handley Norris (1771–1850) began a correspondence and friendship with Hobart on the basis of copies of his works he received from Daubeny. In 1811, Benjamin Moore, the second bishop of the diocese of New York, suffered a stroke which incapacitated him for the work of diocesan bishop. The convention of that year elected Hobart as bishop-coadjutor, though he essentially filled the office of diocesan from his election. Exhausted from his tireless work in New York City, and strenuous visitations of his large diocese, Hobart travelled to England in 1823 and 1824 to rest, and to raise funds for the General Theological Seminary he endeavoured to establish in New York. Norris took Hobart’s English travel arrangements in hand. While Hobart spent most of his time with members of the High Church Hackney Phalanx, he did spend some time with Edward Copleston at Oriel College, Oxford, where he dined with the young John Henry Newman (LDN I.173). Wintering in Rome, Hobart met Hugh James Rose and the two formed a lifelong friendship. Rose quoted several of Hobart’s episcopal charges in his own work on the nature of the ministry in the Church of England (Rose 1828). Rose and other High Churchmen with whom Hobart had formed attachments would refract Hobart’s works to the progenitors of the Oxford Movement.

TRACTARIANS, ESTABLISHMENT, AND EUCHARISTIC SACRIFICE

When the constitutional reforms of the 1820s and 1830s in England called into question the old relationship of Church and state, the Tractarians could point to the American Church as an example of a Church dependent only on its own ordinances for its authority. Hobart’s High Church friends might object to his political republicanism, and Newman could not countenance the inclusion of laypersons in the conventions that elected American bishops; nevertheless, the Tractarians found much to like about the American Church. Keble’s letter to Holmes, quoted at the beginning of this chapter, showed he did not share Newman’s reservations about lay involvement in conventions. Keble would even question the propriety of establishment.

Under the Stuart monarchs, High Church doctrine had developed a concept of jure divino monarchy and episcopacy, connected in James I’s famous dictum, ‘No bishop, no king’. When Parliament, at the Glorious Revolution, deposed the Stuart heir apparent for fear of his Catholicism, and offered the throne to the Protestants William and Mary, the nation had de facto chosen Protestantism over jure divino monarchy as the organizing principle of the national constitution. Parliament’s act undermined the doctrine of jure divino episcopacy as well. The High Church party sought to guard the authority of the episcopate (contra Erastianism) by maintaining the concept of a jure divino monarchy. The Nonjurors could not take the oath to William and Mary for precisely this reason. Other than the Nonjurors, however, few theologians questioned the idea of a national establishment. Because participation in the sacraments of the Church had as much to do with political enfranchisement in the English constitution as with the communication of God’s grace, theologians often had to dance around questions of sacramental efficacy. Bishop Hoadly, chaplain to George I, in the sermon that sparked the Bangorian Controversy and led to the prorogation of Convocation, made precisely the point that the grace of the eucharist depended entirely on the disposition of the recipient, and that the Church had no visible reality beyond ‘the Number, small or great, of Those who believe Him to be the Messiah’ (Hoadly 1717; Starkie 2007). The need for political comprehensiveness required keeping theological reflection on the efficacy of the sacraments in the background.

The parliamentary reforms of the 1820s and 1830s which allowed Dissenters to hold most public offices and Roman Catholics to sit in Parliament—the de facto legislative body of the Church as well as state—forced Tractarians, in varying degrees, to question the benefits of a national establishment. At a meeting called by Hugh James Rose at his rectory at Hadleigh to consider a response to the Irish Temporalities Act, William Palmer, Arthur Philip Perceval, Richard Hurrell Froude, R. C. Trench, and Rose, along with Keble and Newman, who did not attend, agreed on an outline of a position they would put forward. They stated as their first principle ‘the apostolic succession as a rule of practice’. This included the necessity of participating in the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ as ministered by the hands of ministers ordained within the apostolic succession for the maintenance of Christian hope and life. Froude and Newman agreed on the need to guard the union of Church and state, though Keble demurred on this point, ‘because he thinks the union of the Church and State, as it is now understood, is actually sinful’ (Perceval 1842: 12).

In September of 1833, Keble drew up his own statement of the principles of the new movement:


1.That the only way of salvation is the partaking of the body and blood of our sacrificed Redeemer.

2.That the mean expressly authorized by Him for that purpose is the holy sacrament of His supper.

3.That the security by Him no less expressly authorized, for the continuation and due application of that sacrament, is the apostolical commission of the bishops, and under them the presbyters of the Church. (Perceval 1842: 13)



By placing the eucharistic sacrifice at the head of the list, and the apostolic succession third, Keble gave the sacrifice a logical priority in the economy of salvation. He saw the eucharistic sacrifice as the constitutive principle of the Church, rather than establishment by the state.

In Tract 4, Keble argued that individual salvation required participation in the ‘Holy Feast’ of Christ’s sacrifice, and that the efficacy of that feast depended on the apostolic commission of the minister. In this way, like the other Tractarians, he made the apostolic commission a matter of the economy of salvation, rather than simply a matter of Church government (Keble 1839). In a later sermon on the eucharist, he argued that the eucharistic sacrifice itself sanctified the Church and its sacerdotal priesthood. In his high priestly prayer (in the 17th chapter of John’s Gospel), Christ had made a verbal oblation of himself, which sanctified the actual oblation of ‘his sacred Body and Blood’. By commanding the Church to ‘do this’ (through its apostolically commissioned ministers), Christ offered himself to the Church, so that the Church, in offering itself through the sacrament, might solemnly dedicate and sanctify itself to God (Keble 1848: 251–7). The eucharistic sacrifice sanctified the Church and its ministry. Seabury had developed this same ecclesiology in his sermons on the eucharist and the authority of the ministry.

Pusey also connected the eucharistic sacrifice and the freedom of the Church from state interference. In Tract 81, first published in 1837, Pusey argued that the reformers of the Church of England had never intended to remove a doctrine of eucharistic sacrifice from the formularies of the Church and had only dropped the sacrificial language of the communion service in the Prayer Book of 1552 due to the interference of foreign reformers. The doctrine of the sacrifice had remained part of the disciplina arcani of the English Church. In contrast to the eucharistic doctrine of the reformers, Pusey stated that in the early Church ‘in the Eucharist, an oblation or sacrifice was made by the Church to God, under the form of His creatures of bread and wine, according to our Blessed Lord’s holy institution, in memory of His Cross and Passion’ (Pusey 1840: 4–5). Pusey then traced the restoration of the eucharistic sacrifice in the Scottish prayer books of 1637 and 1764 and the American book of 1789. The American Church, untrammelled by state establishment and the compromises necessitated by it, could bring into the open the treasure which the circumstances had obliged the parent church to keep half-concealed. The liturgy of the American Church embodied, for Pusey, the doctrine of the whole Anglican Church, ‘had she been at liberty to express it’ (Pusey 1840: 6–7, 41). Pusey also listed the eucharistic service of the American Church in his catena of authorities for the doctrine of the eucharistic sacrifice, thereby connecting the American Church to the ancient Church (Pusey 1840: 417).

Newman also wrote about the American Church, and connected its emphasis on the eucharistic sacrifice with its disestablished status. In 1839, he devoted an extensive article in the British Critic to the American Church. In this article, he acknowledged his admiration for the American Church and his debt to Bishops Seabury and Hobart. He stated that the birth of the daughter, against all odds (alluding to the English bishops’ refusal to send bishops to America) proved the vitality of the mother, and gave proof that the English Church existed as more than a mere creature of the state (Newman 1839: 283–4). He took note of the non-established nature of the American Church, and remarked that the establishment in England in fact held the Church captive, though it provided her with the emoluments of secular power to reconcile the Church to its degraded condition. He recounted the work of the missionaries of the SPG, but pointed out that the American Church had now taken on missionary work of her own.

Newman quoted at length from both Bishops Seabury and Hobart. He quoted Seabury on the sacrificial character of the eucharist and the apostolic commission of the ministry. Newman emphasized that Seabury considered the eucharist a ‘true and proper sacrifice’ and that he had succeeded in restoring the oblatory words (‘which we now offer unto thee’) to the American eucharistic service (Newman 1839: 310–11). He quoted the sections of Seabury’s sermons on the eucharist in which Seabury claimed that by his command to his apostles to ‘do this’, ‘[Christ] communicated his own priesthood to them’ (Newman 1839: 310). Here, Newman acknowledged Seabury’s constitution of the apostolic commission of the ministry on the eucharistic sacrifice. Newman also quoted a number of Hobart’s apologetic works as well as his episcopal charges on the instrumentality of the sacraments of the Church and its ministry in mediating both pardon and holiness to the individual Christians, and the connected principle of the necessity of apostolic commission to minister these holy things (Newman 1839: 313–15). While Newman worried about the Socianizing tendencies of the American Church, he expressed confidence that it would not stray from its foundation: ‘How can she, with her deep doctrines of the Apostolic Commission and the Eucharistic Sacrifice?’ (Newman 1839: 335). The American Church, given its freedom from the trammels of state establishment had


gone forward from one truth to another; from the Apostolic commission to the succession, from the succession to the office,—in the office they have discerned the perpetual priesthood, in the priesthood the perpetual sacrifice, in the sacrifice the glory of the Christian Church, its power as a fount of grace, and its blessedness as a gate of heaven. (Newman 1839: 308)



Like Keble and Pusey, and the American theologians he quoted, Newman recognized the eucharistic sacrifice as the foundational principle of the Church, and connected its recovery in the Anglican tradition to the freedom of the American Church from state establishment.

THE OXFORD MOVEMENT IN AMERICA

Bishop Hobart did not live to see the publication of the first Tracts, having died during a visitation of his diocese in 1830. However, many of his students at the new General Theological Seminary, and others who fell under his influence, rose to positions of prominence in the Episcopal Church and at least initially embraced the Tracts and the Oxford Movement. Bishop Hobart had ordained George Washington Doane (1799–1859) as deacon in 1821 and priest in 1823. Doane served several years as Hobart’s assistant at Trinity Church. In the late 1820s, Doane reviewed Keble’s Christian Year in the pages of The Episcopal Watchman, and he brought out the first American edition of the book (Doane 1860: I.131). Doane became one of the most active apologists in America for the Oxford Movement. He corresponded regularly with Keble, Pusey, Newman, Henry Edward Manning, and Benjamin Harrison, among others. In 1841, Walter Hook, vicar of Leeds, invited Doane to preach the sermon at the consecration of the new parish church (Doane 1860: I.267–311). When he had become bishop of New Jersey, Doane insisted on the use of the surplice by his clergy, even carrying a suitcase with him on his visitations of the diocese to provide for the clergy who did not wear them. He established a weekly eucharist at his church in Burlington, New Jersey, and opposed the system of pew-rents (DeMille 1941: 24–5).

William Rollinson Whittingham (1805–79) attended the General Theological Seminary in the mid-1820s (where he came under the influence of Hobart). Hobart ordained Whittingham in 1827. After serving as rector at St Mark’s, West Orange, New Jersey and at St Luke’s in New York City, Whittingham accepted appointment to the chair of ecclesiastical history in the General Theological Seminary. In 1831, he took over the editorship of the journal, The Churchman, and made it an instrument for the spread of Oxford ideas in American. Samuel Seabury, grandson of the bishop, succeeded Whittingham as editor of The Churchman in 1833 (DeMille 1941: 26–7). Seabury maintained an aggressive advocacy of Oxford divinity as editor, even favourably reviewing Newman’s Tract 90, and Ward’s Ideal of a Christian Church, while other friends of the Movement sought to distance themselves from these works.

In 1840, Whittingham became bishop of Maryland. He immediately began to promote the reconstruction and remodelling of churches in his diocese to reflect the theological emphases of the Oxford Movement. He encouraged deeper and elongated chancels with altar-style communion tables at the centre and small pulpits and lecterns slightly forward and to the side of the altar, to focus attention to the celebration of the eucharist. He encouraged the placement of a single, substantial chair on one side of the chancel (as opposed to the balanced arrangement of equal chairs on either side, or below the pulpit in the ‘auditory’ churches typical in the diocese before his arrival). In this arrangement, he sought to emphasize both eucharistic sacrifice and apostolic succession, linking these two doctrines architecturally (Proctor 1999).

The General Theological Seminary in New York provided a fertile breeding ground for the diffusion of the teachings of the Oxford Movement into the American Church. Hobart himself had served as professor of pastoral theology and as governor while he was bishop of the diocese of New York. In the decade between 1835 and 1845, many students at the seminary studied the Tracts. The student body even showed a tendency towards Ritualism as early as the 1840s. On Christmas Eve in 1843, the students decorated a wooden cross in the chapel with evergreens, and then at midnight, without permission of the dean and faculty, they rang the seminary bells and held a midnight service in the chapel (DeMille 1941: 45; Walworth 1895). This catholic tendency at the seminary would have far-reaching consequences in the Episcopal Church. In 1835, the General Convention elected Jackson Kemper (1789–1870) as the first missionary bishop in the Anglican Communion to evangelize the regions west of the Mississippi (essentially the Louisiana Purchase). Kemper had studied theology under Hobart at Columbia College in the first decade of the nineteenth century. Before heading west, Kemper came to the General Theological Seminary to recruit young men who would make the journey with him. William Adams, James Lloyd Breck (a devoted student of the Oxford Movement), and John Henry Hobart (son of the bishop), all students of Whittingham, accepted the invitation. These three founded Nashota House in Wisconsin, a monastic institution as well as a missionary seminary (DeMille 1941: 45). From here, the catholic character of the Oxford Movement spread throughout the upper Midwest, a region once referred to as the ‘biretta belt’ for its Ritualistic tendencies.

The Oxford influence on the General Theological Seminary reached its peak in the controversy surrounding the ordination of Arthur Carey. Carey entered the seminary in 1839, and read Newman avidly. When he presented himself to Bishop Onderdonk of New York in 1843 for ordination to the diaconate, several New York clergymen protested, and asked the bishop to investigate Carey for heresy. They asked Carey to repudiate several Tractarian tenets, most specifically the doctrine of the real presence, which he would not do. Bishop Onderdonk and the other examiners found no heresy in Carey’s position, and he proceeded to ordination. The clergy in opposition to the ordination published a number of pamphlets and stirred up sufficient controversy to have several resolutions introduced to the General Convention of 1844 denouncing Tractarianism. None of the resolutions passed.

The matter did not end there, however. The Convention refused to accept the report of the Board of Trustees of the Seminary. The bishops prepared a list of forty-three questions to which the faculty had to submit answers in writing. The Low Church bishops succeeded in having included in the list questions as to whether any of the professors used any of the Tracts as texts in their courses, or privately recommended any of the Tracts to their students. The High Church bishops included questions as to whether any of the professors promulgated the errors of Calvinism or German rationalism. The bishops did not uncover any apparent heresy, and let the matter drop (DeMille 1941: 61–2).

Perhaps most interestingly, the Carey ordination precipitated the publication by John Henry Hopkins, bishop of Vermont, of Novelties Which Disturb Our Peace, a reaction to Tract 90 and William Ward’s Ideal of a Christian Church (Hopkins 1844). Hopkins had been an early advocate of Church principles. In 1823, he had abandoned a successful law practice in Pittsburgh to accept the invitation of the vestry of Trinity Church to become its rector. When Trinity Church needed a new building in 1824, he attempted to design a Gothic building, long before the Ecclesiological Society at Cambridge would champion that style of architecture. In 1832, the diocese of Vermont elected him their first bishop, and the neo-Gothic style of many of the churches in the diocese continue to give evidence to his influence. In 1836, he promoted Gothic architecture in a book published primarily for clergy, which included sample plans (Hopkins 1836).

In 1838, Hopkins visited England and met Newman and Pusey, and returned enthusiastic about their work (Hopkins Jr. 1873: 215). The publication of Tract 90 and Ward’s Ideal of a Christian Church, however, tempered his enthusiasm for the Movement. In 1844, perhaps in response to the Carey ordination, and to make his own position clear, Hopkins published a series of open letters in which he enumerated his disagreements with the Tractarians (Hopkins 1844). He took a receptionist view of the eucharist, specifically renouncing Pusey’s statement of the doctrine of the real presence in the condemned sermon. He also found Ward’s Ideal indefensible, and he accepted the validity of lay baptism. In the last letter, he regretted Carey’s ordination. In all, he took a balanced tone and admitted much good in the Oxford Movement. It would take several more decades for Hopkins’s sense of balance to find its place in the American Church.

RITUALISM IN AMERICA

General Convention would visit the questions raised by the Oxford Movement several more times in the nineteenth century. As bishop of Maryland, Whittingham began to introduce certain Ritualistic practices in that diocese, including requiring the surplice for eucharistic celebrations. He also began to claim the prerogative of celebrating the eucharist on his visitations to parishes, regardless of local custom. At the same time, the Church of the Advent in Boston had adopted many Ritualistic practices, including a stone altar, vestments, candles, and similar practices. Bishop Eastburn of Massachusetts would not visit the parish until they should suspend such practices, which they refused to do. The General Convention of 1850 required a bishop to visit every parish in his diocese once in every three years, to examine the state of the church, preach, administer confirmation, and celebrate the eucharist as he saw fit. The resolution allowed for considerable discretion on the part of the bishop, and Easton appears to have ignored it altogether, though Whittingham used it to begin to bring conformity to his diocese and to increase the frequency of the celebration of the eucharist (Manross 1935: 282–3).

At the next General Convention in 1853, William Augustus Muhlenberg brought a memorial signed by numerous priests asking the Convention to empower bishops to ordain men for ecumenical ministry outside the confines of Episcopal Church parishes. While the Memorial failed to achieve its main legislative purposes, it did highlight several important concerns in the Church. Muhlenberg served as the rector of Church of the Holy Communion in New York City, and he had come under the influence of the Oxford Movement and Ritualism. However, he critiqued the Ritualistic practices of the younger adherents of the Movement as drawing attention to and buttressing the hierarchical structure of the medieval Church. In his urban parish, Muhlenberg sought to highlight the priestly ministry of the whole Church, and to engage his parishioners and attract urban dwellers to the richness of the Church’s worship. He instituted a weekly eucharist and used vestments and ornaments to make the liturgy attractive. His memorial did achieve one concession from the General Convention: the permission to separate the Litany and Morning Prayer from the celebration of the eucharist, significantly shortening the service and thus making it possible for working people to attend (Moriarity 1996: 14–17; Manross 1935: 285–9). In 1866, John Henry Hopkins, then Presiding Bishop of the Church, published a small volume, The Law of Ritualism (Hopkins 1866). Hopkins argued that the ceremonial enrichments of Ritualism, including eucharistic vestments, fell well within the canons of both the American Episcopal Church and the Church of England.

The issue of Ritualism came before the General Convention one final time in 1874. After the previous General Convention, Bishop David Cummins, Assistant of Kentucky, had withdrawn to form the Reformed Episcopal Church because the Convention had failed to pass a resolution condemning Ritualistic practices and allowing a bishop to give permission to clergy to remove the word ‘regenerate’ from the baptismal service. Fearful of further secessions, a very strict measure came before Convention in 1874. When James DeKoven, the only avowed Ritualist in the House of Deputies, rose to speak against the resolution, the house granted him permission to go beyond the thirty-minute limit for debate. He argued for comprehensiveness on both sides of the issue, pleading that the Church find a place for both Zwinglian eucharistic doctrine as well as a higher doctrine of the real presence. His speech did not prevent the Convention from passing the resolution, but it did succeed in taking the teeth out of the issue. The bishops of the Church never saw the need to enforce the resolution, and some churches began to reserve the sacrament for the sick, a practice specifically prohibited by the resolution (Manross 1935: 297–302).

In 1892, General Convention revised the Prayer Book and incorporated many of the changes it had allowed permissively in response to the Muhlenberg Memorial, and expanded the rubrics to allow some of the ritual practices Hopkins had mentioned. A pattern of worship began to emerge in parishes of the Episcopal Church which included a celebration of the eucharist once a month at the main service, with Litany and Morning Prayer other weeks, and a weekly celebration at an early service. That revision lasted only thirty-six years, with the next revision occurring in 1928. The 1928 Book continued the liturgical enrichment begun in 1892. The 1928 Book included provisions for the celebration of Holy Eucharist with the services of Marriage and Burial. The 1928 Book, coming as it did in the shadow of the massive loss of life in the First World War, also included prayers for the state of the souls of the dead in the burial service and elsewhere (Moriarty 1996: 20).

The General Convention of 1928 not only approved a major revision of the Book of Common Prayer, but also established the Standing Liturgical Commission to have oversight of liturgical research and recommend liturgical changes for the next revision. With the 1979 Book of Common Prayer, many of the concerns of the Oxford Movement and the Ritual movement which followed in its wake have become a matter of course in the American Episcopal Church. The Preface of the American Prayer Book envisions the Holy Eucharist as the principal Sunday celebration of every congregation in the Church, and indeed one would have difficulty finding a congregation that did not celebrate the eucharist at its main service on Sunday. Many of the practices, such as eucharistic vestments, candles on the altar, vigil services for Christmas, Easter, and Pentecost, and reservation of the sacrament have become so normative that one would notice their absence. The eucharistic liturgies of Enriching Our Worship, approved for use by General Convention in 1997 and 2000, have accentuated the Church’s self-offering in the eucharistic sacrifice on behalf of the world, using language of the Church offered as the Body of Christ for the salvation of the world.

The Scottish Episcopal Church, and the American Church following its example, found it necessary to constitute the Church on some principle other than establishment by the state. They founded the Church on the eucharistic sacrifice and the sacrificial character of the ministry guaranteed by the apostolic commission. The Oxford Movement, in the crisis created by the parliamentary reforms of the 1820s and 1830s, turned to the Scottish and American Churches as examples of Churches thriving apart from state support. The Ritualistic movement that stressed the doctrines of the Oxford Movement in ritual action refracted those doctrines back into the American Church in new form. As the Church moves forward into a post-Constantinian and post-modern reality, this eucharistic ecclesiology will serve it well.
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CHAPTER 34



THE OXFORD MOVEMENT AND MISSIONS



ROWAN STRONG

MISSION AND THE TRACTARIAN GENERATION

THE original Tractarian generation certainly had a sense of mission. It was, however, principally directed at the remaking of the Church of England as a Catholic Church without its Protestant and, preferably, its establishment, dimensions. John Henry Newman around 1830, in the dying embers of his Evangelicalism, was still a member of the Church Missionary Society (CMS), and was later a subscriber to the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel (SPG) until mid-1844 (LDN II.xix; LDN X.311). But the person among the original generation of Tractarian leadership who had the strongest sense of mission, understood as recovering the lapsed or converting non-Christians, was Edward Pusey, who by the 1840s had developed a sense of urban mission towards the unchurched working-class poor. Pusey had written about recovering the lapsed in Britain in his 1838 pamphlet on cathedrals during the debate that raged at the time about cathedrals’ ongoing utility (Jupp 1983: 158–9). In the next decade Pusey had built and endowed St Saviour’s church in Leeds to give expression to his concern for the Anglican recovery of the urban working classes. Pusey’s intention was that the clergy of the new church would be a community of celibate priests attempting to attract the unchurched by the example of sacrificial slum living and the beauty of liturgical worship, centred around the eucharist (Strong 1995: 43–4). However, the Tractarian urban mission in Leeds faltered in its initial years, largely because of successive conversions among the priests to Roman Catholicism, further cementing the view of many in Church of England about the essentially un-Anglican nature of Anglo-Catholic Ritualism.

By the time St Saviour’s was functioning in the later 1840s Pusey’s initiative was part of a much larger Anglo-Catholic urban mission in Britain focused around slum ministries and elaborate Ritualism that has been widely praised by its own historiography, but addressed more critically in recent scholarship. This urban Ritualist mission was the first major direction that the Anglo-Catholic mission took after the retreat of the Tractarians within Oxford University following the conversion of John Henry Newman to Roman Catholicism in 1845. But, while some Ritualist churches did attract a genuine working-class adherence, this was not as numerous as contemporaries supposed. According to one historian of Anglo-Catholicism, such success as the slum Ritualist missions did achieve had more to do the self-sacrifice and devotion of the priests’ personal lives than with the attraction of Ritualism. The Ritualist missions, however, were more accepting of working-class culture than some of their Evangelical and Nonconformist competitors (Reed 1996: 160, 162, 168, 170–2).

ANGLO-CATHOLIC DOMESTIC MISSION

In addition to the slum Ritualist parishes there was another early form of domestic Anglo-Catholic mission. This was the parish mission designed to revitalize the locally churched and attract the return of the lapsed. The earliest example of this parish mission appears to have been undertaken in the parish of Bedminster in Bristol in 1862. It was the initiative of Richard Benson, later the founder of the first permanent brotherhood for men in the Church of England, and Charles Lowder, the advanced Ritualist slum priest of St Mary’s London Docks in east-end London. Benson described the Bedminster mission in a manuscript book as ‘the first of our modern missions’ (Kent 1978: 244). Regrettably, this book has been lost from the archives of Benson’s brotherhood. In 1869 George Wilkinson, a more moderate Anglo-Catholic and later bishop of St Andrews, Dunkeld and Dunblane in the Scottish Episcopal Church, conducted a similar mission in his parish of Bishop Auckland in the diocese of Durham which he (erroneously) claimed to have been the first in the Church of England (Mason 1910: 118).

This parish mission development in Anglo-Catholicism took on a much wider and more prominent form in the Twelve Day Mission to London in November 1869, which was Anglo-Catholic inspired, owing its initial leadership to Benson and his small brotherhood of the Society of St John the Evangelist (SSJE) founded just three years earlier in 1866. Benson convened the initial planning conference for the mission, and was in all probability responsible for the policy of moderation in Ritualism that eventually attracted 120 parishes to participate in the first such city-wide mission held in the metropolis. Benson’s leadership meant that only some parishes followed a Ritualist pattern of mission activities, including renewal of baptismal vows, outdoor processions, and voluntary confessions, which inevitably aroused some controversy. However, although the mission was an early example of Anglo-Catholic domestic mission, it was uncharacteristic in being able to work with other varieties of Anglicanism for an evangelistic purpose (Strong 2015: 95–9).

HISTORIOGRAPHY

Notwithstanding this early move into discreet Anglo-Catholic domestic missions by the inheritors of Tractarianism in the Church of England, Anglo-Catholic missions have not been paid much attention by the burgeoning historiography of Christian mission in recent years, though, somewhat uncritically, M. E. Gibbs did so in her survey The Anglican Church in India (1972); and, more recently, Bernard Palmer in his Imperial Vineyard: The Anglican Church in India under the Raj from the Mutiny to the Partition (1999). So Robert Frykenberg’s magisterial study of Christianity in India, critical of the imperialism of Anglican Indian missions generally, only notes in a brief aside the comparative paucity of all Anglican missions in India, including Anglo-Catholic ones (Frykenberg 2008: 256–7). Another indication of the lack of recent scholarly attention to Anglo-Catholic missions are the secondary sources used in this chapter for discussing various early Anglo-Catholic missions, most of which come from the early twentieth century and are written by Anglo-Catholic supporters of these same missions.

A hindrance to the scholarly examination of specifically Anglo-Catholic missions has been a prevailing tendency in recent mission history scholarship to blur the distinction between High Church and Anglo-Catholic Anglicans. This confusion has resulted in a reductionist binary presentation of Anglican mission as either ‘High Church’ or ‘Evangelical’. But ‘Anglo-Catholic’ and ‘High Church’ were by no means identical in the nineteenth century. The far older High Church tradition retained a suspicion of Anglo-Catholicism for its advanced Ritualism, its exaltation of religious life and celibacy, its Romanist wing, and its thorough dislike of the English Reformation. The High Church, which looked positively on both the need for the English Reformation and a more moderate Ritualism, continued to predominate in the SPG throughout the nineteenth century. Consequently, SPG missions in that century were mostly High Church but not Anglo-Catholic. This distinction is insufficiently attended to by scholars of missions. Jeffrey Cox, for example, in his insightful survey of British missions subsumes Anglo-Catholic missions under the misleading, reductionist term of ‘high church’ Anglican. Cox refers to Anglican sisterhoods and brotherhoods engaged in missionary work as ‘high church’ when in fact they were explicitly Anglo-Catholic; and to the Universities’ Mission to Central Africa (UMCA) as ‘moderately high church’, when that soon became thoroughly Anglo-Catholic (Cox 2008: 194, 198, 206).

A major exception to the general scholarly neglect of Anglo-Catholic missions is the recent monograph by Steven Maughan looking at Anglican missions in the nineteenth century. Examining the diversity of such missions, Maughan understands the Anglo-Catholic ones as one of two near contemporary holiness movements (the other being neo-Evangelicalism begun in the Keswick movement) which were principally responsible for the revival and long-term shaping of Anglican missions from the mid-Victorian period. (Maughan 2014).

ANGLO-CATHOLICISM AND THE SPG

In an article largely devoted to the work of the High Church secretary of the SPG, Bishop Henry Montgomery (secretary 1901–14), Steven Maughan has pointed to various Anglo-Catholic influences within the SPG, the oldest mission society in the Church of England, that were emerging by the start of the twentieth century (Maughan 2003). By the Edwardian period Anglo-Catholics formed a definite constituency within the SPG, but they were not the Society’s most powerful group of supporters, who still remained the traditional High Church. Indeed, in his more recent monograph, Maughan points out that Anglo-Catholic Ritualist agitation had increased the loyalty of the High Church to the SPG as a bastion of more moderate traditional High Churchmanship (Maughan 2014). Anglo-Catholic influence was largely channelled through the Junior Clergy Missionary Association, a strong supporter of imperial missionary engagement and fervent activism (Maughan 2003: 36–8). This enthusiasm for imperial mission by the Church of England was not limited to the younger Anglo-Catholics; it was also shared by their English leader, Charles Gore, Bishop of Birmingham (Maughan 2003: 41 n. 36). Notwithstanding this growing partisan interest, Montgomery was attempting to use a common enthusiasm for imperial mission, found also among both the younger Evangelical CMS supporters, to recapture an older Anglican consensual middle-ground that had operated within the Church of England prior to the rise of the party-based Anglo-Catholic and Evangelical national organizations in the 1840s. Ironically, this sectarian partisanship also contributed to the growth of Anglican missions from the nineteenth century, as Anglican competitiveness and party identity became a spur to the supporters of Anglo-Catholic and Evangelical missions (Maughan 2003: 44–5). However, preservation of their own ecclesiastical agenda and identity by Anglo-Catholics also worked against Montgomery’s use of imperialism within the SPG to foster Anglican unity. They actively opposed any attempt to impose a unifying ecclesial authority above the level of the diocesan bishop, as a number of colonial bishops were, by the turn of the century, active Anglo-Catholics (Maughan 2003: 45).

EARLY ANGLO-CATHOLIC OVERSEAS MISSIONS

By the early twentieth century the SPG drew to itself a minority Anglo-Catholic constituency. However, like the Evangelicals, Anglo-Catholics were more comfortable supporting their own party-oriented missions, although the Anglo-Catholic missions were considerably smaller than the Evangelical CMS (the largest British mission of any denomination, reflecting the wider appeal of Evangelicalism in nineteenth-century Britain). While the UMCA later became an explicitly Anglo-Catholic mission it began in 1859 as an episcopally-led High Church mission in 1859; and the same can be said for the Cambridge Mission to Delhi (CMD) begun by the SPG in 1864 but later revitalized by a brotherhood formed at Cambridge University in 1877. The Oxford Mission to Calcutta (OMC) commenced in 1880, also as a celibate brotherhood drawn from priests who were Oxford graduates. But preceding these missions in their consciously Anglo-Catholic dimensions were the Indian missions of the SSJE begun in 1874.

The UMCA was launched in 1859 out of the widespread British enthusiasm generated by the national speaking tour in 1856–7 of David Livingstone, the most feted of all Victorian missionaries, and his popular attempt to replace the slave trade in Central Africa with more moral forms of commerce (Porter 2004a). The initial UMCA that arrived in Africa in 1862 was led by a missionary bishop, Charles Frederick Mackenzie, consecrated for the purpose. This mission became a complete disaster when it was caught up in local wars, and Mackenzie died of fever. His successor, Bishop William Tozer, retreated to Zanzibar in 1863 (Porter 2004a: 185–6).

However, the UMCA continued and quickly moved past the initial Christianity and commerce motivation of its origins. The UMCA had been actively supported by those who saw the future of Anglican overseas missions in the idea of autonomous missionary bishops with no territorial diocese, explicitly consecrated to be leaders of new, episcopal-based, Anglican Churches among non-Christian peoples. Anglo-Catholics, the original Tractarians, and High Churchmen all united around this concept of the missionary bishop, as a means of extending Anglicanism on a fundamentally episcopal basis (Faught 2003: 114–28). The mission of Henry Callaway in Kaffraria was another early instance of a missionary bishop. Callaway was consecrated in 1873 by the High Church bishops of the Scottish Episcopal Church, a bench of bishops which also included the first Tractarian bishop in Britain, Alexander Penrose Forbes of Brechin (Strong 2002: 31). For the same reason these High Churchmen and Oxford Movement supporters were early backers of the Colonial Bishoprics Fund, established in 1841 as an unprecedented autonomous initiative by the Church of England to endow unilaterally overseas bishoprics (Strong 2008).

While Mackenzie had been the first missionary bishop, continued support for the concept meant that the UMCA could begin again in Zanzibar. The mission became more narrowly Anglo-Catholic after relations with the SPG broke down in 1881, and its support base, already eroding in the universities after Mackenzie’s death, moved to Anglo-Catholic parishes in the south of England. The mission expanded into the African mainland and in 1892 was divided into two dioceses, Zanzibar and Nyasaland (later Likoma), with another diocese for Northern Rhodesia in 1910 (Porter 2004a: 227).

The prevailing model of the UMCA mission was the Christian village made up of converts, where the aspiration was the recreation of the liturgical customs and discipline of the early Church. There was also a questioning of the role of missions in promoting Western civilization and imperial expansion, alongside anxieties about the mission’s rivals—Roman Catholicism and Islam (for Islam the UMCA British missionaries had a wary but increasingly informed respect). Celibacy and the religious life remained a prominent ideal of the mission, along with ecclesiastical order and clerical authority. Increasingly, the mission desired to protect its converts and African Christianity from modern urban civilization which was seen as morally debasing. This negative view of urbanization, which was shared by other British cultural figures of the nineteenth century such as Augustus Pugin and William Morris, derived from the missionaries’ Christian Socialism, slum parish work, or attachment to rural life. This resulted in a growing concern by the UMCA missionaries to prevent the drift to the growing towns and cities in the British colonies of the region, and also in tensions between the mission and African economic aspirations. Other difficulties included strains created by the missionaries’ commitment to a Western education that overlooked African insights (although there was a growing appreciation of African religious understandings). The excessive focus on Western education contributed to the deliberate delay in the ordination of Africans by the mission (Porter 2004a: 225–34, 289, 291).

While the UMCA base in the universities fell away, the universities were at the forefront of the two other prominent Anglican missions shaped by Anglo-Catholicism in the nineteenth century. The CMD and the OMC were both formed around celibate brotherhoods of English priests, bound to the religious life by temporary or life vows, assisted later by sisterhoods. These missions demonstrated the continuing influence of the two oldest English universities within Anglo-Catholicism after the so-called defeat of its Tractarian forebears following Newman’s conversion in 1845. Throughout the nineteenth century both universities not only educated most of the English Anglican clergy, but they also formed environments where the spiritual ideals of Anglo-Catholicism continued to inspire young men. In the brotherhoods, as in the UMCA, the background of university teaching in the education of these missionaries made it seem right and unquestionable that such education could be transplanted into a colonial setting.

In India, as compared with the relatively scanty British imperial presence in Central Africa during the first decades of the UMCA, the prevalence of the state and colonial authority made it more difficult for missions to avoid close connections with the Raj. The general scholarly consensus is that the Anglican Church in India was intermeshed with the imperial establishment, and in many respects was a colonial Church focused on the export of an Anglican establishment and ministry to expatriate communities, and that it had a difficult relationship with Anglican societies and organizations that were more explicitly evangelistically focused. By the end of the nineteenth century much of the Anglican Church’s episcopal and clerical establishment was paid for by the Indian government through the Indian Ecclesiastical Establishment, and many of its clergy ministered to the army and the British population who were mostly servants of the state (Studdert-Kennedy 2002: 155–6). Missionaries were usually accountable to their respective society headquarters in Britain rather than the local bishop, though Anglicans supported by the SPG were often consigned to local episcopal authority, and the Cambridge and Oxford brotherhoods explicitly so. However, that episcopal connection strengthened the establishment dimension of their work. Both brotherhoods contributed bishops to the Indian establishment in the nineteenth century, and their mission houses in the respective city centres became frequent visiting destinations for Raj administrators. At least one of the Oxford Brotherhood became involved with the Delhi Municipal Council, on the questionable basis that it brought the mission into contact with leading Indian men of the city (Porter 2004a: 235–6). This government involvement contrasted with the CMS, which took the line that it was undesirable. The Indian brotherhoods were certainly not as critical of the imperial context of their missions as was the UMCA.

But while the Calcutta and Delhi missions did not generally depart from the imperial culture of the Anglican Ecclesiastical Establishment in India, their religious life and commitment to a mission in higher education among Bengali students did mark them out from that establishment. This purpose did share a common goal of evangelism though the medium of education with many other denominational missions that had preceded them, including the Scottish Church College in Calcutta of Alexander Duff, the predecessors of which were begun in 1830; and various colleges for women established in the last third of the nineteenth century (Anon. 1908: 55–74; Longridge 1910: 89, 138–9).

Notwithstanding their limitations these missions in higher education involved the emergence of a dialogue with the predominant South Asian faiths of Hinduism and Islam. The CMD was initiated in part by Brooke Foss Westcott when he was Regius Professor of Divinity at Cambridge University as a means of putting his fulfilment theology into practice, whereby Christianity would be seen to fulfil the incomplete truth of other religions. This theology naturally prompted inter-faith contacts and dialogue, albeit with a Western bias (Hedges 2001: 203–5). George Alfred Lefroy of the OMC became a more than capable Islamic scholar, and the OMC in the early twentieth century had hopes that the writings of Rabindranath Tagore, with their emphasis on the oneness of the Supreme Being, discoverable through ecstatic mysticism, might prove an Indian religious resource they could tap into to further their mission (Studdert-Kennedy 2002: 159, 179–80).

Andrew Porter maintains that the Anglo-Catholic missions quickly developed ideas of sympathy and understanding for the local religious cultures in which they evangelized. Porter argues that while these ideas could lend themselves to ‘paternalistic self-congratulation’, they could also contribute to a critical assessment of British imperialism.


To both south Asia and Central Africa the Anglo-Catholics brought ideas of ‘sympathy’ and practical ‘consideration’, linked to the possibility of insights for the West to be derived from close encounters of the religious kind. These were present in the Cambridge Mission from its foundation as a result of the influential teaching of Professor Westcott. That they lent themselves to expressions of paternalistic self-congratulation should not disguise either their novelty in the missionary world as a whole or their capacity to subvert the language of dominance and imperial control in India. In the world of Hindus and still more of Muslims … the willingness of Anglo-Catholic missions to treat the beliefs of others with some seriousness was a rarity … The authoritarianism at the heart of the Anglo-Catholic tradition, as well as its members social connections, were encouraged to assert themselves more readily under the Raj than in circumstances where colonial rule had yet to be established. (Porter 2004a: 237)



The process towards an understanding that there was at least a partial genuineness of other religions can be traced in the theology of Anglo-Catholic missionaries around the end of the nineteenth century. At a time when non-Christian religions were either being dismissed as totally erroneous or were ascribed to the devil, some Anglo-Catholics were at the forefront of a greater missionary understanding of indigenous religion. Such an attitude can be found, for example, in Godfrey Callaway, a missionary in the Transkei for fifty years from 1892 to 1942 (Strong 2011: 27–8). There were, to be sure, similar sympathetic responses to local cultures and religions in missionaries of other denominations, including German Lutherans and Scottish Presbyterians. But why was it that such an appreciation emerged among some Anglo-Catholics so comparatively quickly from the commencement of their overseas missions in the 1870s?

One answer is that Anglo-Catholic overseas missions developed in a period of generally increasing appreciation of non-Christian religions across some of the Protestant missions. But that hardly answers the particular case as this alteration in missionary attitudes was not widespread, and Anglo-Catholics saw themselves as un-Protestant and were therefore hardly likely to accept lessons from those they viewed as schismatical at best, and heretical at worst. Sarah Sohmer has recently argued that a High Church theological emphasis deriving from Richard Hooker and Joseph Butler gave SPG missionaries a theology of creative human potential that was not entirely destroyed by sin; human conscience as an innately accurate faculty for moral decisions; and ritual as a vehicle for conveying of divine truth and presence (Sohmer 1994: 174, 182–7). This theological base influenced High Church SPG missionaries such as Henry Callaway among the Zulus to believe that they were not entirely without God in the world, though their religious rites were still considered predominantly ‘dark and terrible’ (Benham 1896: 217–19, 157–9).

Even the lesser degree of Anglican liturgy and ceremonial acceptable to Henry Callaway and other High Churchmen had the potential to enable High Church missionaries to make the connection between the divine and the physical, and to enable some appreciation of the place of non-Christian religious ceremony in that spiritual connection. Ritual, that central aspect in many indigenous religions, was not devised in Anglicanism by the Anglo-Catholics, who rather added a Romanizing and more diverse form of it to existing ritual within the Church of England. Understood as a means of emphasizing sacramental grace and the worship of God in church, liturgy also had a long-standing part in High Church tradition. As the work of Ronald Hutton demonstrates, while Protestantism did, on the whole, successfully challenge the more Ritualist religion in England, it did not expunge it entirely and, gradually, with ecclesiastical and royal support, a considerable quantity of it returned to play a permanent role in the parishes of the Church of England (Hutton 1976: 155, 159, 174, 175–6, 176–7, 209, 213–14, 260–2). If ritual was a catalyst for a wider religious sympathy for the High Churchmen, it was even more so for Anglo-Catholics with their advanced Ritualism. The persistent vestiges of ritual in English Christianity, greatly advanced by the nineteenth-century Anglo-Catholics, and moderately so by High Churchmen, made it possible for missionary High Churchmen and Anglo-Catholics to affirm genuine, albeit confined, dimensions of the divine in the indigenous rituals they encountered (Strong 2011: 24–32).

ANGLO-CATHOLIC COLONIAL MISSIONS

As well as these early missions to the non-Christian populations of the British Empire and beyond, Anglo-Catholic missions also made a contribution to the ‘colonial missions’ for the extension of Anglicanism among settler populations. The colonial missions undertaken by various British denominational societies were designed to support the extension and development of these denominations in white settler colonies of the British Empire by exporting to them clergy and other ecclesiastical resources. The SPG was at the forefront of these colonial missions, and, as it became moderately Anglo-Catholic with the growth of that party in the Church of England in the twentieth century so it supported various Anglo-Catholic clergy, parishes, and projects within the burgeoning Anglican Communion. In addition, there were various colonial mission initiatives undertaken by more explicitly Anglo-Catholic religious communities and societies. These could sometimes be quite unilateral schemes, such as the arrival in 1901 of three Sisters of the Church in Perth, Western Australia, to begin a college for girls, much to the bewilderment of the diocesan bishop (Hawtrey 1949: 112–13). In addition to sisterhoods, one of the most prominent forms of Anglo-Catholic colonial mission in Australia was the bush brotherhood. These brothers were celibate priests, overwhelmingly Englishmen, willing to undertake difficult and isolated parish work in the outback and connected to one another by a loose form of religious community (Southall 1962).

By the twentieth century Anglo-Catholic missions were prominently linked to the development of the vowed religious life within Anglicanism. Other missions experimented with radical departures from Western lifestyles, among them the China Inland Mission and the Salvation Army. Motivated by a fulfilment theology which saw Christianity as fulfilling the partial insights of Hinduism and other religions, Salvation Army officers arriving in India in the 1880s adopted a local lifestyle. They took up Indian clothes, music, food, and furnishings in their homes, along with Indian Christian names, and as much of the local lower-class culture as their conservative evangelical theology would allow (Frykenberg 2008: 340–1). But it was Anglo-Catholics who first associated Western Protestant missions with the vowed religious life that had been such a successful feature of Roman Catholic missions.

THE FIRST ANGLO-CATHOLIC OVERSEAS MISSION

The adoption of a more indigenized and ascetic missionary style had an even earlier beginning in Anglo-Catholic missions than either the Oxbridge brotherhoods or the UMCA when it became more explicitly Anglo-Catholic in the 1880s. A more localized mission developed in one of the two missions of the SSJE sent to India in 1874. The two SSJE members would be the first Anglo-Catholic missionaries in India. R. L. Page would lead the common form of institutional mission in Bombay and then Pune, complete with the usual Europeanizing infrastructure, including technical schools, industrial workshop, and a fruit farm. From 1877 the sisters of the Community of St Mary the Virgin built and staffed a school, and the mission also built a church, hostels, a primary school, and a hospital by 1901 (Slade 1970: 51–3). However, the other SSJE brother, Samuel Wilberforce O’Neill, was at the heart of a comparatively enculturated mission for that period, primarily as a consequence of being guided by Richard Benson as the founder and superior of the SSJE.

Benson had for some years before the foundation of the SSJE in 1866 been considering the possibility of going as a missionary to India, in a form that presaged much of his later mission ideas. In 1859 he wrote to the warden of St Augustine’s College at Canterbury, founded to educate Anglican priests for missions, outlining a plan for a communal society of priests in India, capable of attracting converts by the ascetical simplicity of their communal life of prayer, and living in a manner ‘as much orientally in every habit and mode of life as possible’ (Congreve and Longridge 1916: 227–9).

It was this missionary, ascetic, and adaptable aspiration at the heart of Benson’s brotherhood, named after the apostle who was explicitly an evangelist, that was encapsulated by O’Neill’s mission at Indore, a city in central India among the Marathi people. But the mission was not simply a Western initiative. It was also shaped by an important Brahmin Christian, Nilkanth/Nehemiah Goreh, who had become a Christian in 1848 and had been working as a missionary in Indore, and then at Chanda in the north-west, when the two men were introduced through Bishop Milman of Calcutta. It had been Milman who had encouraged Benson to initiate the SSJE mission. Goreh had come to see his life as recreating that of the Hindu Sannyasi in a Christian setting (Young 2005: 16–17). So O’Neill’s mission, as it developed at Indore over the next eight years from 1875, was a hybrid one from the start, bringing together Indian and Western spiritual traditions. However, while Goreh’s influence undoubtedly shaped the Indore mission, its repudiation of Europeanization and a large mission plant had its origins in Benson’s own mission hopes expressed as early as the late 1850s.

O’Neill and Goreh initially rented space in a local house, and later built a dedicated mission house, but still on local lines, where they lived simply on a vegetarian diet. It was located outside the European cantonment, in the Indian part of the city. Although they did undertake some bazaar preaching, and O’Neill worked on translating the Psalter into Hindi, the heart of the mission was the ascetic life of prayer, centred around the eucharist. The lifestyle, location, and methods were in keeping with Benson’s own views, communicated to O’Neill not just through their friendship before he left for India, but in constant correspondence afterwards, of which only Benson’s has survived. The SSJE superior, although he maintained the common Victorian Christian view that Hinduism was a false religion, nevertheless believed that Hindu reverence for an ascetic lifestyle retained a kernel of truth. He also wanted mission to be consciously removed from Europeanization, and had a dislike of Christendom, or the predominance of Christianity in wider society.


Whether India will ever be a Christian country may be very doubtful. I cannot say I wish to see it. The experience of Christianizing countries leads one to believe that the country is Christianized at the expense of souls, and when all are Christians none are. We must surely look for Christianity to grow up in India in some very different form from that of the West. Let us hope that it will be a form of never-ceasing stand-up fight with the world around. The shorn Samson of Europe seems to be only fit to be mocked by his enemies in his blindness. (Longridge 1920: 165–7)



Benson strongly opposed the combination of civilization and evangelism. ‘The attempt to civilize before Christianizing … in other words, which one sometimes hears, the attempt to make a man a good man before making him a good Christian … is the pretence of the Antichrist to raise men from the bondage of the debt of sin, without their having infused into them the justifying grace of Christ’ (Benson n.d.: 206–7, original emphasis). He did not want converts prompted into Christianity by the material, social, or cultural advantages offered by Christian missions, or because Christianity in India had a connection to the colonial rulers.

There is little evidence concerning the local reaction to such a short-lived, idiosyncratic, and personal mission. Certainly, the provision of charity for the most destitute brought the mission to the notice of some among the teeming poor of Indore. The mission developed a team of student catechists who worked under the supervision of another Indian, Samuel Gopal. These students each week distributed small amounts of money, and shelters and blankets in the rainy and winter seasons. But it does not seem to have translated into conversions. But neither O’Neill nor Benson expected or desired any for some years, believing that it took a long time for potential converts to understand Christianity and to accept the social ostracism that conversion would result. This mission did undertake more public displays of Christianity, including marching in procession through the streets, walking barefoot and chanting the Litany in Hindi, stopping at various places for O’Neill or one of the others to give a short address in simple Hindi. Christian books and tracts were also sold, despite being warned against this by the police. This eventually caused one of the students to be arrested, and the sentence of 50 rupees or 200 days in gaol imposed by the magistrate, a Maratha Brahmin, suggests the mission had become significant enough to attract resistance to it from among the local Brahmins (Gopal 1905: 269–77).

O’Neill died on 28 August 1882, from cholera which he contracted from his servant whom he had been tending. His unique Anglo-Catholic mission in India had lasted just eight years.

LATER DEVELOPMENTS

By the twentieth century, Anglo-Catholicism was well-entrenched in a number of missions, both colonial and more evangelistic overseas missions. The growing influence of Anglo-Catholicism within the SPG also facilitated this international expansion of Anglo-Catholicism. Consequently, Anglo-Catholic missions were originating from elsewhere in the Anglican Communion than Britain and developing significant regions that were Anglo-Catholic in inspiration. These included the Bahamas, Southern Africa, parts of East Africa that came under the UMCA, Korea, and the Melanesian area of the South Pacific. While most missions deriving from the Oxford Movement were still British, there were also some Anglo-Catholic missions deriving from the United States, Canada, and Australia, such as the mission of Fr John Staunton among the Igorot people of Sagada in the Philippines, and much of the mission supported by the Australian Board of Missions in New Guinea (Ward 2006: 272–3, 294).

Many of these twentieth-century missions were little different in structure from their Evangelical counterparts and rivals, relying on educational and similar Europeanizing infrastructures, albeit with distinctive religious sisterhoods and brotherhoods as well as the usual Anglo-Catholic teaching on the importance of ecclesiology and sacramental grace encapsulated in ritualistic practices. Some influential Anglican leaders came out of these global Anglo-Catholic missions. In the first half of the twentieth century, the most prominent was Frank Weston, Bishop of Zanzibar in the UMCA from 1908 to 1924. Weston personified many of the characteristics of Anglo-Catholicism in this period, both missionary and metropolitan. He was theologically aware, but often naïve due to a personal life and career confined to his own party within Anglicanism. Weston was uncompromising in his opposition to Protestantism, and anxious lest Evangelicalism should water down the denominational characteristics of Anglicanism in favour of pan-Protestantism. However, his earlier Christian Socialism and his missionary experience made him critical of British imperialism, and fervent in advocating an African Anglicanism that was not simply a reflection of English ethnicity (Porter 2004b). In the second half of the twentieth century the most prominent Anglo-Catholic missionary was Trevor Huddleston, a monk of the Community of the Resurrection, and eventually head of that community’s South African mission. Huddleston was raised within Anglo-Catholicism, and the influences of his Community’s stand for human rights and equal justice for all made him an outspoken opponent of the apartheid laws of the nationalist government. Like Weston, Huddleston was by nature controversial, intolerant, and forthright, and mission work had radicalized him still further (Denniston 2004).

Most leadership, male and female, within Anglo-Catholic missions remained white and British. This Western-centric nature of Anglo-Catholic missions was exacerbated by a persistent Anglo-Catholic fear that ‘native’ leadership would undervalue or compromise catholic truth. This anxiety about any diminution of catholicity in Anglicanism, a product of the Oxford Movement’s battles within the Church of England, brought Anglo-Catholics to the forefront of opposition towards the ecumenism that had grown out of the missions’ environment, most particularly towards the formation of the Church of South India in the mid-twentieth century. However, an example of an indigenous church leader who developed out of the Anglo-Catholic missions was Ini Kopuria, founder of the Melanesian Brotherhood. Founded in 1925, the Brotherhood became a major force in evangelism in Melanesia. Embracing life-vows, but with celibacy seen as a commitment only for a period of life, the brotherhood’s commitment to Christianity with a Melanesian culture saw it escape much of the hierarchical paternalism that was a feature of many Anglo-Catholic missions, or the eccentric individualism among the clergy that characterized so much Anglo-Catholicism in Western countries (Ward 2006: 293–4).

CONCLUSION

More research needs to undertaken for a more complete and critical understanding of the Anglican missions that derived from the Oxford Movement. In addition to themes that have been receiving attention in the scholarly study of mission, such as gender, imperialism, conversion, and culture, there are additional themes that need to be addressed. The Anglo-Catholic missions should be viewed in comparison to Roman Catholic missions, due to the unique and prominent place of religious communities in both missions. It should also give more attention to the theology than has been customary in recent scholarship, as has been advocated by Andrew Porter and Robert Frykenberg (Porter 2002: 581–2; Young 2011). While there has been some limited attention to the theological aspects of mission history, including a focus on providentialism and millennialism, there needs to be a wider investigation of other theological beliefs that have shaped missions, in part to address the reductionist trap that mission theologies were merely a screen for more nefarious and worldly motives. Missions need to be understood in their own terms before they are subjected to necessary critical scrutiny and assessment.
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CHAPTER 35



THE OXFORD MOVEMENT AND ECUMENISM



MARK D. CHAPMAN

THE Oxford Movement had a profound long-term effect on ecumenism. Nevertheless, during the period of the Tracts from 1833 to 1841 it was concerned first and foremost with reform of the Church of England. Tractarians were very far from being ecumenically minded. Their emphasis on the catholicity of the Church was not principally ‘spatial’ in the sense of a particular interest in the unity of Christians across the world, but ‘temporal’ (see Chapman 2013; Küng 1980: 80–7) in the sense that it was the past that gave the Church its underlying identity. While there were naturally many similarities to conservative reform movements elsewhere (see Franklin 1987), the specific British context meant that there was little if any concern for reunion with other Churches, at least initially. Contrary to what some have written (see Miller 1984: 61), the Oxford Movement was not first and foremost an ecumenical movement.

Most immediately, as is well documented (Nockles 1994; Chadwick 1987: I.167–211), the origins of the Movement lie in opposition to some of the pluralizing trends of the late 1820s which led to the repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts in 1828 and Roman Catholic Emancipation the following year, as well as the reform of the franchise in 1832. For many conservative churchmen, Roman Catholics in Parliament posed as significant a threat to the Established Church as did Dissenters (Nockles 1994: chap. 2). Thus, in what is a remarkably accurate summary, one later pioneer of ecumenical engagement—William Palmer of Magdalen College, Oxford—wrote that the Oxford Movement ‘began in a spirit of the most loyal Anglicanism evoked by the successful attacks of the Protestant sectaries and the Roman Catholics, aided by a Liberalist Government, upon the Established Church’. It was characterized by a ‘spirit of resolute hostility to Popery no less than to Sectarianism’ (Birkbeck 1895: 22).

The identity of the Oxford Movement was consequently based in part on opposition to the threats to the unity of Church and state on which the English post-Reformation settlement was based. Like other conservatives within the Church of England, the Tractarians developed a theological opposition to constitutional change, but no longer sought justification in the pattern of the divine right monarch as defender of the faith, which was patently under question through what they regarded as the betrayal by William IV of the Church he was supposed to be protecting. Instead they were forced to look elsewhere, settling on the period of the undivided Church of the first four ecumenical councils from Nicaea in AD 325 to Chalcedon in 451. Theologically, Tractarianism was essentially a form of historicism in which its adherents did little to question their understanding of the authority and superiority of their own Church as the true successor of that Primitive Church. Using the rhetoric of ‘apostolical succession’, the Tractarians claimed that the English Church was one and the same Church as the Church of the apostles and, moreover, that it was its sole representative in England. Consequently, on their view, the United Church of England (which at the time included Wales) and Ireland was the sole legitimate expression of the catholic Church within certain geographical limits. Thus, in one of the earliest tracts John Keble could write that the Church of England was ‘the only church in this realm which has a right to be quite sure that she has the Lord’s Body to give to his people’ (Tract 4: 5).

Similarly, as early as his original draft for the project of writing the Tracts for the Times, Keble was clear about the true source of the Church’s authority which rested on ‘the Apostolical commission of the Bishops, and, under them, the Presbyters of the Church’. This meant that those who were to write the Tracts pledged themselves to ‘be on the watch for all opportunities of inculcating on all committed to our charge a due sense of the inestimable privilege of Communion with our Lord through the successors of His Apostles’. The early Tracts also placed emphasis on catholicity, which was understood as something built on what Keble called ‘Primitive Tradition’. It was limited to what he called ‘those rules, in which all primitive Councils are uniform, those rites and formularies which are found in all primitive liturgies, and those interpretations and principles of interpretation in which all orthodox Fathers agree’. This meant that the Catholic faith was ‘reducible into a small space’ and to be found in the ‘genuine canons of the primitive Councils, and the genuine fragments of the primitive Liturgies’. Doctrine thereby consisted of what was taught before ‘the division of the Eastern and Western Churches, including the six first Councils general, and excluding image-worship and similar corruptions by authority’ (Keble 1836: 40). Implicitly, such an understanding of the nature of apostolicity and catholicity meant that subsequent developments in Church history—both those of the Middle Ages and the Reformation—were disowned, or at least had to be weighed against the sole standard of the authority of the early Church. It is clear that the Tractarian sense of Catholic identity was based on opposition to alternative expressions of Christianity, including that of the Roman Catholic Church (see Greenfield 1956).

Sometimes, however, anti-Romanism could be more explicit. For instance, a publicity campaign that was conducted in 1836 urged supporters of the Tracts to ‘engage a publisher, or other fit person, in the nearest considerable Town, to sell them on profit; To provide him with a board, painted “Tracts for the Times against Popery and Dissent,” and to see that it occupies a conspicuous place in his shop window’. The form of via media theology developed in the Tracts was thus equally hostile to non-Anglicans from both sides. Similarly, supporters were urged ‘To advertise on the … first days of each quarter in their County Newspaper, in the following or such-like form, “Popery and Dissent. This Day are published the Quarterly Tracts for the Times, at &c.” ’ (LDN V.247–8).

Some of the Tractarians could be vehement in their opposition to the Roman Catholic Church. William Palmer of Worcester College, Oxford, for instance, was particularly strong in his criticism of the Roman Church and his defence of the Church of England. In Tract 15, On the Apostolical Succession in the English Church of 1833, he claimed that the Church of Rome was ‘heretical’, had ‘apostatized’, and had bound ‘itself in covenant to the cause of Antichrist’ (Tract 15: 10). Similarly, he asserted that the Church of England had not committed any schism from Rome in 1534, when the bishops and clergy of England ‘signed a declaration that the Pope or Bishop of Rome had no more jurisdiction in this country by the word of GOD, than any other foreign Bishops; and they also agreed to those acts of the civil government, which put an end to it among us’ (Tract 15: 4). All that had happened was that the Church of England had been delivered from the oppressive system of papalism. Furthermore, unlike some other churches, the English Church maintained the order of bishops who stood in succession to the apostles. This meant that the English Church, according to Palmer, ‘did not revolt from those who in that day had authority by succession from the Apostles’. ‘On the contrary,’ he continued,


it is certain that the Bishops and Clergy in England and Ireland remained the same as before the separation, and that it was these, with the aid of the civil power, who delivered the Church of those kingdoms from the yoke of Papal tyranny and usurpation, while at the same time they gradually removed from the minds of the people various superstitious opinions and practices which had grown up during the middle ages, and which, though never formally received by the judgment of the whole Church, were yet very prevalent. (Tract 15: 4)



Given the Tractarian fixation on apostolical succession, it is perhaps striking that Palmer could admit of the possibility of holding on to truth even without bishops:


Luther and his associates upheld in the main the true doctrine; and though it is not necessary to defend every act of fallible men like them, yet we are fully justified in maintaining, that the conduct of those who defended the truth against the Romish party, even in opposition to their spiritual rulers, was worthy of great praise.



Nevertheless, he concluded his Tract with an emphasis on the importance of apostolical succession:


it is impossible not to lament, that they did not take the first opportunity to place themselves under orthodox Bishops of the Apostolical Succession. Nothing, as far as we can judge, was more likely to have preserved them from that great decline of religion, which has taken place on the Continent. (Tract 15: 11)



Palmer consequently insisted that the Church of England had properly ‘reformed itself’. In short, he concluded: ‘There was no new Church founded among us, but the rights and the true doctrines of the Ancient existing Church were asserted and established’ (Tract 15: 4).

Palmer remained strongly opposed to Roman Catholicism. In 1841, for instance, in a letter to Nicholas Wiseman, at the time vicar-apostolic of the Central District and bishop of Melipotamus (in partibus infidelium) and nine years later to become the first Archbishop of Westminster, he attacked what he called ‘Romanism’ (Palmer 1841: 5). He went so far as to question Wiseman’s ‘right to the title of “bishop” which you assume, and which your adherents are willing to recognise’ (Palmer 1841: 4). He proceeded to note that ‘episcopal consecrations, performed ostensibly for Churches without clergy or people, but really for the purpose of introducing or perpetuating schism are illegitimate, and confer no canonical mission or jurisdiction’. Such consecrations, Palmer held, were ‘virtually null and void’ and ‘do not constitute those who receive them real bishops—successors of the Apostles’. Consequently, Palmer sought to deny Wiseman the right to exercise his episcopal ministry without a licence from what he called his ‘legitimate Diocesan, the Bishop of Worcester’ (Palmer 1841: 4). Such an approach to Roman Catholicism was not unusual among the Tractarians, even if most did not go quite as far as Palmer whose strict branch theory (outlined in his Treatise on the Church of Christ, 1838) lent itself to vigorous anti-Roman Catholicism.

NEWMAN

Many of John Henry Newman’s Tracts were decidedly anti-Roman or at the very least anti-papalist in their thrust. Thus in Tract 20 of 1833 on The Visible Church, he spoke of ‘the very enmity I feel against the Papistical corruptions of the Gospel’ (Tract 20: 1). In distinction to the corruptions of Rome, Newman claimed, God ‘has wonderfully preserved our Church as a true branch of the Church universal, yet withal preserved it free from doctrinal error. It is Catholic and Apostolic, yet not Papistical’ (Tract 20: 3). As the Tractarian decade wore on, Newman, as is well known, increasingly came to understand the Church of England as a via media between the Church of Rome and the sort of Protestantism contained in the Dissenting bodies. This was discussed in Tract 38 and Tract 41, entitled Via Media I (25 June 1834) and Via Media II (24 August 1834). According to Newman, both the Roman Catholic and the Nonconformists were equally in error. Thus, on the one side, Dissenters had obviously lost their continuity with the successors of the apostles since they had no bishops, while, on the other side, the Roman Catholic Church had expanded on the content of what was necessary for salvation. Roman Catholics had moved beyond the test of Article VI of the Thirty-Nine Articles that the Holy Scriptures contain ‘all things necessary to salvation’. They had consequently added to ‘the means of salvation set forth in Scripture … the Church of Rome has added other ways of gaining heaven’ (Tract 41: 2). Roman Catholicism, which threatened the Tractarian belief that the Church of England was the Church most in continuity with that of the Apostles, had in fact deviated from the true form of the Church: doctrine was fixed and there was no sense in which it could be said to develop. Quite simply, no Church could add to the deposit of faith.

For Newman, as for the other Tractarians, then, the changes wrought at the Reformation in the Church of England, including the confessional formulae of the Thirty-Nine Articles of religion, were simply explanations of the content of faith rather than additions. This is what differentiated them fundamentally from the Articles of the Council of Trent which had added to the fixed deposit of faith. Thus Newman wrote in Tract 41:


As I will not consent to be deprived of the records of the Reformation, so neither will I part with those of former times. I look upon our Articles as in one sense an addition to the Creeds; and at the same time the Romanists added their Tridentine articles. Theirs I consider unsound; ours as true. (Tract 41: 9)



There was, for Newman, a clear difference between the Church of England and the Church of Rome which rested ultimately on their different understandings of catholicity. For the Church of England the concept of ‘catholicity’ was established on the basis of standing in continuity with the teaching of the apostles and the early Church as it had been formulated in the doctrines of the Creeds. For Roman Catholics, however, catholicity was founded on standing in continuity with the visible Church of Rome as this was expressed in the system of popery which Newman maintained had added to and distorted the teachings of the early Church. This is clearly stated in Tract 45 entitled The Grounds of Our Faith of 18 October 1834:


even the one true system of religion has its dangers on all sides, from the weakness of its recipients, who pervert it. Thus the Holy Catholic doctrines, in which the Church was set up, were corrupted into Popery, not legitimately, or necessarily, but by various external causes acting on human corruption, in the lapse of many ages. (Tract 45: 1)



In his parochial lectures of 1837, which formed the basis of his Lectures on the Prophetical Office of the Church, Newman further expounded his understanding of the via media. The Church of England, he held, occupied the space between what he called ‘Romanism’ and ‘Popular Protestantism’. He regarded Roman Catholicism as inherently dangerous and it remained the real enemy, even though this was a reason of regret:


We must take and deal with things as they are, not as they pretend to be. If we are induced to believe the professions of Rome, and make advances towards her as if a sister or a mother Church, which in theory she is, we shall find too late that we are in the arms of a pitiless and unnatural relative, who will but triumph in the arts which have inveigled us within her reach. No; dismissing the dreams which the romance of early Church history and the high doctrines of Catholicism will raise in the inexperienced mind, let us be sure that she is our enemy, and will do us a mischief when she can. (Newman 1838: 102–3)



While admitting that we ‘need not depart from Christian charity towards’ the Roman Catholic Church, Newman nevertheless felt that we ‘must deal with her as we would towards a friend who is not himself’ (Newman 1838: 103).

Following the typically Tractarian method Newman then went on to stress Antiquity as the criterion for discerning what was true from what was false. In particular, he noted that it was the idea of the contemporary Church’s infallibility that would serve to undermine the principle of Antiquity which was in reality the sole test of true doctrine:


In Romanism there are some things absolutely good, some things only just tainted and sullied, some things corrupted, and some things in themselves sinful; but the system itself so called must be viewed as a whole, and all parts of it as belonging to the whole, and in connexion with their practical working and the end which they subserve. Viewed thus as a practical system, its main tenet, which gives a colour to all its parts, is the Church’s infallibility, as on the other hand, the principle of that genuine theology out of which it has arisen, is the authority of Catholic Antiquity. (Newman 1838: 104)



What this passage reveals is that even after the Tractarians had met with significant opposition and faced accusations of undermining the protestant inheritance of the Church of England, there was still very little sympathy for the Roman Church. It was little more than a powerful but errant member of the family that needed chastising to be brought back firmly into line.

As late as 1840, in his essay in the British Critic on ‘The Catholicity of the English Church’, Newman continued to differentiate between the true and false Churches. The Roman Church, he held, had departed from the primitive norms of the creeds and had thus erred, whereas what he now called the ‘Anglican Church’, even though it might be understood to be in schism, was nevertheless in continuity with the Church of the Fathers and was thus a true Church. ‘Rome’, he claimed, ‘has but a party in the Roman Catholic Church, though it has the active party; and much as the Church has been identified with that party in times past, and is still identified, yet it is something to find that what the English Church wants of perfect Catholicity, supposing it to want anything, may be supplied without going all the way to Rome’ (Newman 1840: 65). Any deficiency in catholicity would be supplied not by any visible source of authority in the Church of the present, but by looking to the past. Newman’s rhetoric could at times be strong: he held that the contemporary Roman Church was nothing more than ‘an assemblage of doctrines which … have scarcely closer connection with the doctrines whether of the primitive Creed or the primitive Church than the doctrines of the Gospel have with those of the Law’ (Newman 1840: 48).

The Church of England, Newman held, was quite different. Its catholicity was expressed in its descent from the Church of the apostles. Consequently, he wrote: ‘The Anglican view of the Church has ever been this, that its separate portions need not be united together, for their essential completeness, except by the tie of descent from one original’ (Newman 1840: 54). The Anglican Communion, of which Newman was increasingly conscious through his reading on the Episcopal Church of America, was effectively a collection of separated Churches each bound to the Church of the apostles and established on so-called ‘primitive’ episcopacy. The idea of a Church which developed over time and which sought the authenticity of such developments in the living voice of the authoritative interpreter in the present, was thus still a long way from Newman’s thinking, even at this relatively late stage.

Even at the very end of the Tractarian period in 1841 Newman continued to defend the position of the Church of England in opposition to the Roman Catholic Church. In particular, he sought to articulate the differences between what he referred to as popery from Roman Catholicism in his open letter to Bishop Richard Bagot of Oxford (Newman 1841). This followed on from the publication of the final Tract, Tract 90, where he had (notoriously) defended the doctrine of purgatory (although he had clearly differentiated it from the ‘Romish’ doctrine (Tract 90: 23–8; see also Tract 79: Against Romanism III—On Purgatory, March 1837; Turner 2002: 311–13). In his letter to Bagot, Newman once again emphasized the point that he did not speak against the Church of Rome because in some senses she was a ‘true Church’. Indeed, ‘viewed in her formal character … she is “built upon the foundation of the Apostles and Prophets, Jesus Christ Himself being the chief Cornerstone” ’. Similarly, he could not ‘speak against her private members, numbers of whom, I trust, are God’s people, in the way to Heaven, and one with us in heart, though not in profession’ (1841: 21).

Nevertheless, Newman was more than willing to speak out against the corruptions which he felt had been introduced by the system of ‘Romanism or Popery’, or what he described graphically as ‘that energetic system and engrossing influence in the Church by which it acts towards us, and meets our eyes, like a cloud filling it, to the eclipse of all that is holy, whether in its ordinances or its members’. He went on to elucidate that by


Romanists or Papists I mean all its members, so far as they are under the power of these principles; and while, and so far as this system exists, and it does exist now as fully as heretofore, I say that we can have no peace with that Church, however we may secretly love its particular members. (1841: 21)



It was this view, he felt, that ‘presents her under a twofold aspect, and while recognizing her as an appointment of God on the one hand, it leads us practically to shun her, as beset with heinous and dangerous influences on the other’ (1841: 21). For Newman, the easiest way to avoid the corruptions of popery and Romanism was to purge the Church of its excesses by returning to the purity of the Church of the apostles. Antiquity thus trumped the present in the interpretation of catholicity: ecumenism was thus possible only after internal reform.

PUSEY

In his Tractarian period, Pusey shared a similar approach to Newman: his overriding concern was with the internal reform of his own Church rather than the outward visible unity of the Churches. His reasoning was simple: before there could ever be reunion of the Churches, there would need to be a return to the primitive and undivided Church as the source of authority of the Church of the present. For Pusey, it was clear that no Church had the right to add anything to the faith that could not be proved on the basis of the tradition of the Primitive Church grounded in Scripture. For this reason, access to the writings of the Fathers proved crucial. The prospectus of the massive Tractarian translation project with its telling title, The Library of the Fathers, anterior to the division of the East and West. Translated by members of the English Church, which Pusey composed in 1836, pointed to ‘the great danger in which Romanists are of lapsing into secret infidelity, not seeing how to escape from the palpable errors of their own Church, without falling into the opposite errors of Ultra-Protestants’. It was consequently incumbent on the Tractarians as ‘an act of especial charity to point out to such of them as are dissatisfied with the state of their own Church, a body of ancient Catholic truth, free from the errors, alike of modern Rome and of Ultra-Protestantism’. They also revealed the ‘real practical value of Catholic Antiquity, which is disparaged by Romanists in order to make way for the Later Councils, and by others in behalf of modern and private interpretations of Holy Scripture’ (Pfaff 1973: 331; Liddon 1893–7: I, chap. 18; Chapman 2012: 129–31; Franklin 1987: 250–2). Thus, believing that he stood in continuity with earlier Anglican use of the Fathers (see Quantin 2009: 4–7; Lossky 1996), Pusey developed an almost ‘fundamentalist’ approach to their writings (Nockles 1994: 145), developing what I have called ‘catholicism of the word’ (Chapman 2007) as distinct from forms of catholicity which were based on an authoritative interpreter. These two approaches later characterized the disputes between Newman, whose views had changed radically, and Pusey in the 1860s (see Chapman 2014, chaps. 3 and 4).

In the Tractarian period, however, Pusey and Newman shared a similar view of the nature of the catholicity of the Church. In 1840 Pusey had written a lengthy open letter to Bishop Bagot where he attempted to counter some of the charges of Romanism that had been levelled against the Tracts. In particular, he defended the councils of the early Church: alluding to Article XXI on the ‘Authority of General Councils’, he drew the distinction between general councils and ecumenical councils. The former, he held, could deviate from the truth while the latter were infallible: ‘We believe that (although Councils which have been termed “General”, or which Rome has claimed to be so, have erred,) no real Œcumenical Council ever did; that is, no Council really representing the Universal Church’ (Pusey 1839: 44). For Pusey, doctrine was to be defined in terms of its consonance with the undisputed ecumenical councils of the patristic period, that is, until the Council of Chalcedon of AD 451. This understanding of the fixity of the tradition constituted the unity of the early Church, which was based on the understanding that the ‘Church then was one, and it was to His one Church, and as being one, that our Lord’s promise was made. And now, on that ground, her functions are, in this respect suspended; she cannot meet as one’ (Pusey 1839: 44). The contemporary Church could never claim the same degree of authority as the early Church, principally because it was divided and thus did not speak with one voice.

Although Pusey always retained the theoretical possibility of a future genuine ecumenical council where all Churches would participate and which could define truth, he felt that as things stood all that was possible for any Church would be to return to the past in order to purify itself in the present. The same criterion was to be applied to all Churches and would thereby help them once again become bearers of apostolic truth. In his letter to Bagot he wrote:


For the present what has been bestowed in the period of unity; the main articles of the faith have been fixed and guarded by her, and we possess them in her Creeds, and believe that the Church shall, by virtue of her Saviour’s promise, preserve them to the end. With this, Rome is not content; we take the event, (as it is ever ruled to be) as the interpreter of prophecy; she would bind her Lord to accomplish it in her own way. (Pusey 1839: 45)



In much the same way as Newman, Pusey distinguished between the two poles of what he termed ‘ultra-Protestant’ views of the Church and the errors of the Church of Rome, both of which had served to introduce errors. They had effectively substituted systems of their own for the true faith. By steering its middle way between these extremes, the Church of England sought to avoid these errors. Consequently he wrote:


The Anglican view regards the promise as belonging to the universal Church, but restrained to those Articles of the faith which were delivered to her, and to which in her real Œcumenical Councils she has defined; one may add, the Ultra-Protestant view narrows the promise, like the Church of Rome, in extent, to a handful of believing Christians, and, like Rome also changes the subjects of the Faith, substituting a system of its own for Catholic truth; differing, as before, from Rome in this, that what Rome claims to the Churches of her own communion, it applies to individuals. (Pusey 1839: 49)



Because the Church of England had not succumbed to either of these tendencies, it proved to be the sole ‘representative of the Universal Church’ in the present day (Pusey 1839: 52).

Following the controversies surrounding Tract 90 in 1841, Pusey published another lengthy open letter to Richard William Jelf of Christ Church in which he further refined his thinking on the nature of the authority of councils. Again referring to Article XXI, he suggested that ‘there is ample scope for our Article in asserting that “General Councils may err, and sometimes have erred,” without touching on the ecumenical’ (Pusey 1841: 27). For Pusey, there was nothing new introduced at the Reformation. Instead all that was important is that the Reformers had returned to the pure Church of the earliest times:


We have remained since the Reformation, as before, a branch of the Church Catholic; we were placed on no new platform; our Reformers did not, like Luther, form for us any new system of doctrine, such as that which bears his name; they ever appealed to catholic antiquity; submitted their own judgement to hers. (Pusey 1841: 8)



POST-1845 ECUMENICAL FEVER

In spite of early Tractarian coldness towards ecumenism, ecumenical initiatives were to make their appearance after 1845 promoted by some of those who claimed a certain direct descent from or affinity with the ideas of the Oxford Movement. Their promoters may have been on the whole dreamers, visionaries, and eccentrics, but it must be said that Tractarian and Anglo-Catholic doctrines of the Church had a natural ecumenical dimension: the Church founded by Christ as one, was now constituted in three branches: Anglican, Orthodox, and Roman. These divisions had debilitated or brought about the loss of some of the divine endowments present in the early Church, among them that of infallibility (Newman 1838: 62–3; Pusey 1839: 44). The unity of Christians, besides being a divine injunction, was called for by the very nature and mission of the Church.

The late 1850s witnessed a new impulse to ecumenical initiative. The Association for the Promotion of the Unity of Christendom (APUC), founded in 1857, grew out of the enthusiasm and sanguine hopes of the Revd Frederick George Lee and Ambrose Phillipps De Lisle, a pre-Tractarian Catholic lay convert. The aim of the Association was prayer for unity and this uncontroversial objective attracted many to it—Anglican, Catholic, and Orthodox. Lee, Phillipps, and some others also aspired to an early review by Rome of the vexed question of the validity of Anglican Orders. Membership of APUC grew rapidly, with Ritualists being the dominant influence within it. However, the remnants of the Tractarian old-guard within the Church of England—including Keble, Pusey, and Isaac Williams—kept their distance from the Association, considering it too unrepresentative and Rome-prone. As I have observed elsewhere, the APUC was


a strange amalgam of medieval Romanticism, naivety and wishful thinking. As an approach to ecumenism it lacked a serious appreciation of the realities of ecclesiastical politics, and was the brainchild of enthusiasts and partisan campaigners. It made its mark less by its successes than by drawing the boundaries of what could realistically be hoped for in ecumenical dialogue among such long standing bitter enemies as the Church of England and the Roman Catholic Church. (Chapman 2014: 68)



The initial harmony among the APUC’s members was to prove short-lived. Differences of approach and Rome’s condemnation of the Association soon brought the initiative to an unhappy end, leaving behind a sense of bitterness among many of its Anglican members. After the fiasco, Pusey took up then the reins of the ecumenical dialogue with his Eirenicon (1865). In it he adopted a different ecumenical method, more doctrinal and based on an early Tractarian approach. The Eirenicon was a detailed examination of Catholic doctrines like infallibility and devotion to the Blessed Virgin. Reunion would be brought about organically, as a consequence of the internal purification of the distinct and separated communions. Newman became now Pusey’s main correspondent. Their exchanges, however, were mired in their different understandings of the rule of faith. Pusey stood immovable on the quod semper (what has been believed always, everywhere, and by all), while Newman rested his case on the theory of development. As a result, their dialogue went round in circles, rarely to meet head on. Two more Eirenicons were to follow; the last one being published in 1870 during the First Vatican Council. The Council’s definition of the infallibility of the pope, that Pusey had feared, was for him and others like Gladstone, a disastrous blow to the prospects for reunion.

The dismissal of the APUC, followed by the Vatican Council definitions, closed the door to dialogue with Rome. Anglican ecumenical attention turned now to the Eastern Churches and those of the Continent which had broken away from Rome, in particular the Old Catholic Church. These episcopal Churches, national in character and deeply anti-papal, were seen by many Anglicans as more promising partners in dialogue than Rome. The Bonn Reunion Conferences of 1874 and 1875, organized by Professor Döllinger, were a moment of hope. The original optimism was, however, short-lived. Pusey, who did not take part in the conferences, reacted strongly against Orthodox intransigence in respect to the Filioque, writing a long pamphlet against its removal from the Creed. The various parties to the conferences drifted inexorably apart from each other. Ecumenical paths seemed, at least for the time being, closed. Ecumenism had been all along a minority interest within the Church of England; now even those who had been involved in it turned their attention towards building up the Anglican Communion around the globe.

CONCLUSION

As Newman moved away from the Church of England in the early 1840s so his understanding of catholicity began to distance itself from the historicist presuppositions of Tractarianism. It is interesting to note that later in his life, when reflecting on what he called the ‘Anglican Via Media and the popular religion of Rome’ in his Apologia he clearly distinguished between catholicity understood ‘temporally’ in terms of the apostolic authority of the early Church, and the sort of catholicity that was established upon the spatial unity of Catholics across space in communion with the authoritative interpreter of the tradition. Thus Newman wrote: ‘the Anglican disputant took his stand upon Antiquity or Apostolicity, the Roman upon Catholicity’. In one of the most fascinating passages in the Apologia Newman introduces an imaginary conversation between members of the two different communions:


The Anglican said to the Roman: ‘There is but One Faith, the Ancient, and you have not kept to it;’ the Roman retorted: ‘There is but One Church, the Catholic, and you are out of it.’ The Anglican urged: ‘Your special beliefs, practices, modes of action, are nowhere in Antiquity;’ the Roman objected: ‘You do not communicate with any one Church besides your own and its offshoots, and you have discarded principles, doctrines, sacraments, and usages, which are and ever have been received in the East and the West.’ The true Church, as defined in the Creeds, was both Catholic and Apostolic; now, as I viewed the controversy in which I was engaged, England and Rome had divided these notes or prerogatives between them: the cause lay thus, Apostolicity versus Catholicity. (Newman 1864: 197–8)



An apostolicity established on the authority of the early Church was thus set against catholicity and it gave the Anglican Newman the confidence to argue against his detractors. ‘Owing to this confidence’, he wrote, ‘[m]y behaviour had a mixture in it both of fierceness and of sport; and on this account, I dare say, it gave offence to many’ (1864: 113–14).

Through the late 1830s and early 1840s, Newman gradually came to see that the historicism of the Oxford Movement’s stress on apostolicity was misplaced, at least in his own mind. History could simply not guarantee the degree of certainty that the Tractarians had placed upon it: the undivided Church required an authoritative interpreter to arbitrate on matters of dispute: the internal logic of the Christian faith could move in different directions. As Wiseman had pointed out, patristic scholarship could not reveal a unity of truth which appeared crucial for faith to flourish (Wiseman 1839: 163). This meant that catholicity required something more than apostolicity (Thomas 1991; Ferguson 2003). This scepticism led him gradually to formulate his theory of development. Pusey, however, continued to maintain an absolute commitment to the authority of the early Church even when this seemed to isolate him completely, as when later in his career he continued to promote this understanding as a principle for reunion. That he failed in his endeavours is no surprise (Chapman 2014: chaps. 5 and 6): few shared his understanding of truth and the absolute authority of an undisputed apostolic tradition.
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PART VII



INTO THE TWENTIETH CENTURY




CHAPTER 36



THE CONGRESS MOVEMENT

The High-Water Mark of Anglo-Catholicism



WILLIAM DAVAGE

IN the narrative of the Catholic Revival in the Church of England, the Anglo-Catholic Congresses held between 1920 and 1933 are conventionally regarded as the high water mark of Anglo-Catholicism. They fired enthusiasm, captured the imagination of thousands, expanded the reach of the Catholic faith and practice beyond the bounds of Anglo-Catholicism and made it appear possible that Catholic principles, doctrine, and ceremonial practice would triumph in the Church a century after John Keble had preached his sermon on the National Apostasy in the University Church of St Mary the Virgin, Oxford. These were heady days for the participants and for the wider Anglo-Catholic community.

Adrian Hastings wrote that ‘The 1920s can … be seen as the start of the golden age of Anglo-Catholicism. The … battles had mostly been won and Anglo-Catholics were … beginning to enter into their inheritance’ (Hastings 1991: 195). They were no longer merely tolerated but had become an influence and a force that could not be ignored and that were motivating a change in the ethos of the Church of England. This assessment was supported by Anthony Symondson S.J., when he observed that ‘Anglo-Catholicism was the most powerful religious force in the Church of England … It commanded spiritual and pastoral success, reinforced by … academic and scholarly plausibility … leading Oxford and Cambridge academics, biblical scholars and theologians … reinforced by intellectuals, artists, writers and architects’ (Symondson and Bucknall 2006: 13).

The Congresses grew from modest beginnings in conversations among Anglo-Catholic clerical dining groups. C. R. Deakin, vicar of Christ Church, South Hackney, was a member of ‘The Wise Men from the East’ and conceived the idea that after the Great War there should be a conference for priests to meet and discuss how they would respond to the post-war world and a changed and scarred society. His suggestion was taken up by Father Mackay, vicar of All Saints’ Margaret Street, and Father Lury, vicar of St Augustine’s, Kilburn, both members of another dining society, ‘The Apostles’. The suggestion and the discussions took formal shape on 26 May 1919 when it was agreed to organize a conference for the following year, to be held at Church House, Westminster. The term Congress was deliberately chosen to emphasize that the nature of the gathering was to be consultative, social, and educational rather than political, quasi-legislative, or doctrinally dogmatic and authoritative.

The practical implementation of the Congress was put in the hands of Father Marcus Atlay, vicar of St Matthew’s, Westminster. He possessed ‘enthusiasm and organisational ability’ and his church and presbytery became the administrative centre of the Congress (Gunstone 2010: 2). His clerical staff and members of his congregation were able to provide an organizational infrastructure; and personnel who were professional, able, and well-connected. A relatively modest ambition in its inception was swiftly and efficiently transformed into a major logistical exercise and significant enterprise. As interest and response moved from hundreds of people to thousands, so ambitions rose. A nerve in Anglo-Catholicism had been touched and a gathering of clergy turned into a movement for renewal fuelled by popular interest and a widening of its scope from priests alone to encompass wider lay participation.

The original committee of London clergy and laity was expanded to include representatives from outside the capital and Catholic organizations such as the Federation of Catholic Priests, and prominent individuals such as Dr Darwell Stone, the principal of Pusey House, Oxford. Alone of Anglo-Catholic societies, the Society of the Holy Cross (SSC) kept its distance, although individual members did participate. The English Church Union (ECU), however, the oldest and the largest of the Anglo-Catholic societies, which had been closely involved in every major dispute and crisis of Anglo-Catholicism, rapidly gave its support to the Congress. Its General Secretary, Adolphus Pinchard, was recruited to the expanded Executive Committee. Support and patronage also came from the prominent Anglo-Catholic laity, including the Duke of Newcastle, the Duke of Argyll, and the Hon. Edward Wood MP, son of the prominent Anglo-Catholic Lord Halifax.

The original modest aspiration of seating some 150 participants in Church House had to be revised as numbers grew. The Queen’s Hall was considered but eventually numbers warranted hiring the Royal Albert Hall. This required a change of date which had the fortunate but unanticipated consequence that the Congress was to be held before the Lambeth Conference of 1920.

On 23 January 1920 a full-page advertisement appeared in the Church Times setting out details of the Congress and its programme. There immediately emerged the customary suspicions from those who regarded Anglo-Catholics as fifth columnists and papist subversives: ‘as [a] dark and underhand conspiracy to submit the Church of England to the tyranny of Rome’ (Gunstone 2010: 6). Atlay’s response, in a substantial letter in the same issue, clearly set out the Congress objectives. Among them was ‘to make plain and evident that the Catholic position in the English Church is the true mind of the Church of England’ and ‘to put before the English speaking world what English Catholics really hold with regard to such great questions as modern philosophy, modern criticism, the Roman Church, Nonconformists, and social and industrial problems’. In his determination to dispel misapprehensions about Anglo-Catholics he could not resist a sideswipe at the episcopal bench: ‘there is no body really more ignorant of our aims than the bishops taken as a whole’. This robust approach and attitude was to underpin the Congress Movement throughout its life.

Some 1,300 tickets were sold in advance and a further 3,000 were bought at the door during the Congress. About 1,200 priests processed to the inaugural High Mass sung at St Alban’s Holborn. They were accompanied by twenty-two overseas bishops. The preacher was the bishop of Salisbury, F. E. Ridgeway, an Evangelical: only he and Michael Furze, bishop of St Alban’s, had accepted the invitation which had been sent to all English diocesan bishops. Ridgeway gave two reasons for his acceptance. He regarded it as his duty to attend such a significant event in the life of the Church and he believed that it was the aim of the Congress to present Jesus Christ to the nation.

The seriousness of the themes, and the high quality and range of speakers, made a deep impression on public and ecclesial opinion and set a high standard that subsequent Congresses were able to sustain. This first Congress heard contributions which dealt with the effects of contemporary biblical criticism and theological speculation on Faith and the Gospel in the light of the challenge from modernism and the dislocation of the old order of thought and values wrought by the War. The Congress explored the nature of authority and discipline in doctrinal matters and it considered the limits of toleration in speculative theology. It dealt with issues of Christian unity, as a shattered continent sought ways to achieve a tolerable and peaceful relationship between peoples and nations and confessional communities. There was a series of addresses on the Catholic Faith as understood and received by the Church of England. This was not so much a manifesto but a catechism of Anglo-Catholic belief which dealt with the sacrifice of the altar, the Mass, the Reservation of the Sacrament (still an acutely contested matter in several dioceses), praying for the dead (a practice reassessed in the light of the pastoral demands generated by the War), the Blessed Virgin Mary, saints and angels, prayer, communion, meditation, mysticism, retreats, and the religious life. Time was also devoted to Catholic social action, industrial and economic issues in the post-war dispensation: it was a comprehensive conspectus.

The organizing committee asked speakers to approach their topics as straightforwardly and simply as possible to encourage a wide understanding and appreciation of the fundamentals of the Christian Faith as a basis for life. This was an echo of Dr Pusey’s concern with the cultivation of holiness of life.

Darwell Stone urged the avoidance of controversy and advocated the desire ‘to increase knowledge, to strengthen faith, to preserve hope and to deepen love’ (Anglo-Catholic Congress 1920: 10). It was anticipated that contributors would come from a common faith, with a congruity of belief within the heritage of the Oxford Movement but it was understood that Anglo-Catholics were not always of one mind on particular issues and that there would be a degree of questioning and nuance and differing emphasis from contributors. Such an irenic approach may explain the withholding of its imprimatur by the SSC, although individual Society members did contribute to and attend the Congress. These differences, however moderate, had within them the potential to become more acute and damaging in time.

The serious themes were addressed by distinguished contributors and much of the success achieved by the Congress resulted from the quality of the speakers and the high standard of their addresses, still readable and valuable in the Reports published after each Congress by the Society of Saints Peter and Paul. Among others, the first Congress heard C. H. Turner, a leading ecclesiastical historian and expert in canon law from Oxford University; W. L. Vyvyan, the former bishop of Zululand, whose address on foreign missionary work elicited a spontaneous appeal for funds to develop such work; Lionel Thornton, Keble Talbot, and Walter Frere, the Community of the Resurrection scholarly monks; Bishop Frank Weston of Zanzibar; Adolphus Pinchard, Eric Milner-White, G. H. (‘Tubby’) Clayton, Francis Underhill, G. K. Chesterton (the prominent journalist and still an Anglican); and Bishop Charles Gore, the leading Tractarian on the Episcopal bench. Bishop Michael Furze preached the sermon at the final service.

The first Congress set the pattern for future gatherings. The Congresses covered a wide conspectus of doctrinal, liturgical, moral, and social concerns. They were not divorced from economic and political developments; indeed, throughout the series of Congresses several contributions dealt directly with aspects of social change and welfare, not least the crippling problem of unemployment and economic depression. During the inter-war period there were seen further changes in national welfare and educational provision and an increasing shift from that provision by the Church to the state. The years saw complex economic and social problems, in the shadow of the First World War, which had not been encountered in the same way, or as extensively, as before. The force of such circumstances, and the changes in social attitudes and moral perspectives were contributing to the growing secularization of society—forming a swiftly moving background for the Congress discussions.

The ‘land fit for heroes’ promised by David Lloyd George was far from being achieved: unemployment, poor housing, educational disadvantage, material squalor, deprivation, poverty, and the effects of the Spanish influenza epidemic of 1919 often saw Anglo-Catholic parishes in the front line of social change and economic hardship. Not all were able to emulate Fr Basil Jellicoe, who had the slums in his parish of Somers Town blown up and replaced with new housing administered by the St Pancras House Improvement Society (now the St Pancras Housing Association).

The Congresses articulated a Catholic social doctrine that offered both an implied critique of, and an alternative to, Communism. There were some Anglo-Catholics who expressed sympathy for Communism or Socialism but, by and large, Anglo-Catholics identified themselves with the culture of society and with the communities where they lived. It was in these contexts that the dynamic enthusiasm and Incarnational inspiration and identification seemed wholly alien and at variance to the spirit of establishment Anglicanism. Here Anglo-Catholics were regarded as enfants terribles and an irritation to the bench of bishops.

There was a growing sense that the traditional Christianity preached by the Churches had collapsed under the tide of evil and carnage of war. Fresh ways of presenting and preaching the Gospel needed to be identified to make it more appealing to a people of a new scientific age who were faced with severe economic, social, and political challenges. There was a parallel feeling that the Christian Faith needed to relate to modern intellectual and moral problems. It was within this kind of framework that a division was sharpened between a liberal expression of Catholicism and a more traditional expression. It was personified in the nineteenth century in the painful dispute between Henry Parry Liddon, the biographer and disciple of Dr Pusey, and Charles Gore who edited and contributed to Lux Mundi, a volume of essays providing a radical refocusing of biblical criticism and the inerrancy of Scripture. This basic division could be seen during the Congresses in several contributions.

These undercurrents, which were to become a tidal wave in later years, did not at the time seem fatal. Anglo-Catholics were united in the belief that the Catholic Faith could save the country from the after-effects of the war and that God was calling them to persuade the Church of England of its Catholic nature and heritage. Worship and the way in which worship was powerful and transforming, a missionary tool of conversion, provided a common ground. Rites, ceremonies, and symbols were intrinsically instructive and taught the Catholic Faith—alongside an articulate and learned priesthood, the scriptural deposit of faith, and didactic missions. Catholics, more than any other of their contemporaries, appreciated the relationship between symbol and belief, and the transfiguring nature of sacramental worship.

But within the framework of congruity, there was liturgical division and difference of approach that spoke of the fissiparous nature of Anglo-Catholicism at its heart. Some Anglo-Catholics looked solely to Roman Catholicism for their doctrinal and liturgical authority. Others looked to a pre-Reformation English Catholic heritage. Some looked to the Book of Common Prayer: ‘music by Mozart, décor by Comper, choreography by Fortescue, but, my dear boy, libretto by Cranmer’—in the phrase often attributed to Cyril Tomkinson when he was vicar of All Saints’ Margaret Street, London. The Roman Missal, the Sarum Missal, the English Missal, the Anglican Missal, the Book of Common Prayer 1662 or 1928 were all found within Anglo-Catholicism and were as good an indicator as anything about the diverse and fragile nature of Anglo-Catholicism.

This first Congress and its success gave impetus to a series of local congresses during the ensuing years. Each echoed the format of the national Congress combining a liturgical, intellectual, and doctrinal manifestation of Anglo-Catholicism. Many had well-known speakers, some of whom had delivered papers to the main Congresses, but, in addition, many local congresses supplemented them with contributions from local priests and laity, which illustrated how widespread and rooted Anglo-Catholic influence had become in parish life.

Between 1922 and 1934 provincial congresses were held in Manchester, Birmingham, Liverpool, Leeds, Nottingham, Burton-on-Trent, Torquay, Southampton, Northampton, Middlesbrough, Norwich, Aldershot, Carlisle, Cambridge, Bournemouth, Ipswich, Brighton, Plymouth, Kettering, Melbourne, Bradford, and Walsingham.

Within the penumbra of the Congress Movement there were other activities that sought to further specific aspects of the Movement. The Fiery Cross Association was one of the most successful initiatives. It was a cycle of prayer as a Fiery Cross was carried from parish to parish, from church to church, from religious community to religious community. Once the Cross had arrived at its destination, a twenty-four hour vigil of prayer would be held before it set out on its journey again. The Cross bore the words from St John’s Gospel: ‘Sic mundum enim Deus dilexit’ (John 3:16). The Anglo-Catholic Ordination Candidates’ Fund contributed grants for the training of Anglo-Catholic ordinands, often from poor parishes and social backgrounds, and supported theological colleges in the Anglo-Catholic tradition. The Green Quarterly was a publication that was a personal venture of Kenneth Ingram, a freelance journalist: although it had a relatively short-lived existence it proved a valuable record of Anglo-Catholic life and thought between the wars. There were also summer schools, pilgrimages, distinctive and elegant publications from the Saints Peter and Paul Society including teaching tracts, as well as Reports of Congresses. There was also a Congress van that was a travelling platform for speakers at outdoor meetings.

In the following year (1921), the Congress reverted to its original intention and held a Priests’ Convention. By this time the Congress Movement had moved to property in Hanover Square and had acquired in H. A. Wilson (Fr Wilson of Haggerston) a General Secretary and had swiftly become an integral feature of the Anglo-Catholic landscape. The topic chosen for the Convention was ‘Priestly Efficiency’. This lacklustre and prosaic title may have been a counterblast to the general opinion of English bishops that Anglo-Catholic priests were disloyal, destructive, and unfit for high office. By concentrating on the work and daily vocation and witness of priests, such criticisms would appear minatory and redundant. It would also illustrate the case that Anglo-Catholics sought and required some flexibility and permission in liturgical experiment and usage, and also pressed for improved means of communicating with the laity through diocesan synods.

The Convention was held in Oxford and attracted an attendance of 1,194 priests. Bishop Burge of Oxford opened proceedings by preaching a sermon in the University Church before the main business was conducted in the town hall. There was another array of highly able speakers. N. P. Williams, then Fellow and chaplain of Exeter College, Oxford, complained in his address about the inadequacy of ordination training and called for publications which would present the Catholic Faith to intelligent people affected by modern speculative theology. While he did not denigrate the vital work among the poor, the ignorant, and the outcast, he argued for the importance of the evangelization of the ‘learned and cultured’ (Gunstone 2010: 91). H. L. Goudge, Professor of New Testament Interpretation, King’s College, London, stressed the importance for Anglo-Catholics of sound scriptural knowledge and understanding, which he argued had been too much neglected and was in need of remedy. W. J. Sparrow Simpson, chaplain at St Mary’s Hospital, Ilford, dealt with the Incarnation and the Holy Trinity and provided a clear exposition of these doctrinal themes. L. A. Phillips, principal of Lichfield Theological College, gave a paper on moral theology. Clement F. Rodgers, Professor of Pastoral Theology, King’s College, London, argued for taking the Christian message into the streets and engaging in the public square, including Speakers’ Corner in Hyde Park. J. F. Briscoe, rector of West Bagborough, Somerset, tackled the knotty problem of celibacy and clerical marriage. C. N. Long, warden of Coleshill, the Birmingham Diocesan House, spoke on the temptations of the flesh. C. H. How, OGS, Fellow of St John’s College, Cambridge, addressed the theology of the ordained priesthood. Fr Jenks, of Kelham Theological College, took as his topic prayer and meditation. S. R. P. Moulsdale, principal of St Chad’s College, Durham, spoke directly about ‘self-willed and arbitrary eclecticism in worship’. H. F. B. Mackay, vicar of All Saints’ Margaret Street, London, outlined the importance of a daily Mass, the demeanour of the priest as an aid to worship, and of Mass obligation. G. Rawlinson of St Barnabas’ Pimlico, London, looked at the sacraments of confession and absolution. Alban Baverstock, vicar of Hinton Mantel, Dorset, was concerned with the religious instruction of children. Francis Underhill, soon to become warden of Liddon House, London, gave a paper on prayer. J. J. G. Stockley, rector of Wolverhampton, spoke about education as a lifelong process. A. Montford, vicar of The Ascension, Lavender Hill, was concerned about the evangelization of contemporary society. V. S. S. Coles, former librarian and principal of Pusey House, defended the Book of Common Prayer and urged loyalty to it. This caused dissent from some participants. R. Langford-Jones, rector of Thruxton, Hampshire, looked at the Western Church and its exercise of authority.

The second main Congress in 1923 was convened in a spirit of achievement and optimism. The first Congress and the first Priests’ Convention had rejuvenated the post-war Anglo-Catholic priesthood and the Catholic movement more widely. The change in the ecclesiastical climate inspired the revival of an evangelistic campaign and opened opportunities to enthuse Anglo-Catholics with missionary endeavour both at home and abroad. There were more colonial bishops who were distinctively Anglo-Catholic than were to be found in England. The second Congress has lived in the Anglo-Catholic memory partly because of this rejuvenated enthusiasm and partly because in Bishop Frank Weston of Zanzibar the movement had found a highly engaging and charismatic leader.

The bishop of London, Winnington-Ingram, had agreed to be the patron of the Congress. Weston was the chairman. He had come to prominence at the beginning of the First World War as a result of the Kikuyu Conference in East Africa where it had been proposed that an alliance of Anglicans and Nonconformists would best further mission and conversion. This was denounced by Weston as among its provisions was the admission of non-Anglicans to communion. He also made an impact at the first post-war Lambeth Conference. Initially regarded with suspicion as an Anglo-Catholic firebrand, he won over Randall Davidson, the Archbishop of Canterbury, and gained the respect of the rebarbative Hensley Henson, bishop of Durham. He was to galvanize the Congress with two notable contributions.

The Congress opened with a celebration of Mass in St Paul’s Cathedral, which had been denied to the first Congress by Dean Inge. There were over a thousand clergy, a large phalanx of nuns, a large number of laity, two English bishops, and twelve bishops from overseas: ‘at last the Anglo-Catholic Movement had come home’ (Gunstone 2010: 128). At the opening session Weston caused his first stir by proposing that a message of greeting be sent to the pope as well as to the Archbishop of Canterbury and the Ecumenical Patriarch. The proposal stirred to life that atavistic anti-papalism that existed within Church and state.

The Congress soon settled to another fulfilling diet of papers, speeches, and addresses from a further impressive array of speakers: Kenneth Kirk, Professor of Pastoral Theology, Oxford; J. K. Mozley; Edward Selwyn, rector of Havant and editor of Theology; Charles Gore; John Lee, an economic adviser working for the government; Henry Slesser, a Labour barrister and later Solicitor General and Lord Justice of Appeal; G. A. Studdert-Kennedy (‘Woodbine Willie’); St Clair Donaldson, bishop of Salisbury; J. O. S. Huntingdon, the Superior of the Order of the Holy Cross from New York; Arthur Chandler, bishop of Blomfontein; and Walter Frere, CR.

The second Congress consolidated the Anglo-Catholic tradition, and proved again its missionary, intellectual, and doctrinal rigour, and its liturgical flourishing. However, all the distinguished speakers were overshadowed by Weston’s blazing unscripted eloquence in his closing address. Sidney Dark, editor and journalist, said that he thought ‘it would be safe to say that the speech with which the Bishop of Zanzibar concluded the Anglo-Catholic Congress in 1923 was the most eloquent, the most moving, and the most exalted religious message delivered in London by a highly placed ecclesiastic in this generation’ (Weston 1923).

Weston recalled the Congress to a self-surrender in Christ, to the building-up of Christ’s Body the Church into a fellowship that encompassed rich and poor, educated and uneducated, master and servant, employer and employee. He recalled Congress to a spirit of obedience: ‘I am not asking for obedience to a Bishop. I ask for obedience to the Bishop in so far as they themselves obey the Catholic Church.’ But he did insist on obedience to the practices and disciplines of the Catholic Church. His most memorable and resonant call was when he said:


I recall you … to the Christ of the Blessed Sacrament. I beg you, brethren, not to yield one inch to those who would for any reason or specious excuse deprive you of your tabernacles … but remember when you struggle … when you fight for the Church, do remember that the Church if the Body of Christ, and you fight in the presence of Christ … I want you to make your stand for the Tabernacle, not for your own sakes but for the sake of the truth first, and, in the second place for the sake of reunion hereafter. But for the truth, because the one great thing that England needs to learn is that Christ is found in and amid matter—spirit through matter—God in flesh, God in the Sacrament. But I say to you, and I say to you with all the earnestness that I have, that if you are prepared to fight for the right of adoring Jesus in his Blessed Sacrament, then you have … to come out from before your Tabernacle and walk, with Christ mystically present in you, out into the streets of this country, and find the same Jesus in the people of your cities and your village. You cannot claim to worship Jesus in the Tabernacle, if you do not pity Jesus in the slum … There then … is your present duty; and I beg you … as I love the Lord Jesus, consider that it is at least possible that this is the new light that the Congress was to bring to us. You have got your Mass, you have got your Altar, you have begun to get your Tabernacle. Now go out into the highways and the hedges where not even the bishops will try to hinder you. Go out and look for Jesus in the ragged, in the naked, in the oppressed and sweated, in those who have lost hope, in those who are struggling to make good. Look for Jesus. And when you see him, gird yourselves with his towel and try to wash their feet. (Weston 1923)



Weston’s tragically early death on 2 November 1924 robbed the Catholic movement of potentially its most attractive and charismatic leader since Newman. ‘He had a high sense of his episcopal office. He realised that it gave him outstanding authority, and this authority no-one who came into contact with him was ever inclined to question’ (Weston 1923). He left a gap that was never satisfactorily to be filled.

There was a distinct spring in the step, a confidence and determination among Anglo-Catholics after the second Congress and it showed itself in the formation of the Congress Movement built upon the foundation of these three highly successful conferences. They had done much to dispel suspicion and some opposition. The creation of a movement, rather than simply ad hoc arrangements, made resources available for a nationwide evangelistic campaign directed by a central body. Maurice Childs took over as General Secretary. He was an efficient and competent administrator, was witty and sociable, but was also a controversial figure and often seemed to have a whiff of ecclesiastical cordite about him. He had been a priest librarian at Pusey House but after his probationary year his appointment was not confirmed by the governors. One of the governors wrote to Darwell Stone, ‘A complaint has reached me that [Childs celebrates Mass in] what is called the “the Graham St style” … I have not been at St Mary’s Graham St for years, but all I hear of it now disgusts me … If Mr Childs has got the position of Secretary of the Anglo-Catholic Congress, need he stay on at the Pusey House’ (Pusey House, Oxford, Darwell Stone Papers Box 3C). Despite such concerns, he was to prove a highly effective General Secretary.

The Congress Movement could have been yet another Anglo-Catholic society in an already crowded field. To a greater or lesser extent it overlapped with work done by the ECU, the Federation of Catholic Priests, and the Confraternity of the Blessed Sacrament, and such overlaps could have become a perennial problem for Anglo-Catholicism. Too many questions were left unanswered over the foundation of another society or confraternity, or guild, or committee. However, the Congresses had achieved a high profile and wide publicity beyond the confines of Anglo-Catholicism, and had proved an effective instrument to further the cause. It was supported by the ECU, and this was perhaps crucial to its survival. After the Centenary Congress of 1933 the Congress Movement merged with the ECU to form the Church Union.

The third Congress in 1927 had a eucharistic theme and was held during the period when Anglo-Catholics were divided over the revision of the Book of Common Prayer. To avoid open and public division at the Congress, a moratorium on discussion of the issue was agreed. Again, Winnington-Ingram was patron and addressed his ‘fellow Anglo-Catholics’. There was a roster of familiar speakers including: N. P. Williams; B. E. (later Christopher) Butler, a Tutor at Keble College, Oxford; Evelyn Underhill; Kenneth Kirk; and Darwell Stone. Two speakers represented a liberal Catholic tradition: Edwyn Hoskins, Fellow and dean of Corpus Christi College, Cambridge, and A. E. J. Rawlinson, a tutor at Keble College, Oxford, and later bishop of Derby. They both accepted the findings of contemporary biblical scholarship, arguing that it ought to be understood as a development of Catholic tradition, and not a radical departure from it. They were significant additions to the Congress speakers in that they reflected, more than other contributors, developments that had taken place in the doctrine of the Church and of the eucharist and that would become more fully articulated in subsequent years, not least through the movement for liturgical renewal.

Hoskyns did not want Catholics to use proof texts as a basis for their claims. Rather, as a result of biblical criticism, he argued that it was possible and profitable to form the basis of teaching and practice upon a consideration of the Scriptures as a whole. Rawlinson followed a similar line in his exposition of the biblical revelation, focusing on the role of the Holy Spirit in the life and experience of the Church and the believing Christian.

The cumulative thrust of the Congress was best summarized in the contribution of Fr Hutchinson, vicar of St John’s Lambeth, when he said that the daily celebration of Mass was at the centre of parish life, and was both a duty and a privilege. The doctrine of the real presence was not a theological debating point; it was a matter of sacramental assurance. Another speaker, J. Hughson, emphasized that ‘the fact of the Real Presence does not depend on any theory. He is there, and all that He is and all that He has. Wherever God is, He is to be adored. God dwells in the Blessed Sacrament. Therefore, in that Sacrament He is to be worshipped and this worship is not to be hedged about with cautions and inhibitions.’ Fr Lionel Thornton CR spoke on benediction. G. D. Rosenthal and Henry Slesser spoke at a ‘social’ which was more informal than the main sessions. Maurice Childs debated with Stephen Caselee over the Roman Use versus the Sarum Use. Sheila Kaye-Smith spoke on religious art. She was a writer whose fiction was set in the countryside. She was married to an Anglican priest and they both converted to Roman Catholicism in 1929. The Congress Movement may have helped to prevent or to limit such conversions to Rome by its assertion that the Church of England was a branch of the one, holy, catholic, and apostolic Church, and had Christian unity as one of its aims. However, Congresses may also have been an unintentional cause of conversion by raising expectations that were not to be fulfilled (Gunstone 2010: 248). The Congress Movement appeared to be about to capture the commanding heights of the Church of England but never quite made it. Such hopes had been buoyed by another large attendance—some 23,000 registered—and by the high quality and range of contributions. The intellectual content of several papers did not deter ordinary men and women from wanting to hear them and benefit from them.

The fourth Congress (1930) was prefaced by some criticisms that the Congresses had become a waste of money: they diverted parish priests from their proper work; they exacerbated divisions within the Church; they were merely fund-raising exercises for the committee. The rejection by Parliament of the Prayer Book Revision Measure also affected the atmosphere in which the Congress met. It had provoked a crisis in Church and state relations which was further exacerbated by the proposed scheme for unity with the Church of South India: it would be a running sore for Anglo-Catholics for many years. There was also a greater degree of opposition from Protestant groups like the Kensitites. Gunstone describes a ‘fusillade of opposition and criticism, worse than anything encountered before’ (Gunstone 2010: 252), and it came from within the Movement as well as from without.

However, support came from the Archbishops of Canterbury and York, Lang and Temple. The theme of the Congress was the Doctrine of the Church and focused on the four marks of the Church: one, holy, catholic, apostolic. It considered the scriptural and doctrinal foundations of the Catholic ecclesiology of the Church and looked to set the Church free from its Erastian bonds. It also included sessions of practical instruction on confession, preparation for communion, prayer, and retreats. The principal speakers were Wilfred Knox; W. G. Peck (Rector, St John the Baptist, Hulme, Manchester, a former Methodist); G. D. Rosenthal; E. G. Selwyn; Noel Hudson (vicar, St John the Baptist, Newcastle upon Tyne); W. V. Lucas (bishop of Masai); Frederic Hood and Humphry Beevor (priest librarians at Pusey House); Fr Thornton CR; Fr Biggart CR; Edwyn; C. S. Gillet (dean of Peterhouse); the prioress of Whitby, Ethrl Allanso, an educationalist; and Ruth Kenyon, the secretary of the Anglo-Catholic Summer School of Sociology.

Despite the divisions becoming visible, and despite the reservations and criticisms, the Congress enjoyed another success and demonstrated the vigour of the Movement with large-scale acts of worship. The opening Mass was celebrated in Stamford Bridge football ground. There were other celebrations at Wembley Arena, the London Arena, and the Royal Albert Hall.

A second Priests’ Convention was held in Oxford, at the Sheldonian Theatre, from 11 to 15 July 1932. Some 481 priests attended, which was less than half those who attended in 1921. The contributors included familiar names from earlier Congresses but also saw some of the younger generation of Anglo-Catholics making a mark, among them Henry de Candole, curate of St John the Baptist, Newcastle upon Tyne; Cyril Tomkinson, vicar of St Stephen, Lewisham; J. A. R. Derham Marshall, vicar of St Margaret, Liverpool; T. G. Jalland, curate of St Mark, Swindon; A. H. Howe Browne, curate of St John the Divine, Kennington; Fr Bede Frost OSB; and Fr Edward Hardy of New York Theological Seminary. Many of the contributors were parish priests or curates and offered papers on aspects of public worship.

The trajectory of the Congress Movement throughout the 1920s and the first years of the 1930s was towards the celebration of the centenary of the Oxford Movement in 1933. The Centenary Congress was ‘To give thanks for the revival of Catholic Faith and Practice; to humble ourselves in penitence for our sins and negligences; and by renewing our consecration to the service of Christ in his Church to bring all men to the knowledge of God’ (Gunstone 2010: 322). Masses were offered at many London churches during the Congress including a Requiem Mass celebrated in the Royal Albert Hall at which Eric Milner-White preached. The final High Mass of the 1933 Congress was celebrated by Bishop Michael Furze: ‘The Bishop of St Albans most splendid in scarlet and gold, and sitting on his canopied throne like a Renaissance Cardinal’ (Cropper 1958: 177). It was hailed by Kenneth Ingram in the Green Quarterly: ‘The four Congresses have been leading to this … July 16th at the White City was the climax of the process. By this common act of worship a seal of unity was set on the Movement which cannot be forgotten and must not be lost’ (Ingram 1933: 203). Between 45,000 and 50,000 attended the Mass, regarded by many as the apogee of the Movement: it had reached the height of its glory.

As well as formal sessions in the Albert Hall, visits were organized to convents and priories at Woking, Clewer, Thames Ditton, and Ascot. On the anniversary of the day itself (14 July) the Congress moved to Oxford where ‘A Religious’ (Fr Keble Talbot CR) preached a sermon in the University Church of St Mary the Virgin, from the same pulpit from which John Keble had preached his sermon on the National Apostasy. The brief given to speakers was to consider the history of the Movement, relate it to the contemporary situation, and to look to the future. Speakers included Sir Cyril Beazley of Birmingham University; Cyril Tomlinson; Kenneth MacKenzie the bishop of Brechin; J. G. Lockhart, who spoke about ministry in slum parishes; Walter Monkton, who brought a message of greeting from the Prince of Wales and who spoke about Fr Basil Jellicoe’s radical ministry at St Mary, Somers Town in London; and Kenneth Kirk, who pointed out that not all had been achieved and urged that there should be no complacency when so much still needed to be accomplished. Bishop Mark Carpenter-Garnier denounced party spirit. Both N. P. Williams and G. D. Rosenthal looked to the future with some optimism.

That optimism turned out to be misplaced. As Nigel Yates observed, ‘The divisions in Anglo-Catholicism go … back to the nineteenth century and were gathering pace by the inter-war period. The turning point seems to have been the years between the last of the really triumphant Anglo-Catholic Congresses in 1933 and its much more low-key and poorly attended successor in 1948 … Ritualism and Anglo-Catholicism provided challenge and excitement as well as escapism … By the 1930s and 1940s these needs were being met in other ways, most of them outside the confines of institutional Christianity’ (Yates 1999: 374).

The First World War had seen a boost to Anglo-Catholicism and contributed to its success in the inter-war period; the Second World War did not seem to have a similar effect. A Congress was planned for 1940 but did not go ahead. That there was a Congress in 1948 at all, albeit more modest in scale and ambition, might be regarded as a notable achievement and might indicate some continued fire and energy in the movement. The World War, however, had unleashed such horrors and barbarity on the world that belief in God had been shaken and sorely tested, sometimes to destruction, by many. The world had changed and so had the relationship between Anglo-Catholicism and the Church of England. Liturgical and ceremonial innovations, or recoveries, and not least in vesture, had permeated into parishes of relatively moderate churchmanship. The parish communion was becoming more established as the principal act of Sunday worship. What had once seemed extreme and contentious achieved greater acceptance. More priests of some degree of Catholic sympathy were appointed bishops. Others did not see the point of fighting old battles in a new context and extended a degree of toleration and, sometimes, tacit acceptance. It appeared that working within the Church establishment brought greater benefits than defying it. By accepting a tolerated place within a comprehensive economy, falling into an establishment embrace, the Anglo-Catholic missionary edge to recover the whole of the Church of England to its right mind was blunted; its aims were watered down, practices and disciplines became increasingly compromised. Divisions, as Nigel Yates pointed out, had been in evidence in Anglo-Catholicism since its inception and the fault lines could be seen even at the pinnacle of its success and influence in the Congress Movement.
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CHAPTER 37



THE PRAYER BOOK CONTROVERSY



JOHN MAIDEN

THE House of Commons’ discussion of Prayer Book revision in December 1927 was among the great parliamentary set-piece debates of the twentieth century. The sheer level of interest and zeal, and the obvious significance which Members of Parliament attached to the vote, demonstrated the continuing public significance of Christianity in British political life (Grimley 2004; Maiden 2009). A reporter for the Manchester Guardian remarked that ‘The Protestant watchdog has barked, and has proved to be a bigger dog than was perhaps expected in these Laodicean days’ (17 December 1927, p. 13). The front page of the Daily Express reported: ‘The cry of “Rome” had been raised, and the House of Commons revealed itself as the implacable defender of the Reformation’ (16 December 1927, p. 1). The debate demonstrated the continuing currency of ideas of Protestant national religion. While the Anglo-Catholic politician Sir Henry Slesser declared ‘I cannot accept a view of Christendom which is based on national considerations’ (Hansard, 15 December 1927, col. 2601), the more influential rhetorical flourishes came from the Protestant-minded. Rosslyn Mitchell, the Scottish Labour MP, laid out the danger before the House starkly: ‘In one generation, with that Deposited Book, you will swing over all the children of England from the Protestant Reformed Faith to the Roman Catholic Faith’ (Hansard, 15 December 1927, col. 2566).

The vote went against a liturgical revision that had the overwhelming approval of the Church’s institutional bodies. A second revised liturgy was defeated the following year. The votes displayed the unexpected resilience of parliamentary Protestantism, so influential in the previous century, even if they proved to be a final victory for Protestant politics—no such support could be found to defeat canon law revision proposals just over three decades later (Maiden and Webster 2013).

Slesser, who later converted to Roman Catholicism, made a contribution to the parliamentary debates which demonstrated the ambiguity of many Anglo-Catholic attitudes towards Prayer Book revision. In the 1927 debate, the MP for Leeds South East and former Solicitor General explained:


I am one of those persons of whom we have heard so much this afternoon—the Anglo-Catholics. I do not share personally, that regret of the return of sacramental religion which some people seem so to fear. I feel this, that the existing Alternative Book, as it was presented to the National Assembly, was in such a form and with such limitations on what I believe to be the proper development of devotional religion—I refer particularly to the limitations which have been placed upon Reservation by the Measure—that had I been in the Assembly I should most certainly have voted against the Measure.



Notwithstanding this, he voted ‘yes’ partly because of his ‘belief in the authority of the Church’—the idea of parliamentary rejection of the liturgy was anathema to the principle of the authority of the Church (Hansard, 15 December 1927, col. 2597). In 1928, however, Slesser did not vote. This sense of ambivalence reflected the wider uncertainty or dissatisfaction of many sharing his churchmanship with the revision proposals. This chapter will explore the variety of Anglo-Catholic responses to liturgical revision in the context of the rise of devotional religion and growing divisions within the party.

BACKGROUND: THE ROYAL COMMISSION ON ECCLESIASTICAL DISCIPLINE AND THE REVISION PROJECT TO 1914

The origins of the Prayer Book revision project were an intensive period of Protestant agitation over Anglo-Catholic ‘indiscipline’ from the mid-1890s (Yates 1999: 314–25; Wellings 1991). In 1897 Walter Walsh published The Secret History of the Oxford Movement, an exposé of a supposed Ritualist conspiracy in the Church; and Kensitites brought organized disturbances to Anglo-Catholic services. A series of bills relating to clergy discipline failed to achieve sufficient traction in Parliament (Machin 1987: 245–55). In 1903, the new Archbishop of Canterbury, Randall Davidson, was petitioned by around 100 Unionist MPs, led by John Dorington, to enforce discipline. In response to the heightened tension over Ritualism, Prime Minister Arthur Balfour was on the verge of setting up a Select Committee on clerical lawlessness. However, Davidson steered Balfour towards establishing a Royal Commission on Ecclesiastical Discipline (Bell 1938: 454–61). This group, comprising fourteen commissioners mainly representing moderate ‘Low’ and ‘High’ churchmanship, was chaired by Sir Michael Hicks Beach, formerly Chancellor of the Exchequer, and met on 118 occasions, interviewing 164 witnesses between 1904 and 1906, when it produced a final report (Jasper 1989: 73–6).

The English Church Union’s individual ‘six points’ of Catholicity had been accomplished to varying degrees in Tractarian parishes (Yates 1991: 143–4). The number of ‘Ritualist’ Anglican churches appears to have increased from under 200 in 1875 to over 2,000 in 1904 (Yates 1999: 278–9). The Commission’s report, largely put together by Sir Lewis Dibdin, gave a strong indication of the growing confidence of Anglo-Catholicism, with a focus on more ‘advanced’ churches, although Nigel Yates asserts the limitations of the evidence, as it both obscured the adoption of more ‘moderate’ practices and also underestimated the practice of reservation, indicating ‘the precautions taken by parishes to disguise reservation were remarkably effective’ (Yates 1999: 328). The report listed practices ‘inconsistent with and subversive of the teaching of the Church of England’, which included: ‘interpolation of the prayers and ceremonies belonging to the Canon of the Mass’; ‘use of the words “Behold the Lamb of God”, accompanied by the exhibition of a consecrated wafer or bread’; ‘Reservation of the Sacrament under conditions which lead to its adoration’; ‘Benediction with the Sacrament’; and ‘Celebration of the Holy Eucharist with the intent that there shall be no communicant except the celebrant’ (cited in Bell 1938: 470).

The report reached two main conclusions. First, it asserted:


… the law of public worship in the Church of England is too narrow for the religious life of the present generation. It needlessly condemns much which a great section of Church people, including many of her most devoted members, value; and modern thought and feeling are characterised by a care for ceremonial, a sense of dignity in worship, and an appreciation of the continuity of the Church, which were not similarly felt at the time when the law took its present shape.



Second, it admitted ‘the machinery for discipline has broken down’ (cited in Bell 1938: 471). The main recommendation of the Royal Commission was that Letters of Business be issued to Convocation inviting them to frame ‘modifications in the existing law relating to the conduct of Divine Service and to the ornaments and fittings of churches as may tend to secure the greater elasticity which a reasonable recognition of the comprehensiveness of the Church of England and of its present needs seems to demand’ (cited in Bell 1938: 471). The explicit, stated purpose of liturgical revision was to widen the latitude of acceptable worship in the Church; however, the background of the Royal Commission and ongoing liturgical indiscipline ensured that revision came to be seen as a means of both cultivating inclusiveness and fostering order. These were two long-standing themes in the process of Prayer Book revision.

Surveys of the complex development of liturgical revision can be found in the work of G. J. Cuming, R. C. D. Jasper, Donald Gray, Nigel Yates, and Bryan Spinks. G. K. A Bell’s biography of Randall Davidson provides a detailed blow by blow account. David J. Kennedy’s study of the epiclesis in the Anglican liturgical tradition includes a detailed analysis of its important place in the revision controversy (Bell 1938; Cuming 1969; Gray 2006a, 2006b; Jasper 1989; Kennedy 2008; Spinks 2006; Yates 1999). Robert Currie’s 1964 study brought valuable insights to the church politics of revision (Currie 1964). In the early years of the process, the mind of the Church seemed inclined only to modest liturgical change. The ethos of Davidson, the leading of the ‘self-proclaimed prophets of the Anglican via-media’ (Yates 1999: 384), was that comprehensiveness was the Anglican ideal.

This comprehensiveness, however, was to be set in the bounds of moderation. Amongst leading Anglicans there seemed a wish to avoid controversy. George Forrest Browne, the bishop of Bristol, described a desire that there ‘should be a minimum of change’ and also ‘no change that in any sort of way could honestly be said to touch doctrine at all’ (cited in Bell 1938: 654). In the pre-war period the most substantial matters to be discussed were vestments and reservation of the sacrament. On the former, in the wake of a report on ornaments by a committee chaired Dr John Wordsworth, bishop of Salisbury, the Upper House of Canterbury in July 1911 resolved that ‘provision shall be made to authorize, under specified conditions and with due safeguards, a diversity of use’ (cited in Bell 1938: 653). The Upper House of York was more resistant to developments; however, the Lower Houses of Canterbury and York were in favour of the recognition of alternative vesture under proper regulations (Jasper 1989: 91). Before the war there was also cautious agreement across all Houses in favour of reservation of the sacrament for the sick only, to be used on the same day, and not to be used for any other purpose whatsoever. The bishops agreed a draft rubric on reservation (Jasper 1989: 102–3; Bell 1938: 805–6). As war broke out, it appeared that ways forward on potentially contested matters had been identified (Bell 1938: 1325–6).

WARTIME AND POST-WAR DEVELOPMENTS

In the period from 1914 the context of Prayer Book revision shifted significantly: liturgical change became more tightly bound up with controversy and church party politics. During the Great War there was an increasing emphasis on immediate and comforting forms of spirituality. In 1917, the Church had responded to the crisis of war by issuing forms of prayer including prayers for the departed. Some perceived a greater demand for access to the reserved sacrament by the grieving and anxious, a development which would have profound influence on the revision process (Wilkinson 2014: 177–9). Furthermore, in the wake of the National Mission of Repentance and Hope, a 1918 report on ‘The Worship of the Church’ highlighted the need for Holy Communion as the central act of corporate worship (Jasper 1989: 95–7).

The response of the Church to shifting wartime spiritualities was complicated by the increasing divisions apparent in the Anglo-Catholic party. The question of whether ritual should reflect ‘medieval’ English or western Catholic emphases had been apparent within Tractarianism during the second half of the last century (Yates 1991: 143–5). ‘English Catholicism’ was inclined towards national, pre-Reformation expressions of worship, loyalty to the Prayer Book, and principled obedience to episcopal authority. It had roots in William Maskell’s Ancient Liturgy of the Church of England (1844), and with the formation of the Alcuin Club in 1897 and the publication of Percy Dearmer’s Parson’s Handbook (1899), ‘English Use’ and ‘English Altar’ was influential at the beginning of the century. However, as Dom Anselm Hughes suggests in a wonderfully titled chapter ‘The Decline and Fall of the Sarum Empire’, before and during the war there was a ‘gradual swing of opinion’ in the party towards western Catholic practices (Hughes 1961: 56–7). Wilfred Knox described ‘the decisive victory of those who see that the task of converting the English people to the Catholic religion cannot be accomplished without a complete revision of the English Liturgy in a Catholic sense, and the general introduction of the full system of Catholic devotion, as it had been developed by Western Catholicism since the Reformation’ (Knox 1923: 234).

The gravitational pull of western Catholicism on the party intensified with the formation of The Society of S. Peter and S. Paul in 1910 as a publishing house and the inauguration of the Federation of Catholic Priests in 1917, which although representing some diversity of opinion, strongly tended towards the ‘western’ direction. Leading representatives of these, to varying degrees, more ‘advanced’ Catholics—Darwell Stone, principal of Pusey House and first president of the Federation; N. P. Williams, Lady Margaret Professor of Divinity, Oxford; theologian W. J. Sparrow Simpson; and Viscount Halifax, president of the ECU—increasingly wielded influence in the ECU and across the broader movement.

The growing disunity within Anglo-Catholicism was most evident where reservation was concerned. Nigel Yates lays out three broad positions on these matters within the party (Yates 1999: 343–4). First, there was the view expounded by Charles Gore, bishop of Oxford: reservation should be for the sick and dying only. From 1915, in response to demand in his diocese, Gore permitted the sacrament to be reserved in a secluded, locked chapel. Second was the stance of Walter Howard Frere, bishop of Truro and leading liturgiologist. This view, popular amongst English Catholics, was that the sacrament should also be reserved for others practically unable to attend communion. Frere proposed the use of a hanging pyx, as opposed to an aumbry or tabernacle, since ‘this made Christ’s presence in the sacrament “pervasive” rather than localized’ (Yates 1999: 344). The third position was the increasingly influential ‘advanced’ western Catholic position, expressed by Darwell Stone in The Reserved Sacrament (1917), which called for greater flexibility for reservation in order to progress the sacramental mission of the party. Stone’s study offered support to those within the Anglo-Catholic party who wished to engage in certain devotional practices, arguing that ‘With carefully guarded regulations the needed episcopal sanction for services of Exposition and Benediction might well be given in those cases in which there is a genuine demand for them on the part of the clergy and people’ (Stone 1917: 115–16; see also Baverstock 1919: 7). Doctrinal and liturgical battle-lines were being drawn over reservation within Anglo-Catholicism just as the Church was seeking to address the issue.

A harbinger of the storm of controversy around reservation came in early 1917, when the Upper House of Canterbury came together to discuss a resolution by Charles Gore broadly affirming the recommendations in the draft rubric on reservation. The climate was one of increasing irregularities in the method of reservation in the dioceses of London, Chichester, and Birmingham. The bishops voted with Gore, but notably the bishop of London, Arthur Winnington-Ingram, declared it was impossible for him to promise that in the forty-two chapels where the sacrament was reserved in his diocese were locked, preventing access, because ‘The tide of human grief and anxiety had been too great, the longing to get as near as possible to the sacramental presence of our Lord had been too urgent.’ He was not, furthermore, sure such a preventative policy was desirable (cited in Bell 1938: 811; see also discussion in Carpenter 1949: 200–1). Other factors contributed to the high pressure. Darwell Stone’s The Reserved Sacrament was published on the same day; and a memorial opposing the draft rubric, signed by 1,000 clergy, was also presented, asserting that refusal of access to the reserved sacrament ‘cannot rightly be demanded and will not be given’. The divergence of Anglo-Catholic opinion, however, was evident later in the year with the publication of W. H. Freestone’s magisterial The Sacrament Reserved, which had argued from early historical evidence that ‘The original purpose of official reservation was purely practical. The development of any cultus of the reserved Eucharist was the direct outcome of the acceptance of the doctrine of transubstantiation as the orthodox belief’ (Freestone 1917: 266).

Alongside reservation, the eucharistic rite was taking centre stage in deliberations over revision. There had initially been ‘extreme reluctance’ to propose changes (Gray 2006a: 41), and during the war years it proved difficult to reach consensus in the Convocation. In 1914 the Lower House of Canterbury had voted in favour of a change in order to the canon, broadly similar to that proposed in Walter Frere’s Some Principles of Liturgical Reform (1911). In 1919 a special conference of clergy on the eucharistic prayer resulted in a compromise, proposed by the evangelical T. W. Drury, bishop of Ripon, and Walter Frere, that: the Prayer of Oblation remain in its current position; the Prayer of Humble Access should follow the Comfortable Words; the Lord’s Prayer follow the Prayer of Consecration; and that the Institution Narrative should be followed by an act of remembrance, a thanksgiving, and an invocation of the Holy Spirit. This proposal showed promise but eventually it was not possible to achieve consensus between Canterbury and York (Jasper 1989: 99–101; Bell 1938: 1326–7). The Lower House of York had in fact initially accepted a committee’s recommendation for the inclusion of an epiclesis in the Prayer of Consecration in 1912, and the question of its inclusion and position would come to have a profound influence on Anglo-Catholic responses to revision.

In April 1920, Convocation had completed its response to the Letters of Business which followed the Royal Commission. The process entered a new stage, as the Church of England Assembly (Powers) Act (1919) had formed a new legislative body which would discuss and vote on revision proposals before they were sent to Parliament. In June 1922 the Church Assembly received the Revised Prayer Book (Permissive Use) Measure (NA 84), to be discussed by the Houses of Laity and Clergy. The Assembly’s deliberations were broadened by a range of alternative proposals. According to Donald Gray, the ECU had maintained ‘a highly critical but at the same time generally non-participatory role’ (Gray 2006b: 6). However, in July 1922 the ECU Council resolved to take a more active role, and in October that year Darwell Stone and N. P. Williams produced a report on possibilities for revising the liturgy which was then published as ‘The Green Book’ (1923). The proposed canon included the 1549 preliminary epiclesis and endorsed greater flexibility for reservation. While the ‘Green Book’ has sometimes been emphasized as the Anglo-Catholic response to revision, the ‘Orange Book’—which was in fact a series of pamphlets published by the Alcuin Club—attempted to bring together options from NA 84, the Green, and Grey (Life and Liberty Movement) books.

The Houses of Clergy and Laity each proposed their amendments to NA 84 and the House of Bishops retreated to prepare their revision in October 1925. As described above, both aspects of revision were now divisive, leaving the bishops an unenviable task. Evangelical opposition to any controversial changes was growing steadily. Furthermore, the Anglo-Catholic party—now entering its ‘golden age’ (Hastings 1991: 195)—increasingly appeared to lack internal unity. C. Beaufort Moss summed up the situation by claiming the party ‘has reached the cross-roads: it must decide, and that speedily, which way it will go’ (Beaufort Moss 1925: 1). He added: ‘a little knowledge of this Movement is enough to make clear that is it controlled by a coalition of two parties, with different objects, different methods, and different policies’ (Beaufort Moss 1925: 2). While these ‘English’ and ‘western’ (or ‘Ultramarine’, as Moss described them) Catholics had differing emphases of theology and liturgical practice, arguably the crux of the issue was attitude towards authority. Some years earlier, Randall Davidson had reflected:


At this moment, January 1917, there is I think a larger body of clergy than there has ever been before who quite deliberately resent, and even defy, the exercise of episcopal authority for inculcating, or, if need be, enforcing compliance with what may be largely called Prayer Book rules. The contrast between that school to-day and the corresponding school in Tractarian days is not merely wide, but the two things are almost contradictory, and the very men who attach the most vital importance to episcopal succession and the episcopal system, are those who in practice are now turning to scorn episcopal direction or rule which they dislike. (Cited in Bell 1938: 797–8)



The 1662 liturgy had often been preferred by advanced Anglo-Catholics as one which could be argued to offer sufficient flexibility. For H. L. Stewart, Professor of Philosophy at Dalhousie University and astute observer of Anglo-Catholicism, the laxity and ambiguities of the old Prayer Book ‘had been a haven of refuge for every ritualist priest’, but what ‘was now threatened was a new law, and new laws—in contrast to old ones—are likely to have “teeth” ’ (Stewart 1929: 340).

THE CONTROVERSY OF 1927–8

The bishops’ finally emerged from their discussions with proposals described by R. C. D. Jasper as following, in regard to controversial matters, ‘a policy of expediency’ (Jasper 1989: 117). It was agreed to have a single alternative canon; in this the bishops included an epiclesis after the words of institution. Reservation was for the sick only and not to be used for any other purpose. However, regulations on the method of reservation would be published separately, leaving flexibility for further alteration in the future. The proposals, presented to a joint meeting of Convocations on 7 February 1927, were pragmatic. This was made evident in Randall Davidson’s speech: ‘in this volume we indicate not what we believe that any section of churchman will regard as their ideal of an alternative book. No, but we give you the only kind of alternative book for which, at the present juncture, we can anticipate general acceptance’ (Guardian, 11 February 1927, p. 105).

This point was not lost on the less compromising within the main church parties. The liturgy brought before the Church was utilitarian, providing for the majority but ruling against the lawlessness of the minority (Maiden 2009: 40). Cosmo Lang stated bluntly in his speech that while the bishops’ desire was to ‘comprehension for the sake of truth’, that ‘fellowship, if it is to be real, must have its limits—the limits set for us by the special history and traditions within the Church Catholic of the Church of England’ (Guardian, 11 February 1927, 106). As the bishops promoted the Prayer Book measure to the Church, it was increasingly characterized as a liturgy which would advance both comprehensiveness and order. A BBC broadcast by G. K. A. Bell, dean of Canterbury, reportedly declared that the purpose of revision was to promote ‘reality, variety and order’ (The Times, 11 February 1927, 19). The League of Loyalty and Order, set up to campaign for the proposed revision, pleaded for support on the grounds of ‘peace and order’. With a nod back to the Royal Commission, the book came to be regarded both as a means of encouraging diversity and promoting discipline.

For some, the alternative liturgy offered significant gains in a Catholic direction. Permission for reservation, even with limitations, arguably still represented an important development; some saw the alternative eucharistic rite as a step forward; and the revised liturgy included various prayers for the departed (on the latter, see Byrne 2010: 213–14). In the days after the joint meeting of Convocations the High Church Guardian described a ‘truly admirable book’ (Guardian, 11 February 1927, 112). However, later in February when Convocation came to discuss the bishops’ proposals, the sense of dissatisfaction amongst some Anglo-Catholics was clear. In the Canterbury Convocation a raft of alterations were discussed, including Darwell Stone’s proposals for a preliminary invocation, in line with the so-called ‘western’ form; and that reservation should be not only for the sick, but for others who could not partake in celebration in the church.

The book which Convocations finally approved retained some of the most controversial aspects. Around this time the Guardian observed that ‘opposition to the Composite Prayer book is taking shape in a section of the Anglo-Catholic party’ (11 March 1927, p. 194). Tellingly, Lord Shaftsbury, president of the ECU, the Revd C. P. Shaw, Superior General of the Confraternity of the Blessed Sacrament, and Darwell Stone, as chairman of the Federation of Catholic Priests, informed the bishops that, rightly or wrongly, it was clear that ‘a large body of Anglo-Catholic opinion’ could not accept certain proposals and urged that revision, or at least its most controversial aspects, should be postponed until there was greater unity in the Church (The Times, 24 March 1927, p. 19). Many Anglo-Catholics sensed a strong whiff of ecclesiastical tyranny. The Deposited Prayer Book (1927), a volume of short articles by leading ‘advanced’ Anglo-Catholics, including Stone, Knox, Sparrow-Simpson, and A. H. Baverstock (rector of Hinton Martell, Dorset) explained the reasons for opposition. These included the absence of the obligation to recite the Athanasian Creed and the removal of allusions to the Old Testament in prayers. However, as Darwell Stone explained in a strongly worded introduction, ‘what is most deeply deplored is in regard to the Eucharist’ (Stone 1927: vi). The ‘eastern’ position of the epiclesis was a ‘grave embarrassment’; the requirement for a licence to reserve the sacrament was ‘counter to the long-held conviction that the parish priest has the right’; the restriction of communion of the reserved sacrament to the sick ignored the needs of others; the insistence on reservation in both kinds was ‘repugnant’; and prohibition of corporate devotions would prevent services which had met ‘real spiritual needs’ (Stone 1927: vi–vii). Regarding the eucharistic canon, W. J. Sparrow Simpson argued for the 1549 version and that the invocation should ‘come first’, saying of the proposed order: ‘In reality it leaves no reasonable room for the Western belief. It comes down entirely in favour of the Eastern idea’ (Sparrow Simpson 1927: 65).

Overarching this range of concerns was the question of the balance between priestly conscience and Church authority. Darwell Stone announced in the final Convocations vote in March 1927 that: ‘supposing that certain parts of this book become law as they are, I shall deem it my duty never to rest until I have done everything that I rightly could to obtain their alteration’ (Guardian, 1 April 1927, p. 249). Once the revised book had received the seal of approval of Convocation, protests continued as the process moved to the Church Assembly and then towards Parliament, with some Anglo-Catholics negotiating the delicate balance between resisting objectionable aspects and being seen to undermine the Church as a spiritual society. After Church Assembly approved the measure, Stone, perhaps now the leading Anglo-Catholic opponent, wrote to the Ecclesiastical Committee of Parliament protesting against the book (Cross 1943: 184–95). The Federation of Catholic Priests announced that if the revised book became law, its 1,400 members would be justified to continue to perpetually reserve the sacrament without the diocesan bishop’s permission; communicate the reserved sacrament to all unable to attend normal communion; engage in acts of corporate devotion to the reserved sacrament; and reserve in ‘one kind’. This was eventually be raised by the evangelical Home Secretary, William Joynson-Hicks, in the 1927 parliamentary debate as an example of Anglo-Catholic lawlessness (Hansard, 15 December 1927, col. 2548). All this highlighted the strength of conscientious opposition within sections of Anglo-Catholicism to the book.

Others, however, were willing to support the book. Those of a broadly ‘English Catholic’ churchmanship were largely supportive; Percy Dearmer described the revision as ‘exceedingly good’ (Dearmer 1927). Others, such as Francis Underhill, warden of Liddon House, recognized limitations but argued Anglo-Catholics should accept what had been offered, while pressing by legitimate means for further liberty (Underhill 1927). In Convocation, Robert Currie calculates that at least forty Anglo-Catholics voted for the book and only just over twelve against (Currie 1964: 197). In the summer of 1927, a memorial of 1,300 clergy (later known as the ‘1300 group’), whose secretary was Revd Canon Linwood Wright of St Mark’s, Leicester, made the case for acceptance and the need for loyalty (Maiden 2009: 54). The degree to which Anglo-Catholicism was now polarized was evident in the Church Times editor’s attempt to keep the paper neutral (Palmer 1991: 163). Prayer Book revision had revealed fault lines within the party, and divisions over theology, ritual, and authority. Furthermore, the controversy raised questions about the representativeness of some Anglo-Catholic bodies. A letter published in the Guardian, signed by luminaries including Bishop Gore, E. J. Bicknell, vice-principal of Cuddesdon, Canon T. A. Lacey, and E. K. Talbot, Superior of the Community of the Resurrection, asked whether ‘societies and institutions which claim to represent the Movement’ would reflect the ‘broad division of opinion’ over revision rather than mere opposition. They warned of the danger of supporters of the book being driven to resign, leaving ‘not one Movement, but two, whose differences will become obvious and perhaps acrimonious, a state of things we should all deeply deplore’ (15 July 1927, p. 537). The Anglo-Catholic response to the Prayer Book confirmed a shift in the balance of power within the party towards its ‘western’ wing.

THE 1928 PRAYER BOOK AND AFTER

Parliament’s rejection of the 1927 book placed revision back in the hands of the bishops, who reintroduced a second measure. The result was a book in which the rules concerning reservation seemed even more restrictive (including the use of a tabernacle or hanging pyx being prohibited). While some concessions were made to Anglo-Catholics, the bishops also entrenched opposition by further constraining the practice of reservation and refusing to change the alternative eucharistic rite. Anglo-Catholic backing for the book was by now noticeably reduced. Walter Frere withdrew his support. He disapproved of the added restrictions on reservation, would have preferred an alternative ‘western’ form of canon for those Anglo-Catholics who desired it, and objected to an added rubric which declared the fast before communion was optional and unessential (Jasper 1989: 124–5). The Church Times deplored the new proposals because of the restrictions on reservation (Palmer 1991: 164). There was further evidence of the influence of ‘western’ emphases on the movement when in June 1928 a ‘Declaration of Belief’ was issued by the Central Council of Catholic Societies, apparently signed by 2,202 priests, stating that ‘We believe … that our Lord is no less present in the Sacrament when reserved; and therefore is therein always to be adored with like acts of adoration’ (The Times, 9 June 1928, 11). This action left some individual priests wondering whether they could associate with what appeared to be a definite direction of movement within Anglo-Catholicism.

The House of Commons rejected the 1928 book. The issue of reservation had loomed over the controversy in both Church and Parliament, and it was not resolved in the decades which followed. In July 1929 the Upper Houses of Convocations of Canterbury and York had resolved that diocesan bishops would be guided by the 1928 rubrics. The policy had mixed results. Some Anglo-Catholics refused to be bound by the rubrics, and the lack of consistency across dioceses on reservation meant the Church appeared to lack a corporate view and some priests felt unfairly treated. During the 1930s, Archbishop Lang and others feared some Anglo-Catholics might secede, and there was even talk of the setting up of a uniate Anglo-Catholic Church (Beaken 2012: 168–71). Prayer Book revision failed to restore peace and order to the Church.

CONCLUSION

The attempt to revise the 1662 Prayer Book coincided with the rise of ‘western’ Anglo-Catholicism, and the dissatisfaction of many, along with that of evangelicals, contributed to the House of Commons’ decision and a crisis of Church and state. The issue of authority, in particular with regard to the reservation rubrics, was a key feature of the controversy over Prayer Book revision; and this continued to influence aspects of relations between the Anglo-Catholic party and the wider Church in the decades to follow. The controversy itself pointed towards the growing division within the party. The 1933 centenary of the Oxford Movement was an opportunity to celebrate the successes of Tractarianism, but the disagreements within the party in the previous decade had surely limited its progress.
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CHAPTER 38



THE TWENTIETH-CENTURY LITERARY TRADITION



BARRY SPURR

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OXFORD MOVEMENT

WHEN considering the influence of the Oxford Movement on twentieth-century literature, the breadth of the subject initially overwhelms us. Such was the wide-ranging impact of the Movement, within the Church of England and Anglican Churches around the world, and also on society at large, that to come to terms with its influence in shaping patterns of belief, thought, and human behaviour, individually and collectively, as these received expression and appreciation in literature, is daunting indeed. And to speak generally of ‘the twentieth-century literary tradition’ is to invoke a very large field. To analyse this influence we need to isolate the characteristics of the Oxford Movement that were particularly formative and representative in literature, and then to probe and assess the distinctiveness of their impact—thematically and technically.

Although the Movement had its origins in the Oxford colleges of the 1830s, its development persisted in the very different and wider culture and society of the following century, the prevailing spirit of which (particularly after the Great War) had set itself in opposition to the dominant principles and convictions which the previous century had embraced—including, especially, its religious vision. One of the remarkable aspects of the Oxford Movement was that writers in the twentieth century continued to reflect aspects of its core beliefs and spirit (and this has continued into the twenty-first century). It is less clear whether this interest serves to bind certain writers and their works together as an identifiable body of literary Tractarianism. The influence of the Movement in twentieth-century literary works may be more notable for its diversity of points of view and expression, while deriving, in various ways, from this common source. Nonetheless, several of the prominent writers in the tradition had close associations with each other, in various ways and in a variety of literary endeavours, such as the Canterbury Festival in the 1930s, which drew on the talents of T. S. Eliot, Charles Williams, and Dorothy Sayers.

The historical and doctrinal characteristics of the Oxford Movement, as is well known, combined to recover and affirm the sense of the Catholic nature of the Church of England. Amongst other notable aspects, this led to recognition that the Church’s origins and participation in Western Christendom were in tension with its well-established—and, to a degree, insular—Englishness. This culminated in the twentieth-century inter-war period, when Anglo-Catholicism—the Movement’s most advanced and visible expression—was probably the dominant and certainly the most lively ‘party’ within Anglicanism and, in those heady days, seemed to be poised to bring about a general and lasting Catholicizing of the Church. In those years, the most extreme of Anglo-Catholics, Anglo-Papalists, envisaged the Church’s complete submission to papal Rome, a step too far in the opening of the Church of England to the fullness of Catholic faith and practice for most Anglo-Catholics.

The series of Anglo-Catholic Congresses held in the 1920s and 1930s was an expression of the growth, confidence, and indeed the triumph of the Oxford Movement (the fifth Congress, in 1933, marking its centenary), and the sheer numbers of bishops, priests, and laity involved indicated the strength of High Church principles in the world-wide Anglican Communion. The Movement had made its mark in ways unimaginable a century before. The increased frequency of celebration of Holy Communion is just one example, although it was at the very heart of what the Movement aimed to achieve. Even Evangelicals, opposed to everything that Catholicism stood for, were, by the twentieth century, customarily celebrating the sacrament weekly, and the wearing of the surplice in the pulpit—once regarded as a badge of popery—was all but universal. Middle-of-the-road parishes, eschewing Anglo-Catholic triumphalism, usually had a dressed altar with two candles and a sung eucharist as the principal service on Sunday. What had been regarded (even by its proponents) as ritual extremism in the early days of the Oxford Movement had became commonplace in Anglican parochial life.

By the twentieth century, virtually every reference in literature to Anglican faith and practice is reflective (usually unconsciously) of the Oxford Movement, for the simple reason that all but the most eccentric Evangelical centres had adopted aspects of its teachings and ceremonial and other customs. In his poem ‘Church-Going’ of 1954, the agnostic Philip Larkin makes references to ‘brass and stuff / Up at the holy end’ (meaning the sanctuary, with its altar with brass cross and candlesticks) and to cathedrals which, he imagines, will keep their pyx ‘chronically on show’ for curious visitors in the unbelieving future (Larkin 1973: 28). One would have looked in vain for a pyx in any cathedral in England in the eighteenth century. Such lines could not have been written without the Ritual movement and its impact on church furnishings and sacramental practice, the ‘reservation’ of the sacrament in the pyx or in a tabernacle being the most explicitly Catholic of these innovations. What is important about Larkin’s observations in the poem is that they are matter-of-fact. Not a churchman himself, he is not bent on making any particular doctrinal point, as a committed Anglo-Catholic such as T. S. Eliot does when, for example, he tells us to kneel in Little Gidding church where God has always listened to the prayers of his people (Eliot 1969, ‘Little Gidding’, I). The impact of the Oxford Movement on Larkin’s poetry—surely unrecognized by him, as by most readers of this much-quoted poem—had occurred because the Movement had a pervasive influence on English life, in its churches, through the twentieth century. As Christian belief and even occasional church attendance waned amongst the populace at large, this influence remained (and remains, however precariously in our time) part of the culture of English life.

T. S. ELIOT AND ANGLO-CATHOLICISM

It is in this mid-twentieth-century period that we notice most obviously the concentrated influence of the Movement on contemporary literature through its impact on some of the most notable literary figures of the time. Conspicuous amongst them is the poet T. S. Eliot—arguably the greatest (and certainly the most influential) of twentieth-century poets and literary critics. In 1928, the year after he had been baptized and confirmed in the Church of England, Eliot made a public announcement of his political, literary, and religious convictions, describing his general point of view as ‘classicist in literature, royalist in politics, and anglo-catholic in religion’ (Eliot 1970: 11).

Having come from an American Unitarian background and having been associated for more than a decade, since settling in London, with avant-garde literary circles, especially the Bloomsbury Group with their atheistic views and contempt for religious practice, this statement was far more than a public clarification of his position—it was provocative in the extreme. But in the idiosyncrasy of Eliot’s decision (which he testified to having arrived at very slowly, over many years) provocation was no doubt tempered, for him at least, by the recognition that he was embracing a position of real power at least so far as a religious commitment was concerned. And it endured for the rest of his life (see Spurr 2010 for a full account). By the time he had become internationally renowned in the years after the Second World War (in 1948, for example, he received the Nobel Prize and was admitted to the Order of Merit), Eliot was the most famous layman in the Church of England.

The influence of Anglo-Catholicism and, more broadly, the heritage of the Oxford Movement in Eliot’s writing is clearly seen, to begin with, in the title of his poems, ‘Journey of the Magi’, ‘A Song for Simeon’, and Ash-Wednesday, all of which he published in the years immediately after his reception into the Church. Eliot deprecated the idea of a ‘conversion’ and the term should not be used in describing his embrace of orthodox Christianity. These works strongly indicate the persuasion of Eliot’s thought at this time, particularly if we consider them in the light of the two major poems which immediately preceded these three: ‘The Hollow Men’ (1925) and The Waste Land (1922). The emphasis in ‘A Song for Simeon’ and Ash-Wednesday on the liturgical life of the Church—recalling, respectively, the second canticle at evening prayer and the first day of the penitential season of Lent—and then the focus on the doctrine of the Incarnation in ‘Journey of the Magi’, combine to give a taste of the Catholic nature of Eliot’s Christianity and the character of it as revealed in his literary work in the years to come. Of these three poems—and, indeed, of all of Eliot’s poetry—it is Ash-Wednesday that is most obviously of Anglo-Catholic provenance.

It is a poem that not only concentrates on that particular day in the Church’s calendar (named for the imposition of ashes, usually in the sign of the cross, on penitents’ foreheads during the liturgy—a ceremony recovered by the Catholic Movement in the English Church), but which includes, in addition to its several liturgical references to the Mass (as translated into English in The English Missal, used in Anglo-Catholic parishes such as the church where Eliot worshipped, St Stephen’s, Gloucester Road in Kensington), allusions to the rite of auricular (private) confession. This, like reservation of the sacrament, is one of those litmus tests of Anglo-Catholic faith and practice which clearly indicate the influence of the Oxford Movement in its most advanced expression on Anglican Church life. The Blessed Sacrament was reserved at St Stephen’s and Eliot was regular and rigorous in his use of the sacrament of penance, going for this not to his parish priest in Kensington, but (for many years) to a series of confessors at St Silas, Kentish Town, another Anglo-Catholic ‘shrine’ church.

Eliot quotes the initial phrase from the opening sentence of the rite in the final section of Ash-Wednesday: ‘Bless me father [for I have sinned]’. As with numerous examples of Eliot’s characteristic use of the technique of pastiche—borrowing from other texts and working those phrases, often ironically, into his own poetry—the reference here does not have to be precisely sourced by the reader for the meaning of the verse to be communicated. And this is true at the very opening of the poem where Eliot has recourse to a phrase from the Epistle appointed for the Mass on Ash Wednesday. Yet these sources are indisputably there and, when recognized and identified, enrich our appreciation of the poem’s range and depth of reference, especially to the discipline of penitence which informs the six-part poem as a whole. Even in the incantatory qualities of Eliot’s poetry in Ash-Wednesday (in its first lines and their echo in the opening lines of its last section), the poet is recalling the rhythms of liturgical language and music, in such as chant. The musical enrichment of the liturgy was one of the great achievements of the Ritual movement, so in this way, too, we see (or hear) the influence of the Oxford Movement in one of the great poems of the twentieth century as the poet appeals to what he described as our ‘auditory imagination’ (Eliot 1964: 118).

Eliot’s last major poetic statement was Four Quartets, completed in the early years of the Second World War. This appears, at first, to be a philosophical poem and an extended meditation on the creative process as the poet surveys his career. Explicit Christian concerns and Anglo-Catholic influences seem only to emerge intermittently, as in the brief fourth section of each Quartet, and are generally elusive rather than essential, let alone formative and dominant. The contrary, however, is the truth. At the heart of the thought of the poem is the idea which gives the work its principal metaphor about the Incarnation as the centre of the world’s history (introduced in the first Quartet, ‘Burnt Norton’). It represents what Eliot later describes, in the third Quartet, ‘The Dry Salvages’, as the revealing and mysterious gift of God made man. Four Quartets is ultimately and in its many details a celebration of the conjunction of time and eternity, which has its archetypal expression in the Word becoming flesh, the central text and teaching of Oxford Movement theology, spirituality, and liturgy. And within this context such a passage as the explicitly Anglo-Catholic lyrical prayer to the Virgin in ‘The Dry Salvages’ – in its references to the Virgin of the Annunciation as the daughter of her son – is based on her participation in the mystery of the Incarnation.

JOHN BETJEMAN AND W. H. AUDEN

In the next generation of poets, John Betjeman (1906–84) and W. H. Auden (1907–73) clearly revealed the influence, in twentieth-century literature, of Catholic faith and practice in Anglicanism. Unlike Eliot, both were raised in the High Church tradition and their receptive literary sensibilities were permeated from childhood by the poetic language of the Book of Common Prayer and the Authorized Version of the Bible.

Betjeman’s poetic autobiography, Summoned by Bells (first published in 1960), and numerous poems, such as ‘Anglo-Catholic Congresses’ (1966), in which he recalls the burgeoning movement in the 1920s and details the elements of the splendid worship, are explicit celebrations of that heritage out of which he crafts memorable poetic statements. The poet of nostalgia (and much of Anglo-Catholicism is nostalgic), Betjeman elevates the sentiment by a technical lyrical mastery, itself of a rather dated kind and, so, appropriate for the subject matter. Even in less obviously Anglo-Catholic works, like ‘A Lincolnshire Church’ (1948), where the inveterate church visitor has come across a remote outpost of the tradition, what is noted (and is indeed the climax of the poem) is the reservation of the sacrament therein, where the flickering flame of the tabernacle lamp denotes the ‘real’ presence of God made Man (Betjeman 2003: 162). This brings him to his knees.

Probably his most quoted poem of this kind is ‘Christmas’, first published in 1947 and read on the radio by the poet at Christmas 1953 (Gardner 2010: 35–6). It is a work in which every stanza is imbued with the spirit and teaching of the Oxford Movement and its later Anglo-Catholic developments. First, it is a celebration of the feast of the Incarnation. Then the characteristically detailed Englishness of its setting (‘from Crimson Lake to Hookers Green’) speaks of the sense of the intertwining (rather than the separation) of the religious and the secular. It rejoices that public houses are ablaze with light, and the masts of the London steeples recall the historical faith of the country. Most importantly, in facing up to the essential modern question of whether it is all true, Betjeman, after having rejoiced in all the traditional panoply of the season, in church and outside, focuses in the last three stanzas on the sobering fact that all of that is as nothing in comparison with this proposed ‘single Truth’ that the Word Incarnate, who lived in Palestine, is now living in the Eucharistic elements (Betjeman 2003: 153–4).

The eucharistic climax, affirming the Incarnation and the real presence, in a typically effortless and memorable rhyming couplet, has the true Tractarian note, while the repeated, insistent question in which the statement is contained resonates with twentieth-century scepticism.

In Auden’s case, both his grandfathers were Anglican priests and his home, particularly under the influence of his mother, was decidedly Anglo-Catholic. In old age, he was a bitter critic of how the Church disposed from its liturgies the language of classical English prose-poetry—at the same time as Latin was being banished from the Roman Catholic liturgies (to the disgust of such figures as Evelyn Waugh who had himself been educated in High Church ways at Lancing College, which had been established on Oxford Movement principles in 1848). The prosaic locutions of modernizing theologians and liturgists, tone-deaf to the cadence and imagery of traditional liturgical language, had been imposed in the name of the ‘renewal’ of the Church in the 1960s. Auden ceased attending St Mark’s Church-in-the-Bowery in Manhattan when it abandoned Cranmerian language. Instead, he took refuge at a nearby Greek Orthodox church ‘so as to hear the Mass in a language that was timeless’ (Carpenter 1981: 433). A few years later, in the early 1970s, near the end of his life and after many vicissitudes in his journey of faith, he returned to Oxford to live at Christ Church. Here Auden would only attend the early Sunday celebration in the cathedral at which the Prayer Book was used. He hoped that Bishop Peter Walker would be the celebrant as ‘I can’t bear expression being put into the Mass’ and Walker said it according to his wishes (Carpenter 1981: 446).

What is instructive about Auden’s various published outbursts about liturgical renewal is the savagery of his indignation. He was angered not only because of the display of churchmen’s literary ignorance and philistinism, but because the heritage of the love of the beauty of holiness as enshrined in the traditional language had its perfect concomitant in the ceremonial and ritual that had been developed by the Oxford Movement, which in turn had their roots in its spirituality and theology. So his complaints reveal both a poet’s dismay at verbal iconoclasm and the fury of an Anglo-Catholic raised by Oxford Movement principles at their betrayal.

In Auden’s poetry, the most explicit allusion to Anglo-Catholic tradition is the long sequence, Horae Canonicae, inspired by the ancient daily prayer of the Church, with its seven canonical hours which Auden places in this sequence: Prime, Terce, Sext, None, Vespers, Compline, and Lauds (Auden 1969). The poem took him seven years to write (1947–54) and by appropriating the Divine Office—partly retained and observed in Anglicanism through Cranmer’s selection of elements of it for the vernacular morning and evening prayer—Auden specifically reveals his Anglo-Catholic persuasion in detailing all seven of the hours, the original material out of which the daily office of the English Church was crafted in the sixteenth century. One of the most characteristic features of the Oxford Movement’s liturgical revival was the recovery of fidelity to what the Prayer Book precisely required of the Church’s ministers, such as the public recitation of morning and evening prayer. But then the further Anglo-Catholic development sought a restoration of the canonical hours at large, especially for the clergy and particularly those living the revived monastic life in the Church of England (another fruit of the Movement). An Anglican poet composing a long poem entitled Horae Canonicae—and, what is more, preferring the Latin phrase—is clearly indicating his indebtedness to the Catholicizing Oxford Movement, its sense of the Church of England belonging to the wider heritage of Western Christendom and the Anglo-Catholic inclination to imagine that the Reformation never happened or at least its determination to dismantle its lamentable innovations.

The subtitle to the sequence, also in Latin—‘Immolatus vicerit’ (‘sacrificed, He vanquished’)—is from the hymn ‘Pange Lingua Gloriosi’ (‘Sing, my tongue, the glorious battle’) which the Breviary requires to be sung in Passiontide, the phrase referring to Christ’s crucifixion. So Auden is also indicating, at the outset, the richly layered liturgical sources of his inspiration here, and—theologically—the centrality of the theme of sin and redemption throughout the sequence.

In ‘Prime’ (from prima hora, the first hour at 6 a.m.), the speaker greets the dawn (in tune with the daily hymn of this hour in the Breviary: ‘Now that daylight fills the sky’) as if it were the beginning of life itself at the Creation, and he infuses the opening strophe, with its rousing rhythms, with both classical references (to the horn and ivory gates, first mentioned in Homer, through which false and true dreams pass) and the fundamental Christian teaching of Original Sin. The awakening to the new day displaces the ‘nocturnal rummage’ of night’s sleep. But this spirit of the vita nuova is discovered in antithesis with the awareness of the other world of mutability and mortality. For while Auden notes that, at this hour, he can rejoice, still free from the vexation of sin, the very negative entails a foreboding of vexation to come, as the later observation in ‘Prime’ that ‘still the day is intact’ summons the sobering realization in the midst of exultation that such wholeness and purity will be compromised and fractured. Anticipation of antithesis is true to the essence of the discipline of the Divine Office itself, which passes through the recognition of the different aspects of the Christian’s story in the course of each day’s recitation. But for now, at this waking hour, Auden is content to be as Adam before he sinned.

‘Terce’ (the Office said towards 9 a.m.) is next, as Auden, by following the hours in liturgical sequence, implies that liturgical ordering of the day is a way of comprehending its character and giving meaning to the ordinary round of human existence (a concept which, in itself, draws deeply on the prominence that the Catholic movement gave to the liturgy as the reflection and inspiration of ‘the work of the people’—the meaning of ‘liturgy’, in the original Greek). Less lyrical and personal than ‘Prime’, ‘Terce’ is more focused on the practical activities of the workaday world. This is true to the Office of Terce, too, as the opening hymn there refers to ‘act and deed’. So the poem begins with a man shaking his dog’s paw as he leaves the house; but we are surprised to read, two lines on, that this is the hangman briskly setting off for his day’s grim activities. The sinful and mortal worlds are beginning to emerge as innocence modulates to experience in this sequence. A series of individuals and types of human beings follows, all bent on the precariousness of diurnal—but also, of their lifetimes’—work in the world. The section closes, nonetheless, with the recognition that only the unnamed victim knows that all will be well and that Good Friday will be followed by Easter Sunday.

In ‘Sext’, ‘at this noon’, the expansive, more meditative style of ‘Prime’ and ‘Terce’ is strikingly replaced with a terse series of unrhymed couplets. Business-like, this reflects the busy-ness of day – ‘a cook mixing a sauce’, and so on. Yet Auden elevates the ordinariness into the extraordinariness of each person’s vocation, giving to each, Hopkins-like, a quasi-sacramental dignity, uniqueness, and purposefulness. If the sacraments are extensions of the Incarnation, as the Oxford Movement fathers had argued, then vocational work is seen here as an articulation of the sacramental life. This chimes with Anglo-Catholic sociological teaching, which was much-developed in the inter-war period at the same time as the Congresses. Every vocational act, in this context, has a dignity and purposefulness and becomes ‘an epiphany of that / which does whatever is done’.

The crisp didacticism of ‘Sext’ at the peak of the day’s activities reflects the sometimes overlooked role of inspired and often arresting teaching in the tradition of the Oxford Movement (too easily diminished as merely a ritual revolution), whose great inheritors in the twentieth century (such as Bishop Frank Weston of Zanzibar) were at least as notable for their impassioned preaching about the contemporary world and the ways in which Catholic principles should be applied, among other things, to the alleviation of the widespread poverty that resulted from the Great Depression of the early 1930s, as they were for their attention to the enrichment of the spiritual and liturgical life of the Church and its people. For such Anglo-Catholics as Weston, all these elements were inextricable in the Catholic life well lived. The element of instruction which recurs in Auden’s poetry in general and in Horae Canonicae more specifically, may indicate a remnant of Auden’s experience of hearing many Anglo-Catholic sermons during his upbringing in those evangelistic Congress years.

In ‘Nones’ (as Auden entitles it, using an occasionally encountered variant of ‘None’), we return to the more expansive verse paragraph. Here ‘mid-afternoon’ is reached and the sense, at that hour, of the day’s exhaustion and the prelude to evening are tellingly communicated in terms of the completion of the offering of the sacrifice of daily work in the world (yet resonating with the sacrifice of the Mass).

The Madonna’s ‘kind face’, turned from us in this silent hour of abandonment (recalling the time of Christ’s death on the Cross), is another Anglo-Catholic presence in the poem, the revival of devotion to the Mother of God being one of the most notable of the Movement’s achievements and directly confronting the Protestant suppression of her cult at the Reformation. Auden joins the fallible offering of ourselves with the sacrifice on Calvary, in this unsettling time of day. In recognizing the death at the heart of all mortals’ endeavours and aspirations, there is the sense that we, too, have given up the ghost. But the shops will be open again at the usual time after midday rest.

‘Vespers’ is the least obviously poetic of the sequence as Auden ponders the citizens’ lives in community at day’s end and presents the difficulties of such social ordering, in which a series of antitheses of types of human beings and their convictions and contrasting visions of Eden must coexist. Auden, at his most political here, brings the diverse and apparently secular concerns of twentieth-century humanity under the discipline of the canonical hours, for the time of Vespers is right for the temperament of such meditations on the day that is past. But that hour will pass, too, and such a sequence—recurring, never-ending—always places and judges such speculation and concerns sub specie aeternitatis.

In the night prayer of ‘Compline’, the speaker has moved into the mode of personal confession, wondering whether poets, as well as ‘men in television’, can be saved. In the phrase from the Office of the Dead, ‘libera me’ (‘deliver me’), he prays to be freed from a life of failure and spared at the last day ‘when all are / Shaken awake’. ‘Lauds’, Auden’s final poem, shows how the presence of God is not only pervasive and orders every day, but also highlights the centrality and meaningfulness of the ritual recognition of it. It is the liturgical framework and reference point for Christian living, whether followed in solitude or in community, that foregrounds the distinctively Catholic character of this Anglo-Catholic poet’s appreciation of life lived within a liturgical discipline, however inventively he has adapted the Hours in the Breviary to his own personal reflections.

In ‘Lauds’, indeed, the most musical of the sequence of poems, Auden chants a refrain on solitude in community which touches various themes of paradox and ambiguity in Horae Canonicae at large. The reference is to the contrasting facts of solitary prayer, of human existence in community on earth, and the spiritual company of Heaven to which all prayer is addressed. Recalling his ‘Compline’ petition, Auden prays for those known and for all. Also, there is bird song and the rhythm of the dripping mill-wheel in ‘Lauds’, but most tellingly the toll of the mass-bell. On the brink of a new day, the holy sacrifice, along with the prayers of the Office, is offered for the lives of imperfect sacrifice in this world. The reversal ‘dong-ding’ shows that it is at once of this world and redolent of another order of existence, transfiguring all, as humble bread and wine, in that rite, become the Real Presence of the Lord.

ROSE MACAULAY, DOROTHY SAYERS, AND BARBARA PYM

In considering the different ways in which twentieth-century writers reveal the influence of the Oxford Movement in their lives and their art, we encounter authors who defer to the tradition implicitly and subtly, like Eliot and Auden, and others who are forthright in their declaration of it. Betjeman, we have seen, is an obvious example of this and, amongst novelists in the tradition, Rose Macaulay (1881–1958) is another. She begins her best-known book, The Towers of Trebizond (1956), with one of the most famous opening lines in all fiction:


‘Take my camel, dear’, said my Aunt Dot, as she climbed down from this animal on her return from High Mass. (Macaulay 2003).



In her introduction to the 1984 edition of the novel, Jan Morris writes:


There was a time when the opening line of this book entered the common parlance of educated English and American people. Nearly everyone I knew could quote it, and … [it] became a commonplace of badinage or social pleasantry. (v)



The Towers of Trebizond is an indispensable guide to the mind of early twentieth-century Anglo-Catholicism, which is articulated in the representation of several characters, ranging from the temperate Aunt Dot, apprehensive about the Romanizing of the extremists and who would rather not have ‘too much Latin’ in the liturgy (259), to the satirically-conceived Anglo-Papalist, Fr Chantry-Pigg, ‘an ancient bigot, who had run a London church several feet higher than St. Mary’s Bourne Street’ (12) and who finds the famous Anglo-Catholic centre, All Saints, Margaret Street, too Protestant (47). The narrator, whom we may identify with the author, reflects more positively:


I would go to High Mass in some church or other, and the Christian Church would build itself up before me and round me, with its structure of liturgical words and music which was like fine architecture being reared up into the sky, while the priests moved to and fro before the altar … Here was the structure, I would think, in which the kingdom was enshrined, or whose doors opened on the kingdom. (226)



Macaulay has jibes at English Roman Catholics and at liberal modernists in the Church of England, capturing their doctrinal evasiveness satirically in the affirmation of their new heresy of ‘partial diluvianism’ whereby the biblical flood had not ‘covered the whole earth’ (82).

Earlier in her career, Macaulay had been associated with like-minded writers of Anglo-Catholic persuasion, such as Eliot and Sayers, at the ‘centre of Christian discourse’ established at St Anne’s House, Soho, in 1943, and earlier still she may have attended Eliot’s pageant play, The Rock (produced at Sadler’s Wells in London in 1934 to support Bishop Winnington-Ingram’s ambitious Forty-Five Churches Fund to finance the building of new churches in the growing suburbia of the diocese of London). Her narrator in The Towers of Trebizond uses lines spoken by The Rock with reference to ‘the perpetual struggle of good and evil’ (151). A few years before that, Macaulay had published her study, Some Religious Elements in English Literature (1931).

In this inter-war period, interest in the ritual element in the theatre was very strong and within the Church it was nurtured by such figures as Bishop George Bell (1881–1958), bishop of Chichester, who had encouraged Eliot in the writing of The Rock and then of Murder in the Cathedral for the Canterbury Festival in 1935, the first performance being given in the Chapter House there. In turn, Eliot’s encouragement of the work of Charles Williams (1886–1945), the least known of the Oxford ‘Inklings’, who, Eliot said, ‘seemed to me to approximate, more nearly than any man I have known familiarly, to the saint’ (Carpenter 1997: 107) assisted a fertile writing career including the play that succeeded Eliot’s at Canterbury in 1936 (on Thomas Cranmer), several mystical novels, and the famous history of the Holy Spirit in the Church, The Descent of the Dove (1939), which was the first theological work that Auden studied and which he held in the highest regard (Carpenter 1981: 283–5).

Dorothy Sayers (1893–1957) contributed the 1937 play to the Canterbury Festival, The Zeal of Thy House. She had been born into the Oxford Movement tradition as the daughter of the priest-headmaster of Oxford’s Christ Church choir school and is best remembered today as a mystery writer, but she was also a prominent Christian apologist. After The Zeal of Thy House Sayers wrote a series of radio dramas for the BBC under the general title of The Man Born to Be King. Like Macaulay, she had a wry sense of humour, and this, too, is a typical ingredient of the Anglo-Catholic style—not only in literature, but in the approach to matters of religious life and, indeed, human existence at large. In her public persona, crossing herself before meals and with a crucifix on her desk, Sayers made no bones about the seriousness and centrality of her Catholic Anglican faith, but equally she had no time for personal avowals along the lines of ‘what Christ means to me’ (Brabazon 1981: 67, 166). Her testimony was mediated through her creative work.

The most striking example of Oxford Movement influences in published literature in the later twentieth century is the fiction of Barbara Pym (1913–1980), the author of six novels which appeared between 1950 and 1961 and which enjoyed a revival of interest in the closing decades of the century largely due to the advocacy of Philip Larkin. He regarded Pym as the most underrated novelist of the twentieth century, summarizing her subject matter:


the lives of youngish middle-class people, educated rather above the average and sometimes to a background of High Anglicanism, who find for the most part that the daily round, the common task, doesn’t quite furnish all they at any rate do ask. (Larkin 1983: 240)



Larkin alludes appropriately (if slightly inaccurately) here to John Keble’s hymn, ‘New every morning is the love’. The subjects of Pym novels, in other words, are true to her own story, although the agnostic Larkin underplays the theme, in the books and her life, of ‘unpretentious adherence to the Church of England’ (Larkin 1983: 243). Pym was a definite Anglo-Catholic, her diaries abounding with entries of this observantly detailed and amusing kind which indicate how and where she sourced much of the material of her fiction:


15 May [1955]. I went to All Saints Notting Hill with Bob [Smith] to High Mass. On the way we passed Westbourne Grove Baptist Church and heard records of hymns blaring out. How trying to live opposite! … All Saints is splendidly Catholic—3 priests … We began with Asperges (later at tea Hilary [Pym] asked what was the connection between Asperges and asparagus). The three priests in their lime green vestments with bands and birettas look like dolls bobbing up and down. Fr Twisaday, the vicar, is an elderly dried up celibate, irritable and tetchy. He fidgets in the pulpit, times things alarmingly with pauses so that one wonders if he’s just forgotten what he was going to say and will fall down in a fit. The sermon, urging us to keep Ascension Day as a day of obligation, was quite good … WHAT IS MY NEXT NOVEL TO BE? It can begin with the shrilling of the telephone in Freddie Hood’s church and end with the flame springing up—the new fire of Easter Saturday in the dark church. When starting to tell a story you have to choose exactly the point to plunge in. Perhaps on a fine Sunday afternoon at the induction of a new vicar—‘We had had an early lunch …’ (Holt and Pym 1984: 194)



The former of these ploys appears, on cue, in the opening of her next novel, A Glass of Blessings (1958):


I suppose it must have been the shock of hearing the telephone ring, apparently in the church, that made me turn my head and see Piers Longridge in one of the side aisles behind me. It sounded shrill and particularly urgent against the music of the organ. (Pym 1980: 5)



The book’s title comes from the lyric, ‘The Pulley’, by the seventeenth-century poet, George Herbert, who was perhaps the model most cherished by the Oxford Movement of the faithful parish priest:


When God at first made man,

Having a glass of blessings standing by …

(Ferguson et al. 2005: 379)



Herbert’s poem celebrates the beauty and generosity of creation, sourced from the abundant love of God, expressing, two centuries before, what was to be essential to the Incarnational teaching of the nineteenth-century Movement and its twentieth-century successors.

CONCLUSION

The aim of this selection of authors has been to represent significant aspects of the tradition as it persisted and developed into the twentieth century and found expression in various literary forms. But the list is not exhaustive. Alongside the works cited in this chapter, there are also (for example) the novels of Compton Mackenzie (1883–1972), notably Sinister Street (1914) and The Altar Steps (1922) and, after them, there are the works of authors living and writing in the twenty-first century: P. D. James (1920–2014), in such murder mysteries as the Adam Dalgleish detective story, Death in Holy Orders, Susan Howatch (1940–) in her ‘Starbridge’ series of six novels describing the history of the Church of England in the twentieth century, and A. N. Wilson (1950–) in novels such as Unguarded Hours and The Vicar of Sorrows.

Interestingly, poetry and drama in the tradition of the Oxford Movement seem to have all but ceased, even as the beliefs and culture of High Church Anglicanism still survive in fiction, nearly two hundred years from their early nineteenth-century revival. The Oxford Movement, having proved to be a rich source of creative material in the work of some of the most distinguished and enduring poets, dramatists, and novelists of the twentieth century, must rate amongst the most fruitful influences on English literature at large.
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PART VIII



REFLECTIONS, RECEPTIONS, AND RETROSPECTIVES




CHAPTER 39



DID THE OXFORD MOVEMENT DIE IN 1851?



JAMES PEREIRO

THE conversion to Rome of a significant number of Anglican clergy and laity in the years 1845–51 generated a considerable body of literature, both critical and apologetic. Pusey’s letter to the English Churchman (16 October 1845), putting forward a positive (and far-fetched) interpretation of Newman’s secession to Rome, was an isolated voice amid the general Anglican chorus of condemnation. The converts were charged in periodical publications, books, and pamphlets, with apostasy from and ingratitude to the Church of their baptism, with deserting their spiritual mother in her time of need, and with acting on private judgement, without due regard for Church authority. They were portrayed as overly hasty, not listening to all that could be said in her favour, or charged with dishonesty, if they had been contemplating the step for a long time. They were not infrequently accused of having remained in the possession of their Anglican livings, after becoming Catholics, in order to undermine the Church of England; a practice said to be approved by Rome. William Palmer of Worcester College even suggested, in the British Magazine (November 1845), that Newman had been acting as a covert Romanist, a fifth columnist, during the four years leading to his conversion The falsity of these allegations was so blatant that in some cases Church authorities, to their credit, intervened to deny them. John Bird Sumner, the Archbishop of Canterbury, published a letter in The Times (20 December 1850, p. 5) in order to clear Henry Wilberforce of such unjust accusations.

Many of the converts felt that the charges could not go unanswered, even though they often had to fight the charges at a disadvantage, not having access to the pulpit or to the periodic press. Some endeavoured at the time of their conversion to Rome to defend their character and motives. Lord Charles Thynne, son-in-law of Bishop Bagot of Oxford, published a letter to his former parishioners only after Edward Denison, bishop of Salisbury, had attacked him in a sermon preached to Thynne’s late congregation of Longbridge Deverill (Wiltshire), where he had been vicar for fifteen years. Others, like Newman, would write many years later to describe and clarify the history of their intellectual path to Rome. One of the converts’ aims was to show that moving from the Church of England to that of Rome was not a frivolous act, and that only the most pressing reasons justified and made it imperative. They had not been waiting for the flimsiest of excuses to cross the Tiber, as it was claimed. It was a delicate matter of conscience. There were many reasons for them to remain in the Anglican Church. The would-be converts were faced by social exclusion and often alienation from friends and family. Those in Anglican orders, who were prevented from receiving Catholic ordination because of their married status, faced the loss of home and regular income, as well as an uncertain future of precarious employment. On top of that, love for the congregations they had served made the move particularly distressing for the clergy. Lord Thynne expressed this emotional wrench in his letter to his former parishioners:


After an intimate acquaintance of fifteen years it cannot be necessary for me to say that nothing but the strongest sense of duty could have induced me to sever the connection which existed between us. You will at least believe me when I say that the strong affection I have, and must ever have for you has made the duty of leaving you one of no ordinary trial. (Thynne 1853: 2)



Henry Edward Manning, who had spent eighteen years at Lavington, would confess to his diary the pain of separation: ‘What memories of Lavington, and Sunday night, and of Advent. But all is in God’s hand. That was a time of peace … Certainly, if there were no such thing in the world as the Catholic Church, it would have been a blessed life’ (Purcell 1896: II.11; see also Newman 1850: 68–9).

The converts did not leave the Church of England merely because of personal preference or the attraction they felt for particular aspects of the Roman system. There was a deeper reason. As Lockhart put it, ‘[we] had a sincere desire to remain in the Church of England, if we could be satisfied that in doing so we were members of the worldwide visible communion of Christianity which was of apostolic origin’. He went over to Rome in order to save his soul (Lockhart 1869: 10, 5). So did Newman: ‘Can I (it is personal, not whether another, but can I) be saved in the Anglican Church?’ It was a very personal decision. Others who had not travelled the same path and reached the same point might not be confronted with that choice. They might remain in the Church of England with a good conscience, excused by invincible ignorance. Newman’s journey, on the other hand, had taking him to the point where his soul was at stake. Refusing to move on would amount to sinning against the light (Newman 1865: 363). Henry Wilberforce, for his part, confessed to his former parishioners that, having seen little by little that the Church of England was not the true Church, he could not remain in it, ‘for if I did, I should be staying away from Jesus Christ’ (H. Wilberforce 1851: 13).

The converts’ writings were not a mere exercise in self-justification. They also intended to describe the case against the Church of England and that in favour of Rome, hoping that others might find their reasons compelling and follow their example. They felt they would have neglected their pastoral responsibilities towards their parishioners, and others, if they failed to fulfil this pastoral ministration towards them. William Dodsworth, for example, wrote to the members of the congregation of Christ Church, St Pancras, giving the grounds for his conversion to Rome, in the expectation that ‘upon mature reflection, these reasons will appear in various degrees satisfactory to many among you; because they are indeed but the legitimate result flowing from those truths which it has been my aim to teach you’. He hoped that many of them might ‘follow this most painful, but as I am now assured, most blessed course’ (Dodsworth 1851: 1, 12; Gordon 1849; Faber 1846). On the other side of the Atlantic, Levi Silliman Ives, the former Tractarian Episcopal Bishop of North Carolina and son-in-law of Bishop Hobart, dedicated his Trials of a Mind in its Progress to Catholicism (1854), to his late brethren of the Episcopal Church in the earnest hope that one day they might find truth and peace in the bosom of the one Catholic Church.

Newman, for his part, opened his Difficulties of Anglicans by declaring that what forced him to speak was the sense that the Catholic Church was the one ark of salvation, as well as his love for the souls of his old associates in the Movement. He had a responsibility towards them: ‘my fear lest you ought to submit yourselves to her, and do not; my fear lest I may perchance be able to persuade you, and not use my talent’ (Newman 1850: 5). Henry Wilberforce, in his farewell letter to his parishioners at East Farleigh, spoke of his love for them and reminded them of the doctrines he had taught while their pastor, encouraging his old parishioners to hold firmly to these (H. Wilberforce 1845: 5–10). It went without saying that only in the Catholic Church would they be able to do so properly. Frederick William Faber was more uncompromising than Newman and Wilberforce in his assessment of the condition of those he had left behind: ‘I believe you to be in great danger of losing your soul; can I do less than strain every nerve to call you out of that peril?’ (Faber 1846: 41) William Henry Anderdon, nephew of H. E. Manning, would express similar fears in his letter from Rome to his late parishioners at St Margaret’s Leicester; that those whom he had led along the path he had followed would no longer be able to claim ignorance and be guiltless in not following it to its ultimate conclusion (Anderdon 1851). These appeals, except in isolated cases, do not seem to have produced the desired effect. On the whole, the reaction among their parishioners was one of dismay and, in some cases, reproach. There were, however, some group conversions. Frederick W. Faber was received into the Catholic Church in 1845 with ten of his friends and parishioners; three of the clergy and seventeen parishioners at St Saviour’s (Leeds) went over to Rome in 1851; and when Francis Baker, of Baltimore, converted he also brought some of his congregation with him. There were other similar cases. It was not, however, a general trend. The converts’ expectations were not fulfilled in most instances, and Catholics on the whole were disappointed by how few of their former parishioners followed the clerical converts into the Catholic Church (Adams 2010: 85, 114–15).

The converts’ depictions of their paths to Rome seem to share some common traits. They all had shared a vision of a renewed Church of England, emerging from a long decline and returning to true principles of life and doctrine, under the guidance of the Primitive Church, the uncontaminated source of pure doctrine and practice. They looked for the true image of the Church in the Fathers and, having found it, they presented it to the Anglican Church, which they felt did not recognize herself in it. They came eventually to the conclusion that the Church of England had lacked those vital principles and doctrines from her inception. They could not be recovered, because they had always been antagonistic to the very spirit of Anglicanism.

The magnitude of the realization was reflected in the trajectory of their lives and in their writings. They tried to argue their case for remaining in the Church of England but in most cases to little avail. Later, their Catholic writings on the subject amounted to an obituary of the Oxford Movement; even more, they declared that the Church of England had been still-born. The converts’ case against the Church of England followed two main lines of argumentation: one, against her Erastianism; the other, against the unchecked doctrinal confusion resulting from private judgement and the denial of primitive Catholic doctrine in her teaching. Newman, for his part, in his Anglican Difficulties, would address directly those Tractarians who still remained in the Church of England, pointing out that communion with Rome was the legitimate development of the Oxford Movement and that staying behind meant the betrayal not only of Catholic truth but also of all the principles which had inspired and given vitality to the Movement.

ANGLICAN ERASTIANISM

The Oxford Movement had made its debut on the national stage on the occasion of the Irish Church Temporalities Bill of 1833, by which the state claimed the power to dissolve dioceses and archdioceses, and to dispose of their endowments. The Tractarians raised their protest against the conception of the Church as a department of state. Keble’s National Apostasy sermon went, however, beyond a criticism of the actual Bill to denounce a general abandonment of Christian principles by the nation at large. The tide had to be turned. Keble’s appeal was taken up by the Tracts for the Times. These called for a return to the true nature of the Church and to the real source of her powers.

The Tractarians declared that the first principle of the Movement of 1833 had been that ‘the Church should have absolute power over her faith, worship, and teaching’ (Newman 1850: 162). They proclaimed from tract and pulpit that she was, by divine will, a self-regulating institution, independent of state authority, and receiving directly from God all the powers necessary for the fulfilment of her mission. Henry Edward Manning would express himself in similar terms: the Church ‘possesses a sole, supreme, and final power, under the guidance of its Divine Head, and responsible to Him only’. She has in herself the fountain of doctrine and discipline, and ‘has no need to go beyond itself for succession, order, mission, jurisdiction, and the office to declare to its own members, in matters of Faith, the intention of the Catholic Church’ (Manning 1850: 4–5; Allies 1879: 12).

The first Tracts emphatically proclaimed apostolic succession as the means for the transmission of those powers: ‘We have been born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh not of the will of man, but of God’, Newman wrote. ‘The Lord Jesus Christ gave His Spirit to His Apostles; they in turn laid their hands on those who should succeed them; and these again on others; and so the sacred gift has been handed down to our present Bishops’ (Tracts for the Times 1). This uninterrupted line of transmission of apostolic powers by the laying on of hands was essential for the preservation of the Church. The local bishop was the centre of unity in the diocese, the source of sacred power, and the chair of doctrinal orthodoxy.

Apostolic succession was generally acknowledged by High Churchmen, although it seems that few beside the Tractarians made sacramental grace dependent upon it (Nockles 1994: 152). The Anglican bishops, however, seemed for the most part to have been embarrassed by Tractarian claims on their behalf, while the Tractarians were to be disappointed by the bishops’ failure to strive for the high standards in their ministry that the Movement had set for them. The Tractarians complained that no Athanasius or Chrysostom adorned the bench of bishops, the majority of whom, in their subservience to the state, failed to act in defence of the rights of the Church or to raise their voices against state interference in matters of their exclusive competence.

The Gorham Judgment in 1850 brought matters to a head for many of those associated with the Oxford Movement, setting in motion what has been called ‘the second Hegira’ of Tractarians to Rome (Tuckwell 1907: 226). The appeal from the Church courts to the Privy Council, a civil court, meant that the Royal Supremacy carried with it a claim to review the decisions of the courts of the Church in doctrinal matters. The Privy Council’s decision declared it permissible for a clergyman to deny baptismal regeneration. A group of thirteen prominent Tractarians and High Churchmen—Pusey, Keble, and Manning among them—signed a declaration clearly pointing out the ecclesial significance of this step: ‘That any portion of the Church which does so abandon the essential meaning of an article of the creed, forfeits, not only the Catholic doctrine in that article, but also the office and authority to witness and teach as a member of the universal Church.’ Their uncompromising conclusion was that by ‘such conscious, wilful, and deliberate act such portion of the Church becomes formally separated from the Catholic body, and can no longer assure to its members the grace of the sacraments and the remission of sins’ (The Times, 20 March 1850, p. 5). They called on the Church of England to make a formal protest. The Church, however, by the silent acquiescence of its bishops in the Gorham Judgment, acknowledged the Crown’s powers to determine questions of faith. It was of no avail that an individual clergyman like Bennett would not accept the right of a secular court to judge in doctrinal matters and refused to be represented before the Privy Council when he was accused of heresy. What was needed was a corporate pronouncement of the Church as Church. This was not to be forthcoming. This practical acceptance of the principle, in Allies’s opinion, ‘annihilates us as a Church’. By ‘a sudden unblinding of the eyes’ they became conscious of the fact that the British sovereign had been made by English law the source of spiritual jurisdiction and supreme judge of doctrine; the whole faith was subject to the judgement of the prince (Allies 1880: 304, 286–7; Manning 1850: 31).

It might be claimed, as did some of the signatories to the protest later on, that the Gorham Judgment was a single act, a temporary aberration open to later amendment. James R. Hope’s letter to Manning (29 January 1850), however, made clear that the present exercise of the Royal Supremacy was not a recent abuse, something accidental to the Church of England, but was part of its very foundation. ‘If you have not hitherto read Erastianism in the history of the Church of England since the Reformation,’ wrote Hope, ‘then I fear you and I have much to discuss before we can meet upon common ground’ (Purcell 1896: I.527). Recent events had not changed the position of the Church of England; they had merely revealed it. As Newman put it, they had at first fancied that the opposition between Establishment and Catholic principles ‘was an accident in its [the Anglican Church’s] constitution, and was capable of a cure. They did not understand that the Establishment was set up in Erastianism, that Erastianism was its essence, and that to destroy Erastianism was to destroy the Establishment’ (Newman 1850: 88).

Richard Simpson—who had matriculated from Oriel in 1839 and became a Catholic in 1846—declared in the Rambler that the delusion of past years had now been banished by the Judgment. ‘[T]he “Church of their Baptism” knew nothing about Baptism itself’, and they who had attacked the doctrine of justification by ‘sola fidei’ were now seeking justification by ‘Hope only’. His conclusion was uncompromising: ‘The Anglo Catholic school is, indeed, from this time, extinct in the nation’ (Simpson 1850: 396). He could find no intellectual justification for those ‘former’ Anglo-Catholics who remained in the Church of England. The hour had come for them to take their stand for God or for the world. Simpson, with many of the converts, could not conceive that after all that had happened they could continue in good faith within the Anglican Church. If they now preferred to remain, they would be doing so because of their attachment to worldly advantage, the ties of flesh and blood, and so on. Their renunciation of principle discredited them as a party; their credibility was irreparably damaged.

WHAT IS THE FAITH OF THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND?

Christ had founded the Church’s powers, they said, on an apostolic succession reaching back to the first commission of the apostles. The bedrock of the Church’s faith was also to be sought in Antiquity, in the purity of faith of the united Church, and the path to this faith was clearly signposted. The Reformers themselves, in their effort to purify the Church from the corruptions accumulated over centuries, had appealed from the corrupt present-day Church to the Primitive Church of the Fathers. High Churchmen had later rallied under this banner and the Tractarians joined their ranks. The study of the Fathers, they felt, would restore and vindicate the Catholic doctrine of the Church of England, while condemning at the same time the Dissenters and the Church of Rome. In the classic formulation of the Vincentian Rule, the Church should hold fast to what had been believed everywhere, always, and by all (quod ubique, quod semper, quod ab omnibus creditum est). Antiquity was prescriptive.

Tractarian use of the Vincentian rule of faith progressively recovered from the Fathers’ writings the doctrines of the Church as the mystical body of Christ, of the sacraments (baptismal regeneration, the eucharistic sacrifice and the real presence, sacramental confession), of justification, and so on. The fact that those doctrines looked ever more like the beliefs of the Roman Church was no objection: they were part of the common patrimony of the whole Catholic Church and, therefore, also of the Church of England, as one of its branches. If the religious establishment in England were Catholic and apostolic, they thought, ‘it will endure Catholic and Apostolic principles; no one doubts it can endure Erastian; no one doubts it can be patient of Protestant’ (Newman 1850: 41). The Tractarians would repeatedly put his proposition to the test. Tract 90 was a veritable doctrinal touchstone for the catholicity of the Church of England. It encountered a formidable opposition. The bishops, in an unprecedented show of episcopal consensus, displayed in charges and sermons their antagonism to Newman’s attempt to make Catholic doctrine compatible with the Articles.

Even their former allies in the High Church party began to put clear water between themselves and the Tractarians. The realization slowly dawned on them that they had been following a mirage. John Gordon gave voice to this new perception:


Anglicanism [the Tractarian idea of it] as a theory, as a complete set of doctrines viewed in one, as a faith or creed, is absolutely a novelty. Some divines may have held some of the doctrines; but how many have held all? And how many have held all on the Anglican theory, and held that theory and those doctrines to be the distinctive authoritative teaching of the Church of England as such? (Gordon 1849: 19)



The question was: were those doctrines authoritative? ‘That only is the distinctive and characteristic doctrine of a Church which is taught authoritatively by the Church…. Authoritative doctrines must be expressly and explicitly taught as such by the Church as Church.’ The answer was that the Anglicanism the Tractarians propounded, both as a theory and in its peculiar doctrines, had never been, ‘in any sense, the distinctive and authoritative teaching of the Church of England’ (Gordon 1849: 15–16). Newman had said almost as much in his Prophetical Office (Newman 1837: 20–1).

As a matter of fact, the converts would say, the nature of the authoritative teaching of the Anglican Church was an open question. It seemed that the Established Church taught authoritatively barely anything at a doctrinal level. She was content with claiming that it belonged to her the office of teaching, without discharging it (R. Wilberforce 1854: 279). In this respect, John Bird Sumner, Archbishop of Canterbury (1848–62), was an easy target for the more quarrelsome of those intent on showing the absence of a doctrinal authority within the Church of England. William Maskell, in his correspondence with the archbishop, asked about the sacraments in general: whether he could teach baptismal regeneration, or that the orders transmitted through the episcopate were of the essence of the Christian Church, or that priests have the power of absolving sin, and so on. Sumner responded that one could teach only what is contained in Holy Scripture, and abdicated any authority or responsibility to define doctrine: ‘Now, whether the doctrines concerning which you enquire are contained in the word of God, and can be proved thereby, you have the same means of discovering as myself, and I have no special authority to declare’ (Maskell 1850b: 15). Maskell responded by resigning his cure of souls, ‘because’, he wrote, ‘I have no doctrines and no Faith to teach, as certainly the Faith and doctrines of the English Church’ (Maskell 1850b: 77). R. W. Gawthorn, a convert ex-Anglican clergyman, also wrote to Sumner, under a false name, to ask the archbishop about the validity of non-episcopal ordinations. ‘I hardly imagine’, wrote the archbishop in his response, ‘that there are two bishops on the bench, or one clergymen in fifty throughout our Church, who would deny the validity of the orders of those pastors, solely on account of their wanting the imposition of Episcopal hands’ (Browne 1856: 196). Gawthorn lost no time in making the answer public, even though Sumner’s letter had been clearly marked ‘Private’.

It was not enough to say that the Creeds were the sum total of the faith to be believed by Anglicans when one of its articles—‘we believe in one baptism unto remission of sin’—was open to contrasting interpretations. As Robert Wilberforce put it: ‘To allow an Article of Faith to be denied, was to abandon the principle of Authority, and, therefore, to lose that which was essential to the vitality of the Church’ (R. Wilberforce 1854: 280). That general impression was widely shared. When Miss Williams, the school mistress at St Saviour’s (Leeds), converted to Rome she claimed that her doubts about the Church of England had been confirmed by the want of any fixed teaching in it and by the opposition made to orthodox teaching by the authorities in the English Church whenever they did teach (Pollen 1851: 146).

The converts claimed that there were still some few beliefs generally maintained by the majority of Anglicans but these were being continually eroded. The course of the Anglican Church was inexorably downwards: error waxed while truth disappeared. It conformed itself to the state of public opinion among the English people. The Church of England would not pronounce judgement among its factions. As a result, the Lutheranism of Edward VI, the hierarchical Calvinism of Elizabeth, the ceremonial Arminianism of James I, the Episcopalian antiquarianism of the Restoration, and the Latitudinarianism of William III coexisted within it in open contradiction and almost perpetual controversy. The Church at the Reformation had accepted the sovereign as the source of doctrine, and the sovereign had abdicated that power on the people: private judgement reigned now supreme. The process of dissolution was relentless. Manning considered that separation from the Catholic Church at the Reformation meant the loss of divine guidance and of support to preserve the faith intact and to develop it (Manning 1869: 25–6).

The Oxford Movement had been a reaction against that trend. The Tractarians had waged a vigorous campaign to recover lost or neglected Catholic doctrine; and they had performed a providential service by slowing the decline of the Church of England towards rationalism. Their attempt, however, had involved several internal contradictions. While the Tractarians acknowledged the Church as the pillar of truth, they spoke of teaching the Church what the Church had not taught them. The originators of the Movement confessed they had been ‘forcing upon the Establishment doctrines from which it revolted, doctrines with which it had never given signs of coalescing, doctrines which tended they knew not whither’ (Newman 1850: 32). Anglo-Catholic teaching was uncongenial to the Church of England: it was not its natural development, it could not be assimilated by it and, as a foreign substance, it floated upon the mass of the Church like oil upon water. As a matter of fact, the Tractarians were trying to arrest the malady by the very means that had provoked it in the first place: private judgement. It was as much private judgement to put sola scriptura in the hands of the individual as to put Scripture and the Fathers.

The Oxford Movement’s banner, Newman observed, had been ‘the professed abnegation of private judgement’, but now ‘it was to be the professed exercise of it’ (Newman 1850: 134). Their only argument for toleration within the Anglican Church was to claim for themselves, with whatever inconsistency, the right of private judgement: that they might be allowed at least the same latitude granted to the Latitudinarians. The colours they had fought against had now become a flag of convenience under which they sought refuge: ‘now you would be a party knowingly and on principle, and will be erected on a party basis. You cannot be what you were. You will no longer be Anglo-Catholics, but Patristic-Protestants’ (Newman 1850: 127). God had not created his Church for the protection of private judgement: ‘private judgment is quite able to take care of itself’ (Newman 1850: 178). The Tractarians had professed to hold their doctrines on authority, on the authority of the Church, but their Church disclaimed those doctrines. They had proclaimed the insufficiency of private judgement. Now they were condemned by their own theory. The inexorable conclusion stared them in the face: ‘Anglican [Tractarian] theory, as such, is utterly untenable on its own or any Catholic principles’ (Gordon 1849: 16).

Some of the converts were asked: Could you not have remained in the Church of England and continued teaching those doctrines? If you still say that all this is true, why should you leave the Anglican Church, and go away from your parish and your flock? You have taught all this for many years, why not go on teaching it as you have done in times past? Henry Wilberforce answered these questions as follows: ‘I will tell you why, because it pleased God that I saw by little and little that the Church of England is not the true Church which God set up in Jerusalem 1800 years ago; but a new Church which was set up by men only 300 years ago’ (H. Wilberforce 1851: 13). The events of the last few years might have touched on particular points but they had posed a fundamental question: Is the Anglican Church the Church founded by Christ? The answer was in the negative. The options before them were clearly defined: they must either give up their doctrines, or give up the idea of a Church, or give up the English Church. They had gone to the pure source of Antiquity to learn their faith; they had in the end found that the Catholic Church was the only body which professed to teach and taught authoritatively, as a Church, the Catholic faith they had embraced. As Gordon was to put it: ‘according to all principles and doctrines which I had embraced, and which I found it impossible to give up, either the Roman Catholic Church was THE Church and our Church, or that there was no longer a Church on earth’ (Gordon 1849: 16).

What Newman had done at the doctrinal level with Tract 90 was tried at the practical level by Oakeley at Margaret Street Chapel and after 1845 by St Saviour’s (Leeds). The intention of Pusey, the patron of St Saviour’s, and of its clergy, was to put into practice the sacramental and devotional aspects of the Movement, and to show that the Church of England could provide for the deeper spiritual longings of her children by offering them the full ‘sacramental system’: frequent celebration of the eucharist in a dignified and solemn way, stress on the real presence, offering confession, and so on. St Saviour’s proved to be another egregious failed experiment. The new church, unfortunately, came into the world at an inauspicious time. It was consecrated two weeks after Newman’s conversion to Rome and it operated from the outset under a cloud of suspicion. The clergy, however, were ready to labour for a time under the ‘external’ disapproval of apostolic authority, convinced that they were following apostolic tradition. The Church of England might not teach the ‘sacramental system’, but they had no doubts that


the points of doctrine on which their deeper work rested were true. They ventured for them, and planted them, and fought for them on behalf of the Church of England, though disowned and denounced for doing so. They worked in the dark, but in firm faith that the Church of England could not in them disown, sooner or later, what she could not deny to be Catholic doctrine. (Pollen 1851: 195)



They felt, rather optimistically, that Tractarianism, when tolerated, would have absorbed the Protestant tradition. They were not to be tolerated. The clergy at St Saviour’s soon encountered the opposition of Walter Farquhar Hook, the vicar of Leeds, as well as that of the bishop of Ripon. Not surprisingly, the history of the church from its consecration to 1851 was punctuated by the progressive secession to Rome of the majority of its clergy, especially after the Privy Council decision in the Gorham Judgment.

THE CATHOLIC REVIVAL A WORK OF THE HOLY SPIRIT

The Movement, at least in its professed aim, had failed. Many Tractarians came round to the opinion that the attempt to infuse the Roman spirit into the Anglican body was, in Gospel terms, like putting new wine into old skins. They, however, did not think that Tractarianism had been a futile experiment. The Oxford Movement was considered, even by its critics, to have brought about a revival within the Church of England. William Stubbs, who as an Oxford student had been deeply influenced by Pusey and Tractarian ideas, would many years later claim that the Oxford Movement had an enduring influence in the deepening of knowledge, the improvement of education, the arousing of spiritual energies and missionary zeal, the promotion of Christian art, and many other aspects of Church life. He thought that what had been personal and reactionary in the Movement had failed. Most Anglicans would have agreed with this estimation; fewer might have subscribed to his further contention that ‘never since the Reformation had there been such a change, and [that] the influences that wrought it were more intellectual and more spiritual than those which effected the Reformation’ (Stubbs 1899: 54).

The converts, while agreeing with that estimation of the Oxford Movement, viewed it in different light. The rapid expansion and extraordinary influence of the Movement suggested to the Tractarians that it had not been merely the result of human causes; these could not have brought about such remarkable fruits. They were convinced that it was part of a divine plan and that it had developed under God’s protection. Some, among them Robert Wilberforce, had seen the Evangelical and Tractarian renewals as part of one and the same divine initiative: the first had revitalized the devotional-spiritual life of the Church, while the second, building on the foundations laid by the Evangelical Revival and bringing it to completeness, had brought about the recovery of much Catholic truth (R. Wilberforce 1851). The Tractarians had at first thought that God intended the Oxford Movement as a means to bring out the true nature and character of the English Church. This had proved not to be the case. The Anglican Church had shown its true colours, and these were Protestant. They, however, did not abandon their providentialist interpretation of the phenomenon. ‘Providence,’ Newman would say, ‘does nothing in vain; so much earnestness, zeal, toil, thought, religiousness, success, as has been expended or exhibited in the history of that movement, most surely have a place also in His scheme, and in His dealings towards His Church on this country, if we could discern what it was. He has excited aspirations, matured good thoughts, and prospered pious undertakings arising out of them: not for nothing surely,—then for what? Wherefore?’ (Newman 1850: 83). The answer, for them, was an obvious one. The strange rise and sudden spread of Catholic principles within the Church of England had been intended to lead some of its members on to see the beauty of the Catholic system, and then to convince them that they could not find what they sought within her. The Spirit was ‘drawing men step by step, out of the illusions and falsehoods of the Anglican separation into the unity of the only Church’ (Manning 1877: 178). It was a work of the Holy Spirit in the souls of individuals; these were graces conferred not by the Anglican Church, nor through it, but in it. The graces those individuals had received had not been granted to detain them in the Church of England but to call them out of it, while Anglicanism continued fulfilling its nature and its destiny; that is, sliding into rationalism and progressive loss of faith (Newman 1850: 10–12; Manning 1864: 18–20).

Oakeley would claim that ‘[o]ne benefit, then, which I hope will result from its failure is, that of removing the veil which has hitherto obstructed their view of the claims of the Holy Catholic Church. Many of us would fain have been Roman without ceasing to be Anglicans…. That Rome must be restored to us sooner or later, many of us have long seen and felt; and the hope we cherished was, that the force of the transition might be broken, and the eventual substitution come about through a gradual process of absorption. But others would not have it so, and perhaps they were right’ (Oakeley 1845: 34–5). Gordon, for his part, confessed: ‘It was Anglicanism that led me to the Church of Rome. I thankfully acknowledge it.’ Tractarianism, Anglo-Catholicism, had been a serviceable instrument to bring men to Rome but no more: ‘as a resting place in itself, as a consistent system, it is, to my mind, the most unsatisfactory and delusive’ (Gordon 1849: 34). It created certain spiritual wants but was unable to satisfy them.

The converts perceived a second string to God’s providential plan for the Movement. It was a work of the Holy Spirit at the very heart of the English Church, where the voice and teaching of the Catholic Church could never be heard, bringing out Catholic doctrine from ancient stores. In this way, the Holy Spirit was preparing Anglican minds to take the final step, conversion to Rome, by restoring ‘the line of continuity between the intelligence of the English people and the intelligence of the universal Church’ (Manning 1877: 83). What was before not held by any but Catholics, or at most only in fragmentary portions by isolated persons, was now professed by thousands within the Establishment (Newman 1850: 10).

Newman writing in 1850 to those of the Movement who had remained in the Church of England, drew an uncompromising conclusion: they could not remain where they were. To do so would be a futile attempt to perpetuate in the national Church a form of opinion which the national Church as a whole disowned. They had thought of themselves as the true soul of the Church of England, destined to inspire new life into that ailing body. The body, however, had corporately rejected them, as a body rejects an alien substance it cannot assimilate. They had believed in a mirage, the result of projecting the doctrine of the Church they had found in the Fathers onto the Church of England. The spell, however, had been broken and the vision had vanished. The Oxford Movement as such was dead: its main principles had been fatally compromised and its hope of turning the Church of England into a Catholic channel had proved empty. It had been a rude awakening for many of them. They, however, should not abandon the dream; there was something real and true in it. They had become Catholics in thought and practice; they and their principles would find safe lodging and peace only in their true home. They could not, Newman insisted, change the nature of the Establishment, turning it into a Church. If they were to be true to their principles, they should move from a position in which these could not find fulfilment and seek those principles in their true home (Newman 1850: 55, 108).

The Tractarians had rooted the Movement on their general theory of religious knowledge. ‘Life consists or manifests itself in activity of principle…. Each kind of life is to be referred, and it is congenial, to its own principle. Principles, distinct from each other, will not take root and flourish in bodies to which respectively they are foreign.’ Newman would later point out to those who still remained the Church of England: ‘is it not as plain as day, that the Establishment is not your place, since it is no place for your principles’ (Newman 1850: 37–8, 138). The loss of principle, according to Tractarian theory of religious knowledge, meant that Catholic doctrines could not survive and develop; they would either be lost or be stunted by growing in uncongenial soil. Some, ‘in obedience to the force of Catholic principles had advanced to the very gates of the Catholic Church, and then fearing or refusing to go on, have given up their principles, and become what is equally painful for Anglicans and Catholics to think they should become’ (Gordon 1849: 89–90). Manning could write to Robert Wilberforce (20 January 1854): ‘I see men who once believed with even clearer light than I did, now professing not to believe this or that particular; and what is worst of all, I believe they say so truly; for what ought to be obeyed when believed, passes away … If I trust the men who speak, I the more fear for them, for the truth has been lost’ (Purcell 1896: II.36).
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CHAPTER 40



RECONSIDERING THE MOVEMENT AFTER THE 1845 CRISIS



KENNETH MACNAB

ON the Feast of St Peter 1847, Edward Bouverie Pusey penned a sentence of masterly understatement. ‘Three eventful years have now passed by since the Editor [Pusey] began adapting this little series of devotional works’ (Pusey 1848: iii). The process of translating and editing the Marian meditations of the seventeenth-century Catholic spiritual writer Jacobus Merlo Horstius (or ‘Horst’ in the Anglicized form of his name) had first suggested itself to Pusey earlier in the 1840s. He had parcelled out the various sections of the book to friends and colleagues, many of whom were Tractarians slightly younger than the Professor of Hebrew himself. Much of the work was complete by the middle of 1845. The fact that the book was not published for another three years bears silent witness to the turmoil which was unleashed on the Oxford Movement by the conversion to Roman Catholicism of John Henry Newman and several of his friends and followers as the book was in production. Everything for which the Tractarians had striven—nothing less than a restoration of Catholic faith and life to the Church of England—seemed to have been knocked off course. The validity of the Catholic Revival was now questioned not just by critics, whether Protestant or Roman Catholic, who had always stood outside its ranks. Now it was opposed, either explicitly or implicitly, by men who had until very recently been at its heart. Why did the conversions pose such extraordinarily painful questions to the Tractarians who remained in the Church of England? How did the Tractarians respond to those friends and fellow-travellers who had once shared their vision?

‘Eventful’ is a mild word to describe the challenges which the Oxford Movement’s senior figures faced, none more so than Pusey, John Keble, and Charles Marriott, dean of Oriel College in 1845 and Newman’s successor-but-one as vicar of the University Church of St Mary the Virgin from 1850. The ways in which their writings, letters, sermons, and actions addressed the ecclesiological questions posed by the conversions have much to say about their vision of the Church of England and the principles for which they had argued during the previous two decades. In Tract 1 Newman had issued a cry to rally to the defence of the fundamental principle of the Apostolic ministry:


all we, who have been ordained Clergy, in the very form of our ordination acknowledged the doctrine of the APOSTOLICAL SUCCESSION. And for the same reason, we must necessarily consider none to be really ordained who have not thus been ordained. For if ordination is a divine ordinance, it must be necessary; and if it is not a divine ordinance, how dare we use it? Therefore all who use it, all of us, must consider it necessary. As well might we pretend the Sacraments are not necessary to Salvation, while we make use of the offices of the Liturgy; for when GOD appoints means of grace, they are the means. (Newman 1834: 3)



The conversions had assailed the bedrock of the Oxford Movement: the claim that Anglicans shared in the apostolic ministry with other Catholic Christians. The conditional baptisms, ‘First Confessions’ and ‘First Holy Communions’ of all the converts, and in particular the new lives as Roman Catholic laymen being lived by those who had once lived and prayed believing themselves to be priests ordained by bishops in the apostolic succession tugged at the heart-strings of those who had been fellow workers in the vineyard. It was indeed, as Newman had famously said when preaching for the last time as an Anglican, a ‘parting of friends’.

Most of these friendships had borne the heat of the day. However, far more significant than the sentimental damage done to long-established friendships was the sense that erstwhile friends now believed others to be in peril of damnation. To take one example, in December 1846 Albany James Christie, until recently a young Fellow of Oriel, whom Pusey had regarded as something of a protégé, wrote a blistering letter from Maryvale. Christie reminded Pusey of the influence he had over young men. As long as Pusey kept men in the Church of England they were damned. For Christie this had a particularly personal edge. ‘My dearest brother is in danger of eternal loss, through, as I believe, your influence’ (Christie to Pusey, 13 December 1846). It is perhaps hard to imagine Newman writing in such outspoken terms but the point stood. Tractarians could only stay in the Church of England in good conscience if they were convinced that their names could still be written in the Book of Life.

At one level, however, it is perhaps surprising that the conversion of Newman caused such disruption. Although recent research at Oriel has shown that while living at Littlemore he did not sever his ties with the college as much as was once thought, he had deliberately put some distance between himself and his former ministry in the university. In four years Oxford almost completely re-populates itself at undergraduate level. Most of the undergraduates who had flocked to hear him in the pulpit of St Mary’s in the 1830s had left the university. More than this, Newman’s conversion had been so long expected that it did not come as a bolt from the blue. His friends had been only too aware of the agonies which he had known since the storm over Tract 90. In Easter Week 1845 Pusey commented to Keble, ‘It looks like an approaching parting. I fear, whenever it is, the rent in our poor Church will be terrible’ (Pusey to Keble, 28 March 1845). However, the impact when it eventually came was undiminished. Although some historians and writers of memoirs have played down its significance, R. W. Church, for all his faults the most eloquent, important, and influential nineteenth-century historian of the Oxford Movement, described Newman’s conversion as ‘The Catastrophe’ (Church 1970: 258). F. L. Cross, who was not afraid to challenge received Newman orthodoxies, argued that ‘Newman’s secession to Rome in 1845 was the most important single event in the history of the Anglo-Catholic Revival’ (Cross 1933: 130). Pusey, barely a week after the event itself, wrote in print, ‘It is perhaps the greatest event which has happened since the Communion of the Churches has been interrupted …’ (Liddon 1893–7: IV.461).

With the conversion of Newman and those whose conversions were roughly contemporaneous, the Tractarians were asked as never before, ‘What has it all been for?’ James Pereiro summarized the position in which they found themselves: ‘[W]hat, if any, was the providential direction of the Oxford Movement? Did providence intend to restore the Anglican Church to its lost perfection, or to direct people to Rome?’ (Pereiro 2008: 237). They had roundly defended Tract 90 both in its conclusions about the possibility of interpreting the Church of England’s formularies in a Catholic way and in the methodology which Newman had used in reading those formularies. Had Newman effectively disowned the Tract and allied himself with those who had criticized it all along?

Newman’s reception coincided with two important projects in which Tractarian principles were to be applied to Anglican life far from the academic concerns of Oxford. It is striking that Pusey’s correspondence in the autumn of 1845 is, in fact, not dominated by Newman’s case. Far more paper and ink was spent on the preparations for the imminent consecration of St Saviour’s Church in Leeds on 28 October. While the news from Littlemore hovered in the background, haunting the extensive correspondence between Pusey and W. F. Hook, the vicar of Leeds, there were only fleeting suggestions that everything might have been called off. By contrast, the consecration service itself was planned with dignified ceremonial (if unspectacular perhaps by later standards) and an accompanying course of sermons in which the theme of penitence and sacramental confession loomed large. Marriott clearly saw St Saviour’s (built with Pusey’s money, if anonymously) as the opportunity to construct a model Tractarian parish in an area of urban deprivation. Prevented by illness from travelling to Leeds, Marriott summarized the plans to Bishop Selwyn of New Zealand in a letter written from Oriel:


The Church is to be served by a little College of Clergy living together, who I hope may set a good example. The Consecration is to be followed up by a course of Services, with Sermons on solemn themes, arranged in order, with a view to awakening people. This is a thing frequently done in France under the name of ‘Mission’ and accompanied with Catechizing, and receiving general Confession. (Marriott to G. A. Selwyn, 28 October 1845)



An even more radical project dominated Pusey’s correspondence in the autumn of 1845 and early months of 1846. These were the earliest days of the revival of the religious life and the establishing of sisterhoods. As in the case of the new forms of parish life, the re-establishment of the religious life relied on studying and adapting Roman Catholic models, particularly those from France. Marian Hughes had gone on a tour of convents in Northern France after she had made her vows to Pusey and received Holy Communion at Newman’s hand in 1841, and the future Cardinal Wiseman had given Pusey information on the horarium of the Sisters of Mercy (Wiseman to Pusey, 1 August 1845). In the winter of 1845–6 the Park Village Community was in its infancy. Establishing and directing the Sisters’ spiritual life and corresponding with potential Sisters and their families occupied a large percentage of Pusey’s time.

Similarly, Marriott’s correspondence indicates that he was extraordinarily busy with as many irons in the fire as Pusey, if not more. His long letters to Bishop Selwyn in New Zealand and to his cousin in Tasmania gave revealing summaries of Anglican Church life and his own plans. He was involved in one capacity or another with half of the volumes in the Library of the Fathers. At the same time he drew up plans for a Commentary on Holy Scripture on a large scale of which only Pusey’s work on the prophets appeared in print. He was also kept busy with practical plans for a college for poor students in Oxford which would offer a university education to young men, mostly thinking of ordination. He spent much of his time raising money and pledges of support and managed to buy a plot of land on Headington Hill for the scheme, although he dreamed of exchanging it at some future date for a site in the heart of the city. Hence the crisis precipitated by Newman’s conversion came at a time of great activity for the Oxford Movement, when it was breaking new ground.

For some Protestant Anglicans, Newman’s conversion proved once and for all what opponents of the Oxford Movement had long believed, namely that there was something fundamentally un-Anglican, disloyal, and morally reprehensible about the whole Catholic Revival. Newman had, at least, seen the error of his ways and had followed the natural logic of the position he had held for years and had committed to print in Tract 90. Hook, who had been a good friend to Pusey and supported his plans for St Saviour’s, became increasingly outspoken about the converts, particularly in private correspondence. He was to see several of the first generation of young priests who worked at St Saviour’s follow Newman’s lead in 1847. For Hook, ‘Newman’s behaviour showed that he was a pervert, a man who loved darkness above light; by going over to Rome he and those who had followed him had proved that they were under the influence of Satan, who had again transformed himself into the appearance of an angel of light’ (Hook to Pusey, 7 November 1846). However, in Hook’s eyes, even Newman and the Leeds converts who had caused him so much anguish close to home were at least more honest than those who had stayed in the Church of England in order to corrupt others from within (Hook 1847: 51).

Preaching before the University of Oxford a month after the news from Littlemore, William Sewell of Exeter College took a different line (Sewell 1845: 7). He dismissed the notion that the converts’ actions, however regrettable, had been made imperative by their consciences. At the heart of the debates of the previous twelve years had been the restoration of the idea of objective truth to be found with authority in the teaching office of the Church, over and against a private judgement. It is spiritual pride which leads one to rely on private judgement. The question, as Sewell framed it, was this: where had God entrusted the cure of souls in this land? Did it lie with the pope of Rome or with the bishops of the national Church? Sewell, a friend to many of the converts, was not without human sympathy. They were good men who lived pure lives of genuine devotion, but the Tempter had found some way of exploiting their individual characters to make them fail to realize that they were exalting their own private judgement.

Isaac Williams, who had known Newman for many years and had been closer to him and the other converts than Sewell, offered a more psychological explanation which seems to bear the scars of bereavement (Williams 1892: 108–25). For Williams, developing an idea which Samuel Wilberforce had aired earlier, one explanation of the converts’ move was the fact that they had not been brought up in the older High Church tradition and hence were ‘passing through’ Tractarianism on a path which took them from Evangelicalism or even Nonconformity to Roman Catholicism. Had they enjoyed the benefit of a firm High Anglican religious formation, they would have been equipped to resist the temptations of Roman Catholic teaching and liturgy. As Pereiro has demonstrated, however, this claim is not borne out by the facts (Pereiro 2008: 215–16). Some of the converts who preceded Newman came from Scottish families who had deep roots in the High Church and often Jacobite Episcopalian world. Others who remained in the Church of England had made significant spiritual journeys.

The childhood of John Keble, often held up as a shining example of a Tractarian raised in the old High Church tradition, is notoriously difficult to pin down. Certainly Keble’s father, in his long parish ministry at Fairford, does not seem to have had particularly strong links with the High Churchmen of the pre-Tractarian generation. More tellingly, although Pusey would claim that everything he believed and taught he had learned at his mother’s knee (Liddon 1893–7: I.7), it was no secret that he had come late to the Movement and, unusually, had a deep and not entirely unsympathetic knowledge of German Lutheranism. There is little indication that Pusey ever shared Williams’s view although he pointed out in his Letter to the Archbishop of Canterbury of 1842 that some of the pre-Newman converts had been ‘persons not at all instructed in the character of our Church, who sought in Rome what they might have found in our own church, had they allowed themselves time to be instructed in her teaching’ (Pusey 1842: 35).

Pusey, in fact, provided the most sympathetic and nuanced epitaph to Newman’s Anglican life, even if at times it reads as though he was desperately looking for a silver lining. Unusually, his ideas tripped over each other with remarkable speed. Pusey’s letter to The English Churchman of 16 October 1845, ostensibly addressed to Keble, repays close reading. Pusey wore his heart on his sleeve. ‘Even amid our present sorrows it goes to the heart to look at [Newman], and think how devotedly he worked for our Church; how he strove to build her up.’ Pusey rehearsed a wide range of arguments. Was it the case that Newman was too sensitive to criticism? Where ‘dulled minds like my own’ could cope with conflict, Newman’s could not. Had Roman Catholic prayers for Newman—which Pusey knew were offered on the Continent—been more faithful and more efficacious than the weak prayers, devoid of love, offered by his Anglican friends? Would the confusion and distress have been avoided had Anglicans prayed harder for him?

However, even in his sorrow, Pusey was confident that God would not desert the Church of England and would at some point make sense out of the loss which Newman’s friends were currently feeling. If the Church of England had made the most remarkable gift to the Catholic Church, she had not made it deliberately. Indeed, the Church of England was culpable because she ‘has not known how to employ him’. In a remarkable phrase, Pusey tried to envisage the best result for the whole Church and the least painful way of looking at the situation from an Anglican vantage point:


[Newman] seems then to me not so much gone from us, as transplanted into another part of the Vineyard, where the full energies of his powerful mind can be employed, which here they were not. (Liddon 1893–7: II.462)



Perhaps Newman’s ministry as a Roman Catholic would lead Catholics to understand what was good and valuable in the Church of England. The Tractarians’ ecumenical vision of corporate reunion was invoked. ‘What now hinders the union of the Western Church will fall off’. Crucially, for Pusey, Newman’s conversion was not a cause for Anglican despair. ‘You [Keble], too, will have seen, within these last few years, God’s work with the souls in our Church. For myself, I am even now far more hopeful as to our Church than at any former period—far more, than when outwardly things seemed most prosperous’. The restoration of the Church of England for which Pusey and Newman had worked together was to be all the more important. The twenty-two years of their friendship had seen life spring up not simply in individuals but in the Church of England as a whole. This work would go on in the altered circumstances.

Even today, Pusey’s letter reads as an extraordinary testimony to a deep friendship. It was one thing to go into print; it was, however, quite different to meet Newman face to face. On 10 December 1845 Newman wrote to Dalgairns, ‘I saw Pusey on my way to Prior Park with Coffin—he was tried to see me, and looked thin and pale…. He has been extremely pained to find from Faber’s and Oakeley’s proceedings that after all we really mean to proselyte [sic], instead of considering ourselves transferred to another part of the vineyard …’ (LDN XI.57). It was clear to Newman that the friends he had left behind were in a highly-wrought emotional state. A week later he informed Dalgairns that ‘I wonder whether P[usey]’s over-severity arises from secret misgivings. C. M[arriott] I think is getting rather excited. Church is the only person (with Johnson) whom I can speak to. Copeland wont [sic] speak, but lets everything run off him’ (LDN XI.67). Newman’s visit to a sick Pusey at Tenby in August 1846 was a fraught experience. Pusey was less seriously ill than Newman had been led to believe and the atmosphere was particularly strained. Clearly, from his letters, Newman was motivated by more than a simple call to a friend’s bedside. He commented dryly upon his return,


I cannot fancy a person in so perfectly hopeless a state, humanly speaking, as to conversion. He does not seem to have the capacity, or the faintest elements of a change. I have never had so bootless, or rather so sorrowful, a toil. It was ‘labour lost and sorrow earned.’ And such a stupid waste of money, when one thinks the number of books which could have been bought instead. (LDN XI.222)



It was to be nearly two decades before the three friends—Newman, Keble, and Pusey—were to be in the same room together, more by accident than design, at Hursley in September 1865.

Without obviously knowing it, both sides of the divide fought over the ghost of Hurrell Froude. In January 1846 Newman wrote to Maria Giberne from Littlemore in a dark mood.


So many dead, so many separated. My mother gone; my sisters nothing to me, or rather foreign to me; of my greatest friends Froude, Wood, Bowden taken away, all of whom would now be, or be coming, on my side. Other dear friends who are preserved in life not moving with me; Pusey strongly bent on an opposite course, Williams protesting against my conduct as rationalistic, and, dying—Rogers and J. Mozley viewing it with utter repugnance. (LDN XI.102)



Keble came to the opposite conclusion about what Froude would have done. Writing to W. J. Copeland, living alone at Littlemore in the spring of 1846, Keble urged him to remain in the Church of England. ‘I can truly say that everything which has happened during the last six months seems to me to tell in one way, i.e. to satisfy one more and more that it is one’s duty to remain where one’s lot is cast, and make the best of it…. I somehow feel certain that dear H. Froude would say the same were he with us now’ (Battiscombe 1963: 277).

Keble defended the Tractarian position to unsettled correspondents on the grounds of not abandoning the place where God had put them, taking heart from the Orthodox parts of the Christian world acknowledged by Rome as possessing valid orders though not in Communion with the Holy See, reserving a more theoretical analysis of the question for the preface to his Academical and Occasional Sermons of 1847. In some respects it is at first sight surprising that these seventy pages of dense writing came from the pen of Keble, the country parson, rather than Pusey, the Regius Professor, but it reminds us of Keble’s academic career as a Fellow of Oriel before he committed himself to pastoral ministry away from the world of the university.

In Keble’s eye, the philosophy of Joseph Butler was Englishmen’s ‘never-failing help in their struggles against practical unbelief’ (Keble 1847: vi). Ironically, this convert from Presbyterianism to the Church of England, who died as bishop of Durham in 1752, was enlisted as Keble’s chief ally in defending the position of those who did not imitate Newman’s conversion. Butler had argued that, in times of debate, the ‘safer way’ is always to be preferred even in the teeth of seemingly contrary evidence. Religious knowledge possesses a certain probationary nature and thus Keble quoted Butler’s argument that ‘probability is the very guide of life…. [W]ould it not be madness for a man to forsake a safe road, and prefer to it one in which he acknowledges there is an even chance he should lose his life, though there were an even chance likewise of his getting safe through it?’ (Keble 1847: viii).

Keble applied this principle to the situation although he was not unaware of the potential which the converts had to use Butler’s probability principle to support their own cause. On all sides, the certainties of Rome would seem to offer a ‘safer way’ than the more amorphous ecclesiology of the Anglican Communion. Keble criticized this conclusion. ‘[W]hen we come to analyse it, it clearly assumes the utilitarian theory of morals’ (Keble 1847: xv). In a world under a moral Governor, ‘ “the safe way” in uncertain cases must be that which is most agreeable to the duties we are before certain of’ (Keble 1847: xvi). Thus for Keble there was a conservative principle which is more than just a paralysed fear of change and overlaps with a strong notion of providence.


Mere contentment and resignation to the Divine will, which has cast our lot where it is, in spiritual and intellectual no less than in temporal respects, ought in all reason to make us slow to change. I am where God has seen fit to place me; surely this one consideration entitles me to throw the burden of proof entirely on those who call on me to alter my profession. (Keble 1847: xviii)



Keble’s analysis certainly did not rule out the idea that God may call people out of a former dispensation. He insisted, however, that one must ‘discern unequivocal manifestations of God’s will calling you out of it’ and this discernment must be made with a high degree of ‘wise self-distrust’ (Keble 1847: xix). Furthermore, membership of the Church requires a Christian to love and respect his brethren. The Christian should not be suspicious of his fellow individual’s motives and beliefs, and he must beware of causing even one of those brethren to sin. ‘No personal interest, surely, of his own, not even the most immediate peril of his own soul, can exempt a Christian man from the necessity of attending to the effect of his behaviour on others’ (Keble 1847: xxi).

Keble conveniently summarized these considerations as ‘five points in which the moral sense may come in to determine “the safest way:” … We may ask ourselves, which of two decisions is more in unison, first, with contentment; secondly, with intellectual modesty; thirdly, with contrition; fourthly, with love of sanctity in others; fifthly, with fear of giving offence’ (Keble 1847: xxi–xxii). Applying the five points to the situation of the 1840s, Keble admitted that the ancient, world-wide vision of Rome, its definite system of doctrine and poetical liturgy, had much to attract over and against a small Christian body in which Tudor monarchs seemed more influential than the great saints of Catholic history. Yet intellectual modesty must be applied too. With considerable force, Keble argued that when ‘a person trained in Greece or in England gives in his name to the Church of Rome … [he] is deciding on his own authority what are the limits of the Kingdom of Christ, what the evangelical terms of salvation…. He is consigning millions … to the comparatively forlorn hope of incurable ignorance and uncovenanted mercy. He is doing all this, I say, on his own authority …’ (Keble 1847: xxvi–xxvii).

In applying the principle of contrition, Keble reminded his readers what would be involved in a possible denial of the validity of their baptism. ‘If the Enemy can once persuade us that our Baptism was but a shadow … what will become of our contrition?’ There was a great danger of blaspheming the Holy Ghost, rejecting the methods by which Divine Mercy had fed them throughout their lives. The fourth principle, seeing sanctity in others, brought the anxious Anglican up against devotion to the saints. The Anglican heritage looked to the saintly Christians of East and West. Could it be right to cast off all but those saints whose cults are recognized by Rome? The fifth principle—avoiding giving offence and causing scandal—was obvious from the situation through which they were living. Some may be converted but others would be undermined. Worst of all, perhaps, would be those whose faith would be shaken into unbelief. Perhaps the experiences of J. A. Froude and Mark Pattison spring to mind to the modern reader.

Keble certainly had a genuine respect for Rome. He admired the way in which she had preserved primitive Christian antiquity. Yet he was not afraid to comment on elements that she had added to the Primitive Creed (Keble 1847: xxx). He was more sympathetic to the Greek tradition in his view of Papal Monarchy; he denied that Rome was universal in the totality of the word. ‘Her more external privileges [are] dependent on her inward and spiritual privilege of sanctity’ (Keble 1847: xxxix). While not arguing that the Reformation was in any sense desirable, Keble had a guardedly optimistic confidence that sufficient common elements remained between ‘Greek, Roman and English’ churchmen that ‘the promises about guidance are really fulfilled in the divided Church’ (Keble 1847: xl). He saw a parallel with European medieval Christians. How had they lived at a time when popes and anti-popes were making rival claims for authority and excommunicating each other? ‘They could but abide in the Communion whereunto God’s Providence had called them, desiring and hoping to be in the Catholic Church. And is not this just an account of the duty of the same sort of persons under the present sad division of Christendom? The disputed points are waiting for a general Council to settle them’ (Keble 1847: xlii).

There is much more in the same vein. Keble’s considerations ranged widely from the philosophical (attempting to know everything is an impious thought as faith has not been given to offer full satisfaction for the intellect) to the practical (the potential convert must consider the spiritual dangers his decision may have on another soul). His conclusion, as usual, was framed with a plea to prayer for a Christian unity which lies beyond the submission of individual Christians to the authority of Rome.


Here lies our true Via Pacis, and centre of unity: not to be found by eagerly pressing on to outward communion, but rather by praying for them and with them at a distance: … This, in God’s counsels, may be the kind of unity intended for us, as best suiting our condition, and furthering our probation: an unity of faith, not of sight … (Keble 1847: lxxi)



Keble, whose correspondence reveals a deep humanity and warmth of character at every turn, was unsurprisingly approached for advice by many upset and unsettled friends and put these theoretical points to his various correspondents in a variety of more direct ways. Although relatively few examples were used by R. F. Wilson when compiling the posthumous volume of Letters of Spiritual Counsel and Guidance, published in 1870, two letters give a clear indication of the lines which Keble took in spiritual direction. The Branch Theory of the Church was uppermost in his mind, all three branches sharing the apostolic ministry focused on the celebration of the eucharist. Keble was also very keen to reiterate the argument from Providence, that one is bound to continue thankfully in that Branch of the Church in which Providence has placed him (Keble 1870: 74ff.). When he heard that George Ryder was on the point of being received in May 1846, Keble wrote a letter to his old friend containing most of these arguments. The letter ended with a characteristically warm prayer of blessing. It did not hold Ryder back. Very soon Ryder passed out of the Church of England and out of his family’s life. Ryder’s daughter never forgot the experience of walking past her grandparents’ London house as a young child realizing that she would never be welcome to cross its threshold (Battiscombe 1963: 278).

Newman only had the vaguest expectation that Pusey might follow his lead and seems not even to have entertained the thought that Keble would do the same. Marriott’s case, however, was different. Newman may have had good cause to think that Marriott was another possible convert. Marriott, writing to Pusey at the time of Charles Coffin’s departure from St Mary Magdalen’s, Oxford, commented frankly: ‘Rome offers me everything I wish for externally—now even old friends back again as from the grave—but there is the fear of fighting against God, and of renouncing vows that were not and are not sinful’ (Marriott to Pusey, 6 September 1845). Newman’s diaries recorded several meetings between October and Christmas 1845. Marriott, however, assured Bishop Selwyn in his letter of 28 October 1845, ‘My own hope is to labour on towards the restoration of our Church’; adding the melancholy rider, ‘but it must be heaviness, the best part of my days’ (Marriott to Selwyn, 28 October 1845). Two months after Newman’s reception he assured Pusey that ‘something very overwhelming is required in the first instance, before one can without risk open the mind freely to the thought of leaving the Church in which Providence has placed one’ (Marriott to Pusey, 9 November 1845). Marriott’s next letter to Selwyn, however, written at Bradfield on Christmas Eve, found him in a much darker mood. ‘I hardly know which way to look and scarce find comfort even in prayer’, he confessed; even so, he assured the bishop that he ‘would not give up the cause of the Church, whose appeal I believe to be valid in the Court of Heaven’. Marriott had been reading Newman’s book on Development and, although impressed with much of it, argued that Newman ‘scarcely notices the possibility of exaggeration in development, and he scarcely touches the case of the Greek Church, and the difficulty it makes in the assumption that the mediaeval (Western) Church is the legitimate heir of the Nicene’. Signs of life in parishes where the religious practice had made good progress were straws at which to grasp. Having described one such parish to Selwyn he added, ‘[t]here are those to whom the bare existence of such an instance as I have mentioned is one of the chief reasons for believing that there is still life in our Church’ (Marriott to Selwyn, 24 December 1845).

Throughout 1846 Marriott gave such advice as he could to unsettled Anglicans. Whether he had a firm grasp on the way in which some minds were working may perhaps be doubted. Often names whom he identified as Anglican priests to whom anyone could be referred for confession, more than half were to become Roman Catholics in the near future (Marriott to Pusey, 24 January 1846). Throughout the summer of 1846 he was urging the clergy of St Saviour’s to stay with him for a few days to calm and cheer themselves. At Christmas he cancelled his original plan of going to celebrate the season in Leeds but wondered whether R. G. Macmullen might benefit from a change of parish and leave Leeds to serve as curate at Bradfield (Marriott to Pusey, 27 December 1846). Marriott had failed to appreciate how fast the situation at St Saviour’s had progressed, for on New Year’s Day, Macmullen and two lay members of his congregation were received into the Church of Rome. Hook’s complaint that Pusey had planted a ‘colony of Papists’ at the heart of his parish was made ever more loudly. Marriott was only too glad to make use of Keble’s volume of sermons when it was published later in 1847.


He makes out a very good case, and he certainly demolishes some of those cold technical Romish arguments about ‘safety’ which seem to me, in feeling, blasphemous. I cannot think it is inconsistent with what we believe concerning the Almighty, that any course should be the ‘safest’ which is not also the more dutiful, or that any one can be condemned for not moving, when it is a real fear of sinning that keeps him still … (Marriott to Selwyn, 4 November 1847)



The surviving memoirs of men who knew Marriott well—in particular Burgon and Church, who both worked with him at Oriel—draw a picture of a man of prodigious energies as both a parish priest and a don (Burgon 1891; Church 1970). Stories were told in the parish of St Mary’s about Marriott’s tireless work in the cholera outbreak of the Long Vacation of 1854. He was greatly loved and willing to sit up half the night with anxious friends and pupils. Many different initiatives consumed his time and energies. Among them was his brother’s educational work at the newly founded Bradfield College. It was to Bradfield that he was taken when he collapsed with a stroke in 1855 and where he died, aged only 47, in 1858.

Pusey’s own position towards Rome and the converts was more subtle than most have assumed. Chapter VI of the third volume of Liddon’s Life of Pusey sets out at considerable length his approach. Certainly he bore the brunt of some anti-Newman feeling in Oxford. He was inextricably bound up with the news of the developments and secessions in Leeds where St Saviour’s and Hook were locked in public conflict. Some old friends distanced themselves; of the younger men some chased after Newman’s example and others drifted in the opposite direction. He also was the object of a case in the newspapers which was blown out of proportion by lazy reporting. When the curate of Bawdsey, E. G. K. Browne, became a Roman Catholic in 1847, he was reported as having told someone that he had been received ‘by the express advice of Dr Pusey’. Browne tried to mollify the case by suggesting that Pusey had simply advised that if he could not believe in the apostolic succession in the Church of England it would be better for him to convert.

Pusey faced down the inevitable furore and Browne’s case gave him the opportunity to state his position with as much clarity as possible.


I certainly never turned a young man adrift in this way, to find out for himself that we have the Apostolic Succession…. My argument was, ‘It is a matter of absolute certainty that we have the Apostolic Succession … there is nothing to impair [the Church of England’s] authority over us, and we, in her, have the Sacraments and whatsoever else we need to be saved.’ It is … to me a mystery how persons who are persuaded and know that we have the Sacraments and the Presence of Christ among us, can go elsewhere to seek Him Whom we have. (Liddon 1893–7: III.148–9)



Interestingly, in the 1840s Pusey and Marriott made surprisingly little appeal to arguments about the validity of Anglican ordinations. This was to become a much more pressing ecclesiological question for Anglo-Catholics contemplating conversion following the papal bull Apostolicae Curae in 1896.

For Pusey the biggest single event looming on the horizon during the early weeks of 1846 was the University Sermon of 1 February, his first since the suspension of 1843. Under the circumstances, was it brave or foolhardy of Pusey to preach on penitence? Quite deliberately he would take up as it were where he had left off in 1843. Pusey wisely sought the advice of his friends. Keble suggested writing two sermons to give him the chance to gauge the mood of the occasion. He also suggested twenty-six alterations in the original text (Keble to Pusey, 28 January 1846). Liddon found a pithy way of describing the situation Pusey faced:


In 1843 the charge of Romanizing was in the air, but as yet nothing had occurred to give it point and emphasis. Now, as the Puritan controversialists were never weary of telling the world, not a few of the most accomplished Tractarians and Newman himself had practically admitted its justice—at least in their own case—by their secession to the Roman Catholic Church…. [T]he sermon was anticipated and listened to with greater eagerness—it is probably not too much to say—than any other University sermon in the present century. (Liddon 1893–7: III.59)



Pusey certainly had not ‘played safe’ and he felt that he had no choice. Much of the sermon was given over to practical and spiritual aspects of confession and its connection with the eucharist where Christ is to be found in his real presence. The sermon was a firm statement of everything for which the Tractarians had argued. Jelf feared that Pusey might have run the risk of a second suspension but the university authorities did not act. Pusey had wisely restricted himself to footnotes from the Fathers and from Anglican divines. There could have been no firmer statement of Pusey’s purpose for the future and his present conviction that rumours of the Oxford Movement’s death at Littlemore were exaggerated.

Pusey had more to say. If his sermons had eschewed the use of continental Roman Catholic sources, even if medieval ones, his preface to Horst’s Paradisus certainly made the claim that Catholic devotional books were entirely appropriate for Anglican use. ‘Towards the English Church it did not seem undutiful to think that she was not so independent of all God’s gifts in all other portions of the Church, that nothing might be thence transferred with advantage to her’ (Pusey 1848: v). Only too aware of the converts’ arguments, Pusey addressed the reader further. ‘Glad has been the task to transplant for thee within the Church where God has put thee, fruits which, through His blessing and grace, have nourished many souls to life eternal.’ More than this, ‘[g]lad it is to minister to thy contentment that thou mayest not be tempted to seek elsewhere what God giveth thee within her bosom, through whom He hath nourished thee, and sustained thee all thy life long hitherto’ (Pusey 1848: xiii).

In adapting Horst’s Marian devotions, Pusey made one of the points which Newman had made six years earlier in Tract 90. There was a difference between the long theological tradition of Catholicism, enshrined in the official teaching of the Church through the centuries, and devotional systems known at any one moment. Nearly twenty years later, Pusey revisited this subject when preparing, with Newman’s knowledge, a historical preface to the republishing of Tract 90. Pusey blamed Ward for much of the damage which was done to Newman personally and the Movement in a wider sense. He was firm in his judgement that ‘in the condemnation of Tract 90, a great principle was condemned, essential to the right understanding of our own Church as well as the Roman, and to all righteous and true interpretation of our Articles’ (Pusey 1865: xxi). In Pusey’s eyes, the arguments of Tract 90 had as much force in 1865 as on the day they were published. ‘I believe that Tract 90 did a great work in clearing the Articles from the glosses, which, like barnacles, had encrusted round them. I believe that that work will never be undone, while the Articles shall last’ (Pusey 1865: xxviii).
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CHAPTER 41



LIBERALISM PROTESTANT AND CATHOLIC



JEREMY MORRIS

LIBERALISM IN THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

To judge from ‘Note A’ that Newman added to the second (1865) edition of the Apologia, the struggle against Liberalism constituted almost the central intellectual task, not only of his own life both as an Anglican and as a Catholic, but of many of the prime movers of the Oxford Movement. In a rhetorical move which has been challenged by many, and not least by Newman’s latter-day biographer Frank Turner, Newman there placed the origins of the Movement in the context of a reaction against the incipient Liberalism which had begun to infect many of the most able minds of Oxford in the early decades of the nineteenth century as they sought to reinvigorate and reform the university (Turner 2002). These men, Newman said, ‘were of a character of mind out of which Liberalism might easily grow up, as in fact it did’, though he exonerated them from the charge of actually thinking that they placed reason before faith (Newman 1964: 300). It was Keble, he claimed, who really led the charge against them, as a man who formed his judgments ‘not by processes of reason, by inquiry or by argument, but … by authority’ (Newman 1964: 302). Pace Turner, Newman’s account certainly receives some support from consideration of the alignments that took place in Oxford on the eve of the Great Reform Act of 1832, and especially over the role of its parliamentary member, Robert Peel, in promoting Catholic Emancipation in 1829 (Nockles 1997). The proposition that Liberalism was actually perceived to be a threat to religion and to the Established Church before 1833 can also be demonstrated from various other sources. Pusey, for example, noted as much in the second part of his Historical Enquiry into rationalism in Germany, published in 1830 (Pusey 1830: 418). Turner himself, somewhat against his own argument, quotes Newman writing in the same year to an acquaintance and blaming the Bible Society for its part in promoting Liberalism because of its suspicion of Church authority (Turner 2002: 133–4).

But what did Newman mean by ‘Liberalism’? In the second edition of the Apologia he seemed clear enough on the matter:


Liberalism then is the mistake of subjecting to human judgment those revealed doctrines which are in their nature beyond and independent of it, and of claiming to determine on intrinsic grounds the truth and value of propositions which rest for their reception simply on the external authority of the Divine Word. (Newman 1964: 300)



The propositions he proceeded to elaborate, and which have passed into notoriety as one of the more succinct and perceptive statements of contemporary criticism of the Liberalism of the nineteenth century, were in some measure not much more than a drawing-out of this description. But it is worth noting, even so, that the propositions pass from strictly religious or doctrinal matters into questions ultimately of political theory, and that as such they bear conceptual resemblance to some of the condemned propositions outlined in Pope Pius IX’s encyclical on liberty of conscience, Quanta Cura, and in the Syllabus of Errors issued alongside the encyclical in the same year as the Apologia was published. Compare, for example, Newman’s fourteenth proposition, ‘The Civil Power may dispose of Church property without sacrilege’ with the fifth paragraph of Quanta Cura, where the wicked are described as having no shame in professing ‘that it is conformable to the principles of sacred theology and public law to assert and claim for the civil government a right of property in those goods which are possessed by the Church’ (Newman 1964: 309; Quanta Cura). It is hardly surprising that Newman, reviewing his religious development in the mid-1860s, should echo the most recent, authoritative pronouncement on Liberalism issued by the Church to which he had converted in 1845, but it is significant nonetheless that he could not discuss the threat of Liberalism to religion without simultaneously raising further implications for the exercise of civil or political authority which went to the heart of developments in Western European states in the nineteenth century.

Yet Newman himself was well aware of the complexity of these developments, and of the difficulty of simply setting one’s face completely against all change. If there seems to be a basic opposition between Liberalism and religious truth running through his account of the Oxford Movement, nevertheless the very ease with which he could slip from matters of doctrine to matters of political principle or action is a sign that Liberalism was a very wide-ranging, not to say ‘plastic’ phenomenon that would resist easy or precise location. That constitutes a formidable difficulty in trying to consider the relationship of the Oxford Movement to Liberalism in its Protestant and Catholic forms. Liberalism was commonly a term of abuse as much as of identity, and whilst certainly it did not lack persuasive and influential theoreticians, of whom John Stuart Mill (1806–73), author of On Liberty (1859), was perhaps the most prominent, at the same time it never attained in practice the degree of intellectual and dogmatic coherence Newman implied in the second edition of the Apologia.

Liberals, then, were everywhere, and in a sense nowhere in the nineteenth century. Liberalism was a term with a very wide range of reference. It could encompass many different impulses and opinions, including the combination of religious conservatism and political progressiveness (classically the position of the Tractarian sympathizer William Ewart Gladstone, 1809–98, at least in the second half of his political career), radical nationalism and religious indifference (the position of the darling of British radical opinion, the Italian nationalist Giuseppe Mazzini, 1805–72), and religious progressiveness with a corresponding political radicalism (the position of many of the Nonconformists who constituted the backbone of the late nineteenth-century Liberal Party). In a period in which, in Western Europe, almost all countries saw significant constitutional change, the growth of the state in relation to governmental functions, attempted revolutions or popular movements of reform, pressure for a free press and opposition to censorship, the development of representative institutions, and dramatic changes in the nature of Church–state relations, the term ‘Liberalism’ was arguably so slippery that its real connotations can only be established contextually, with reference to particular places, movements, and periods.

Even if it is impossible to give a coherent, unified account of Liberalism as an intellectual tradition in the nineteenth century, however, that does not mean that, commonly, authors who regarded themselves as either anti-Liberal or Liberal would not nevertheless agree on certain antecedents. In Britain, nineteenth-century Liberals (of whatever shade) and their critics alike tended to advert to the influence of John Locke (1632–1704) in particular, seeing him via his Second Treatise of Government (1690) not only as a decisive voice in the defence of natural rights and property, but also as a prototype of rational, anti-dogmatic Christianity, who helped to construct a consensual or contractual model of Church–state relations (though William Warburton’s Alliance of Church and State (1736), which could be seen as an ecclesiastical development of Locke’s political theory, was arguably a more provocative encapsulation) which directly influenced ‘Liberal’ ideas of Church reform a hundred years later. Locke was also the author of A Letter Concerning Toleration (1689), which advocated the abolition of state regulation of religion, on the grounds that matters of religion did not pertain to the business of government.

On the Continent, by the nineteenth century conservative authors were more likely to look back to the philosophes of the Enlightenment for the origins of the Liberalism which they so detested. Yet these ‘myths of origin’ were not really distinct or separable, since the influence of Locke on eighteenth-century thought in general was profound, and in turn British developments were hardly uninfluenced by what happened in Europe. By the early nineteenth century, in broad measure opinion in Church of England circles in Britain had already begun to identify a set of values and doctrines attributed to those who would subsequently be recruited into the Pantheon of Liberalism. These included: a willingness to determine and adjust Christian doctrine by the light of human reason; a conviction that Church order, along with traditional liturgies, confessions, and statements of belief could be altered to reflect changing popular sensibilities; a belief that each individual had the power and right to determine questions of religious truth; a wariness of ecclesiastical authority, and of clericalism; a resistance to censorship and a defence of freedom of expression even in matters of theological and ecclesiastical controversy; a belief in the universal benefit of education, and in particular a conviction that open enquiry naturally promoted virtue and social well-being; a belief in the rights of individuals and, following that, of the duty of government to curtail ecclesiastical authority when it appeared to infringe those rights; and a belief in national self-determination (Jones 2000; Pattison 1991). Though scarcely read or known much in Britain, Kant’s Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone (1792, though first published in extracts in English in 1798) could stand as an epitome of the position High Churchmen feared—a slimmed-down, ethical Christianity with precious little dogmatic content. It was precisely this that Newman so vehemently opposed, in his letters to the Times on The Tamworth Reading Room, when he suspected Sir Robert Peel of arguing that the exclusion of works of controversial divinity from a public library, coupled with the study of the natural sciences, would best promote the appreciation of religion: ‘wonder is not religion, or we should be worshipping our railroads’ (Newman 1891: 302).

Views such as this were naturally seen by High Churchmen as a threat to the Church of England, and to its historic constitutional position, well before 1833. With the awful precedent of the French Revolution and its dismembering and persecution of the Catholic Church of the ancien régime before them, they were alarmed by the association of sections of Protestant Dissent and radical political opinion with pro-revolutionary sentiment during the Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars, and readily believed stories of the spread of rationalism amongst churches on the Continent of Europe as well as at home. The controversy between Pusey and Hugh James Rose (1795–1838) over the Christian condition of Germany brought these matters to the fore. Rose’s State of the Protestant Religion in Germany, first published in 1825 and based on a series of lectures in Cambridge, painted a picture of church life submerged beneath a tide of rationalism. Echoing the philosophical preoccupations of Samuel Taylor Coleridge (1772–1834), by whom he was influenced, Rose bewailed the age’s tendency to ‘exalt and exaggerate the powers and capacities of the human mind’, and its neglect of those pursuits by which ‘the powers of the human understanding appear to be checked, where it is compelled to look beyond itself to light’, so that in what concerned salvation, the individual ‘should be the sole judge’ (Rose 1825: 1–2). The growth of this conviction across the Protestant churches of Germany had produced, in effect, the ‘abdication’ of Germany from Christianity (Rose 1825: 14). With more than a touch of exaggeration (as Pusey was to point out), Rose claimed that the German churches possessed none of the safeguards of the Church of England—a clear and distinct declaration of faith, a liturgy that applied that declaration to human needs, and a form of church government which would diligently seek to repress ‘every attempt at innovation’ (Rose 1825: 14).

Here, then, was a reading of the spread of rationalism in Germany that prefigured High Church criticisms of Liberalism later in the century. What is surprising at first sight, perhaps, is that it was Pusey who was ranged against Rose in criticism, when his Historical Enquiry was published in 1828. The common assumption that the ‘pro-Liberal’ Pusey of this work quickly gave way to the anti-Liberal Pusey of the Oxford Movement is scarcely fair, however. Pusey’s work was no defence of rationalism, but a sober and informed (much more so than Rose, whose own travels in Germany had been confined to the largely Catholic kingdom of Bavaria) survey of the decline of rationalism in parts of Protestant Germany, as it retreated in favour of ‘real Christianity’ (Pusey 1830: 415). Pusey and Rose were largely in agreement even then on the perils of Liberalism, and on the importance of historic church order as a bulwark against it.

The positions of Pusey and Rose in the 1820s had already marked out, then, essentially what Newman himself later claimed as the central battle of his life, and there is nothing in contemporary commentary to suggest anything particularly novel or unusual in their views. Frank Turner’s adept and suggestive argument that the Newman of the Apologia had effectively re-read his past in the light of a later conviction about Liberalism, whereas the Newman of the Tracts was primarily exercised against Evangelicalism, does need some finessing in the light of this High Church front against a Liberalism interpreted or described as rationalism (Turner 2002: 9). The Tractarians deplored significant aspects of Evangelical theology and practice precisely because they thought they discerned in them the dangerous principles of private judgement and anti-dogmatism, even though Evangelicals themselves had no such notion. Without putting too fine a point on it, the Tractarian pathology about the growth of Liberalism in the Church of England, with its elevation of the individual’s power and right to judge truth, was present from the very beginning, and remained essentially unchanged in its form for much of the century, because it was not limited to the Oxford leaders, but was characteristic of traditional High Churchmanship in general. Not for nothing were High Churchmen admirers of Edmund Burke’s conservatism. And not for nothing did John Burgon, in his almost hagiographical life of Rose, call him ‘the restorer of the old paths’ (Burgon 1889: 116).

Indeed, so pervasive was this assumption of conflict that it has come to shape the common narrative of British theology in the nineteenth century, which has tended to depict its history as a series of hopeless rearguard actions by conservatives against the relentless advance of critical enquiry, and which has assumed, then, that High Churchmen were largely ranged on one side, and Liberals on the other (Reardon 1980). The story of Anglican theological Liberalism is commonly presumed to have its roots in eighteenth-century Latitudinarianism, and then to have flowered in Oxford with the Oriel ‘Noetics’, and particularly Thomas Arnold, R. D. Hampden, and Richard Whateley, a man who, Newman averred, ‘opened my mind and taught me to think and to use my reason’; to have proceeded via disagreements over the requirement of subscription to the Thirty-Nine Articles, the reaction to Tractarian attempts to prevent Hampden’s appointment successively to the Regius chair at Oxford and to the See of Hereford, and the revulsion many churchmen felt at the conversions of the 1840s; to have achieved greater prominence in the universities in the middle of the century, picking up as it went a greater openness to the new trends of biblical and historical criticism emanating from Germany in particular; to have received a sharp check in the dismissal of F. D. Maurice (1805–72) from his chair at King’s College London in 1853 for his scepticism about eternal damnation, and notoriety in the wake of the publication of Essays and Reviews in 1860 and J. W. Colenso’s volumes on the Pentateuch from 1862; and to have established itself in a more moderate form eventually in the scholarship of the Cambridge ‘triumvirate’ of J. B. Lightfoot (1828–89), Fenton Hort (1828–92), and Brooke Foss Westcott (1825–1901) (Newman 1964: 11).

The publication of Westcott and Hort’s Text of the Greek New Testament in 1881, followed closely by their translation, the English Revised Version, stands as a symbol of the acceptance of moderate critical approaches in British theology, and the appearance of Lux Mundi: A Series of Studies in the Religion of the Incarnation in 1889 as a sign of the adoption of these approaches by Anglo-Catholics, and thus of the eventual dissolution of the model of conflict. More will be said on Lux Mundi shortly. Alongside this theological history, so it is assumed, runs the emergence and eventual consolidation of a Liberal ‘wing’ or ‘party’ in the Church of England, sometimes called the ‘Broad’ Church, or ‘central’ Anglicanism, a development particularly recognized by the famous article on ‘Church parties’ by the Broad Churchman W. J. Conybeare (1815–57), which first appeared in the Edinburgh Review in 1853. Conybeare both solidified what was fast becoming the classic tripartite description of Anglican Church parties as Low, Broad, and High, and also immeasurably muddied and confused categories by his blithely imprecise use of terminology, claiming that the ‘Broad Church’ had ‘always existed’ in the Church of England, under names such as ‘Moderate’, ‘Catholic’, ‘Latitudinarian’, and ‘Indifferent’ (Burns 1999: 340). But his main point was uncontentious: by the middle of the nineteenth century, a section of Anglicanism had come into being which counterposed its position on each flank successively against Evangelicalism, or the Low Church, and Anglo-Catholicism, or the High Church. This was central Anglicanism, to all intents and purposes the resting place of Liberalism in the Church of England.

In this account, so it is usually assumed, the role of the Oxford Movement was principally reactive, critical, and ultimately to an extent corrective: it failed to defend Oxford against Liberalism and the Church of England against state-led reform, and failed to check the advance of liberal opinion in the Church, but in the process it modified and moderated Liberalism, blunting its edge, and it also adapted itself to critical opinion in order to consolidate its spiritual and liturgical renewal of the Church. Significant elements of this narrative seem incontestable, but the common High Church assumption of a clear battle-line drawn up between two opposing forces is simplistic, and needs to be nuanced considerably. Just as Liberalism itself was not an intact, unified body of doctrine, but a range of attitudes and values, so its interaction with the Oxford leaders and their successors was complex, and cannot be easily categorized. In particular, it is necessary to distinguish carefully between different schools of Liberalism, which have played sharply contrasting roles in the evolution of modern theology. The relationship of the Oxford Movement to each of these schools in turn differed so much that in places the assumption of a simple opposition ceases to be useful at all. If, as Stephen Sykes has argued, Liberalism in religion is not a concept with a stable content, but essentially a negative phenomenon which acquires substance as a qualifier to some other ideological or confessional construct (thus ‘Liberal Protestantism’, ‘Liberal Catholicism’, ‘Liberal Anglicanism’, and so on), then the fundamental distinction which must first be addressed is precisely that implied in the title of this chapter, namely that between ‘Liberal Protestantism’ and ‘Liberal Catholicism’ (Sykes 1978: 32).

LIBERAL PROTESTANTISM

Taking Liberal Protestantism first, its history needs to be acknowledged as a much larger and wider story than that of Liberalism in the Church of England alone, so that in consequence its relationship with the Oxford Movement was small, for Anglican Liberalism was but a small part of that wider history. Here the principal determinant is usually taken not to be British in origin, but rather the development of a creative response in the Lutheran and Reformed confessions in Germany to the philosophical critique of established or orthodox religion carried to its most authoritative development in the hands of Immanuel Kant (1724–1804). If Kant had, at one stroke, in the Critique of Pure Reason (1781) established an apparently secure place for the apprehension of God, freedom of the will, and immortality of the soul in terms of their moral relevance for human beings, at another he had denied their cognitive substance and so closed off the use of reason as a weapon of defence for orthodox Christian doctrine.

Different arguments were needed altogether to provide a credible framework for Christian belief, and the system of Friedrich Schleiermacher (1764–1834)—often called the ‘father’ of modern theology (according to Karl Barth, after all a fierce critic, the ‘first place in a history of the theology of the most recent times belongs and will always belong to Schleiermacher, and he has no rival’)—amongst others supplied a highly influential alternative, grounding an argument for faith in a fusion of Platonic metaphysics and Romantic sensibility (Barth 2001: 411). Schleiermacher’s argument—captured systematically in his Glaubenslehre, or Christian Faith (1821–2)—is highly complex, but it was commonly taken to represent a simplifying or reductive movement by which Christian doctrine could be articulated in terms of basic human feeling. From this sprang ultimately the movement of Protestant thought usually labelled by historians as ‘Liberal Protestantism’, and which included amongst its central features a conviction that orthodox Christian doctrine could be adapted or simplified to suit modern conditions, that its primary value was ethical rather than metaphysical, and that historical criticism could decisively establish the central core of truth underlying historic expressions of Christian belief. This, it should be clear, offered little comfort or attraction to Anglican High Churchmen, though the position of some who abandoned the Movement was perhaps not so very far from it, including James Anthony Froude (1818–94) and Mark Pattison (1813–84).

But this movement of theological opinion—‘Liberal Protestantism’ as commonly understood—was not all that much connected to the Oxford Movement, even reactively. Its most significant theologians—Schleiermacher, and later in the century Albrecht Ritschl (1822–89) and Adolf von Harnack (1851–1930)—were of much greater influence in Germany than in Britain, and although elements of continental thought were rather better known by some theologians and church leaders in Britain than is generally assumed, nevertheless apart from confirming Tractarian suspicion of German Protestantism, there was little interaction.

If the broad stream of Liberal Protestantism—particularly in its continental form—largely passed Tractarianism by, providing at best ammunition for hostile engagement, nevertheless the same cannot quite be said of all the representatives of ‘Liberal’ Anglicanism, at least as commonly described. Here it is necessary to make an important distinction between types of Liberal Anglicanism. Although it became common in the second half of the nineteenth century to band together a disparate range of opinion under the term ‘Broad Church’, and some historians have even gone so far as to imply that this was a single movement, the roots of this thread of central Anglicanism were very diverse (Sanders 1942; Jones 2003). Perhaps the most notorious group, and certainly the one to have the greatest impact on Newman himself, was the cluster of Fellows of Oriel who were labelled the ‘Noetics’, from their readiness, in defence of a ‘reasonable’ Anglicanism somewhat akin to the Latitudinarianism of an earlier age, to advance the claims of human reason in assessing religious truth claims, and even in studying Scripture (Brent 1987). Including most famously Thomas Arnold (1795–1842), the reforming headmaster of Rugby, Renn Dickson Hampden (1793–1868), the theologian and Tractarian bugbear, and Richard Whateley (1787–1863), logician and later Archbishop of Dublin, the Noetics were a powerful influence in resuscitating the religious and intellectual seriousness of Oxford in the 1820s. But their high estimate of the role of reason in faith, allied to their enthusiasm for causes such as the admission of Dissenters to the university, came to look, to Tractarian eyes, suspiciously like the subjugation of Christian doctrine and tradition to forms of rationalism, and it was their influence in particular which Newman had in mind when, looking back in the Apologia, and later in the famous biglietto speech, he implied that opposing Liberalism in religion was his life’s work. Hampden’s Scholastic Philosophy Considered in its Relation to Christian Theology (1833) was almost bound to attract the Tractarians’ ire, for all its verbal infelicities and density, for its treatment of the Fathers and of medieval theology as imperfect human deductions. The apparent derogation of traditional Church teaching and doctrine—though by later standards limited and arguably relatively conservative—was fraught with ecclesiastical implications. Arnold thought that the Anglican formularies ought to be adjusted to encompass a wide range of different doctrinal opinion, a position exemplified in his Principles of Church Reform (1833), and which implied the reincorporation into the Church of England of all of the main branches of Dissent except for Quakers and Unitarians.

If the influence of the Noetics was passing by the 1840s and 1850s, with their dispersal into other church offices, or death, their natural heirs seemed to be the authors of Essays and Reviews (1860), by far the most controversial volume of theology to be published in Britain in the nineteenth century, since it led to the outbreak of a pamphlet ‘war’, brought condemnation from High and Low Church alike, and led to the prosecution of two of its authors, Henry Wilson (1803–88) and Rowland Williams (1817–70) for heresy (Ellis 1980). The spirit of the book—whose authors included the former Tractarian sympathizer Mark Pattison—can be caught from the assertion, in the frontispiece, that it was ‘an attempt to illustrate the advantage derivable to the cause of religious and moral truth, from a free handling, in a becoming spirit, of subjects peculiarly liable to suffer by the repetition of conventional language, and from traditional methods of treatment’ (Jowett 1860). This was a typically programmatic statement of religious Liberalism, which could stand as a description of many attempts to harmonize Christian faith and progressive thought over the following half-century, involving an apparent defence of religious and moral truth through a readiness to adjust or adapt conventional doctrine and Church formularies.

Nevertheless, Essays and Reviews epitomized just one of the constituent elements of mid-nineteenth-century Liberal Anglicanism. In contradistinction to the more rationalizing element represented by the Noetics, and most famously by Thomas Arnold, was the Coleridgean school associated particularly with Julius Hare (1795–1855), F. D. Maurice (1805–72) and R. C. Trench (1807–86), and to a lesser extent Connop Thirlwall (1797–1875). These men were mostly far more sympathetic to the goals of the Oxford Movement, at least in its early forays into print (Morris 2006). In contrast to the adaptive, reforming strategy advocated by Arnold and others, the Coleridgeans, following the position adopted in his mature religious thought by Samuel Taylor Coleridge, for the most part sought to defend the traditional formularies and to interpret them inclusively, seeing them as vital historical boundary-markers for the national Church. They were doctrinally conservative in general, sharing the Tractarians’ antipathy to rationalism and to radical and Utilitarian criticisms of the Established Church. F. D. Maurice, for example, in his earliest published articles, and in his novel Eustace Conway (1834), exemplified exactly the same kind of criticism of rationalist and Utilitarian approaches to theology and to education typical of, for example, Rose (himself influenced by Coleridge) in his State of the Protestant Religion in Germany, and of Newman in his Letters on the Tamworth Reading Room (Morris 2005). Maurice’s first substantial theological tract, Subscription no Bondage (1834), was a defence of subscription to the Thirty-Nine Articles which drew admiring comments from Newman and Pusey. It was Maurice’s defence of episcopacy, and his support for the older Anglican position (expressed by for example by Richard Field in the seventeenth century) that the historic three-fold order of the ministry was one of the marks or ‘notes’ of the Church (‘signs’, in Maurice’s somewhat idiosyncratic terminology) that influenced the American William Huntington’s formulation of what later came to be called the Lambeth Quadrilateral of creeds, sacraments, Scripture, and episcopacy in his The Church Idea (1870).

Maurice’s combination of conservatism and sympathy to contemporary intellectual trends made him an attractive figure for post-Tractarian Anglo-Catholics, though he was always viewed with suspicion by Newman himself, and by Pusey, Liddon, and others. His position, and that of others like him, shared in its broad conclusions (though not in its method) by Archibald Campbell Tait (1811–82), Archbishop of Canterbury from 1868 to 1882, played badly in university politics in mid-century, however, as far as the Tractarians were concerned, since it predisposed Broad Churchmen to accept government reform of Oxford and Cambridge, and to sympathize with the ascendancy of Liberal opinion in Oxford. This was symbolized by the Royal Commission on the University of Oxford established in 1850 with Arthur Stanley (1815–81) as its Secretary, and which swept away many of the closed scholarships of Oxford, abolished graded distinctions between students, and opened fellowships to competition, although its observation that the requirement of subscription to the Thirty-Nine Articles on matriculation restricted university entrance was not followed through into legislative action until 1871. Stanley had impeccable Liberal Anglican credentials—son of Edward Stanley, a Whig bishop of Norwich, pupil, friend, and biographer of Thomas Arnold, friend of Tait, and later favourite of the royal family. As dean of Westminster from 1864 to 1881, he was to be prominent as a defender of Arnold’s policy of expanding the limits of the national Church, advocating the removal of the ‘Creed of St Athanasius’ from the Book of Common Prayer—something opposed ferociously by Pusey and Liddon—and famously causing enormous offence to many High Churchmen in 1870 when he invited Dr Vance Smith, a Unitarian, to receive communion in the Abbey. Liddon complained to Samuel Wilberforce (1805–73), bishop of Winchester, that Stanley had turned a divine mystery into a vacuous service ‘to be offered to those with whom we differ on fundamental questions, when we wish to be on good terms with them’ (Witheridge 2013: 249).

If Stanley’s tenure of office at Westminster placed one of the most prominent Liberal Anglicans of his age into a position of national influence, it was surpassed if anything in significance by the elevation of Tait to Canterbury in 1868. Both Tait and Stanley had been undergraduates at Balliol in the 1830s, and Oxford Fellows in the 1840s, throughout the years of conflict over Tractarianism in the university. Their religious Liberalism was formed and sharpened in reaction to their experience of Tractarian politics. Yet Tait’s archiepiscopate was to prove a sorry illustration of the difficulties of Liberalism in office for, just as, as bishop of London, he had found himself forced to rebuke the authors of Essays and Reviews on one side, despite some personal sympathy for their views, on the other as archbishop he was unable to prevent the passage of the Public Worship Regulation Act in 1874, a measure which sought to stamp out Ritualism. In some sense, then, the ‘strategic’ Liberalism of Maurice, Tait, Trench, and others, which was prepared to countenance reform in the interests of preservation, and which concealed but also conveyed a fierce adherence to the traditions and doctrine of the Church of England, proved to be no ally to Tractarian political and ecclesiastical goals. It also perhaps needs to be pointed out that these same ‘Broad’ Church leaders and theologians were particularly ardent defenders of the concept of a national Church, and of the principle of establishment. Trench proved to be an adept, if ultimately unsuccessful, leader of the campaign against the disestablishment of the Church of Ireland. Their establishmentarianism made Broad Churchmen useful allies of traditional High Churchmen, but marked another point of significant difference from some of the Tractarians.

LIBERAL CATHOLICISM

So much for Liberal Protestantism, then, with its complicated internal distinctions. In the case of Liberal Catholicism too, similar problems arise from assuming that the term means much the same in different contexts. The fundamental difference in use in this case is national and confessional, as well as theological, since the same term can be applied to quite separate developments in England and on the Continent of Europe. Newman, in the second edition of the Apologia, plainly allied himself in all essentials to the movement of Liberal Catholicism within the Roman Catholic Church associated with the names of Montalembert and Lacordaire—‘I do not believe that it is possible for me to differ in any important matter from two men whom I so highly admire’—but claimed the designation ‘Liberal’ here was misleading when used in an English context (Newman 1964: 297). Originally followers of the renegade Breton priest Felicité de la Mennais, or Lamennais (1782–1854), Charles de Montalembert (1810–70), and Jean Baptiste Lacordaire (1802–61) formed a close-knit, largely aristocratic circle with various sympathetic clergy and laity, and were regarded with suspicion and even downright hostility by the dominant ultramontane leaders of the French Church in mid-century. They shared ultramontane conceptions of papal authority, including infallibility—Lamennais himself had been one of the most influential theoreticians of ultramontanism—but did not share its outright hostility to democracy and representative government (Roe 1966). In essence, they glimpsed the truth which Catholics struggled to acknowledge for much of the nineteenth century, namely that the influence and prestige of the papacy could be enhanced, not diminished, by de facto acceptance of the loss of the temporal power of the Holy See in the face of the creation of the Italian state: their position anticipated that which the papacy was reluctantly forced to recognize only in the 1920s, nearly sixty years after the occupation of Rome.

Montalembert and Lacordaire travelled extensively in England, and had much sympathy with the British experiment in constitutional monarchy and parliamentary government, the former even publishing a paean to British constitutionalism in The Political Future of England (1855). Their Liberal Catholicism concerned not only matters of political organization, however, but edged into religion too, since at the same time as venerating the papacy and Catholic tradition, they were also suspicious of what they saw as the undue excesses of the more ardent ultramontanes, and accepted the separation of Church and state, and the establishment of religious freedom, characteristic of civil society under modern representative government. Wary of the Oxford Movement in the 1830s and early 1840s, they came to be ardent admirers, even as they regretted the continued Anglican ‘schism’ (Morris: 2012). Montalembert praised the revival of religious feeling amongst Anglicans, and the ‘profound respect for religious traditions, and consequently for Catholic authority’ they had engendered (Montalembert 1856: 201). Lacordaire was somewhat more cautious publicly, but not so in his private correspondence, rhapsodizing, on a first visit to Oxford in 1852, over the way in which the university preserved the spirit of the Middle Ages, with colleges having replaced the monasteries as places where ‘the teaching of Christian science is maintained’ (Falloux 1888: 115).

Mutual appreciation was one thing. It is more difficult to conclude, however, that the interaction between Liberal Catholicism in its continental form and the Oxford Movement decisively influenced the latter, though it may have given it added confidence and a sense of shared perspective. The historian William Franklin has argued persuasively for connections and significant parallels between Tractarianism, liturgical renewal in France (particularly in the hands of the Abbé Prosper Guéranger, 1805–75, another former follower of Lamennais), and the Catholic ‘Tübingen School’ of Johann Sebastian Drey (1777–1853) and Johann Adam Möhler (1796–1838) (Franklin 1997). What he calls the ‘new Catholicism’ of these different movements arguably had common origins in the reactions of those European Christians whose primary mode of religious expression was liturgical and sacramental to the French Revolution and revolutionary values, with their implied threat to established religion in Europe, and to the rise of industrial capitalism.

As Franklin indicates, as a result there were striking similarities in the ensuing movements of sacramental revival in Britain and on the Continent of Europe, which were sustained by many and various networks of relation. Yet plainly there were also distinct national as well as confessional conditions that shaped the form which the ensuing liturgical and sacramental revival actually took in different countries. The admiration the French Liberal Catholics expressed for the Oxford Movement was mainly a product of the period immediately following Newman’s secession, and not preceding it, and undoubtedly was coloured by their conviction that Tractarianism was reconstructing a bridge for Protestants to return to the papal communion.

The Liberal Catholicism associated with Montalembert and Lacordaire was not restricted to the Continent of Europe, however, and Newman was perhaps being a little disingenuous in the Apologia, or at least somewhat cautious. It had various sympathizers amongst the English Catholic gentry, including the eccentric Ambrose Phillipps de Lisle (1809–78), advocate of corporate reunion between the Anglican and Catholic churches (Pawley 1993). But in the hands of the layman John Acton (1834–1902), it acquired a redoubtable and wealthy champion in England who was prepared to use his fortune and influence on its behalf. Acton, later ennobled by Gladstone and therefore usually styled by historians as ‘Lord Acton’, was the son of English and French minor aristocracy, and schooled in Paris under Félix Dupanloup (1802–78), the French bishop who, like Montalembert and Lacordaire, opposed the spread of extreme ultramontane opinions amongst the French clergy, and then at Oscott under Nicholas Wiseman’s influence (Altholz 1962). He shared Montalembert’s appreciation of liberty, and was disillusioned with what he saw of the papal regime of Pius IX. But Acton, under no direct ecclesiastical jurisdiction and with the added freedom of landed wealth, had a greater freedom than the Catholic clergy to take risks in the pursuit of his political and religious ideals. In 1858 his acquisition of the principal share of the Rambler, a Liberal Catholic journal founded in 1848, not long after Newman’s conversion, gave him a platform to oppose the more stridently ultramontane views of Henry Manning and others. The Rambler was running into difficulties with the English Catholic hierarchy, however, and the forced resignation of the editor, Richard Simpson (1820–76), another convert, a year later brought a very reluctant Newman into the editor’s seat. As is well known, this proved to be an unhappy episode in Newman’s life, and the two numbers he published were subsequently memorable only for his famous article ‘On consulting the faithful in matters of doctrine’, according to Ian Ker his ‘first original theological work as a Catholic’ (Ker 1988: 478). But even though Acton himself took over the editorship after Newman, and changed the journal’s name to the Home and Foreign Review, he was not, ultimately, able to sustain the journal as a mouthpiece of Liberal Catholicism, and eventually decided to suppress it in 1864 with the shadow of likely papal condemnation hanging over him. To all intents and purposes, Liberal Catholicism ceased to be an active force in the Catholic Church in England at this point.

The other movement which is conventionally labelled ‘Liberal Catholicism’ was much more closely connected with the Oxford Movement, and indeed has often been regarded as its natural and legitimate heir. It was a distinctly Anglican phenomenon, and therefore a development within Protestantism and not Roman Catholicism. Its most famous exponent was Charles Gore (1853–1932), later bishop successively of Worcester, Birmingham, and Oxford. Gore was two generations younger than the Oxford leaders, but always regarded himself as a follower—though not an uncritical one—of Tractarian principles (Carpenter 1960: 59). He was a protégé of Henry Liddon. The conventional account of the genesis of Anglican Liberal Catholicism supposes that it was Gore principally, influenced by the idealist philosopher T. H. Green (1836–82), though working in tandem with a group of other theologians who formed, with him, the ‘Holy Party’, who conceived Lux Mundi. A Series of Studies in the Religion of the Incarnation (1889). The volume has been called ‘a creative interaction between patristic theology, Anglo-Catholicism, and broad-church Liberalism’. Thus Gore was responsible for preserving the spirit of the Oxford Movement by adjusting its theological method to accommodate modern biblical and historical criticism. Liddon, it is rightly emphasized, was appalled at Gore’s departure from the position of Pusey. Yet the conventional account, by focusing acutely on the fratricidal relationship of Liddon and Gore, almost certainly both exaggerates Tractarian resistance to critical enquiry, and perhaps overemphasizes the decisive role of Gore himself, at least in the reception of Lux Mundi. Pusey, as is increasingly being noted today, was no mere, rigid parrot of an uncritical exegete himself (Larsen 2011; Strong and Engelhardt Herringer 2012).

There were other Tractarian or post-Tractarian voices signalling a new interest in other dimensions of theology than those with which the Tractarians principally had been concerned. There were plenty of signs, quite apart from the influence of T. H. Green on Gore and others, that High Church theology was moving in different directions in the second half of the century. One straw in the wind, for example, was J. B. Mozley’s celebrated sermon on ‘Nature’, preached in 1871, and republished in his Sermons preached before the University of Oxford (1876), which reintroduced the appeal to beauty as a sign of divine intention, and consequently opened up the prospect of a philosophical theology which had not appealed to Tractarian sensibilities since their deliberate rejection of the ‘Christian evidences’ arguments of William Paley earlier in the century. Mozley (1813–78) was no Liberal, but he and others were beginning to shift interest away from patristic study and concentration on the recovery of doctrine, towards something more systematic and constructive.

Something of the same spirit, though with drastically different conclusions, could be found in the work of the High Churchman Henry Mansel (1820–71), later dean of St Paul’s. Mansel’s infamous Bampton Lectures, The Limits of Religious Thought Examined (1858), used a modified form of Kantian metaphysics, influenced heavily by the Scottish philosopher Sir William Hamilton (1788–1856), to argue that the limitations of the human mind prevented secure knowledge of divine things (in Mansel’s language, the ‘unconditioned’), leaving a necessary space for revelation—an anti-liberal conclusion, then, paradoxically founded on quasi-rationalist foundations (Mansel 1858). Mansel had no interest in biblical and historical criticism, but his work was at least a sign of High Churchmen moving noticeably away from the main lines of Tractarian orthodoxy. It was also a symptom of the apologetic difficulties of Tractarian theology by the 1850s and 1860s, susceptible as it was to criticism from two sides, from one for being insufficiently flexible in its response to developments in historical criticism and biblical archaeology, and from the other for relying too heavily on historical arguments in its defence of Christian orthodoxy.

Nevertheless, even noting the mounting pressure on High Church theologians in general by the third quarter of the century to find ways of adapting to, or diluting, the force of critical attack, the appearance of Lux Mundi was highly significant. In two important respects, it seemed to represent an accommodation of High Church or Anglo-Catholic doctrine to Liberalism. In the first place, the pervasive yet somewhat unsystematic marriage of traditional Christian theology, and in particular the doctrine of the Incarnation, to a quasi-Hegelian metaphysic derived ultimately from the work of T. H. Green enabled the contributors to resist contemporary claims that it was impossible to reconcile High Church positions with modern thought. Gore’s chapter, on ‘The Holy Spirit and Inspiration’ was the one which drew most attention, but arguably the telling chapter was that of John Illingworth (1848–1915) on ‘The Incarnation and Development’, for here the sense of forward movement in history—a sense thoroughly conversant with religious Liberalism—was specifically connected to the principle of God’s intervention in history through the Incarnation of the Son of God. Taking his starting point in the theory of evolution, and its impact on theology, Illingworth contended that the ‘perpetual development which we are learning to trace throughout the universe’ was ‘the natural expression … of that Logos Who is the Life’ (Illingworth 1890: 196). For Illingworth, as for Gore and others, traditional Christian doctrine simply was the most compelling and yet progressive framework through which the growth of modern knowledge could be interpreted. As Illingworth was to put it elsewhere, the doctrine of the Trinity ‘preserves the divine transcendence which gives fixity to all relative existence without sacrificing the divine immanence which makes life and progress possible’ (Illingworth 1917: 275). This apparently abstract formula was preached to a congregation of undergraduates, and Illingworth’s language at times did envelop conventional theological language in a philosophical haze. Nevertheless his position was shared in all essentials by the other contributors to Lux Mundi. Gore himself proceeded to elaborate their central emphasis on the Incarnation in particular at greater length in his Bampton Lectures on the doctrine, published in 1891, and in a series of subsequent studies (Gore 1891, 1895).

But in the second place, this apparent marriage of the modern and the traditional also served as a useful hook for a much more concerted commitment by High Churchmen late in the century to a socially progressive approach to politics and welfare. Here Gore was indeed very much to the fore, as co-founder of the Community of the Resurrection (CR), which he conceived almost as a Christian Socialist community, and as a strong supporter of the Christian Social Union (CSU) (Wilkinson 1998: 53). CR, created at Gore’s initiative in 1892 after several years’ rumination on the need for new models of Christian community, reflected his conviction that the time had come for the Church ‘to put social morality, Christian living, in the forefront of its effort’, so that, as a community bringing together celibate priests, in the words of its modern historian it embodied the conviction that ‘a religious community should be a paradigm for the right ordering of society’ (Wilkinson 1992: 37). Formed in 1889, the same year as Lux Mundi appeared, the CSU brought together traditional High Churchmen and ‘Liberal’ followers of the Christian Socialism of Maurice, Charles Kingsley (1819–75), and others. Gore, Illingworth, Henry Scott Holland (1847–1918), and other members of the ‘Holy Party’ often mentioned Maurice in particular as a sympathetic voice—his Moral and Metaphysical Philosophy, a massive and highly partial tour through the history of Western philosophy was especially commended by Illingworth—though they also approved of B. F. Westcott’s theology of social engagement (Illingworth 1917: 244).

Exactly how close and powerful these influences were in practice is very hard to discern. Interest in social reform, and an accompanying concern for the appalling conditions in which people lived in the poorest parts of the great industrial cities, was a characteristic preoccupation of the mid- and late-Victorian clergy, and the term ‘socialist’ should not be taken in too narrow or prescriptive a sense, since it often denoted comprehensive social concern rather than a doctrinaire adherence to notions of collective ownership of the means of production. Nevertheless, as James Carpenter has observed, Gore and his circle ‘decisively ranged themselves on the side of the Maurician strain of theology’ and looked with favour on certain contemporary social movements (Carpenter 1960: 245). Their progressive outlook was supported, however, by the late nineteenth-century myth of the ‘slum priest’, the celibate, Anglo-Catholic clergy who threw themselves into ministry in the inner cities, and who, out of a mostly practical rather than intellectual set of commitments, often advocated social reform on apparently religious grounds. The epitome of this was a saying—‘I speak out and fight about the drains because I believe in the Incarnation’—commonly, though mistakenly, put in the mouth of Robert Dolling (1851–1902), a flamboyant Anglo-Catholic priest who for ten years ministered in a desperately poor area of Portsmouth (Osborne 1903: 245).

The Liberal Catholicism of Gore and his circle thus served for many High Church Anglicans in the late nineteenth century as an attractive conduit between doctrinal orthodoxy and currents of progressive thought and social commitment. Nevertheless—and remembering Newman’s propositions on Liberalism in the second edition of the Apologia—it also represented something of a threat to at least some interpretations of the Tractarian position. Admittedly, Gore was to prove a redoubtable defender of orthodox Christian teaching when it came under attack from much more radical currents of progressive opinion. One of his most famous and devastating interventions was his dissection of the Congregationalist R. J. Campbell’s popular synthesis of philosophy and Christianity, expressed in a book called The New Theology (1907), and which, so Gore claimed, laid the ‘greatest stress’ on divine immanence, seeing God not as a sovereign lord and judge ‘but as the universal Spirit manifesting Himself in all things’, assimilated Christ to other men as ‘the same, in nature’, and proposed a ‘less grave estimate of sin’ (Gore 1908: 9–10). Campbell (1867–1956) later admitted the justice of Gore’s criticisms, modified his views, and entered the ministry of the Church of England.

Yet Gore’s own freedom of language about contemporary thought, and his confidence in the ability of Anglicanism to countenance a rapprochement with it, at certain times could give the impression of a greater latitude in his teaching than he really intended, and at other times could lead him to endorse positions which certainly would have been regarded with suspicion by an earlier generation of High Churchmen. For Gore, Catholicism, and indeed the Church of England itself, was ‘Liberal’ precisely in the sense that it was founded on Scripture and accepted an associated free enquiry as a check to mere dogmatism. It was the ‘scriptural test’, as he put it, that qualified the Catholicism of the Church of England as ‘scriptural or liberal’ (Carpenter 1960: 56). As Carpenter recognized, Gore spoke freely of the Church of England’s ‘duty of private judgment’, and was perfectly comfortable with a grateful acknowledgement of its Reformation heritage and with the word ‘Protestant’ (Carpenter 1960: 57). Here too Gore may have been influenced by Maurice, as well as Pusey himself, though not of course by Newman and Keble. The defence of private judgement, of the Reformation heritage, and of critical limits to assertions of ecclesiastical tradition, was a significant step away from first-generation Tractarianism.

Gore was to prove sympathetic to ecumenical contacts not only with Roman Catholics, as a participant in the ‘Malines conversations’, the informal talks on corporate reunion held from 1921 to 1927 between a Catholic group of theologians assembled by the Belgian Cardinal Mercier and a group of Anglicans, but also with the Free Churches, as a member of a group comprising Anglican and Free Church theologians who, during the First World War, supported the adoption of episcopacy as a basis for reunion in fact and ‘not in any theory as to its character’, and with the restoration of election by clergy and people (Gore 1918: 49). He was also surprisingly open to the acknowledgement of truth in other faiths, since all religions, he said, ‘contain more or less considerable elements of truth’ (Gore 1892: 112). In this, once again, there is more than an echo of Maurice, whose Religions of the World (1847), exemplifying a ‘hierarchy of truth’ approach to the relationship between Christianity and other faiths, had come to exert a powerful influence on some missionary theologians towards the end of the nineteenth century (Cracknell 1995).

There was, in other words, a certain plasticity about Gore’s position that could give encouragement to more radical theological voices, and in time to the movement subsequently called ‘Anglican Modernism’ and represented by theologians such as Henry Major (1871–1961) and Hastings Rashdall (1858–1929), even if Gore himself could not possibly countenance their conclusions, indeed abhorred them. The term ‘Liberal Catholicism’ was thus to prove useful as much for what it seemed to symbolize—an Anglican Catholicism open to critical enquiry—as for what it substantively described. As such it exercised a profound influence on a later generation of High Church Anglicans who were to be responsive to currents of theological opinion, including those of the ‘neo-Orthodox’ theologians Karl Barth (1886–1968) and Emil Brunner (1889–1966), which sprang out of the very Lutheran and Reformed sources that would have horrified some of the leaders of the Oxford Movement, at the same time as strongly affirming their inheritance of much of the Tractarian spirit.

By the early and mid-twentieth century, the Ritual and liturgical innovations of Tractarianism and its successors had rooted themselves strongly in the mainstream of the Church of England, and it was possible in a superficial sense to appear High Church in practice whilst being Liberal in theology and social ethics: this was the position, broadly, of Archbishop William Temple (1881–1944), himself once strongly influenced by Gore. The contributors to the Cambridge symposium Essays Catholic and Critical (1935) certainly regarded themselves as High Church Anglicans, yet in some respects their doctrinal positions moved closer to Modernism (Selwyn 1926). The same could not be said, however, of Michael Ramsey (1904–88), theologian and later Archbishop of Canterbury, whose Gospel and the Catholic Church (1936) was perhaps the most important and influential book of Anglican theology to appear in the mid-twentieth century, and whose constructive engagement with neo-Orthodoxy and the ‘Biblical Theology’ movement was combined with a balance of traditional High Churchmanship and critical acumen entirely typical of Gore (Ramsey 1936). On church order and sacramental doctrine, certainly, there was relatively little difference between Gore and Ramsey, and Ramsey regarded himself as an heir of the Oxford Movement. One of the more caustic Roman Catholic critics of modern Anglican theology, Aidan Nichols, has noted that it was Ramsey himself who argued that the Liberal Catholicism of Gore essentially got its priorities wrong, seeking to ‘put the Catholic faith in its right relation to modern intellectual and moral problems’, rather than ‘to put those problems into their right relation to the Catholic faith’ (Nichols 1993: 132). But this criticism, whilst perhaps true methodologically, risks implying that Gore’s doctrinal adaptations went further than in fact they did.

The Anglican ‘Liberal Catholicism’ of Gore and his circle was the most potent form in which the positions marked out by the Oxford Movement on doctrine, church order, and sacramental practice achieved a synthesis of sorts with the critical pressures to which Christian theologians found themselves susceptible in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. In its positive relation to elements of Protestant theology as well as Roman Catholic theology, however, it marked a fundamental shift away from the centre of gravity of Tractarianism. In so doing, the Tractarian association of Protestantism with Liberalism and rationalism was, inevitably, diluted for a later generation of High Churchmen. By no means was it the case that all the Anglican successors of the Oxford Movement came under the influence of Gore and the ‘Liberal Catholics’.

The distinction between ‘Romanizing’ or Roman-rite Anglo-Catholicism, and ‘English’ or Prayer Book Catholicism, classically described by Percy Dearmer (1867–1936) in The Parson’s Handbook (1899), to some extent reflected a theological distinction, too, with most of those who followed Gore’s line also echoing his liturgical and devotional sympathies with a moderate Anglo-Catholic, ‘English’ use. In the former group, suspicion of Liberalism remained much more prominent, as in the determined opposition of Darwell Stone (1859–1941), through publications such as the Church Quarterly Review, to Gore’s influence. Thus the attitude of the theological heirs of Newman, Keble, and Pusey to Liberalism varied considerably, and Anglo-Catholicism, by the end of the nineteenth century, exemplified widely different reactions to the complex cluster of critical methodologies, political causes, and social and ethical impulses variously associated with Liberalism in its religious form. Liberalism could be encountered, in greater or lesser degrees, across the spectrum of Western Christianity, shading into ‘Modernism’ in its more extreme forms in both Protestant and Catholic churches, but affecting almost all shades of opinion to some degree, even if sometimes it was only to stimulate a strongly reactive search back into Christian history for ideals and principles with which to resist the seemingly relentless onslaught of progressive thought. Nevertheless, the fact that this sheer variety of responses was partially reflected amongst the heirs of the Oxford Movement demonstrated, not the Movement’s essential lack of engagement with the theological challenges of Liberalism, but rather the very fruitfulness of its original doctrinal and devotional impulses.
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CHAPTER 42



HISTORIES AND ANTI-HISTORIES



PETER B. NOCKLES

IN his seminal Whig Interpretation of History (1931), Herbert Butterfield famously demonstrated the extent to which even apparently scrupulous historians project back the preoccupations of the present into their study of the past. Historians of the Oxford Movement have certainly not been immune from this tendency and have characteristically been unashamedly partisan. Yet their very partisanship has made them perhaps still more inclined to a reverse process to that of projecting the present on to the past—rather, they have tended to project forward into the present the preoccupations of the past. This in itself was a reflection of the extent to which the Oxford Movement continued to be a ‘live’ issue with a capacity to elicit strong reactions on either side for several generations after its first inception, as the plethora of histories and anti-histories provoked by the centennial commemorations of 1933 bore witness (Atherstone 2013).

The historiography of the Oxford Movement is copious. Three broad types of historical interpretation can be discerned, all of which to varying degrees were influenced by the historical ‘long shadow’ cast by the Oxford Movement over subsequent decades. Of the three categories, two are in favour of the Movement but they each differ fundamentally as to the basis of their approval. The one regards the history of the Oxford Movement as the story of God’s way of bringing out the true nature and hidden character of the English Church, while the other sees it as the story of the Providential steps by which its leader and several of his followers were led into the Roman Catholic Church.

Alongside and against these rival interpretations of the positive meaning of the Oxford Movement was a tradition of anti-histories which portrayed it as a betrayal and subversion of, and conspiracy against, the Protestant character of the English Church and its Reformation, if not as an actual agency of Antichrist. These anti-histories, themselves a forward projection of contemporary anti-Tractarian polemics of the 1830s and 1840s, fall into two types—the one being the perennial Protestant Evangelical master critique of the Oxford Movement as a conspiracy to reintroduce popery, the other the fruit of disaffected and disillusioned, occasionally embittered, former disciples or acolytes of the Oxford Movement who for various reasons reacted against it and in some cases turned towards rationalism, infidelity, or even unbelief. We must necessarily exclude the vast anti-Tractarian literature contemporaneous with the Movement and limit our time frame to the aftermath of the 1933 centennial with only passing notice of some more recent histories of the Movement.

The nature and genre of histories and anti-histories of the Oxford Movement can also be divided. Many of the ‘histories’ have the informality of a memoir with an autobiographical emphasis, Newman’s Apologia (1864) being a classic example. For an important element in the historical literature is that of the ‘reminiscences’ of its protagonists and followers, as well as the first biographies of its leaders such as Sir John Taylor Coleridge’s Memoir of John Keble (1869). As Owen Chadwick has argued, much of this genre of the historical literature necessarily mainly appeared within the decade 1880–90. Before that time, reminiscencers ‘would be mostly living in the present and not in the past and after 1890 they would be mostly unable to reminisce’ (Chadwick 1990: 137). Yet long before the time for reminiscence and retrospection had arrived, contemporary histories of the Movement and its progress had appeared and left their mark on the historical record. Moreover, Chadwick is not entirely accurate in his time frame—several of the reminiscences of this period such as Thomas Allies’s A Life Decision (1880) and Isaac Williams’s Autobiography (1892) were actually each composed in manuscript form several decades earlier: Allies’s was written in 1855, Williams’s in 1859, while Frederick Oakeley’s Historical Notes on the Tractarian Movement (1865) was heavily based on his earlier publication Personal Reminiscences of the Oxford Movement (1855).

While histories, unlike reminiscences, can be contemporaneous with the events described, in such contemporary accounts the perspective provided by the distance of time is lacking. Yet this limitation can be counterbalanced by a sense of the immediacy and freshness provided by the engagement of those active participants who had themselves ‘made’ the history. When they reminisced they were but revisiting and interpreting a period in which they had helped shape what had happened. From this perspective, the personal was considered an essential attribute of the faithful historian. As W. C. Borlase, who edited his Tractarian uncle William John Copeland’s manuscript ‘A Narrative of the Oxford Movement’, put it,


it must be clear to all that so essential a chapter of the Ecclesiastical history of modern Christendom demands that no living witness should be allowed to pass away unheard. (Borlase [Copeland] 1881)



Newman’s Apologia, though confessedly never claiming to be objective history, has tended to set the historiographical agenda and has cast a long shadow over other interpretations. On the other hand, contemporary history composed by those closely engaged in events as they unfolded can serve as an invaluable historical ‘snapshot’ caught in time as well as containing a vitality lacking in more stately dispassionate accounts by those not personally involved. And so it was with the very first ‘histories’ of the Oxford Movement.

The first of them, compiled by Newman’s Oriel disciple and London barrister, Samuel Francis Wood, remained until recently an unpublished manuscript composed in 1840 in response to a request from Pusey to provide a brief history of ‘the revival of primitive doctrine and practice in the English Church’ for Pusey’s German Lutheran friend, Augustus Tholuck. Wood’s essay probed the intellectual and spiritual wellsprings of the Movement in a way rarely matched in many later historical retrospectives which tended to be as much concerned with personalities as with principles. Wood’s account is especially valuable—on the one hand, as a corrective of later interpretations that assume too great a lineal continuity between the pre-Tractarian High Church tradition and the Oxford Movement, and on the other hand as a corrective to Newman’s modestly dating the birth of the Movement to Keble’s Assize sermon of 14 July 1833. Current scholarship downplays the significance of that event and supports Wood’s contrary emphasis on tracing the origins of the Movement to the intellectual revival of 1820–30 spearheaded by the Oriel Noetics and their theological and spiritual influences. Implicit in Wood’s contemporary account was also the idea of the Oxford Movement as ‘a movement’ and not merely the conservative reaction to a political crisis as so often portrayed.

Few would doubt, however, that it was the sense of a ‘Church in Danger’ in 1833 that acted as a necessary catalyst for giving coherence and shape to a movement which invoked and drew upon the various germinating ideas and principles of the preceding decade. For some, with the waning of the immediate threat to the establishment from political Dissent and Whig reform after the mid-1830s, the Movement had done its main work and achieved for them what was its original purpose.

The first two published contemporary historical accounts reflected this viewpoint. William Palmer’s Narrative of Events Connected with the Publication of the Tracts for the Times (1843) emphasized the rallying of orthodox churchmen in 1833–4 in the ‘Association in Defence of the Church’. While himself initially an ally of Newman, Palmer made clear that his fears were soon aroused as he felt that under Hurrell Froude’s influence the Movement slipped from its original moorings. Yet Palmer refused to pass any censure on any of the Tracts for the Times (he was part author of Tract 15) and remained remarkably reluctant to blame Newman himself for these developments and distinguished Newman’s position from that of his ‘Romanizing’ younger followers (Nockles 1994: 289). Arthur Philip Perceval’s A Collection of Papers Connected with the Theological Movement of 1833 (1842), struck a similar note. Both Perceval and Palmer were at the conservative, moderate end of the Tractarian spectrum but were essentially ‘in denial’ about Newman’s likely Romeward intentions. They pointedly refrained from in any way linking Newman with his ‘Romanizing’ followers, whom they both portrayed as an aberration from the true principles and original course of the Oxford Movement. Palmer necessarily refined his earlier account to take into account Newman’s later history, but his expanded 1883 edition of the Narrative … Extending to the Present Time did not otherwise depart far from the original in its basic line of interpretation.

Palmer’s historical view of the Oxford Movement was taken up by conservative High Church historians anxious to defend the Movement from the Protestant Evangelical anti-histories as well as Roman Catholic histories that saw it only as a transit for Rome. Dean Burgon in his Lives of Twelve Good Men (1889), like Palmer and Perceval, portrayed the Oxford Movement from a conservative perspective and claimed that its original goals were limited. Newman’s departure for Rome in October 1845 was a devastating blow and thereafter Burgon’s object seems to have been to downplay Newman’s role within the Movement. When he came to write its history Burgon had a simple solution to the problem of why Newman deserted the Movement. In effect, Burgon rewrote history—the Oxford Movement was not founded by Newman after all, but by a Cambridge man, his own brother-in-law, Hugh James Rose. Newman influenced the Movement but did not create it, and his disappearance in 1845 had little or no influence on its later development. Burgon did not doubt Newman’s sincerity, only his loyalty. His reading of Newman’s Tractarian credentials was in line with that of James Mozley’s articles in the Christian Remembrancer written in the immediate wake of Newman’s secession in 1845 which aimed to rebut the charge that the Movement had no basis or foundation other than what Newman gave it and that ‘it must fall, therefore when its mover goes’ (J. Mozley 1846: 175). For Burgon, as for James Mozley, there was the same assumption that Newman had betrayed the early promise and fortunes of the Movement and led it down a blind alley of his own making. He had taken up Anglicanism as a paper theory which he tested by criteria of his own. In making his case, Burgon cited Newman’s anxious letters to Rose. The aged Newman himself was scathing about the first version of Burgon’s account published in The Quarterly Review in 1878, complaining that Burgon had made Martin Routh (1755–1854), the venerable President of Magdalen College, out to be a ‘mere Anglican’. By implication, Newman probably thought that Burgon had similarly misrepresented Rose. Burgon’s portrait conflicted with Newman’s own view of Rose’s relationship to the Movement as revealed in the Apologia, a view which Rose’s brother Henry had challenged at the time.

Current research involving an examination of the whole correspondence from which Burgon made only very one-sided selections has in fact shown that Rose was much more in tune and sympathy with Newman’s maturing Tractarian views than Burgon made out and vindicates Newman’s criticism of Burgon’s interpretation. One can certainly regard Burgon’s creative reappraisal of Newman’s role in the Oxford Movement as part of a self-conscious attempt to bolster the flagging self-confidence of a High Church Anglican tradition that needed to be reminded that it could flourish and grow without him. Moreover, Burgon’s use of anti-Catholic rhetoric reveals that an older intolerant strain within traditional Anglican High Churchmanship was being re-invoked.

There were a few other latter-day voices within the Tractarian tradition who, like Burgon, sought to get over what for them was the embarrassment of Newman’s abandonment of the Church of England by rewriting the Oxford Movement’s early history. Thus, writing in 1903, Frederick Meyrick imaginatively claimed:


It is an entire mistake to suppose that the religious movement in Oxford of the last century owes its origin to Newman, or required his help for its success. It would have taken place had Newman not existed though the fire would not have blazed up so rapidly or so fiercely if he had not been there to feel it. (Meyrick 1901: 26)



Elsewhere, Meyrick contended that Newman ‘seized’ or captured a pre-existing movement and pushed beyond what he called its ‘natural limits’ and towards the direction of Rome. Like James Mozley, Meyrick employed the line that Newman led us but was not ‘of us’, and that his was ‘not a mind that was evenly balanced’ (Meyrick 1903: 1).

Even with the addition of Meyrick’s own caveats, this was an absurd misreading of what actually happened. It could only have been written by someone who had not intimately experienced Newman’s Oxford of the later 1820s and 1830s at first hand, for without Newman, any such religious movement would have had a very different character as to have made it unrecognizable from that which emerged and it is unlikely that it would have set the world alight. Meyrick’s retrospective reinterpretation of Newman’s role has a hollow ring when one compares it with the contemporary account by Samuel Wood. Meyrick cited the evidence of the first numbers of the Tracts for the Times, which as he put it, did not go ‘beyond the standing ground of the English seventeenth-century divines’. Yet far from seizing the movement off anybody, Newman of course was himself the author of a large number of those Tracts. In fact, if one discounts the twenty Tracts that were reprints from older publications, of the remaining seventy Tracts, twenty-nine had Newman as their author. Therefore, Meyrick’s attempt to explain Newman away as never really an ‘old’ or ‘original Tractarian’ does not stand up.

Burgon and Meyrick, like Palmer, had a particular axe to grind. In his Autobiography (published in 1892, but largely composed in 1859, five years prior to Newman’s Apologia), Newman’s Trinity friend and one-time follower Isaac Williams, gave an account which revealed his own parting of the ways from Newman while claiming that he, as a real disciple of John Keble, was the true Oxford Movement loyalist. It was Newman and the ‘Romanizers’ who had abandoned ship. Williams eschewed Burgon’s later downplaying of Newman’s role and as the author of a controversialist Tract on Reserve can rightly be regarded as a thoroughgoing Tractarian, though of the ‘Primitive’ type. Nonetheless, the Tractarian Williams clearly reacted against Newman’s former influence on him and did much to propagate the notion that the incipient tendency of Newman’s thought lay in the direction of unbelief. Williams, who retrospectively gave more weight to the influence on himself of Keble, was also inclined to downplay Newman’s originality and leadership qualities. There was a distinct barb in his reflection that,


Newman had a peculiar power of seizing intellectually the ethos, and principles of another, and making them his own, as if as it were on trial. (Williams 1892: 49)



Williams was also impatient with the view that Newman’s loss of Anglican faith was encouraged by ill-treatment by Oxford Heads of college or of bishops. Williams noted that Pusey had explained Newman’s departure to Rome as a consequence of this and for Williams, one of Newman’s weaknesses was that ‘he had not more learned to look on persecution as a matter of course, what a good man must expect to meet with’. The Tractarian Sir George Prevost, editor of the 1892 edition of Williams’s Autobiography, agreed. For Prevost, the conduct of the Oxford Heads was certainly an ordeal for ‘a sensitive nature like Newman’s’, but what happened in 1845 owed ‘more to what was working within him—to his natural restless temperament’. Williams felt that Newman regarded the whole Tractarian movement as but ‘an experiment’ which ‘he did not know whether the Church of England would bear, and knew not what would be the issue’ (Williams 1892: 104).

Newman’s Apologia of course deserves its place in any history of histories of the Oxford Movement but the reader should look elsewhere for the vast literature on the subject of the Apologia. Detailed analysis of its content for historical accuracy does not belong here precisely because as Newman himself admitted to Copeland, the Apologia was ‘not a history of the Movement but of me’. The Apologia’s object and purpose made it much more muted in making the case that the Oxford Movement was always providentially ordered in the direction of Rome than his Anglican Difficulties (1851), and which other histories of the Movement by Tractarian Catholic converts such as Edward Browne’s History of the Tractarian Movement (1856), Frederick Oakeley’s Historical Notes on the Tractarian Movement (1865), Thomas Allies’s A Life’s Decision (1880), and William Lockhart’s Cardinal Newman: Reminiscences of Fifty Years Since (1891), suggested. Although even such works refuted the Protestant conspiracy theory that there had ever been any ‘premeditated union among those who ultimately ended in becoming Catholics’ (Browne 1856: 35). Browne’s ‘Annals of Puseyism’ ambitiously aimed to serve as ‘a guide to some future historian of the Church in England as an index to the fulfilment of prophecies by St Edward the Confessor and a Spanish hermit in Elizabethan England that England would lose the Faith but that it might one day be restored’ (Browne 1856: 186). Wilfrid Ward’s William George Ward and the Oxford Movement (1890) and Christopher Dawson’s seminal The Spirit of the Oxford Movement (1933) were also part of this tradition of portraying the Roman Catholic destiny of the Oxford Movement. Dawson’s argument that Rome was the natural terminus of the original impulse that forged the Oxford Movement involved particular emphasis on the role of Hurrell Froude as more characteristic of ‘the original spirit of the Oxford Movement’ than that of Palmer. For Dawson, Froude had played a prophetical role in the evolving Oxford Movement and was evidence that the Movement’s ultimate destiny lay not in the via media—always a temporary vantage point—but in what he called the via ultima (Dawson 1933: 114).

By writing the Apologia Newman had, effectively, thrown out an olive branch to his old Tractarian Anglican friends from whom he had grown apart over the previous twenty years. Newman’s old Tractarian comrades, notably Pusey, Copeland, and Church, responded accordingly. They combined sympathy with and support for Newman’s Tractarian project as related in the Apologia with their own continued adherence to the Church of England and could call on the Tractarian Newman to justify themselves. They tended to view the history of the Movement through his eyes and to place him centre-stage in a way which mirrored Newman’s own account in the Apologia. This was very much the case with the idiosyncratic, indiscreet, and rambling musings of his brother-in-law Thomas Mozley’s Reminiscences of Oriel College and the Oxford Movement (2 volumes, 1882).

Thomas Mozley, one-time ultra-Tractarian editor of the British Critic in its last and distinctly ‘Romanizing’ phase (1841–3) of course never crossed the Tiber, but unlike his brother James, never turned his back on Newman and lost no opportunity in praising him in his Reminiscences. Newman himself was appalled by the gossipy, racy tone of Mozley’s book, even though he was portrayed, in the words of Mozely himself, as ‘a genius, surrounded by yapping curs’. Yet for all its randomness, eccentricities, and embarrassing revelations, what comes across from Mozley’s account is Newman’s utter unworldliness and single-minded devotion to the Tractarian cause. For all Newman’s gift for friendship, Thomas Mozley’s Newman is a ‘loner’, who while leader of the Oxford Movement consciously saw himself as a ‘voice crying in the wilderness’. Mozley also emphasized another feature of the Movement, often overlooked in the more reductionist accounts—its utter unworldliness and sense of detachment from the attraction of clerical ambition.

In contrast to Thomas Mozley, the Tractarian William John Copeland (1804–85), Fellow of Trinity College Oxford (1832–49) and curate of Farnham, Essex (1849–85), avoided making Newman too much the centre of attention in his own unpublished ‘History of the Oxford Movement’ (1881). Copeland in his account emphasized the role of other figures besides Newman and stressed lines of continuity with a pre-Tractarian High Church tradition that would be rarely evident in Anglo-Catholic historiography. Copeland was something of an exception in this respect partly perhaps because he was a link man between the Tractarians and an older High Church tradition as exemplified in the early Nonjurors.

Much more characteristic of the Tractarian historiographical genre than Burgon’s or Meyrick’s reading of events, Richard Church’s classic The Oxford Movement: Twelve Years (1891) actually based its account around Newman at the expense of leaders like Keble and Pusey. While no one was more capable of a philosophical or detached historical approach than Church, The Oxford Movement never aspired to that status. Church wrote with a different ‘voice’, one more akin to reminiscence than objective history. For Dean Church, Newman was another Ezekiel breathing life and energy into a prevailing dead and decaying orthodoxy but then went beyond this and made the Oxford Movement something far more than any previous merely High Church reaction to the hoary old cry of a ‘Church in Danger’. Church understated lines of continuity between Anglican High Churchmanship and Tractarianism and had little to say about the complex relationship between the Tractarians and the Evangelical school. Moreover, it was Church who really privileged the history of the Oxford Movement to the time frame of the ‘twelve years’ during which Newman was its recognized leader. Church ended his account with what he called the ‘catastrophe’ of Newman’s conversion to Rome in 1845 as if that was the Movement’s natural terminus. This was actually in line with the view of Roman Catholic commentators on the Movement and of the converts themselves, but it clearly exaggerated the significance of the secessions of 1845 for the numerous continuing disciples of the Movement outside and beyond Oxford.

Of course, Newman’s departure for Rome had to be accounted for in a manner which did not undermine continuing Tractarian adherence to a Catholic vision of Anglicanism as in direct continuity with the ancient Church. In short, Newman was at the receiving end of persecutory proceedings by Oxford’s Hebdomadal Board and the bench of bishops. The implication was that had the authorities been more understanding and allowed the principles of Tract 90 to stand, if not take root, then all might have been well. The Church of England had not known how to handle Newman, causing frustration and eventual loss of nerve and patience on Newman’s part. A similar explanation was put forward by another reminiscencer of the period, W. C. Lake when dean of Durham in the 1890s. For Lake, a one-time protégé of the Broad Church Thomas Arnold and A. P. Stanley, the nineteenth-century revival of the Church of England was almost entirely owing to Newman (Lake 1901: 45), but Newman was impatient. For Lake, if only Newman had been content to let Tractarian teaching do its silent work and held to his post, all would have been well. Such a picture, though well-intentioned towards Newman, concealed the real degree of antipathy that Tractarians and Anglo-Catholics actually displayed at the loss of their leader in the aftermath of 1845.

For the agenda of one strand Anglo-Catholicism in the 1890s the story of Newman’s religious journey from a Calvinist Evangelical in early life to Rome somewhat jarred with its presentation of the continuity of a Catholic tradition in Anglicanism and intrinsic loyalty to the Church of England. That claim would seem hollow if Newman’s vision of the Oxford Movement as a ‘moving’ phenomenon whose logic lay in Rome was allowed to triumph. Therefore anything that pointed to change or development rather than lineal continuity was underplayed in the historiography. Certainly, such Anglo-Catholics could be more mindful of the centrality of Newman’s role in the Oxford Movement than were Burgon or Meyrick. Nonetheless they still took comfort in the argument which James Mozley had used—that Newman was never really ‘one of us’. Above all, from this vantage point, Newman’s polemical Catholic writings of 1850 at the expense of the Church of England seemed like an aberration. Newman was here given his due but the inference was that Keble, Pusey, and Liddon were always more reliable guides and repositories of the ‘mind of Tractarianism’.

The other key feature in the Anglo-Catholic version of Oxford Movement history has been to claim that the Catholic Revival itself in origin represented discontinuity and a break from a degenerate and somnolent pre-Tractarian Church of England. Anglo-Catholicism meant embracing ‘Catholicism’ without the need to follow the Roman option, but it also entailed placing at some distance a more Protestant High Church understanding of the Church of England characteristic of even the Caroline divines. Of course the Oxford Movement could not have had the appeal and influence it had without the originality and impulse provided by the Tractarians. Yet at the same time Anglo-Catholic historiography, even in the able hands of Church and Liddon, magnified the Tractarians at the expense of the older High Church tradition. It was an attitude expressed in G. Wakeling’s flimsy and anecdotal The Oxford Movement: Sketches and Recollections (1895) and in the many Anglo-Catholic publications in the run-up to or celebration of the Movement’s centennial in 1933, notably by S. L. Ollard, F. L. Cross, D. L. Morse-Boycott, C. Kelway, the authors of Northern Catholicism, and others. For these authors, 1833 was a revolutionary moment, the Tractarians and their Anglo-Catholic successors leading the Church of England out of darkness and into light. The pre-Tractarian High Churchmen were compromised and caricatured as ‘high and dry’. The portrait left was a much cruder form of Dean Church’s analysis. Even more than had their predecessors in the 1890s, early 1930s Anglo-Catholicism was rewriting the history of the Oxford Movement to support their own present-day agenda and place in the Church of England.

Revisionist interpretations of the history of the Oxford Movement in recent years have placed Newman in a more nuanced and contextualized relationship to the history of the High Church tradition in the Church of England. Church’s view has also been portrayed as taking the focus away from the genuine intellectual reasons which underpinned Newman’s departure for Rome. Newman himself inadvertently gave plausibility to Church and others for this psychological interpretation because of the weight which he appeared to give in the Apologia to the action of the Oxford Heads of houses and the bishops’ charges. Church’s view continued to permeate Anglo-Catholic historiography, influencing F. L. Cross’s John Henry Newman (1933), for example.

If for the convert Newman and other Catholic secessionists, the logic and providential destiny of the Oxford Movement was always towards the Roman Catholic Church, it was important for those in the Anglo-Catholic tradition to make the case that, on the contrary, such an outcome was a departure from the true principles of 1833. Dean Church had been too close to Newman emotionally to make this case but others who followed him did. For F. L. Cross, Newman despaired of the success of the Catholic Revival in the Church of England too readily and was temperamentally incapable of weathering the hostile response to Tract 90. According to Cross, Newman made much more of his intellectual disenchantment with the Anglican position from 1839 onwards than he ever did at the time. For Cross, there was in the Apologia an element of retrospective rationalization of Newman’s reasons for becoming a Catholic, just a hint here of what Frank Turner was later to argue in his biography of Newman (2002) and edition of the Apologia—that the opposition to Tract 90 brought out a latent spirit of ressentiment in Newman, that theological considerations played only a small part in his conversion, and that personal psychological weaknesses had a role. On the other hand, Cross did not prefigure Turner’s argument that in the Apologia Newman reinterpreted his Tractarian life in order to meet the wishes of his Roman Catholic co-religionists by retrospectively making liberalism to be his guiding bête noir.

To get round the challenge of Newman’s decision for Rome, there has been a discernible tendency to get away from the Newman-centric approach of a Dean Church, and without going as far as Dean Burgon or Frederick Meyrick, in putting Newman in his place and in elevating other Tractarian leaders at his expense. In fact, Meyrick’s extraordinary attempt to deny that Newman was ever central to the life of the Tractarian movement finds an echo even in the work of Owen Chadwick. Thus, for Chadwick, while Newman was acknowledged as giving ‘the movement leadership, and coherence, and influence’, he regards him as ‘not essential to the Movement’. Chadwick even contends that ‘none of the main ideas would have been hidden if Newman had not been its leader’ (Chadwick 1990: 36).

The genre of anti-histories of the Oxford Movement fall into the two types: those written by disaffected former disciples and those from the Protestant Evangelical or Nonconformist camp for whom it was part of a popish conspiracy. Of the former, the most notorious example was that of Mark Pattison who as a Fellow of Lincoln by the late 1840s had repudiated his Tractarian past with bitterness (Pattison 1885: 236) and embarked on a course which took him far from the shores of orthodox belief. In his Memoirs (1885), he notoriously dismissed Tractarianism in Oxford as a distraction from the true business of the university. Tractarian loyalists were outraged. Dean Church accused him in effect of betrayal.

Another example of an anti-history from a former Tractarian came from the pen of the gifted nineteenth-century historian and Regius Professor of Modern History at Oxford, James Anthony Froude (1818–94). When Froude matriculated as an Oriel undergraduate in 1835, Newman naturally had high hopes for him as a recruit to the Movement. Froude in turn respected Newman as a spiritual mentor and in 1842 contributed a Life of St Neot to Newman’s series Lives of the English Saints. Although profoundly moved by Newman’s sermons, he kept the Tractarian party at arm’s length, and ultimately reacted against the Movement. His frustration and inner conflicts found dramatic expression in a semi-autobiographical novel, The Nemesis of Faith (1849), in which the hero having abandoned formal belief dies in misery after a failed suicide attempt. Although rightly regarded as a novel of religious doubt, Froude’s chronicle of an anguished retreat from incipient Tractarianism was not laced with the bitterness that marked Pattison’s Memoirs. For all his own personal disillusionment, Froude’s application of a travel metaphor to Newman’s religious journey and his own sadness at not being able to ‘travel farther along the track’, revealed a lingering attachment to Newman.

James Froude eventually broke clear of Newman’s spell and his historical essay, ‘The Oxford Counter-Reformation’ (1883), amounted to a devastating riposte to Tractarianism. In a memorable passage in that essay, he gently ridiculed the fiery spirit which had taken hold of Newman and his elder brother:


But as the windmills were giants to the knight of La Mancha, so the Whigs of those days were to young Oxford apostles the forerunners of Antichrist.



For Froude, the Oxford Movement was not so much a betrayal of Protestantism or an affront to rational Christianity but something that was not needed.


The excitement was unnecessary. The sun was not extinguished because a cloud passed over its face. Custom, tradition, conservative instinct, and natural reverence for the truth handed down to it, would have sufficed more than amply to meet such danger as then existed. (Froude 1883: 245)



Froude’s reaction against Newman unsettled his religious faith though it did not ultimately carry him into outright unbelief. For Froude, the ‘Oxford revivalists’, with Newman at their head, had


provoked the storm of a reaction of unbelief but had no spell which would allay it. They did not try to allay it. They used it for their own cause. (Froude 1883: 332)



The other genre of Oxford Movement anti-histories, those from Protestant and Evangelical critics, differed in kind from that which emanated from its disaffected or alienated former disciples. This kind of anti-history was but an extension of the early Protestant onslaught on all that the Movement stood for in terms of doctrinal and sacramental teaching. Biographies, memoirs, autobiographies, and reminiscences of prominent Evangelical churchmen and Nonconformists from the 1880s often gave extended space to historical critiques of the Movement that mirrored in reverse contemporary pro-Movement historical retrospectives. However, it was the 1890s onwards in the context of the last great Victorian anti-Ritualist campaign and related controversies over use of the Confessional and in reaction to the highly influential sympathetic histories of its protagonists that the full force of the Protestant anti-Oxford Movement histories was finally unleashed. The landmark work here was Walter Walsh’s conspiratorial and inflammatory The Secret History of the Oxford Movement (1898), and it is significant how that sensationalist account influenced saner and more moderate anti-Tractarian histories from the Evangelical and Protestant Nonconformist camp.

That there were those reared in the Protestant Evangelical tradition who could yet appreciate the Oxford Movement was demonstrated by the candid recollections of a distinguished Scottish Presbyterian poet and philosopher, J. C. Shairp, who witnessed the Oxford Movement at first hand while an undergraduate at Balliol. Although effectively ‘unchurched’ by Tractarian teaching, Shairp concluded that a Movement whose leaders and disciples embraced such high spiritual qualities had to be good and that there was no one in Oxford, ‘at least a reading man’ who was not ‘indirectly affected by it’. He described Newman as ‘the most remarkable’ man ‘that the English Church has produced in any century’ (Shairp 1872: 243–4). Others from within this tradition struck a similar note. In 1881 the Congregationalist historian J. Guinness Rogers delivered a series of balanced and respectful lectures on the history of the Oxford Movement. Rogers of course did not disguise his opposition to the ecclesial and sacramental claims of the Movement but like Gladstone, he emphasized the Evangelical parentage of many of the Tractarians and conceded that it was productive of many ‘elements of good’ (Rogers 1881: 172, 307). He faulted the Evangelical party for its intellectual narrowness and the Broad Church for its lack of spiritual fervour while finding that the Movement, for all its faults, combined these elements. A similarly moderate tone was struck by the Congregationalist A. M. Fairbairn’s Catholicism: Roman and Anglican (1899). For Fairbairn, the Evangelicals had been disqualified by their narrow and individualistic theology from meeting the crisis of 1833 (Fairbairn 1899: 293). In short, the Oxford Movement was necessary.

A more polemical emphasis infused the Wesleyan Methodist James Henthorn Rigg’s elaborate study, Oxford High Anglicanism (1895). Rigg was a prolific controversialist on behalf of the Wesleyan Methodist denominational cause but lacked any intimate knowledge of Tractarian Oxford. As might be expected, Rigg was resolutely opposed to most of what the Oxford Movement stood for in theological terms and faulted Church’s history not so much for its accuracy—though of course he found Church to be too sympathetic to Hurrell Froude and Newman—but for the flawed ecclesiological assumptions on which his and the Movement’s theology rested. Rigg gave far more space than had Church to Pusey and to events after 1845 and clearly aimed to trace the ‘origins of Puseyism’ as an explanation of the Ritualist controversies of the 1890s and the Protestant Evangelical need to combat the twin evils of Ritualism and Popery. His main case, however, was a moral one—the dishonesty of propagating Roman teaching within the Church of England. The implication was that at least Newman and his fellow converts had been ‘honest’ in abandoning the Church of England for Rome. On the other hand, the position of Anglo-Catholics of that day (1890s) was deemed to be fundamentally confused and unacceptable.

Yet Rigg tried hard to be fair and gave due weight to the personal character of many of the Movement’s leaders, making clear that he used as his chief authorities the ‘writings of Anglo-Catholics themselves, and not of their opponents’. He paid Church the compliment of being one of the Movement’s ‘most reasonable and least extreme adherents’ which made his historical account ‘unique in its authority and importance’ (Rigg 1895: xi, 106). Moreover, Rigg was very sceptical of Burgon’s attempt to downplay Newman’s role and to claim Hugh James Rose as the key figure in the Movement’s early history. While anxious to claim that Newman had abandoned doctrinal Evangelicalism some time prior to the dawn of the Movement, yet in an almost admiring tone which recognized the Evangelical impulse in shaping its early history, Rigg pronounced:


Newman’s ‘Catholic intensity’ of bias and feeling derived much of its quality from a transformed evangelical ecstasy and experimental assurance which was altogether foreign to the character of Hugh James Rose’s Anglican orthodoxy. (Rigg 1895: 38)



However, as Wellings remarked, the appearance of Walsh’s Secret History between the first and second edition of Rigg’s study was to leave its mark even on the preface to the second edition of Oxford High Anglicanism (1899). In his first edition, Rigg had steered clear of such issues as the supposed moral iniquities of the Confessional though he repeatedly used ‘feminine’ and lack of ‘manliness’ in referring to the Tractarian leaders. Walsh’s work emboldened him to be more outspoken in the preface to his own second edition and to add a supplementary chapter and modify the text in the direction of Walsh’s conspiracy theory (Wellings 1997: 514). Not only had Walsh, claimed Rigg, ‘furnished a luminous commentary on the history with which my volume had to deal’, but his Secret History had proved that there was a ‘conspiracy’ and had confirmed ‘also some conjectures and intimations which for want of evidence I hesitated to affirm as matters of fact’. Moreover, Rigg felt that the warnings which his first edition had contained had ‘been more than justified by the deep national agitation and the violent church conflict of the last two years’ (Rigg 1899: vii). In short, this was Oxford Movement anti-history dictated by present-day concerns. For Rigg and Walsh, their histories had a moral purpose: the Oxford Movement and its poisonous legacy was a real warning from history.

For Walsh, far more than for Rigg, the history of the Oxford Movement had an overtly didactic framework and methodology. Walsh set out to prove that the Movement from its very origin aimed at corporate reunion with the Church of Rome. Everything was covered in secrecy, but the anti-Roman polemic of the first phase of the Movement was just a smokescreen. Sixty years of complex history and development was forced into a polemical straitjacket (Wellings 1997: 512). Guinness Rogers had been careful not to insinuate that the Tractarians practised reserve because they were ‘Romanizing conspirators’ but only because the English mind was not then prepared to receive such teaching (Rogers 1881: 289); Walsh, on the other hand, made no such careful distinction. What seems obvious now, though overlooked by those who followed Walsh’s interpretation, is that Walsh confused the well-known Tractarian ‘reserve’ in propagating certain doctrines of the Christian Faith to the uninitiated with prudential secrecy as regards methods and tactics. In fact, it was Palmer of Worcester and the conservative High Churchmen who were against ‘making a splash’ in 1833, whereas Newman and Froude wished to ‘make a row’ and ‘nail their colors to the mast’ and the Tracts for the Times certainly did not dissemble the teaching they wished to proclaim. Walsh essentially ‘read back’ the extreme Anglo-Catholic doctrines and Ritualist practices of the period in which he wrote (the 1890s) into the 1830s, so that even the conservative and anti-Roman Isaac Williams was blamed for creating or fostering teaching and practices which he himself would have abhorred. Walsh both ‘caught and contributed to the rising tide of concern about ritualism in the Church of England’ which marked the later 1890s (Wellings 1997: 514). His was a ‘present-day’ misreading of the past to suit a polemical current purpose carried to an extreme, though the idea of the Movement as ‘popish conspiracy’ can actually be traced back to Protestant High Churchmen such as C. P. Golightly and Godfrey Faussett in the late 1830s or early 1840s.

The Protestant Evangelical anti-histories in subsequent years did not quite match Walter Walsh’s level of invective or conspiracy theory but were dismissive of claims that the Tractarians were deeply influenced by Evangelical thought. One of the more substantial was that by Bishop E. A. Knox in 1933. Knox was scarcely less vituperative in his strictures on the Movement and in detecting a ‘conspiracy’ than Walter Walsh had been. However, he took a much less insular approach than most of the standard histories on either side of the debate, viewing the Oxford Movement in a broader European context and canvass. In this respect alone, he prefigured more recent studies that eschew insularity for a more global emphasis. Anglo-Catholic insularity hitherto had tended to preclude such an approach though Northern Catholicism: Centenary Studies in the Oxford and Parallel Movements (Williams and Harris 1933), with its attempt to construct an Anglo-Catholic ecumenical umbrella covering Northern Europe was something of an exception in breaking away from geographical limitations of High Church Anglicanism. Knox, however, was more interested in origins and the earlier phases of the European revivals than in the modern-day ecumenical agenda which clearly motivated the authors of Northern Catholicism. Knox accepted the Roman Catholic historical line so utterly repudiated by Anglo-Catholic historians, that the Oxford Movement was always destined for or bound to prove a conduit for Rome; the difference being that what was for him a matter for condemnation, was for Dawson a matter for celebration.

Finally, notice should be taken of two magisterial historical studies of the Oxford Movement, which while written by two theological committed authors, had a broader European-wide perspective and stood outside and above the insularity of Anglican Church party rivalry and were committed to bringing fresh insights. These classics are perhaps the finest and most insightful of all Oxford Movement histories—the Roman Catholic convert Dawson’s Spirit of the Oxford Movement (1933) and the Swedish Lutheran Ynvge Brilioth’s Anglican Revival (1925), along with his perceptive Three Lectures on Evangelicalism and the Oxford Movement (1934).

Dawson moved away from viewing the Oxford Movement primarily as the source and origin of the Anglo-Catholic revival within the Church of England. Although Anglo-Catholicism had had a formative influence on his own early religious life, Dawson assumed a critical, if sympathetic, detachment from that tradition born of his conversion to Roman Catholicism and his own broader European cultural frame of reference. He wrote sympathetically of historic Anglicanism and gave this and the Nonjuror tradition full weight in its influence on Keble, Williams, and others in the Tractarian constellation. However, Dawson reacted strongly against the denominational and insular limitations of Anglo-Catholic historiography primarily because it offended against his own view of history and the historical process. Like Butterfield, he was conscious of the tendency of any historian to justify present ideals or practices by invoking precedents from the past, rather than ‘to discover those elements in the past that are peculiarly its own’. The history of the Oxford Movement appealed to him as the story of powerful and unique spiritual personalities and not merely as an episode that could be evoked over for its effects on the subsequent fortunes of the Church of England.

For Dawson, the Oxford Movement’s chief claim to significance was that it stood ‘for the preservation of the Catholic conception of an objective supernatural order and idea of divine authority, and protest against the secularization of the modern state’ (Dawson 1993: 134). As such it was not uninfluenced by the context of the Totalitarianism of the Europe of the 1930s, in the light of which Newman’s and Manning’s expostulations against ‘Caesarism’ might be deemed prophetic. There was also a suggestion that modern Anglo-Catholicism had compromised with the forces of doctrinal and cultural liberalism and that only Rome could face up to the potential tyranny of the modern state. For Dawson, nostalgia does not rule. The Oxford Movement deserved to be studied on its own merits and in its own terms, with intuitive understanding as well as creative imagination and without the condescension of posterity. For this reason, Dawson strongly reacted against the flawed Freudian psychological reductionism of Geoffrey Faber’s highly influential but flawed Oxford Apostles (1933), a work which he regarded as ‘pitiable’, with its misrepresentation, redolent of the more recent studies by Frank Turner, of the severe Tractarian moral ethos as ‘morbid emotionalism’. It is surprising that Owen Chadwick should regard Faber’s Oxford Apostles as ‘much the most important essay’ produced by the centenary of 1933, while overlooking Dawson’s seminal contribution.

Brilioth was no less critical of Anglo-Catholic historiography but from a different perspective. He was sceptical of the view, so ingrained in Anglo-Catholic historiography, that the Tractarians single-handedly rescued the Church of England from a long epoch of decay and somnolence, claiming that:


Every great movement, like every great personality, has an inclination to put its neighbours in the shade, and concentrate all attention on itself. It can easily cast its shadow behind itself on the pages of history. A period, which was not worse than many others, is often unjustly criticized through the proximity of a time of uplifting and of heightened life. (Brilioth 1925: 16)



Brilioth also gave support to Gladstone’s thesis that Evangelicalism and even the ‘older Wesleyanism’ played a part in moulding what he called the ‘neo Anglicanism’ promoted by the Oxford Movement—something which Rigg, for whom the sacerdotalism of the Oxford Movement was anathema, had been at pains to deny. Brilioth emphasized the role of Alexander Knox (1757–1831) and Bishop John Jebb (1778–1833) in mediating John Wesley’s influence within and through the tradition of Anglican High Church sacramental theology which was encompassed in Tractarianism. In short, both Anglo-Catholic and Evangelical constituencies would be left uncomfortable by Brilioth’s original analysis. Brilioth also employed the distinction between the ‘static’ element in the Movement represented by Palmer and Perceval and the ‘dynamic’ element represented by Hurrell Froude, Newman, Ward, and Oakeley, in a way that has left its mark on more recent Oxford Movement studies. Brilioth’s indeed was a prophetic voice, foreshadowing the ‘revisionist’ historiography of recent years.
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AFTERWORD

The Oxford Movement Today— ‘The Things that Remain’



COLIN PODMORE

ABIDING INFLUENCE

ALTHOUGH 1845 was a watershed, it marked not the end of the Catholic Revival in the Church of England but the beginning of a hundred years during which the Catholic Movement that the Tractarians had initiated grew and blossomed. The Movement permanently changed the Church of England’s visual appearance and, to a significant extent, its ethos also. Most churches built in the later nineteenth century were in Gothic Revival style, emphasizing continuity with the pre-Reformation Church. Existing church interiors were reordered under the influence of catholic styles of worship. Many mainstream churches now contain statues and devotional images. In most the altar (as it is now generally called) has a coloured frontal and candles are lit for all services. The majority of priests wear at least a coloured stole (rather than a black scarf) for the eucharist—and often also alb, stole, and chasuble. The black gown formerly worn for preaching has virtually disappeared. Even evangelical bishops wear mitres, at least on occasion.

What is true of the visual image is also true of worship. The eucharist is commonly the principal Sunday service, and how it is celebrated generally owes much to custom and practice originally (re-)introduced by Anglo-Catholics. Modern eucharistic liturgies are fundamentally catholic in their shape and influences, even if the texts fall short, at some doctrinally crucial points, of what Anglo-Catholics would wish to say.

Anglo-Catholic influence has not only shaped what is said and done but also, to a significant extent, what is sung. Larger churches often have robed choirs (in mistaken imitation of the English cathedral tradition) and the ordinary of the Mass is commonly sung. Common worship provides settings of the eucharistic prayers to the Sarum plainchant, and singing the opening dialogue at least is relatively common. The most ‘traditional’ Church of England hymn-book, Hymns Ancient & Modern (various editions since 1861), was originally a Tractarian publication, though later Anglo-Catholics have preferred the rival English Hymnal (1906/1933) and New English Hymnal (1986). Hymns from both are strongly represented in other, newer, hymn-books.

Thus, what people see and experience when they enter most parish churches owes more—directly or indirectly—to the Catholic Revival than to any other tradition within Anglicanism. In a Church which espouses the maxim lex orandi, lex credendi, the catholicizing of worship has tended to catholicize doctrine. The comment of that most quintessentially Anglican archbishop, Geoffrey Fisher, that ‘We have no doctrine of our own—we only possess the Catholic doctrine of the Catholic Church enshrined in the Catholic creeds’ (Podmore 2006: 38) indicated the extent to which, by the 1950s, the Catholic Movement had succeeded in reconfiguring the Church of England’s self-understanding. The new Canons of 1964/9, drafted largely under Fisher’s leadership, reflected this catholic self-understanding and the leading part which Anglo-Catholics played in the Convocations and Church Assembly in the post-war years.

Many of the theological colleges which trained priests were Anglo-Catholic foundations, and official reports published in 1986 (The Priesthood of the Ordained Ministry) and 1990 (Episcopal Ministry) espoused a fundamentally catholic understanding of ministry—influenced by the Anglican-Roman Catholic dialogue which the re-catholicizing of the Church of England had facilitated. The religious orders founded by the Tractarians and their successors eventually became an officially recognized feature of the Church of England’s life. Anglo-Catholic priestly formation and the revival of the religious life tended to catholicize Anglican spirituality and foster the growth of retreats and spiritual direction.

What is true of the Church of England is also true, to varying degrees, of other Anglican Churches. Some, founded by Anglo-Catholic missions such as the Universities’ Mission to Central Africa, are much more thoroughly Anglo-Catholic than the Church of England ever became, but Anglo-Catholic influence having significantly affected the visual appearance and ethos even of Evangelicalism in the Church of England, that influence is also evident in Anglican Churches that were founded by Evangelical missionary societies and remain far more thoroughly Evangelical than the Church of England has ever been.

Much of the Church of England’s new-found catholic appearance and ethos was not imported or invented but rather revived or just reinvigorated. Much was in tune with cultural developments in wider Victorian and Edwardian society, and not all of those responsible for the changes would have described themselves as Anglo-Catholics. Much, especially as the twentieth century progressed, was influenced by developments in continental Roman Catholicism, and although Anglo-Catholics were principally responsible for opening the Church of England to its influence, they were not alone in mediating it. Nevertheless, the predominantly catholic visual image and ethos which the Church of England now enjoys, even after the eclipse of Anglo-Catholicism by the growth of various forms of Liberalism and Evangelicalism, can be said to be largely the fruit of the Catholic Revival and counted among ‘the things that remain’.

GROWING DIVERSITY, C.1900–C.1960

The legacy of the Catholic Revival does not, however, consist solely of a range of attitudes that have become widely diffused through the Anglican Communion—a catholic understanding of the nature and purpose of church buildings; a catholic (or at least ‘sacramental’) tradition of liturgy, worship, and spirituality; and a broadly catholic doctrine of ministry and sacraments. The Oxford Movement was, first and foremost, a movement motivated by catholic ecclesiology in the theological, rather than the architectural and aesthetic sense. Indeed, Pusey was very cautious about changes in liturgy, ritual, and vesture, fearing that ‘externals might be gained at the cost of the doctrines themselves’ (Nockles 1994: 213). A distinct Catholic Movement, faithful to Tractarian ecclesiology and recognizable as a constellation of interrelated societies, institutions, and trusts, and the parishes, clergy, and people that support them, continues. For its present situation to be understood, some key features of its twentieth-century history need to be sketched.

As the Movement grew, it also diversified. In the first half of the twentieth century Liberal Anglo-Catholicism (Piggot 2004a) developed as a distinct theological tradition centred on Cambridge and manifested through the journal Theology (from 1920), the volume Essays Catholic and Critical (1926), and the Doctrine Commission report Doctrine in the Church of England (1938). The same period saw the growth of Anglican Papalism, which strove to prepare the Church of England for corporate reunion with Rome by conforming it as far as possible to Roman Catholic theology, liturgy, and practice and by resisting Liberalism. A Centenary Manifesto and Centenary Tractates entitled The Church of England and the Holy See (1933) set out the Anglican Papalist position (Yelton 2005: 42–4). Many other Anglo-Catholics, notably in Oxford itself, were not closely associated with either of these strands. The centenary volume Northern Catholicism (1934), published under the auspices of the English Church Union, argued for ‘a Catholicism which is neither Roman nor Byzantine; which is non-Papal, but at the same time specifically Western in its outlook and temper’ (Williams 1934: viii).

Most noticeable was the Movement’s liturgical diversity. ‘Prayer Book Catholics’ continued the original Tractarians’ practice of using authorized liturgies with relatively little alteration or addition. Some Anglo-Catholics sought to emphasize the Church of England’s continuity with the pre-Reformation Church by developing an ‘English Use’ in which the Prayer Book liturgy was embellished with texts and ceremonial drawn from the Sarum rite (Hughes 1963: 46–56). Anglican Papalists, by contrast, followed the ‘Western Use’, using the English Missal (first edition 1912)—a translation of the Roman Missal into Prayer Book English with optional Prayer Book texts at key points. The identification of theological tradition with liturgical preference was not complete, however: Liberal Anglo-Catholicism included Prayer Book Catholics and devotees of both the English and the Western Use (Piggot 2004a: 14–15).

Theological and liturgical diversity caused tensions, and people who could broadly be described as Anglo-Catholics lined up on either side of some intra-Anglican disputes—for example over liturgical revision. However, the Catholic Movement continued to be recognizably a single movement, many of the societies that it comprised retaining a membership that spanned the diversities described above. The Anglo-Catholic Congresses of the inter-war years (1920–33), the ‘high noon of the Catholic movement’, had something of a Papalist ethos (Gunstone 2010: 347, 343), yet of the eleven main speakers at the 1930 Congress five were Cambridge Liberal Catholics (Piggot 2004a: 10). In 1934 the Anglo-Catholic Congress merged with the English Church Union (established in 1859–60) to form the Church Union (Corbett and Davage 2009: 49–52), which until 1992 was the Movement’s primary political manifestation.

THE PARTING OF THE WAYS, C.1960–C.2010

If the theological and liturgical tensions that developed in the earlier part of the twentieth century left Anglo-Catholicism’s overall unity intact, the same was not true of divisions that opened up from the 1960s onwards. Developments flowing from the upheavals of the 1960s were destabilizing in a number of respects (Yates 1999: 365–74). Social changes resulted in a decline in churchgoing from which Anglo-Catholic churches were not immune, and slum clearance destroyed the communities that many were founded to serve. The Second Vatican Council renewed hope of restoration of communion with Rome but also gave rise to changes in Roman Catholic liturgy and worship that had a disorientating effect on Anglo-Catholics—especially in a context in which Anglican worship was marked by increasing diversity because of liturgical revision. Changes in society, and changes to the religious life in the Roman Catholic Church in response to them, had a similar effect on the Anglican religious orders that had played a key part in the growth of Anglo-Catholicism. A new wave of feminism called into question the patriarchal symbolism that underlies a catholic understanding of Christian priesthood. The sexual revolution resulted in a gradual and, for the most part, much less public—but nevertheless widespread—breakdown in acceptance among the significant number of homosexual Anglo-Catholic clergy of the disciplines of clerical celibacy and chastity that the Catholic Movement had promoted. A culture of ‘gin, lace and back biting’ (a phrase attributed to Kenneth Leech, the founder of the Jubilee Group of Anglo-Catholic socialists), which A. N. Wilson satirized in his novel Unguarded Hours (Wilson 1978), weakened the Movement and harmed its image. Adrian Hastings has commented that in the 1960s ‘Anglo-Catholicism lost much of its old cohesiveness as a party, [and became] split between an obstinate conservative, rather elderly rump clinging to old ways, and a radical but somewhat leaderless younger group, profoundly influenced by Vatican II as by Bishop Robinson [the author of Honest to God] and much else, but not seeing at all clearly where now to go’ (Hastings 1986: 555).

From 1963 the Anglican–Methodist unity proposals, finally defeated in 1972, divided Anglo-Catholic opinion—a rift personified in the advocacy of Eric Kemp (later bishop of Chichester and president of the Church Union) and opposition of Graham Leonard (later bishop of London). Only in 1968 did the Church Union come out against the scheme. Until then, the priestly Society of the Holy Cross provided the main opposition. In consequence, its membership grew from 150 in 1963 to 380 in 1972 (Corbett and Davage 2009: 78–80; Higgs 2006: 160–70).

Thus it was in a complex context marked by increasing tensions that the Movement had to engage, from the early 1970s onwards, with the proposed ordination of women as priests. That this issue shattered Anglo-Catholic unity, whereas other disagreements had not, should not surprise. As already noted, the Oxford Movement was, first and foremost, a movement motivated by catholic ecclesiology. In the ‘Advertisement’ to the first volume of the Tracts, the doctrines that it sought to revive were identified as those of apostolicity and catholicity: ‘the Apostolic Succession’ and ‘the Holy Catholic Church’, each of which was the subject of seven tracts (Rowell, Chapter 15, this volume). Newman’s Tract 1 located the Church’s authority in the apostolic succession of its ministry. His Tract 2, ‘The Catholic Church’, stressed the importance of the doctrine ‘that there is on earth an existing Society, Apostolic as founded by the Apostles, Catholic because it spreads its branches in every place; i.e. the Church visible with its Bishops, Priests and Deacons’. Keble’s Tract 4 emphasized the importance of sacramental assurance (‘security … that in receiving this bread and wine, I verily receive [Christ’s] Body and Blood’), which depended on the validity of orders, and of following what its title called ‘the safest course’ in respect of them. Newman’s Tract 6 proclaimed ‘the present obligation of primitive practice’.

Though Anglo-Catholics later became more open to development and innovation, where holy orders and the sacraments were concerned they continued to emphasize the importance of testing innovations against the practice of the early Church, following the safest course, looking for ‘catholic consent’ (consensus in the wider Church for change) and resisting local or provincial innovation in matters affecting the whole Church. Because differences over theology, liturgy, and even sexual morality do not necessarily touch the validity of the sacraments or a Church’s identity as part of the catholic Church, Anglo-Catholics can disagree about many issues without this resulting in division. The Catholic Movement includes both women deacons and those who do not support ordaining women to the diaconate, but women’s ordination to the priesthood and episcopate is different because it concerns sacramental presidency and therefore sacramental assurance. Accepting, or indeed rejecting, the validity of the sacramental ministry of a bishop or priest is an action with significance and consequences of a quite different order from espousing particular theological opinions, liturgical preferences, or indeed moral choices. Some heirs of the Oxford Movement accepted women as priests and bishops, continuing to identify with Anglo-Catholicism’s liturgical, spiritual, and theological traditions while rejecting the ecclesiological principles that brought the Movement into being. Others left Anglican churches that accepted women’s ordination to the priesthood because this destroyed their confidence in the Tractarians’ central claim—the catholicity of the Anglican Church. Many of these became Roman Catholics, following a path well-trodden since the 1840s.

The American Episcopal Church’s acceptance of women priests prompted a schism in 1977 which soon splintered into a number of ‘continuing churches’ (Bess 2006). One forms part of the international Traditional Anglican Communion. The American Church Union (ACU), which had been formed in 1936–7, became the publishing imprint of another. There were already some ‘continuing churches’ of Evangelical tradition. In 2006 William J. Tighe concluded that there were 40–5 Continuing Anglican bodies in the United States, many of them very small, and estimated the total lay membership of the three most significant at 25–30,000 (Tighe 2006). A further group stemming from the 1977 schism joined the Roman Catholic Church in 1983–4, forming ‘personal parishes’ under a 1980 Pastoral Provision. A Book of Divine Worship drawing on the Anglican/Episcopal liturgical tradition (‘the Anglican Use’) was authorized by the Vatican in 1984/7 (Barker 2011: 20–5). In 2014 the Pastoral Provision website listed four ‘personal parishes’. Other Episcopalians joined the Roman Catholic and Orthodox Churches individually.

The last three Anglo-Catholic dioceses that did not ordain women to the priesthood withdrew from the Episcopal Church in 2007–8 and in 2009 joined with Evangelical secessionists to form the Anglican Church in North America (ACNA), which by 2014 comprised twenty-nine dioceses with some 100,000 members. The ACU had been replaced, as the rallying point for Anglo-Catholic Episcopalians, by the Evangelical and Catholic Mission (formed in 1976), later renamed the Episcopal Synod of America (1989) and then Forward in Faith—North America (1999). Its leaders and the majority of its members now belong to the ACNA.

In the Church of England, Anglo-Catholic organizations and societies opposed the ordination of women to the priesthood, at least on the ecclesiological grounds set out by the ecumenist Roger Greenacre at the 1978 Loughborough Conference on Catholic Renewal. Though Anglicans ‘can and should pioneer and take risks in some avenues of exploration’, he argued, ‘we cannot do so on issues which affect the basic, given, sacramental structures of the Catholic Church … We simply have no right to alter the received practice of the universal Church until, or unless, there is a clear and morally unanimous consensus of the whole body of Catholic Christendom’ (Greenacre 2014: 29). The issue was not formally debated at Loughborough, and the event seemed to indicate a renewed sense of purpose and confidence, but beneath the surface, tensions over this and other issues were apparent: the seeds of division had been sown (Corbett and Davage 2009: 87–8). In 1990 liberal Anglo-Catholics who supported women’s ordination and adopted a liberal stance towards homosexual practice formed a new organization, Affirming Catholicism.

The ordination of the first women priests in 1994 prompted a significant exodus. Official figures suggest that during the following ten years, 440 priests permanently left the Church of England’s ministry, of whom at least 227 became Roman Catholics and thirty Orthodox (Archbishops’ Council 2005: 43). Very few indeed joined ‘continuing churches’. Anglo-Catholics who remained in the Church of England formed Forward in Faith (from 1992). Initially an umbrella body, it soon became the Catholic Movement’s leading membership organization, while also including some Evangelicals and other conservative Anglicans.

The departure of some from the Church of England and others’ acceptance of women priests reduced the Movement’s numerical strength significantly. In the General Synod elected in 1990, 170 members (almost 30 per cent) had belonged to the Catholic Group, but after the 1995 elections it had just 70 members (12 per cent) (Saunders 1995). However, a recovery of confidence was crowned at Pentecost 2000 by the ‘Christ our Future’ eucharist in the London Arena, marking the new millennium, which was concelebrated by thirty-five bishops and 1,000 priests and attended by 9,000 laypeople.

The legislative process to enable women to be ordained to the episcopate, initiated by the General Synod in 2005, caused further division. The 2009 Apostolic Constitution Anglicanorum Coetibus provided for the establishment of ‘personal ordinariates’ (canonical structures established within the Roman Catholic Church to enable ‘groups of [former] Anglicans’ to join it corporately and preserve within it elements of the Anglican liturgical, spiritual, and pastoral traditions). It responded to requests not only from the Traditional Anglican Communion but also from leading members of Forward in Faith (UK). In 2011–12 ordinariates were established in England (and Wales), the United States (and Canada), and Australia. About eighty-five priests (many of them retired) and 1,500 people joined the English Ordinariate (Tablet 2014), including Forward in Faith’s founding chairman, two of the three other bishops on its council (one of whom became the Ordinary), its founding secretary, and some other council members. However, the great majority of Forward in Faith’s members remained in the Church of England. By contrast, Forward in Faith (Australia) (formed in 1999) was wound up after almost all of its leaders (most of whom had previously joined the Traditional Anglican Communion) and many of its members joined the Ordinariate there.

ANGLO-CATHOLICISM IN 2016

After four decades of fragmentation, what remains? Anglo-Catholicism’s abiding influence on the Anglican Communion has been noted. It may also have some influence on the Roman Catholic Church in those English dioceses whose priests include significant numbers of former Anglicans. Whether the ordinariates will develop a critical mass sufficient to give them a future beyond the generation of those who joined at their inception remains to be seen. Given that most who joined the English Ordinariate already used the Roman rite, and that in England the Anglican pastoral tradition is inextricably bound up with the role of parish churches in relation to their local communities, to what extent the Ordinariate will fulfil the vision of Anglicanorum Coetibus—‘to maintain the liturgical, spiritual and pastoral traditions of the Anglican Communion within the Catholic Church, as a precious gift nourishing the faith of the members of the Ordinariate and as a treasure to be shared’—is questionable.

Affirming Catholicism similarly seeks to maintain (in this case, within the Anglican Communion) the liturgical, spiritual, and pastoral traditions of Anglo-Catholicism but not the ecclesiological principles that, as we have seen, underlay the Oxford Movement. Its website explains its identity thus:


We are a movement of inspiration and hope in the Anglican Communion, seeking to bring together and strengthen lay and ordained people who recognize the positive, inclusive and joyful currents in the Catholic tradition of Christianity. We are working to make the Catholic element within Anglicanism a positive force for the Gospel and a model for effective mission today. As reformed and reforming Catholics, we seek to renew the universal Church by including those with different perspectives and bearing witness in the world to Christ’s healing and reconciling love.



Associated with Affirming Catholicism are the Society of Catholic Priests (formed in 1994)—which now has chapters in all four British and Irish Anglican Churches and provinces in North America (2009) and Australia (2010)—and the Company of Servers (2009), with chapters in England and Wales. How far this tradition will succeed in retaining an Anglo-Catholic identity distinct from, and more rigorous than, the liberalism (combined with a ‘modern catholic’ liturgical style) that has become widespread in the Anglican Communion is also questionable.

Such a concern prompted the launch in London in 2013, by a group of priests committed to women’s ordination to the priesthood and episcopate, of Anglican Catholic Future—‘a network of parishes and individuals that seek to proclaim and embody the Catholic faith in the Church of England’ and ‘to rediscover our Catholic roots and values’. Anglican Catholic Future identifies itself explicitly with the many of the fruits of the Oxford Movement (although not with Tractarian ecclesiology). Its website states:


Following the imperatives that guided our Catholic forebears in the Church of England we will focus on theology, spirituality and the life of prayer, liturgy and worship, vocation and priesthood, ecumenism and social justice. We will seek to model a style of discipleship faithful to the riches of our tradition, which encourages us to be creative and credible, imaginative and generous … We believe that the time has come for the implicit Catholic identity of our church to be made explicit. We look back to the Oxford Movement and the tradition on which it was built, and forward to the revitalisation of our church and nation as we recall our secularising culture to its spiritual inheritance.



What this network’s future will be and how widely it will extend cannot yet be predicted. In 2016 its website listed eleven affiliated parishes in England, two in Australia, two in New Zealand, and one in the United States.

Three of the Anglican Communion’s Anglo-Catholic churches (the Churches of the Provinces of Central Africa and Melanesia and the Anglican Church of Papua New Guinea) continue not to ordain women, as do one Australian diocese (The Murray) and some in West Africa. Otherwise, where Anglo-Catholicism was formerly strong, women’s ordination has generally been accompanied by, or even consequent upon, a more general departure from a distinctive Anglo-Catholic identity. Robert Tong has commented:


For nearly 150 years, the majority of Australian dioceses were firmly placed in the Anglo-Catholic camp. However, from the 1970s, adherence to the theology of the Oxford Fathers fell away and the theological stance of many Australian dioceses is now more accurately described as ‘liberal catholic’. (Tong 2013: 396)



Similar changes in South Africa (once the jewel in the Anglo-Catholic crown) and the United States are attributable, at least in part, to application of the logic of the struggle against racism to women’s ordination. In the American and Scottish Episcopal Churches only isolated congregations and individuals identify with traditional Anglo-Catholicism. In Wales the Movement is stronger, but the Church in Wales’s 2013 decision to ordain women to the episcopate made its future even more uncertain.

In the Church of England, by contrast, a strong and well-organized Catholic Movement continues. Its principal manifestation is The Society (www.sswsh.com), established under the patronage of St Wilfrid and St Hilda in 2010 in preparation for the situation that would exist after women were ordained as bishops. The House of Bishops’ Declaration on the Ministry of Bishops and Priests, made in May 2014, enables parishes to receive oversight from bishops of The Society and ministry from male priests (ordained by bishops in the male episcopal succession). The Society is led by a Council of Bishops who in 2016 were eight in number: the Bishop of Chichester, six suffragan bishops who provide episcopal ministry to parishes under the Declaration (three of them alongside other responsibilities in their dioceses), and the Superior-General of the Confraternity of the Blessed Sacrament. The Council bishops also meet with twelve retired bishops of The Society for fellowship and discussion. The Society is administered and financed by Forward in Faith (as a membership organization and a registered charity); its Director acts as Secretary of the Council of Bishops.

At the end of 2016, 414 Church of England parishes were receiving episcopal ministry from bishops of The Society under the House of Bishops’ Declaration. This compared with 368 at the beginning of 2013 under the former Episcopal Ministry Act of Synod 1993 (that figure representing an increase of 24 per cent since 1999) (Archbishops’ Council 2013: Table 15). In 2016 bishops of The Society celebrated fifteen chrism masses for the blessing of holy oils, seven of them in cathedrals, at which priests who look to them for oversight could renew their priestly vows and concelebrate with them and with each other.

The Society and Forward in Faith cooperate closely with the Catholic Movement’s other societies, groups, institutions, and trusts—all presided over by bishops of The Society or priests who minister under their oversight. These include the Additional Curates Society (founded in 1837 by pre-Tractarian High Churchmen), the Church Union, and the Catholic Group in General Synod. Among priestly societies the Society of the Holy Cross (Societas Sanctae Crucis, founded in 1855) is the most notable (Davage 2006). The Guild of the Servants of the Sanctuary (1898) supports altar servers. Devotional societies include the Confraternity of the Blessed Sacrament (1862), the Guild of All Souls (1873), the Society of Mary (1931, unifying the Confraternity of Our Lady [1880] and the League of Our Lady [1902]), and the Society of King Charles the Martyr (1894). Pusey House, Oxford, founded in 1884 as the national memorial to Dr Pusey, serves as an intellectual centre.

The Shrine of Our Lady of Walsingham (1931), while reserving priestly ministry to men, welcomes male priests as Priest Associates of the Holy House regardless of their views. This enables it to be a meeting place for those identified with the traditional Catholic Movement and with more ‘liberal catholic’ traditions. Similarly, St Stephen’s House, Oxford (1876), trains for ordination traditional Anglo-Catholics, women, and men who support women’s ordination.

The Oxford Movement began as a response to reform of the Irish Church. The Tractarians resisted this not necessarily on its merits but because it represented ‘interference’ by a state that was in process of becoming secularized. This placed them in opposition to ‘progressive’ public opinion, but Newman was unrepentant: Tract 2 stressed the distinction between Church and secular society. ‘Is it not our very office to oppose the world?’, Newman asked his fellow clergy; it was time to ‘CHOOSE YOUR SIDE’. In resisting women’s ordination to the priesthood and episcopate, and now also same-sex marriage, not least because Tractarian ecclesiology does not allow one part of the Church to make substantial changes to the sacraments that belong to the whole, the Tractarians’ contemporary successors similarly find themselves opposing secular opinion. Concluding a survey of ‘Anglo-Catholicism and establishment’, Mark D. Chapman has observed:


For all these figures—from John Keble to Rowan Williams—there is a sense in which becoming a minority is part of obedience to the Gospel … Christianity is a very serious thing and needs to obey its own laws wherever these might lead … The logic of some forms of Tractarianism leads inexorably in the direction of the radical religion of the minority. (Chapman 2011: 73–4)



Many who have inherited much from the Tractarians and their successors in terms of liturgy, spirituality, and even theology are unwilling to differ from contemporary society on matters concerning gender difference. By contrast, those who stand within the Church of England’s traditional Catholic Movement cannot imagine how they could remain faithful to Tractarian ecclesiology without doing so. For us it is, as Rowan Williams once reminded the General Synod, a matter of ‘obedience to the consensus of the Church Catholic’ (Williams 2006: 308).
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