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THE ENGLISH CHURCH
IN THE
EIGHTEENTH CENTURY.
CHAPTER I.
INTRODUCTORY.
The claim which the intellectual and religious life of England in the eighteenth century has upon our interest has been much more generally acknowledged of late years than was the case heretofore.  There had been, for the most part, a disposition to pass it over somewhat slightly, as though the whole period were a prosaic and uninteresting one.  Every generation is apt to depreciate the age which has so long preceded it as to have no direct bearing on present modes of life, but is yet not sufficiently distant as to have emerged into the full dignity of history.  Besides, it cannot be denied that the records of the eighteenth century are, with two or three striking exceptions, not of a kind to stir the imagination.  It was not a pictorial age; neither was it one of ardent feeling or energetic movement.  Its special merits were not very obvious, and its prevailing faults had nothing dazzling in them, nothing that could be in any way called splendid; on the contrary, in its weaker points there was a distinctly ignoble element.  The mainsprings of the religious, as well as of the political, life of the country were relaxed.  In both one and the other the high feeling of faith was enervated; and this deficiency was sensibly felt in a lowering of general tone, both in the domain of intellect and in that of practice.  The spirit of feudalism and of the old chivalry had all but departed, but had left a vacuum which was not yet supplied.  As for loyalty, the half-hearted feeling of necessity or expedience, which for more than half the century was the main support of the German dynasty, was something different not in degree only, but in kind, from that which had upheld the throne in time past.  Jacobitism, on the other hand, was not strong enough to be more than a faction; and the Republican party, who had once been equal to the Royalists in fervour of enthusiasm,
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and superior to them in intensity of purpose, were now wholly extinct.  The country increased rapidly in strength and in material prosperity; its growth was uninterrupted; its resources continued to develop; its political constitution gained in power and consolidation.  But there was a deficiency of disinterested principle.  There was an open field for the operation of such sordid motives and debasing tactics as those which disgraced Walpole’s lengthened administration.
In the following chapters there will be only too frequent occasion to refer to a somewhat corresponding state of things in the religious life of the country.  For two full centuries the land had laboured under the throes of the Reformation.  Even when William III. died, it could scarcely be said that England had decisively settled the form which her National Church should take.  The ‘Church in danger’ cries of Queen Anne’s reign, and the bitter war of pamphlets, were outward indications that suspense was not yet completely over, and that both friends and enemies felt they had still occasion to calculate the chances alike of Presbyterianism and of the Papacy.  But when George I. ascended the throne in peace, it was at last generally realised that the ‘Settlement’ of which so much had been spoken was now effectually attained.  Church and State were so far secured from change, that their defenders might rest from anxiety.  It was not a wholesome rest that followed.  Long-standing disputes and the old familiar controversies were almost lulled to silence, but in their place a sluggish calm rapidly spread over the Church, not only over the established National Church, but over it and also over every community of Nonconformists.  It is remarkable how closely the beginning of the season of spiritual lassitude corresponds with the accession of the first George.  The country had never altogether recovered from the reaction of lax indifference into which it had fallen after the Restoration.  Nevertheless, a good deal had occurred since that time to keep the minds of Churchmen, as well as of politicians, awake and active:  and a good deal had been done to stem the tide of immorality which had then broken over the kingdom.  The Church of England was certainly not asleep either in the time of the Seven Bishops, when James II. was King, or under its Whig rulers at the end of the century.  And in Queen Anne’s time, amid all the virulence of hostile Church parties, there was a healthy stream of life which made itself very visible in the numerous religious associations which sprang up everywhere in the great towns.  It might seem as if there were a certain heaviness in the English mind, which requires some outward stimulus to keep alive its zeal.  For so soon as the press of danger ceased, and party strifes abated, with the accession of the House of Brunswick, Christianity began forthwith to slumber.  The trumpet of Wesley and Whitefield was needed before that unseemly slumber could again be broken.
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It will not, however, be forgotten that twice in successive generations the Church of England had been deprived, through misfortune or through folly, of some of her best men.  She had suffered on either hand.  By the ejection of 1602, through a too stringent enforcement of the new Act of Uniformity, she had lost the services of some of the most devoted of her Puritan sons, men whose views were in many cases no way distinguishable from those which had been held without rebuke by some of the most honoured bishops of Elizabeth’s time.  By the ejection of 1689, through what was surely a needless strain upon their allegiance, many high-minded men of a different order of thought were driven, if not from her communion, at all events from her ministrations.  It was a juncture when the Church could ill afford to be weakened by the defection of some of the most earnest and disinterested upholders of the Primitive and Catholic, as contrasted with the more directly Protestant elements of her Constitution.  This twofold drain upon her strength could scarcely have failed to impair the robust vitality which was soon to be so greatly needed to combat the early beginnings of the dead resistance of spiritual lethargy.
But this listlessness in most branches of practical religion must partly be attributed to a cause which gives the history of religious thought in the eighteenth century its principal importance.  In proportion as the Church Constitution approached its final settlement, and as the controversies, which from the beginning of the Reformation had been unceasingly under dispute, gradually wore themselves out, new questions came forward, far more profound and fundamental, and far more important in their speculative and practical bearings, than those which had attracted so much notice and stirred so much excitement during the two preceding centuries.  The existence of God was scarcely called into question by the boldest doubters; or such doubts, if they found place at all, were expressed only under the most covert implications.  But, short of this, all the mysteries of religion were scrutinized; all the deep and hidden things of faith were brought in question, and submitted to the test of reason.  Is there such a thing as a revelation from God to men of Himself and of His will?  If so, what is its nature, its purposes, its limits?  What are the attributes of God?  What is the meaning of life?  What is man’s hereafter?  Does a divine spirit work in man? and if it does, what are its operations, and how are they distinguishable?  What is spirit? and what is matter?  What does faith rest upon?  What is to be said of inspiration, and authority, and the essential attributes of a church?  These, and other questions of the most essential religious importance, as the nature and signification of the doctrines of the Trinity, of the Incarnation of Christ, of Redemption, of Atonement, discussions as to the relations between faith and morals, and on the old,
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inevitable enigmas of necessity and liberty, all more or less entered into that mixed whirl of earnest inquiry and flippant scepticism which is summed up under the general name of the Deistic Controversy.  For it is not hard to see how intimately the secondary controversies of the time were connected with that main and central one, which not only engrossed so much attention on the part of theologians and students, but became a subject of too general conversation in every coffee-house and place of public resort.
In mental, as well as in physical science, it seems to be a law that force cannot be expended in one direction without some corresponding relaxation of it in another.  And thus the disproportionate energies which were diverted to the intellectual side of religion were exercised at some cost to its practical part.  Bishops were writing in their libraries, when otherwise they might have been travelling round their dioceses.  Men were pondering over abstract questions of faith and morality, who else might have been engaged in planning or carrying out plans for the more active propagation of the faith, or a more general improvement in popular morals.  The defenders of Christianity were searching out evidences, and battling with deistical objections, while they slackened in their fight against the more palpable assaults of the world and the flesh.  Pulpits sounded with theological arguments where admonitions were urgently needed.  Above all, reason was called to decide upon questions before which man’s reason stands impotent; and imagination and emotion, those great auxiliaries to all deep religious feeling, were bid to stand rebuked in her presence, as hinderers of the rational faculty, and upstart pretenders to rights which were not theirs.  ‘Enthusiasm’ was frowned down, and no small part of the light and fire of religion fell with it.
Yet an age in which great questions were handled by great men could not be either an unfruitful or an uninteresting one.  It might be unfruitful, in the sense of reaping no great harvest of results; and it might be uninteresting, in respect of not having much to show upon the surface, and exhibiting no great variety of active life.  But much good fruit for the future was being developed and matured; and no one, who cares to see how the present grows out of the past, will readily allow that the religious thought and the religious action of the eighteenth century are deficient in interest to our times.  Our debt is greater than many are inclined to acknowledge.  People see clearly that the Church of that age was, in many respects, in an undoubtedly unsatisfactory condition, sleepy and full of abuses, and are sometimes apt to think that the Evangelical revival (the expression being used in its widest sense) was the one redeeming feature of it.  And as in theological and ecclesiastical thought, in philosophy, in art, in poetry, the general tendency has been reactionary, the students and writers
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of the eighteenth century have in many respects scarcely received their due share of appreciation.  Moreover, negative results make little display.  There is not much to show for the earnest toil that has very likely been spent in arriving at them; and a great deal of the intellectual labour of the last century was of this kind.  Reason had been more completely emancipated at the Reformation than it was at first at all aware of.  Men who were engaged in battling against certain definite abuses, and certain specified errors, scarcely discovered at first, nor indeed for long afterwards, that they were in reality contending also for principles which would affect for the future the whole groundwork of religious conviction.  They were not yet in a position to see that henceforward authority could take only a secondary place, and that they were installing in its room either reason or a more subtle spiritual faculty superior even to reason in the perception of spiritual things.  It was not until near the end of the seventeenth century that the mind began to awaken to a full perception of the freedom it had won—­a freedom far more complete in principle than was as yet allowed in practice.  In the eighteenth century this fundamental postulate of the Reformation became for the first time a prominent, and, to many minds, an absorbing subject of inquiry.  For the first time it was no longer disguised from sight by the incidental interest of its side issues.  The assertors of the supremacy of reason were at first arrogantly, or even insolently, self-confident, as those who were secure of carrying all before them.  Gradually, the wiser of them began to feel that their ambition must be largely moderated, and that they must be content with far more negative results than they had at first imagined.  The question came to be, what is reason unable to do?  What are its limits? and how is it to be supplemented?  An immensity of learning, and of arguments good and bad, was lavished on either side in the controversy between the deists and the orthodox.  In the end, it may perhaps be said that two axioms were established, which may sound in our own day like commonplaces, but which were certainly very insufficiently realised when the controversy began.  It was seen on the one hand that reason was free, and that on the other it was encompassed by limitations against which it strives in vain.  The Deists lost the day.  Their objections to revelation fell through; and Christianity rose again, strengthened rather than weakened by their attack.  Yet they had not laboured in vain, if success may be measured, not by the gaining of an immediate purpose, but by solid good effected, however contrary in kind to the object proposed.  So far as a man works with a single-hearted desire to win truth, he should rejoice if his very errors are made, in the hands of an overruling Providence, instrumental in establishing truth.  Christianity in England had arrived in the eighteenth century at one of those periods of revision when it
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has become absolutely necessary to examine the foundations of its teaching, at any risk of temporary disturbance to the faith of individuals.  The advantage ultimately gained was twofold.  It was not only that the vital doctrines of Christian faith had been scrutinised both by friends and enemies, and were felt to have stood the proof.  But also defenders of received doctrine learnt, almost insensibly, very much from its opponents.  They became aware—­or if not they, at all events their successors became aware—­that orthodoxy must, in some respects, modify the stringency of its conclusions; that there was need, in other instances, of disentangling Christian verities from the scholastic refinements which had gradually grown up around them; and that there were many questions which might safely be left open to debate without in any way impairing the real defences of Christianity.  A sixteenth or seventeenth-century theologian regarded most religious questions from a standing point widely different in general character from that of his equal in piety and learning in the eighteenth century.  The circumstances and tone of thought which gave rise to the Deistic and its attendant controversies mark with tolerable definiteness the chief period of transition.
The Evangelical revival, both that which is chiefly connected with the name of the Wesleys and of Whitefield, and that which was carried on more exclusively within the Church of England, closely corresponded in many of its details to what had often occurred before in the history of the Christian Church.  But it had also a special connection with the controversies which preceded it.  When minds had become tranquillised through the subsidence of discussions which had threatened to overthrow their faith, they were the more prepared to listen with attention and respect to the stirring calls of the Evangelical preacher.  The very sense of weariness, now that long controversy had at last come to its termination, tended to give a more entirely practical form to the new religious movement.  And although many of its leaders were men who had not come to their prime till the Deistical controversy was almost over, and who would probably have viewed the strife, if it had still been raging, with scarcely any other feeling than one of alarmed concern, this was at all events not the case with John Wesley.  There are tolerably clear signs that it had materially modified the character of his opinions.  The train of thought which produced the younger Dodwell’s ’Christianity not Founded upon Argument’—­a book of which people scarcely knew, when it appeared, whether it was a serious blow to the Deist cause, or a formidable assistance to it—­considerably influenced Wesley’s mind, as it also did that of William Law and his followers.  He entirely repudiated the mysticism which at one time had begun to attract him; but, like the German pietists, who were in some sense the religious complement of Rationalism, he never ceased to be comparatively indifferent to
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orthodoxy, so long as the man had the witness of the Spirit proving itself in works of faith.  In whatever age of the Church Wesley had lived, he would have been no doubt an active agent in the holy work of evangelisation.  But opposed as he was to prevailing influences, he was yet a man of his time.  We can hardly fancy the John Wesley whom we know living in any other century than his own.  Spending the most plastic, perhaps also the most reflective period of his life in a chief centre of theological activity, he was not unimpressed by the storm of argument which was at that time going on around him.  It was uncongenial to his temper, but it did not fail to leave upon him its lasting mark.
The Deistical and other theological controversies of the earlier half of the century, and the Wesleyan and Evangelical revival in its latter half, are quite sufficient in themselves to make the Church history of the period exceedingly important.  They are beyond doubt its principal and leading events.  But there was much more besides in the religious life of the country that is well worthy of note.  The Revolution which had so lately preceded the opening of the century, and the far more pregnant and eventful Revolution which convulsed Europe at its close, had both of them many bearings, though of course in very different ways, upon the development of religious and ecclesiastical thought in this country.  One of the first and principal effects of the change of dynasty in 1688 had been to give an immense impetus to Protestant feeling.  This was something altogether different in kind from the Puritanism which had entered so largely into all the earlier history of that century.  It was hardly a theological movement; neither was it one that bore primarily and directly upon personal religion.  It was, so to say, a strategical movement of self defence.  The aggression of James II. upon the Constitution had not excited half the anger and alarm which had been caused by his attempts to reintroduce Popery.  And now that the exiled King had found a refuge in the court of the monarch who was not only regarded as the hereditary enemy of England, but was recognised throughout Europe as the great champion of the Roman Catholic cause, religion, pride, interest, and fear combined to make all parties in England stand by their common Protestantism.  Not only was England prime leader in the struggle against Papal dominion; but Churchmen of all views, the great bulk of the Nonconformists, and all the reformed Churches abroad, agreed in thinking of the English Church as the chief bulwark of the Protestant interest.
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Projects of comprehension had ended in failure before the eighteenth century opened.  But they were still fresh in memory, and men who had taken great interest in them were still living, and holding places of honour.  For years to come there were many who greatly regretted that the scheme of 1689 had not been carried out, and whose minds constantly recurred to the possibility of another opportunity coming about in their time.  Such ideas, though they scarcely took any practical form, cannot be left out of account in the Church history of the period.  In the midst of all that strife of parties which characterised Queen Anne’s reign, a longing desire for Church unity was by no means absent.  Only these aspirations had taken by this time a somewhat altered form.  The history of the English Constitution has ever been marked by alternations, in which Conservatism and attachment to established authority have sometimes been altogether predominant, at other times a resolute, even passionate contention for the security and increase of liberty.  In Queen Anne’s reign a reaction of the former kind set in, not indeed by any means universal, but sufficient to contrast very strongly with the period which had preceded it.  One of the symptoms of it was a very decided current of popular feeling in favour of the Church.  People began to think it possible, or even probable, that with the existing generation of Dissenters English Nonconformity would so nearly end, as to be no longer a power that would have to be taken into any practical account.  Concession, therefore, to the scruples of ‘weak brethren’ seemed to be no longer needful; and if alterations were not really called for, evidently they would be only useless and unsettling.  In this reign, therefore, aspirations after unity chiefly took the form of friendly overtures between Church dignitaries in England and the Lutheran and other reformed communities abroad, as also with such leaders of the Gallican party as were inclined, if possible, to throw off the Papal supremacy and to effect at the same time certain religious and ecclesiastical reforms.  Throughout the middle of the century there was not so much any craving for unity as what bore some outward resemblance to it, an indolent love of mere tranquillity.  The correspondence, however, that passed between Doddridge and some of the bishops, and the interest excited by the ’Free and Candid Disquisitions,’ showed that ideas of Church comprehension were not yet forgotten.  About this date, another cause, in addition to the quieta non movere principle, interfered to the hindrance of any such proposals.  Persons who entertained Arian and other heterodox opinions upon the doctrine of the Trinity were an active and increasing party; and there was fear lest any attempt to enlarge the borders of the Church should only, or chiefly, result in their procuring some modifications of the Liturgy in their favour.  Later in the century, the general question revived
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in immediate interest under a new form.  It was no longer asked, how shall we win to our national communion those who have hitherto declined to recognise its authority?  The great ecclesiastical question of the day—­if only it could have been taken in hand with sufficient earnestness—­was rather this:  how shall we keep among us in true Church fellowship this great body of religiously minded men and women who, by the mouth of their principal leader, profess real attachment to the Church of England, and yet want a liberty and freedom from rule which we know not how to give?  No doubt it was a difficulty—­more difficult than may at first appear—­to incorporate the activities of Methodism into the general system of the National Church.  Only it is very certain that obstacles which might have been overcome were not generally grappled with in the spirit, or with the seriousness of purpose, which the crisis deserved.  Meanwhile, at the close of the period, when this question had scarcely been finally decided, the Revolution broke out in France.  In the terror of that convulsion, when Christianity itself was for the first time deposed in France, and none knew how widely the outbreak would extend, or what would be the bound of such insurrection against laws human and divine, the unity of a common Christianity could not fail to be felt more strongly than any lesser causes of disunion.  There was a kindness and sympathy of feeling manifested towards the banished French clergy, which was something almost new in the history of Protestantism.  The same cause contributed to promote the good understanding which at this time subsisted between a considerable section of Churchmen and Dissenters.  Possibly some practical efforts might have been set on foot towards healing religious divisions, if the open war waged against Christianity had long been in suspense.  As it was, other feelings came in, which tended rather to widen than to diminish the breach between men of strong and earnest opinions on different sides.  In some men of warm religious feeling the Revolution excited a fervent spirit of Radicalism.  However much they deplored the excesses and horrors which had taken place in France, they did not cease to contemplate with passionate hope the tumultuous upheaval of all old institutions, trusting that out of the ruins of the past a new and better future would derive its birth.  The great majority of Englishmen, on the other hand, startled and terrified with what they saw, became fixed in a resolute determination that they would endure no sort of tampering with the English Constitution in Church or State.  Whatever changes might be made for better or for worse, they would in any case have no change now.  Conservatism became in their eyes a sort of religious principle from which they could not deviate without peril of treason to their faith.  This was an exceedingly common feeling; among none more so than with that general bulk of steady sober-minded people of the middle classes without whose consent changes, in which they would feel strongly interested, could never be carried out.  The extreme end of the last century was not a time when Church legislation, for however excellent an object, was likely to be carried out, or even thought of.
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To return to the beginning of the period under review.  ‘Divine right,’ ‘Passive obedience,’ ‘Non-resistance,’ are phrases which long ago have lost life, and which sound over the gulf of time like faint and shadowy echoes of controversies which belong to an already distant past.  Even in the middle of the century it must have been difficult to realise the vehemence with which the semi-religious, semi-political, doctrines contained in those terms had been disputed and maintained in the generation preceding.  Yet round those doctrines, in defence or in opposition, some of the best and most honourable principles of human nature used to be gathered—­a high-minded love of liberty on the one hand, a no less lofty spirit of self-sacrifice and loyalty on the other.
The open or half-concealed Jacobitism which, for many years after the Revolution, prevailed in perhaps the majority of eighteenth-century parsonages could scarcely fail of influencing the English Church at large, both in its general action, and in its relation to the State.  This influence was in many respects a very mischievous one.  In country parishes, and still more so in the universities, it fostered an unquiet political spirit which was prejudicial both to steady pastoral work and to the advancement of sound learning.  It also greatly disturbed the internal unity of the Church, and that in a manner peculiarly prejudicial to its well-being.  Strong doctrinal and ecclesiastical differences within a Church may do much more good in stirring a wholesome spirit of emulation, and in keeping thought alive and preventing a Church from narrowing into a sect, than they do harm by creating a spirit of division.  But the semi-political element which infused its bitterness into Church parties during the first half of the eighteenth century, had no such merit.  It did nothing to promote either practical activity or theological inquiry.  Under its influence High and Broad Church were too often not so much rival schools of religious thought, and representatives of different tones of religious feeling, as rival factions.  King William’s bishops—­a set of men who, on the whole, did very high honour to his selection—­were regarded by a number of the clergy with suspicion and aversion, as his pledged supporters both in political and ecclesiastical matters, no less ready to upset the established order of the Church than they had been to change the ancient succession of the throne.  These, in their turn, scarcely cared to conceal, if not their scorn, at all events their supreme mistrust, for men who seemed in their eyes like bigoted disturbers of a Constitution in which the country had every reason to rejoice.
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More than this, Jacobitism brought the National Church into peril of downright schism.  There was already a nucleus for it.  If the Nonjuring separation had been nothing more than the secession of a number of High Churchmen—­some of them conspicuous for their piety and learning, and almost all worthy of respect as disinterested men who had strong convictions and stood by them—­the loss of such men would, even so, have been a serious matter.  But the evil did not end there.  Although the Nonjurors, especially after the return of Nelson and others into the lay communion of the Established Church, were often spoken of with contempt as an insignificant body, an important Jacobite success might at any time have vastly swelled their number.  A great many clergymen and leading country families had simply acquiesced in the rule of William as king de facto, and would have transferred their allegiance without a scruple if there had seemed a strong likelihood that James or the Pretender would win the crown back again.  In this case the Nonjuring communion, which always proudly insisted that it alone was the true old Church of England, might have received an immense accession of adherents.  It would not by any means have based its distinctive character upon mere Jacobite principles.  It would have claimed to be peculiarly representative of the Catholic claims of the English Church, while Whigs and Low Churchmen would have been more than ever convertible terms.  As it was, High Churchism among country squires took a different turn.  But if the Stuart cause had become once more a promising one, and had associated itself, in its relations towards the Church, with the opinions and ritual to which the Nonjurors were no less attached than Laud and his followers were in Charles I.’s day, it is easy to guess that such distinctive usages might soon be welcomed with enthusiasm by Jacobites, if for no other reason, yet as hallowed symbols of a party.  At the beginning of the eighteenth century, Church parties had been already strained and most unhappily embittered by political dissensions; under the circumstances supposed, division might readily have been aggravated into hopeless schism.  But Jacobitism declined; and a less, but still a serious evil to the Church ensued.  Jacobitism and the Papacy had become in most people’s minds closely connected ideas.  Hence the opinions upon Church matters prevalent among Nonjurors and their ecclesiastical sympathisers in the Established Church became also unpopular, and tainted with an unmerited suspicion of leaning towards Rome.  This was no gain to the Church of the Georgian era.  Quite independently of any bias which a person may feel towards this or that shade of opinion upon debated questions, it may be asserted with perfect confidence that the Church of that period would decidedly have gained by an increase of life and earnestness in any one section of its members.  A colourless indifferentism was the pest of the age. 
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Some movement in the too still waters was sorely needed.  A few Ritualists, as they would now be called, in the metropolitan churches, zealous and active men, would have stimulated within the Church a certain interest and excitement which, whether it were friendly or hostile, would have been almost certainly beneficial.  But, in the middle of the century, High Churchmen of this type would scarcely be found, except in Nonjuror ‘conventicles,’ and among the oppressed Episcopalians of Scotland.
The public relations of civil society towards religion attracted in the eighteenth century—­especially in the earlier part of it—­very universal attention.  Of the various questions that come under this head, there was none of such practical and immediate importance as that which was concerned with the toleration of religious differences.  The Toleration Act had been carried amid general approval.  There had been little enthusiasm about it, but also very little opposition.  Though it fell far short of what would now be understood by tolerance, it was fully up to the level of the times.  It fairly expressed what was thoroughly the case; that the spirit of intolerance had very much decreased, and that a feeling in favour of religious liberty was decidedly gaining ground.  Meanwhile, in King William’s reign, and still more so in that of his successor, there was a very strongly marked contention and perplexity of feeling as to what was really meant by toleration, and where its limits were to be fixed.  Everybody professed to be in favour of it, so long as it was interpreted according to his own rule.  The principle was granted, but there were few who had any clear idea as to the grounds upon which they granted it, and still fewer who did not think it was a principle to be carefully fenced round with limitations.  The Act of Toleration had been itself based in great measure upon mere temporary considerations, there being a very strong wish to consolidate the Protestant interest against Papal aggression.  Its benefits were strictly confined to the orthodox Protestant dissenters; and even they were left under many oppressive disabilities.  A great principle had been conceded, and a great injustice materially abated.  Henceforth English Dissenters, whose teachers had duly attested their allegiance, and duly subscribed to the thirty-six doctrinal articles of the Church of England, might attend their certified place of worship without molestation from vexatious penal laws.  It was bare toleration, accorded to certain favoured bodies; and there for a long time it ended.  Two wide-reaching limitations of the principle of tolerance intervened to close the gate against other Nonconformists than these.  Open heresy could not be permitted, nor any worship that was adjudged to be distinctly prejudicial to the interests of the State.  No word could yet be spoken, without risk of heavy penalty, against the received doctrine of the Trinity.  Nonjurors and Scotch Episcopalians could only meet by stealth in
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private houses.  As for Romanists, so far from their condition being in any way mitigated, their yoke was made the harder, and they might complain, with Rehoboam’s subjects, that they were no longer chastised with whips, but with scorpions.  William’s reign was marked by a long list of new penal laws directed against them.  There were many who quoted with great approval the advice (published in 1690, and republished in 1716) of ’a good patriot, guided by a prophetic spirit.’  His ‘short and easy method’ was, to ‘expel the whole sect from the British dominions,’ and, laying aside ‘the feminine weakness’ of an unchristian toleration, ’once for all, to clear the land of these monsters, and force them to transplant themselves.’  Much in the same way there were many good people who would have very much liked to adopt violent physical measures against ‘freethinkers’ and ‘atheists.’  Steele in the ‘Tatler,’ Budgell in the ‘Spectator,’ and Bishop Berkeley in the ‘Guardian,’ all express a curious mixture of satisfaction and regret that such opinions could not be summarily punished, if not by the severest penalties of the law, at the very least by the cudgel and the horsepond.  Whiston seems to have thought it possible that heterodox opinions upon the mystery of the Trinity might even yet, under certain contingencies, bring a man into peril of his life.  In a noticeable passage of his memoirs, written perhaps in a moment of depression, he speaks of learning the prayer of Polycarp, ‘if it should be my lot to die a martyr.’  The early part of the eighteenth century abounds in indications that amid a great deal of superficial talk about the excellence of toleration the older spirit of persecution was quite alive, ready, if circumstances favoured it, to burst forth again, not perhaps with firebrand and sword, but with the no less familiar weapons of confiscations and imprisonment.  Toleration was not only very imperfectly understood, even by those who most lauded it, but it was often loudly vaunted by men whose lives and opinions were very far from recommending it.  In an age notorious for laxity and profaneness, it was only too obvious that great professions of tolerance were in very many cases only the fair-sounding disguise of flippant scepticism or shallow indifference.  The number of such instances made some excuse for those who so misunderstood the Christian liberalism of such men as Locke and Lord Somers, as to charge it with irreligion or even atheism.
Nevertheless the growth of toleration was one of the most conspicuous marks of the eighteenth century.  If one were to judge only from the slowness of legislation in this respect, and the grudging reluctance with which it conceded to Nonconformists the first scanty instalments of complete civil freedom, or from the words and conduct of a considerable number of the clergy, or from certain fierce outbursts of mob riot against Roman Catholics, Methodists, and Jews, it might be argued that if toleration did indeed advance, it
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was but at tortoise speed.  In reality, the advance was very great.  Mosheim, writing before the middle of the century, spoke of the ‘unbounded liberty’ of religious thought which existed in England.  Perhaps the expression was somewhat exaggerated.  But in what previous age could it have been used at all without evident absurdity?  Dark as was the general view which Doddridge, in his sermon on the Lisbon Earthquake, took of the sins and corruption of the age, freedom from religious oppression he considered to be the one most redeeming feature of it.  The stern intolerant spirit, which for ages past had prompted multitudes, even of the kindest and most humane of men, to regard religious error as more mischievous than crime, was not to be altogether rooted out in the course of a generation or two.  But all the most influential and characteristic thought of the eighteenth century set full against it.  In this one respect, the virtues and vices of the day made, it might almost be said, common cause.  It might be hard to say whether its carelessness and indifference had most to do with the general growth of toleration, or its practical common sense, its professed veneration for sound reason, its love of sincerity.  It is more remarkable that there was so much toleration in the last century, than that there was also so much intolerance.
A crowd of writers, of every variety of opinion, had something to write or say on the subject of Church establishments.  But until the time of Priestley few ever disputed the advantages derivable from a National Church.  Many would have warmly agreed with Hoadly that ’an establishment which did not allow of toleration would be a blight and a lethargy.’  So long as this was conceded, scarcely any one wished that the ancient union of Church and State should be dissolved.  With rare exceptions, even Nonconformists did not wish it.  However much fault they might find with the existing constitution of the Church, however much they might inveigh against what they considered to be its errors, however much they might point to the abuses which deformed it, and to the uncharitable spirit of some of its clergy, they by no means desired its downfall.  Probably, it is not too much to say that to some extent they were even proud of it, as the chief bulwark in Europe of the reformed faith.  The Presbyterians at the beginning of the century, a declining, but still a strong body, were almost Churchmen in their support of the national communion.  Doddridge, towards the middle of the century, was a hearty advocate of religious establishments.  Even Watts, a more decided Dissenter than he, in a poem written in the earlier part of Queen Anne’s reign, spoke as if he would be thoroughly content to see a National Church working side by side with voluntary bodies, each labouring in the way most fitted to its spirit in the common cause of religion.  Mrs. Barbauld, towards the end of the century, expressed the same thought; and a great number of the more intelligent
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and moderate Dissenters would have agreed in it.  On the general question, we are told that about the time of the Revolution of 1688 there was scarcely one Dissenter in a hundred who did not think the State was bound to use its authority in the interests of the religion of the people.  Half the last century had passed before any considerable number of them had begun to think differently.  John Wesley is sometimes quoted as unfavourable to the connection of Church and State.  Doubtless he did not greatly value it, and perhaps he may have used some expressions which, taken by themselves, might seem in some degree to warrant the inference just mentioned.  But the love and loyalty which, all his life through, he bore towards the English Church was certainly connected not only with a high estimation of its doctrines and modes of worship, but with respect for it as the acknowledged Church of the realm.  The Evangelical party in the Church were, without exception, thorough Church and State men.  John Newton’s ‘Apologia’ was, in particular, a very vigorous defence of Church establishments.  During the earlier stages of the French Revolution—­a period when unaccustomed thoughts of radical changes in society became very attractive to some ardent minds in every class—­the party among the Dissenters who would have welcomed disestablishment received the accession of a few cultivated Churchmen.  But Samuel Coleridge, Southey, and Wordsworth found reason afterwards wholly to change their views in this, as in many other respects.  Furthermore, the increased radicalism of the few was more than counterbalanced by the intensified conservatism of the many.  The glowing sentences in which Edmund Burke dwelt upon religion as the basis of civil society, and proclaimed the purpose of Englishmen, that, instead of quarrelling ’with establishments as some do, who have made a philosophy and a religion of their hostility to such institutions, they would cleave closely to them,’ found an echo in the minds of the vast majority of his countrymen.  This had been the general feeling throughout the century.  With all its faults—­and in many respects its condition was by no means satisfactory—­the Church of England had never ceased to be popular.  Sometimes it met with contumely, often with neglect; occasionally its alleged faults and shortcomings were sharply criticised, and people never ceased to relish a jest at the expense of its ministers.  But they were not the least inclined to subvert an institution which had not only rooted itself into the national habits, but was felt to be the mainstay throughout the country of religion and morals.  Although too often deficient in the power of evoking and sustaining the more fervent emotions of piety, it was representative to the great bulk of society of most of their aspirations towards a higher life, most of their realisations of spiritual things.  It was sleepy, but it was not corrupt; it was genuine in its kind, so that the good it did was received without distrust.  Nor
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could anyone deny that throughout the country it did an immense deal of quiet but not unrecognised good.  There were few places where the general level would not have been lower without it.  It had fought a good battle against Rome, and against the Deists; and the hold which, since the middle of the century, had been gained in it by the Evangelical revival proved it not incapable of kindling with a zeal which some had begun to think was foreign to its nature.  The Church, therefore, as a great national institution, was perfectly safe.  Circumstances had no doubt forced a good deal of attention to its relation with the State.  But these discussions had few direct practical bearings.  Hence the theoretical and abstract character which they wear in the writings of Warburton and others.
In casting a general glance over the history of the English Church in the eighteenth century, it will be at once seen that there is a greater variety of incident in its earlier years than in any subsequent portion of the period.  There were controversies with Rome, with Dissenters, with Nonjurors, with Arians, and above all, with Deists.  There was correspondence and negotiation with the French and Swiss Reformed Churches, with German Lutherans, with French Gallicans.  Schemes of comprehension, though no longer likely to be carried out, were discussed with strong feeling on either side.  There was much to be said about occasional conformity, about toleration, about the relation between Church and State.  There was the exciting subject of ’danger to the Church’ from Rome, or from Presbyterianism, or from treason within.  For there was vehement party feeling and hot discussion in ecclesiastical matters.  Some looked upon the Low or Broad Church bishops as the most distinguished ornaments of the English Church; others thought that if they had their way, they would break down all the barriers of the Church, and speedily bring it to ruin.  With some, High Churchmen were the only orthodox representatives of the English Church; in the eyes of others they were firebrands, Jacobites, if not Jesuits, in disguise, a greater danger to the ecclesiastical establishment than any peril from without.  No doubt party feeling ran mischievously high.  There was much bigotry, and much virulence.  Such times, however, were more favourable to religious activity than the dull and heavy stormless days that followed.  In the earlier part of the eighteenth century there were very many men worthy to be spoken of with the utmost honour, both in the High and Low Church parties.  A great deal of active Christian work was set on foot about this time.  Thus the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge was founded, and gathered round the table of its committee-room men of very different opinions, but all filled with the same earnest desire to promote God’s glory, and to make an earnest effort to stem the irreligion of the times.  From its infancy, this society did a vast deal to promote the object for which it had
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been established.  The sister Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign Parts attested the rise of missionary activity.  Societies for the suppression of vice, and for the reformation of public manners, sprang up in most of the large towns, and displayed a great, some thought an excessive, zeal in bringing to the bar of justice offenders against morality.  Numerous associations were formed—­on much the same model as that adopted in later years by the founders of the Methodist movement—­of men who banded to further their mutual edification, and a more devotional life, through a constant religious observance of the ordinances and services of the Church.  In many cases they made arrangements to provide public daily prayers where before there had been none, or to keep them up when otherwise they would have fallen through.  Parochial libraries were organised in many parts of the kingdom, sometimes to provide religious and sound moral literature for general public use, more often to give the poorer clergy increased facilities for theological study.  A most beneficent work was set on foot in the foundation of Charity Schools.  During the five years which elapsed between the forming of the Christian Knowledge Society in 1699, and the first assemblage of the Metropolitan Charity School children in 1704, fifty-four schools had started in and about London alone; and their good work went on increasing.  The new Churches—­fifty in intention, twelve in fact—­built in London and Westminster by public grant were another proof of the desire to administer to spiritual needs.  Nor should mention be omitted of the provision made by Queen Anne’s Bounty for the augmentation of poor livings, many of which had become miserably depauperised.  By this liberal act the Queen gave up to Church uses the first fruits and tenths, which before the Reformation had been levied on the English clergy by the Pope, but from Henry VIII.’s time had swelled the income of the Crown.
The Sacheverell ‘phrensy,’ and the circumstances which led to the prorogation of Convocation, are less satisfactory incidents in the Church history of Queen Anne’s reign.  In either case we find ourselves in the very midst of that semi-ecclesiastical, semi-political strife, which is so especially jarring upon the mind, when brought into connection with the true interests of religion.  In either case there is an uncomfortable feeling of being in a mob.  There is little greater edification in the crowd of excited clergymen who collected in the Jerusalem Chamber, than in the medley throng which huzzaed round Westminster Hall and behind the wheels of Sacheverell’s chariot.  The Lower House of Convocation evidently contained a great many men who had been returned as proctors for the clergy, not so much for the higher qualifications of learning, piety, and prudence, as for the active part they took in Church politics.  There were some excellent men in it, and plenty of a kind of zeal; but the general
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temper of the House was prejudiced, intemperate, and inquisitorial.  The Whig bishops, on the other hand, in the Upper House were impatient of opposition, and often inconsiderate and ungracious to the lower clergy.  Such, for example, were just the conditions which brought out the worse and disguised the more excellent traits of Burnet’s character.  It is not much to be wondered at, that many people who were very well affected to the Church thought it no great evil, but perhaps rather a good thing, that Convocation should be permanently suspended.  Reason and common sense demand that a great Church should have some sort of deliberative assembly.  If it were no longer what it ought to be, and the reason for this were not merely temporary, a remedy should have been found in reform, not in compelled silence.  But even in the midst of the factions which disturbed its peace and hindered its usefulness, Convocation had by no means wholly neglected to deliberate on practical matters of direct religious concern.  And unless its condition had been indeed degenerate, there can be little doubt that it would have materially assisted to keep up that healthy current of thought which the stagnation of Church spirit in the Georgian age so sorely needed.  The history, therefore, of Convocation in Queen Anne’s reign, turbulent as it was, had considerable interest of its own.  So also the Sacheverell riots (for they deserve no more honourable name) have much historical value as an index of feeling.  Ignorance and party faction, and a variety of such other unworthy components, entered largely into them.  Yet after every abatement has been made, they showed a strength of popular attachment to the Church which is very noteworthy.  The undisputed hold it had gained upon the masses ought to have been a great power for good, and it has been shown that there was about this time a good deal of genuine activity stirring in the English Church.  Unhappily, those signs of activity in it decreased, instead of being enlarged and deepened.  In whatever other respects during the years that followed it fulfilled some portion of its mission, it certainly lost, through its own want of energy, a great part of the influence it had enjoyed at this earlier date.
The first twenty years of the period include also a principal part of the history of the Nonjurors.  Later in the century, they had entirely drifted away from any direct association with the Established Church.  Their numbers had dwindled; and as there seemed to be no longer any tangible reason for their continued schism, sympathy with them had also faded away.  There are some interesting incidents in their later history, but these are more nearly related to the annals of the Episcopal Church of Scotland than to our own.  Step by step in the earlier years of the century the ties which linked them with the English Church were broken.  First came the death of the venerable bishops, Ken and Frampton; then the return to the established communion of Nelson, and Dodwell, and other moderate Nonjurors; then the wilful perpetuation of the schism by the consecration of bishops; then the division into two parties of those who adopted the Communion Book of Edward VI., with its distinctive usages, and those who were opposed to any change.  All this took place before 1718.  By that time the schism was complete.
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One more characteristic feature of the early part of the century must be mentioned.  The essayists belong not only to the social history of the period, but also to that of the Church.  Few preachers were so effective from their pulpits as were Addison and his fellow-contributors in the pages of the ‘Spectator’ and other kindred serials.  It was not only in those Saturday papers which were specially devoted to graver musings that they served the cause of religion and morality.  They were true sons of the Church; and if they did not go far below the surface, nor profess to do more as a rule than satirise follies and censure venial forms of vice, their tone was ever that of Christian moralists.  They did no scanty service as mediators, so to say, between religion and the world.  This phase of literature lived on later into the century, but it became duller and less popular.  It never again was what it had been in Addison’s time, and never regained more than a small fraction of the social power which it had then commanded.
After Queen Anne’s reign, the main interest of English Church history rests for a time on the religious thought of the age rather than on its practice.  The controversy with the Deists (which lasted for several years longer with unabated force), and that in which Waterland and Clarke were the principal figures, are discussed separately in this work.  But our readers are spared the once famous Bangorian controversy.  Its tedious complications are almost a by-word to those who are at all acquainted with the Church history of the period.  Some of the subjects with which it dealt have ceased to be disputed questions, or no longer attract much interest.  Above all, its course was clouded and confused by verbal misunderstandings, arising in part, perhaps, from the occasional prolixity of Hoadly’s style, but chiefly from the distorting influence of strong prejudices.
It is unquestionable that Hoadly’s influence upon his generation was great.  Some, looking upon the defects of the period that followed, have thought of that influence as distinctly injurious.  They have considered that it strongly conduced to a negligent belief and indifference to the specific doctrines of Christian faith, making men careless of truth, so long as they thought themselves to be sincere; also that it loosened the hold of the Church on the people by impairing respect for authority, and by tending to reduce all varieties of Christian faith to one equal level.  It is a charge which has some foundation.  The religious characteristics of the age, whatever they were, were independent in the main of anything the Whig bishop did or wrote.  Still, he was one of those representative men who give form and substance to a great deal of floating thought.  He caught the ear of the public, and engrossed an attention which was certainly very remarkable.  In this character as a leader of religious thought he was deficient in some very essential points. 
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He was too much of a controversialist, and his tone was too political.  There was more light than heat in what he wrote.  So long as it was principally a question of right reason, of sincerity, or of justice, he deserved much praise, and did much good.  In all the qualities which give fire, energy, enthusiasm, he was wanting.  The form in which his religion was cast might suit some natures, but was too cold and dispassionate for general use.  It fell in only too well with the prevailing tendencies of the times.  It might promote, under favouring circumstances, a kind of piety which could be genuine, reflective, and deeply impressed by many of the divine attributes, but which, in most cases, would need to be largely reinforced by other properties not so easily to be found in Hoadly’s writings—­tenderness, imagination, sympathy, practical activity, spiritual intensity.
The rise and advance of Methodism, and its relationship with the English Church, is a subject of very great interest, and one that has occupied the attention of many writers.  In these papers it has been chiefly discussed as one of the two principal branches of the general Evangelical movement.
Treatises on the evidences of Christianity constitute a principal part of the theological literature of the eighteenth century.  No systematic record of the religious history of that period could omit a careful survey of what was said and thought on a topic which absorbed so great an amount of interest.  But if the subject is not entered into at length, a writer upon it can do little more than repeat what has already been concisely and comprehensively told in Mr. Pattison’s well-known essay.  The authors, therefore, of this work have felt that they might be dispensed from devoting to it a separate chapter.  Many incidental remarks, however, which have a direct bearing upon the search into evidences will be found scattered here and there in the course of this work.  The controversy with the Deists necessitated a perpetual reference to the grounds upon which belief is based both in the Christian revelation, and in those fundamental truths of natural religion upon which arguers on either side were agreed.  A great deal also, which in the eighteenth century was proscribed under the name of ‘enthusiasm’ was nothing else in reality than an appeal of the soul of man to the evidence of God’s spirit within him to facts which cannot be grasped by any mere intellectual power.  By the greater part of the writers of that period all reference to an inward light of spiritual discernment was regarded with utter distrust as an illusion and a snare.  From the beginning to the end of the century, theological thought was mainly concentrated on the effort to make use of reason—­God’s plain and universal gift to man—­as the one divinely appointed instrument for the discovery or investigation of all truth.  The examination of evidences, although closely connected with the Deistical controversy, was
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nevertheless independent of it.  Horror of fanaticism, distrust of authority, an increasing neglect of the earlier history of Christianity, the comparative cessation of minor disputes, and the greater emancipation of reason through the recent Act of Toleration, all combined to encourage it.  Besides this, physical science was making great strides.  The revolution of ideas effected by Newton’s great discovery made a strangely wide gap between seventeenth and eighteenth century modes of thinking and speaking on many points connected with the material universe.  It was felt more or less clearly by most thinking men that the relations of theology to the things of outward sense needed readjustment.  Newton himself, like his contemporaries, Boyle, Flamsteed, and Halley, was a thoroughly religious man, and his general faith as a Christian was confirmed rather than weakened by his perception of the vast laws which had become disclosed to him.  On many others the first effect was different.  Either they were impressed with exorbitant ideas of the majesty of that faculty of reasoning which could thus transcend the bounds of all earthly space, or else the sense of a higher spiritual life was overpowered by the revelation of uniform physical laws operating through a seeming infinite expanse of material existence.  The one cause tended to create a notion that unassisted reason was sufficient for all human needs; the other developed a frequent bias to materialism.  Both alike rendered it imperative to earnest minds that felt competent to the task to inquire what reason had to say about the nature of our spiritual life, and the principles and religious motives which chiefly govern it.  Difficulties arising out of man’s position as a part of universal nature had scarcely been felt before.  Nor even in the last century did they assume the proportions they have since attained.  But they deserve to be largely taken into account in any review of the evidence writers of that period.  Not to speak of Derham’s ‘Physico-Theology’ and other works of that class, neither Berkeley, Butler, nor Paley—­three great names—­can be properly understood without reference to the greatly increased attention which was being given to the physical sciences.  Berkeley’s suggestive philosophy was distinctly based upon an earnest wish to release the essence of all theology from an embarrassing dependence upon the outward world of sense.  Butler’s ’Analogy’—­by far the greatest theological work of the century—­aims throughout at creating a strong sense of the unity and harmony which subsists between the operations of God’s providence in the material world of nature, and in that inner spiritual world which finds its chiefmost exposition in Revelation.  Paley’s ‘Natural Theology,’ though not the most valuable, is by no means the least interesting of his works, and was intended by him to stand in the same relation to natural, as his ‘Evidences’ to revealed religion.
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The evidence writers did a great work, not lightly to be disparaged.  The results of their labours were not of a kind to be very perceptible on the surface, and are therefore particularly liable to be under-estimated.  There was neither show nor excitement in the gradual process by which Christianity regained throughout the country the confidence which for a time had been most evidently shaken.  Proofs and evidences had been often dinned into careless ears without much visible effect, and often before weary listeners, to whom the great bulk of what they heard was unintelligible and profitless.  Very often in the hands of well-intentioned, but uninstructed and narrow-minded men, fallacious or thoroughly inconclusive arguments had been confidently used, to the detriment rather than to the advantage of the cause they had at heart.  But at the very least, a certain acquiescence in the ’reasonableness of Christianity,’ and a respect for its teaching, had been secured which could hardly be said to have been generally the case about the time when Bishop Butler began to write.  Meanwhile the revived ardour of religion which had sprung up among Methodists and Evangelicals, and which at the end of the century was stirring, in different forms but with the same spirit, in the hearts of some of the most cultivated and intellectual of our countrymen, was a greater practical witness to the living power of Christianity than all other evidences.
In quite the early part of the period with which these chapters deal there was, as we have seen, a considerable amount of active and hopeful work in the Church of England.  The same may be said of its closing years.  The Evangelical movement had done good even in quarters where it had been looked upon with disfavour.  A better care for the religious education of the masses, an increased attention to Church missions, the foundation of new religious societies, greater parochial activity, improvement in the style of sermons, a disposition on the part of Parliament to reform some glaring Church abuses—­all showed that a stir and movement had begun, which might be slow to make any great advance, but which was at all events promising for the future.  Agitation against slavery had been in great part a result of quickened Christian feeling, and, in a still greater degree, a promoting cause of it.  And when the French Revolution broke out, it quickly appeared how resolutely bent the vast majority of the people were to hold all the more firmly to their Christianity and their Church.  Some of the influences which in the early part of the century had done so much to counteract the religious promise of the time, were no longer, or no longer in the same degree, actively at work.  There was cause, therefore, for confident hope that the good work which had begun might go on increasing.  How far this was the case, and what agencies contributed to hinder or advance religious life in the Church of England and elsewhere, belongs to the history of a time yet nearer to our own.
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Bishops, both as fathers of the Church and as holding high places, and living therefore in the presence of the public, cannot, without grave injury not to themselves only, but to the body over which they preside, suffer their names to be in any way mixed up with the cabals of self-interest and faction.  At the beginning of the eighteenth century, the Episcopal bench numbered among its occupants many men, both of High and Low Church views, who were distinctly eminent for piety, activity, and learning.  And throughout the century there were always some bishops who were thoroughly worthy of their high post.  But towards the middle of it, and on to its very close, there was an undoubted lowering in the general tone of the Episcopal order.  Average men, who had succeeded in making themselves agreeable at Court, or who had shown that they could be of political service to the administration of the time, too often received a mitre for their reward.  Amid the general relaxation of principle which by the universal confession of all contemporary writers had pervaded society, even worthy and good men seem to have condescended at times to a discreditable fulsomeness of manner, and to an immoderate thirst for preferments.  There were many scandals in the Church which greatly needed reform, but none which were so keenly watched, or which did so much to lower its reputation, as unworthy acts of subserviency on the part of certain bishops.  The evil belonged to the individuals and to the period, not by any means to the system of a National Church.  Yet those who disapproved of that system found no illustration more practically effective to illustrate their argument.
Throughout the whole of the eighteenth century, almost all writers who had occasion to speak of the general condition of society joined in one wail of lament over the irreligion and immorality that they saw around them.  This complaint was far too universal to mean little more than a general, and somewhat conventional tirade upon the widespread corruption of human nature.  The only doubt is whether it might not in some measure have arisen out of a keener perception, on the part of the more cultivated and thoughtful portion of society, of brutal habits which in coarser ages had been passed over with far less comment.  Perhaps also greater liberty of thought and speech caused irreligion to take a more avowed and visible form.  Yet even if the severe judgment passed by contemporary writers upon the spiritual and moral condition of their age may be fairly qualified by some such considerations, it must certainly be allowed that religion and morality were, generally speaking, at a lower ebb than they have been at many other periods.  For this the National Church must take a full share, but not more than a full share, of responsibility.  The causes which elevate or depress the general tone of society have a corresponding influence, in kind if not in degree, upon the whole body of the clergy.  Church history,
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throughout its whole course, shows very clearly that although the average level of their spiritual and moral life has always been, except, possibly, in certain very exceptional times, higher in some degree than that of the people over which they are set as pastors, yet that this level ordinarily rises or sinks with the general condition of Christianity in the Church and country at large.  If, for instance, a corrupt state of politics have lowered the standard of public virtue, and have widely introduced into society the unblushing avowal of self-seeking motives, which in better times would be everywhere reprobated, the edge of principle is likely to become somewhat blunted even where it might be least expected.  In the last century unworthy acts were sometimes done by men who were universally held in high honour and esteem, which would most certainly not have been thought of by those same persons if they had lived in our own day.  The national clergy, taken as they are from the general mass of educated society, are sure to share very largely both in the merits and defects of the class from which they come.  Except under some strong impulse, they are not likely, as a body, to assume a very much higher tone, or a very much greater degree of spiritual activity, than that which they had been accustomed to in all their earlier years.  It was so with the clergy of the eighteenth century.  Their general morality and propriety was never impeached, and their lives were for the most part formed on a higher standard than that of most of the people among whom they dwelt.  But they were (speaking again generally) not nearly active enough; the spiritual inertness which clung over the face of the country prevailed also among them.  Although, therefore, the Church retained the respect and to a certain extent the affection of the people, it fell evidently short in the Divine work entrusted to it.
C.J.A.
* * * * *
CHAPTER II.
ROBERT NELSON, HIS FRIENDS, AND CHURCH PRINCIPLES.
High Churchmanship, as it was commonly understood in Queen Anne’s reign, did not possess many attractive features.  Its nobler and more spiritual elements were sadly obscured amid the angry strife of party warfare, and all that was hard, or worldly, or intolerant in it was thrust into exaggerated prominence.  Indeed, the very terms ‘High’ and ‘Low’ Church must have become odious in the ears of good men who heard them bandied to and fro like the merest watchwords of political faction.  It is a relief to turn from the noise and virulence with which so-called Church principles were contested in Parliament and Convocation, in lampoons and pamphlets, in taverns and coffee-houses, from Harley and Bolingbroke, from Swift, Atterbury, and Sacheverell, to a set of High Churchmen, belonging rather to the former than to the existing generation, whose names were not mixed up with these contentions, and whose pure and primitive
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piety did honour to the Church which had nurtured such faithful and worthy sons.  If, at the opening of the eighteenth century, the English Church derived its chief lustre from the eminent qualities of some of the Broad Church bishops, it must not be forgotten that it was also adorned with the virtues of men of a very different order of thought, as represented by Ken and Nelson, Bull and Beveridge.  Some of them, it is true, had been unable to take the oaths to the recently established Government, and were therefore, as by a kind of accident, excluded, if not from the services, at all events from the ministry of the National Church.  But none as yet ventured to deny that, saving the question of political allegiance, they were thoroughly loyal alike to its doctrine and its order.
It is proposed in this chapter to make Robert Nelson the central figure, and to group around him some of the most distinguished of his Juror and Nonjuror friends.  A special charm lingers around the memory of Bishop Ken, but his name can scarcely be made prominent in any sketch which deals only with the eighteenth century.  He lived indeed through its first decade, but his active life was over before it began.  Nelson, on the other hand, though he survived him by only four years, took an active part throughout Queen Anne’s reign in every scheme of Church enterprise.  He was a link, too, between those who accepted and those who declined the oaths.  Even as a member of the Nonjuring communion he was intimately associated with many leading Churchmen of the Establishment; and when, to his great gratification, he felt that he could again with an easy conscience attend the services of his parish church, the ever-widening gap that had begun to open was in his case no hindrance to familiar intercourse with his old Nonjuring friends.
Greatly as Robert Nelson was respected and admired by his contemporaries, no complete record of his life was published until the present century.  His friend Dr. Francis Lee, author of the ’Life of Kettlewell,’ had taken the work on hand, but was prevented by death from carrying it out.  There are now, however, three or four biographies of him, especially the full and interesting memoir published in 1860 by Mr. Secretan.  It is needless, therefore, to go over ground which has already been completely traversed; a few notes only of the chief dates and incidents of his life may be sufficient to introduce the subject.
Robert Nelson was born in 1656.  In his early boyhood he was at St. Paul’s School, but the greater part of his education was received under the guidance of Mr. Bull, afterwards Bishop of St. Davids, by whose life and teaching he was profoundly influenced.  The biography of his distinguished tutor occupied the labour of his last years, and was no doubt a grateful offering to the memory of a man to whom he owed many of his best impressions.  About 1679 he went to London, where he became intimate with Tillotson, then
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Dean of Canterbury.  In later years this intimacy was somewhat interrupted by great divergence of views on theological and ecclesiastical subjects; but a strong feeling of mutual respect remained, and, in his last illness, Tillotson was nursed by his friend with the most affectionate love, and died in his arms.  In 1680 Nelson went to France with Halley, his old schoolfellow and fellow member of the Royal Society, and during their journey watched with his friend the celebrated comet which bears Halley’s name.  While in Paris he received the offer of a place in Charles II.’s Court, but took the advice of Tillotson, who said he should be glad ’if England were so happy as that the Court might be a fit place for him to live in.’[1] He therefore declined the offer, and travelled on to Rome, where he made the acquaintance of Lady Theophila Lucy and married her the next year.  It was no light trouble to him that on their return to London she avowed herself a Romanist.  Cardinal Howard at Rome, and Bossuet at Paris, had gained her over to their faith, and with the ardour of a proselyte she even entered, on the Roman side, into the great controversy of the day.  Robert Nelson himself was entirely unaffected by the current which just at this time seemed to have set in in favour of Rome.  He maintained, indeed, a cordial friendship with Bossuet, but was not shaken by his arguments, and in 1688 published, as his first work, a treatise against transubstantiation.  Though controversy was little to his taste, these were times when men of earnest conviction could scarcely avoid engaging in it.[2] Nelson valued the name of Protestant next only to that of Catholic, and was therefore drawn almost necessarily into taking some part in the last great dispute with Rome.[3] But polemics would be deprived of their gall of bitterness if combatants joined in the strife with as much charity and generosity of feeling as he did.[4]
From the first Nelson felt himself unable to transfer his allegiance to the new Government.  The only question in his mind was whether he could consistently join in Church services in which public prayers were offered in behalf of a prince whose claims he utterly repudiated.  He consulted Archbishop Tillotson on the point; and his old friend answered with all candour that if his opinions were so decided that he was verily persuaded such a prayer was sinful, there could be no doubt as to what he should do.  Upon this he at once joined the Nonjuring communion.  He remained in it for nearly twenty years, on terms of cordial intimacy with most of its chief leaders.  When, however, in 1709, Lloyd, the deprived Bishop of Norwich, died, Nelson wrote to Ken, now the sole survivor of the Nonjuring bishops, and asked whether he claimed his allegiance to him as his rightful spiritual father.  As regards the State prayers, time had modified his views.  He retained his Jacobite principles, but considered that non-concurrence in certain petitions in the service did not necessitate a prolonged breach of Church unity.  Ken, who had welcomed the accession of his friend Hooper to the see of Bath and Wells, and who no longer subscribed himself under his old episcopal title, gave a glad consent, for he also longed to see the schism healed.  Nelson accordingly, with Dodwell and other moderate Nonjurors, rejoined the communion of the National Church.
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It is much to Robert Nelson’s honour that in an age of strong party animosities he never suffered his political predilections to stand in the way of union for any benevolent purpose.  He had taken an active interest in the religious associations of young men which sprang up in London and other towns and villages about 1678, a time when the zeal of many attached members of the Church of England was quickened by the dangers which were besetting it.  A few years later, when ’Societies for the Reformation of Manners’ were formed, to check the immorality and profaneness which was gaining alarming ground, he gave his hearty co-operation both to Churchmen and Dissenters in a movement which he held essential to the welfare of the country.  Although a Jacobite and Nonjuror, he was enrolled, with not a few of the most distinguished Churchmen of the day, among the earliest members of the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge at its formation in 1699; and long before his re-entering into the Established communion we find him not only a constant attendant, but sometimes chairman at its weekly meetings.  He took a leading part in the organisation of the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign Parts, in 1701, and sat at its board in friendly conference with Burnet and many another whose very names were odious to his Nonjuring friends.  And great as his disappointment must have been at the frustration of Jacobite hopes in the quiet accession of George I., the interest and honourable pride which he felt in the London charity schools so far triumphed over his political prejudices that he found pleasure in marshalling four thousand of the children to witness the new sovereign’s entry, and to greet him with the psalm which bids the King rejoice in the strength of the Lord and be exceeding glad in His salvation.
In such works as these—­to which must be added his labours as a commissioner in 1710 for the erection of new churches in London, his efforts for the promotion of parochial and circulating clerical libraries throughout the kingdom, for advancing Christian teaching in grammar schools, for improving prisons, for giving help to French Protestants in London and Eastern Christians in Armenia—­Robert Nelson found abundant scope for the beneficent energies of his public life.  The undertakings he carried out were but a few of the projects which engaged his thoughts.  If we cast our eyes over the proposed institutions which he commended to the notice of the influential and the rich, it is surprising to see in how many directions he anticipated the philanthropical ideas of the age in which we live.  Ophthalmic and consumptive hospitals, and hospitals for the incurable; ragged schools; penitentiaries; homes for destitute infants; associations of gentlewomen for charitable and religious purposes; theological, training, and missionary colleges; houses for temporary religious retirement and retreat—­such were some of the designs which, had he lived a few years longer, he would certainly have attempted to carry into execution.[5]
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He was no less active with his pen in efforts aimed at infusing an earnest spirit of practical piety, and bringing home to men’s thoughts an appreciative feeling of the value of Church ordinances.  He published his ‘Practice of True Devotion’ in 1698, an excellent work, which attracted little attention when it first came out, but reached at least its twenty-second edition before the next century was completed.  His treatise on the ‘Christian Sacrifice’ appeared in 1706, his ’Life of Bishop Bull’ in 1713; but it is by his ‘Festivals and Fasts’ that his name has been made familiar to every succeeding generation of Churchmen.  Its catechetical form, and the somewhat formal composure of its style, did not strike past readers as defects.  It certainly was in high favour among English Churchmen generally.  Dr. Johnson said of it in 1776 that he understood it to have the greatest sale of any book ever printed in England except the Bible.[6] In the first four years and a half after its issue from the press more than 10,000 copies were printed.[7]
Robert Nelson died in the January of 1715, a man so universally esteemed that it would be probably impossible to find his name connected in any writer with a single word of disparagement.  It would be folly to speak of one thus distinguished by singular personal qualities as if he were, to any great extent, representative of a class.  If the Church of England had been adorned during Queen Anne’s reign by many such men, it could never have been said of it that it failed to take advantage of the signal opportunities then placed within its reach.  Yet his views on all Church questions, and many of the characteristic features of his character, were shared by many of his friends both in the Established Church and among the Nonjurors.  He survived almost all of them, so that with him the type seemed nearly to pass away for a length of time, as if the spiritual atmosphere of the eighteenth century were uncongenial to it.  His younger acquaintances in the Nonjuring body, however sincere and generous in temperament, were men of a different order.  It was but natural that, as the schism became more pronounced and Jacobite hopes more desperate, the Church views of a dwindling minority should become continually narrower, and lose more and more of those larger sympathies which can scarcely be altogether absent in any section of a great national Church.
First in order among Nelson’s friends—­not in intimacy, but in the affectionate honour with which he always remembered him—­must be mentioned Bishop Ken.  He was living in retirement at Longleat; but Nelson must have frequently met him at the house of their common friend Mr. Cherry of Shottisbrooke,[8] and they occasionally corresponded.  Nelson may have been the more practical, Ken the more meditative.  The one was still in the full vigour of his benevolent activity while the other was waiting for rest, and soothing with sacred song the pains which told of
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coming dissolution.  In his own words, to ’contemplate, hymn, love, joy, obey,’ was the tranquil task which chiefly remained for him on earth.  But they were congenial in their whole tone of thought.  Their views on the disputed questions of the day very nearly coincided.  Nelson, as might be expected of a layman who throughout his life had seen much of good men of all opinions, was the more tolerant; but both were kindly and charitable towards those from whom they most differed, and both were attached with such deep loyalty of love to the Church in whose bosom they had been nurtured that they desired nothing more than to see what they believed to be its genuine principles fully carried out, and could neither sympathise with nor understand religious feelings which looked elsewhere for satisfaction.  Both were unaffectedly devout, without the least tinge of moroseness or gloom.  Nelson specially delighted in Ken’s morning, evening, and midnight hymns.  He entreated his readers to charge their memory with them.  ’The daily repeating of them will make you perfect in them, and the good fruit of them will abide with you all your days.’[9] He subjoined them to his ’Practice of True Devotion;’ and Samuel Wesley tells us that he personally knew how much he delighted in them.  It was with these that—­
    He oft, when night with holy hymns was worn,
    Prevented prime and wak’d the rising morn.[10]
He has made use of many of Ken’s prayers, together with some from Taylor, Kettlewell, and Hickes, in his ’Companion for the Festivals and Fasts.’  There is an intensity and effusion of spirit in them, in which his own more studied compositions are somewhat wanting.
Among the other Nonjuring bishops Nelson was acquainted with, but not very intimately, were Bancroft and Frampton.  The former he loved and admired; and spoke very highly of his learning and wisdom, his prudent zeal for the honour of God, his piety and self-denying integrity.[11] The little weaknesses and gentle intolerances of the good old man were not such as he would censure, nor would he be altogether out of sympathy with them.  Bishop Frampton was in a manner an hereditary friend.  He had gone out to Aleppo as a young man, half a century before, in capacity of chaplain of the Levant Company, at the urgent recommendation of John Nelson, father of Robert,[12] who had the highest opinion of his merits.  From his cottage at Standish in Gloucestershire, where he had retired after his deprivation, he occasionally wrote to Robert Nelson, and must have often heard of him from John Kettlewell, the intimate and very valued friend of both.  He was a man who could not fail to be esteemed[13] and loved by all who had the privilege of his acquaintance.  He had been a preacher of great fame, whom people crowded to hear.  Pepys said of him that ’he preached most like an apostle that he ever heard man;’[14] and Evelyn, noting in his diary that he had been to hear him, calls him ’a pious and holy man, excellent
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in the pulpit for moving the affections.’  His letters, of which several remain, written to Ken, Lloyd, and Sancroft, about the end of the seventeenth and the beginning of the eighteenth centuries, give the idea of a man of unaffected humility and simple piety, of a happy, kindly disposition, and full of spirit and innocent mirth.  Though he could not take the oaths, he regularly communicated at the parish church.[15] Controversy he abhorred; it seemed to him, he said to Kettlewell, as if the one thing needful were scarcely heard, amidst the din and clashings of pros and cons, and he wished the men of war, the disputants, would follow his friend’s example, and beat their swords and spears into ploughshares and pruning hooks.[16]
John Kettlewell died in 1695, to Nelson’s great loss, for he was indeed a bosom friend.  Nelson had unreservedly entrusted him with his schemes for doing good, his literary projects, his spiritual perplexities, and ’the nicest and most difficult emergencies of his life; such an opinion had he of his wisdom, as well as of his integrity.’[17] More than once, observes Dr. Lee, he said how much gratitude he owed to Kettlewell for his good influence, sometimes in animating him to stand out boldly in the cause of religion, sometimes in concerting with him schemes of benevolence, sometimes in suggesting what he could best write in the service of the Church.  They planned out together the ’Companion for the Festivals and Fasts;’ they encouraged one another in that gentler mode of conducting controversy which must have seemed like mere weakness to many of the inflamed partisans of the period.  Nelson proposed to preserve the memory of his friend in a biography.  He carefully collected materials for the purpose, and though he had not leisure to carry out his design, was of great assistance to Francis Lee in the life which was eventually written.[18]
Bishop Ken used to speak of Kettlewell in terms of the highest reverence and esteem.  In a letter to Nelson, acknowledging the receipt of some of Kettlewell’s sermons, which his correspondent had lately edited, he calls their author ’as saintlike a man as ever I knew;’[19] and when, in 1696, he was summoned before the Privy Council to give account for a pastoral letter drawn up by the nonjuring bishops on behalf of the deprived clergy, he spoke of it as having been first proposed by ’Mr. Kettlewell, that holy man who is now with God.’[20] There can be no doubt he well merited the admiration of his friends.  Perhaps the most beautiful element in his character was his perfect guilelessness and transparent truth.  Almost his last words, addressed to his nephew, were ’not to tell a lie, no, not to save a world, not to save your King nor yourself.’[21] He had lived fully up to the spirit of this rule.  Anything like show and pretence, political shifts and evasions, dissimulations for the sake of safety or under an idea of doing good—­’acting,’ as he expressed it, ’deceitfully for God, and
Page 36
breaking religion to preserve religion,’ were things he would never in the smallest degree condescend to.  In no case would he allow that a jocose or conventional departure from accuracy was justifiable, and even if a nonjuring friend, under the displeasure, as might often be, of Government, assumed a disguise, he was uneasy and annoyed, and declined to call him by his fictitious name.[22] Happily, perhaps, for his peace of mind, his steady purpose ’to follow truth wherever he might find it,’[23] without respect of persons or fear of consequences, though it led to a sacrifice, contentedly, and even joyfully borne, of worldly means, led him no tittle astray from the ancient paths of orthodoxy.  Like most High Churchmen of his day, he held most exaggerated views as to the duty of passive obedience, a doctrine which he held to be vitally connected with the whole spirit of Christian religion.  He sorely lamented ‘the great and grievous breach’ caused by the nonjuring separation,[24] and earnestly trusted that a time of healing and reunion might speedily arrive; and though he adhered staunchly to the communion of the deprived bishops, whom he held to be the only rightful fathers of the Church, and believed that there alone he could find ’orthodox and holy ministrations,’[25] he never for an instant supposed that he separated himself thereby from the Church of England, in which, he said in his dying declaration, ’as he had lived and ministered, so he still continued firm in its faith, worship, and communion.’[26] Such was Kettlewell, a thorough type of the very best of the Nonjurors, a man so kindly and large-hearted in many ways, and so open to conviction, that the term bigoted would be harshly applied to him, but whose ideas ran strongly and deeply in a narrow channel.  He lived a life unspotted from the world; nor was there any purer and more fervent spirit in the list of those whose active services were lost to the Church of England by the new oath of allegiance.
Henry Dodwell was another of Robert Nelson’s most esteemed friends.  After the loss of his Camdenian Professorship of History, he lived among his nonjuring acquaintances at Shottisbrooke, immersed in abstruse studies.  His profound learning—­for he was acknowledged to be one of the most learned men in Europe[27]—­especially his thorough familiarity with all precedents drawn from patristic antiquity, made him a great authority in the perplexities which from time to time divided the Nonjurors.  It was mainly to him that Nelson owed his return to the established Communion.  Dodwell had been very ardent against the oaths; when he conceived the possibility of Ken’s accepting them, he had written him a long letter of anxious remonstrance; he had written another letter of indignant concern to Sherlock, on news of his intended compliance.[28] But his special standing point was based upon the argument that it was schism of the worst order to side with bishops who had been intruded by mere lay authority into sees which had other rightful occupiers.  When, therefore, this hindrance no longer existed, he was of opinion that political differences, however great, should be no bar to Church Communion, and that the State prayers were no insurmountable difficulty.  Nelson gladly agreed, and the bells of Shottisbrooke rang merrily when he and Dodwell, and the other Nonjurors resident in that place, returned to the parish church.[29]
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Dodwell is a well-known example of the extravagances of opinion, into which a student may be led, who, in perfect seclusion from the world, follows up his views unguided by practical considerations.  Greatly as his friends respected his judgment on all points of precedent and authority, they readily allowed he had more of the innocency of the dove than the wisdom of the serpent.[30] His faculties were in fact over-burdened with the weight of his learning, and his published works, which followed one another in quick succession, contained eccentricities, strange to the verge of madness.  A layman himself, he held views as to the dignities and power of the priesthood, of which the ’Tatler’[31] might well say that Rome herself had never forged such chains for the consciences of the laity as he would have imposed.  Starting upon an assumption, common to him with many whose general theological opinions he was most averse to, that the Divine counsels were wholly beyond the sphere of human faculties, and unimpeded therefore by any consideration of reason in his inferences from Scripture and primitive antiquity, he advanced a variety of startling theories, which created some dismay among his friends, and gave endless opportunity to his opponents.  Much that he has written sounds far more like a grave caricature of high sacerdotalism, after the manner of De Foe’s satires on intolerance, than the sober conviction of an earnest man.[32] It is needless to dwell on crotchets for which, as Dr. Hunt properly observes, nobody was responsible but himself.[33] Ken, who had great respect for him—­’the excellent’ Mr. Dodwell, as he calls him—­remarked of his strange ideas on the immortality of the soul, that he built high on feeble foundations, and would not have many proselytes to his hypotheses.[34] The same might be said of much else that he wrote on theological subjects.  As for nonjuring principles, he was so wedded to them that he could see nothing but deadly schism outside the fold over which ‘our late invalidly deprived fathers’ presided.  It only, as orthodox and unschismatic, ’was entitled to have its communions and excommunications ratified in heaven.’[35] No wonder he longed to see union restored, that so he might die in peace.[36]
With the ever understood proviso that they could not fall in with many of his views, Nelson and most of his friends loved Mr. Dodwell and were proud of him.  They admired his great learning, his fervent and ascetic piety, his deep attachment to the doctrine and usages of the English Church, and many attractive features in personal character.  ’He was a faithful and sincere friend,’ says Hearne, ’very charitable to the poor (notwithstanding the narrowness of his fortune), free and open in his discourse and conversation (which he always managed without the least personal reflection), courteous and affable to all people, facetious upon all proper occasions, and ever ready to give his counsel and advice, and extremely
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communicative of his great knowledge.’[37] Although a man of retiring habits and much personal humility, he was bold as a lion when occasion demanded, and never hesitated to sacrifice interest of any kind to his sincere, but often strangely contracted ideas of truth and duty.  It was his lot to suffer loss of goods under either king, James II. and William.  Under the former he not only lost the rent of his Irish estates,[38] but had his name[39] on the murderous act of attainder to which James, to his great disgrace, attached his signature in 1689.  Under the latter he was deprived of his preferment in Oxford, and under a harsher rule might have incurred yet graver penalties.  ‘He has set his heart,’ said William of him, ’on being a martyr, and I have set mine on disappointing him.’[40] He died at Shottisbrooke in 1711.
After Kettlewell’s death, no one was so intimate with Robert Nelson as Dr. George Hickes.  They lived near together[41] in Ormond Street, and for the last eleven years of Nelson’s life met almost daily.  In forming any estimate of Hickes’s character, the warm-hearted esteem with which Nelson regarded him[42] should not be lost sight of.  Whatever were his faults, he must have possessed many high qualities to have thus completely won the heart of so good a man.  The feeling was fully reciprocated; and those who knew with what intensity of blind zeal Hickes attached himself to the interests of his party, must have been surprised that this intimacy was not interrupted even by his sore disappointment at Nelson’s defection from the nonjuring communion.  In Hickes there was nothing of the calm and tempered judgment which ruled in Nelson’s mind.  From the day that he vacated his deanery, and fixed up his indignant protest in Worcester Cathedral,[43] he threw his heart and soul into the nonjuring cause.  Unity might be a blessing, and schism a disaster; but it is doubtful whether he would have made the smallest concession in order to attain the one, or avoid the other.  Even Bishop Ken said of him that he showed zeal to make the schism incurable.[44] A good man, and a scholar of rare erudition, he possessed nevertheless the true temper of a bigot.  In middle life he had been brought into close acquaintance with the fanatic extravagances of Scotch Covenanters, his aversion to which might seem to have taught him, not the excellence of a more temperate spirit, but the desirability of rushing toward similar extremes in an opposite direction.  He delighted in controversy in proportion to its heat, and too often his pen was dipped in gall, when he directed the acuteness and learning which none denied to him against any who swerved, this way or that, from the narrow path of dogma and discipline which had been marked with his own approval.  Tillotson was ’an atheist,’[45] freethinkers were ‘the first-born sons of Satan,’ the Established Church was ’fallen into mortal schism,’[46] Ken, for thinking of reunion, was ’a half-hearted wheedler,’[47] Roman Catholics were ’as
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gross idolaters as Egyptian worshippers of leeks,’[48] Nonconformists were ‘fanatics,’ Quakers were ’blasphemers.’[49] From the peaceful researches, on which he built a lasting name, in Anglo-Saxon and Scandinavian antiquities, he returned each time with renewed zest to polemical disputes, and found relaxation in the strife of words.  It was no promising omen for the future of the nonjuring party, that the Court of St. Germains should have appointed him and Wagstaffe first bishops of that Communion.  The consecration was kept for several years a close secret, and Robert Nelson himself may probably have been ignorant[50] of the high dignity to which ‘my neighbour the Dean’ had attained.
One other of Nelson’s nonjuring friends must be mentioned.  Francis Lee, a physician, had been a Fellow of St. John’s, Oxford, but was deprived for declining the oaths.  At the end of the seventeenth century, after travelling abroad, he joined[51] one of those societies of mystics which at that time abounded throughout Europe.  A long correspondence with Dodwell ensued, and convinced at last that he had been in error, he not only left the brotherhood and its presiding ‘prophetess’ (it appears to have been a society of a somewhat fanatical order), but published in 1709, under the title of ‘A History of Montanism, by a Lay Gentleman,’ a work directed against fanaticism in general.  He writes it in the tone of one who has lately recovered from a sort of mental fever which may break out in anyone, and sometimes becomes epidemic, inflaming and throwing into disorder certain obscure impulses which are common to all human nature.[52] He became intimate with Nelson, and subscribes one of his letters to him, ’To the best of friends, from the most affectionate of friends.’[53] He helped him in his devotional publications; took in hand, at his instigation, and from materials which Nelson and Hickes had collected, the life of Kettlewell; and took an active part in furthering the benevolent schemes in which his friend was so deeply interested.  It was he who suggested[54] to him the founding of charity schools after the model of the far-famed orphanage and other educational institutions lately established by Francke and Spener at Halle, the centre of German pietism.  In other ways we see favourable traces of his earlier mystical associations.  He had been cured of fanaticism; but the higher element, the exalted vein of spiritual feeling, remained, and perceptibly communicated itself to Nelson, whose last work—­a preface to Lee’s edition of Thomas a Kempis—­is far more in harmony with the general tone of mystical thought than any of his former writings.  During the last few months of Nelson’s life, they were much together.  One of the very last incidents in his life was a drive with Lee in the park, when they watched the sun ’burst from behind a cloud, and accepted it for an emblem of the eternal brightness that should shortly break upon him.’[55]
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Nelson was more or less intimate with several other Nonjurors; such as were Francis Cherry, of Shottisbrooke, a generous and popular country gentleman, whose house was always a hospitable refuge for Nonjurors and Jacobites;[56] Brokesby, Mr. Cherry’s chaplain, author of the ’Life of Dodwell,’ and of a history of the Primitive Church, to whom Nelson owed much valuable help in his ‘Festivals and Fasts;’ Jeremy Collier, whom Macaulay ranks first among the Nonjurors in ability; Nathanael Spinckes,[57] afterwards raised to the shadowy honours and duties of the nonjuring episcopate, Nelson’s trustee for the money bequeathed by him to assist the deprived clergy; and lastly, Charles Leslie, an ardent and accomplished controversialist, whom Dr. Johnson excepted from his dictum that no Nonjuror could reason.[58] It may be added here, that when Pepys, author of the well-known ‘Diary,’ cast about in 1703, the last year of his life, for a spiritual adviser among the nonjuring clergy, Robert Nelson was the one among his acquaintances to whom he naturally turned for information.
The decision of many a conscientious man hung wavering for a long time on the balance as he debated whether or not he could accept the new oath of allegiance.  Friends, whose opinions on public matters and on Church questions were almost identical, might on this point very easily arrive at different determinations.  But the resolve once made, those who took different courses often became widely separated.  Many acquaintances, many friendships were broken off by the divergence.  Some of the more rigid Nonjurors, headed by Bancroft himself, went so far as to refuse all Church communion with those among their late brethren who had incurred the sin of compliance; and it was plainly impossible to be on any terms of intimacy with one who could be welcomed back into the company of the faithful only as ’a true penitent for the sin of schism.’[59] There were some, on the other hand, who were fully aware of the difficulties that beset the question, and had not a word or thought of condemnation for those who did not share in the scruples they themselves felt.  They could not take the oath, but neither did they make it any cause of severance, or discontinue their attendance at the public prayers.  But for the most part even those Nonjurors who held no extreme views fell gradually into a set of their own, with its own ideas, hopes, prejudices, and sympathies.  They could scarcely help making a great principle of right or wrong of that for which most of them had sacrificed so much.  It was intolerable, after loss of home and property in the cause, as they believed, of truth and duty, to be called factious separatists, authors of needless schism.  Hence, in very self-defence, they were driven to attach all possible weight to the reasons which had placed them, loyal Churchmen as they were, in a Nonconformist position, to rally round their own standard, and to strive to the utmost of their power to show that it was they, and not their
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opponents, not the Jurors but the Nonjurors, who were the truest and most faithful sons of the Anglican Church.  Under such circumstances, the gap grew ever wider which had sprung up between themselves and those who had not scrupled at the oath.  Even between such friends as Ken and Bull, Nelson and Tillotson, a temporary estrangement was occasioned.  But Robert Nelson was not of a nature to allow minor differences, however much exaggerated in importance, to stand long in the way of friendship or works of Christian usefulness.  He lived chiefly in a nonjuring circle; but even during the years when he wholly absented himself from parochial worship, he was on friendly and even intimate terms with many leading members of the establishment, and their active co-operator in every scheme for extending its beneficial influences.
First in honour among his conforming friends stood Bishop Bull, his old tutor and warm friend, to whom he always acknowledged a deep debt of gratitude.  Three years after his death Nelson published his life and works, shortening, it is said, his own days by the too assiduous labour which he bestowed upon the task.  But it was a work of love which he was exceedingly anxious to accomplish.  In the preface, after recording his high admiration of his late friend’s merits, he solemnly ends with the words, ’beseeching God to enable me to finish what I begin in His name, and dedicate it to His honour and glory.’[60]
Both in his lifetime and afterwards, Bull has always been held in deserved repute as one of the most illustrious names in the roll of English bishops.  Nelson called him ‘a consummate divine,’ and by no means stood alone in his opinion.  Those who attach a high value to original and comprehensive thought will scarcely consider him entitled to such an epithet.  He was a man of great piety, sound judgment, and extensive learning, but not of the grasp and power which signally influences a generation, and leaves a mark in the history of religious progress.  He loved the Church of England with that earnestness of affection which in the seventeenth century specially characterised those who remembered its prostration, and had shared its depressed fortunes.  Dr. Skinner, ejected Bishop of Oxford, had admitted him into orders at the early age of twenty-one.  The Canon, he said, could not be strictly observed in such times of difficulty and distress.  They were not days when the Church could afford to wait for the services of so zealous and able an advocate.  He proved an effective champion, against all its real and presumed adversaries—­Puritans and Nonconformists, Roman Catholics, Latitudinarians and Socinians.  An acute controversialist, skilled in the critical knowledge of Scripture, thoroughly versed in the annals of primitive antiquity, he was an opponent not lightly to be challenged.  A devoted adherent of the English Church, scrupulously observant of all its rites and usages, and convinced as of ’a certain and evident
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truth that the Church of England is in her doctrine, discipline, and worship, most agreeable to the primitive and apostolical institution,’[61] his only idea of improvement and reform in Church matters was to remove distinct abuses, and to restore ancient discipline.  Yet he was not so completely the High Churchman as to be unable to appreciate and enter to some extent into the minds of those who within his own Church had adopted opposite views.  He used to speak, for example, with the greatest respect of Dr. Conant, a distinguished Churchman of Puritan views, who had been his rector at Exeter College, and whose instructions and advice had made, he said, very deep impression on him.[62] So, on the other hand, although a strenuous opponent of Rome, he did not fail to discriminate and do justice to what was Catholic and true in her system.  And it tells favourably for his candour, that while he defended Trinitarian doctrine with unequalled force and learning, he should have had to defend himself against a charge of Arian tendencies,[63] simply because he did not withhold authorities which showed that the primitive fathers did not always express very defined views upon the subject.  His most notable and unique distinction consisted in the thanks he received, through Bossuet, from the whole Gallican Church, for his defence of the Nicene faith; his most practical service to religion was the energetic protest of his ‘Harmonia Apostolica’ in favour of a healthy and fruitful faith in opposition to the Antinomian doctrines of arbitrary grace which, at the time when he published his ‘Apostolic Harmony,’ had become most widely prevalent in England.
Bull had been ordained at twenty-one; he was consecrated, in 1705, Bishop of St. Davids, at the almost equally exceptional age of seventy.  He succeeded a bad man who had been expelled from his see for glaring simony; and it was felt, not without justice, that the cause of religion and the honour of the Episcopate would gain more by the elevation of a man of the high repute in which Bull was universally held, than it would lose by the growing infirmities of his old age.  He accepted the dignity with hesitation, in hopes that his son, the Archdeacon of Llandaff, who however died before him, would be able greatly to assist him in the discharge of his duties.  But as he was determined that if he could not be as active as he would wish, he would at all events reside strictly in his diocese, he saw little or no more of his friend Nelson, of whom he had said that ’he scarce knew any one in the world for whom he had greater respect and love.’[64] During the first four years of the century there had been a frequent correspondence between them on the subject of his controversy with Bossuet, with whom Nelson had long been in the habit of interchanging friendly courtesies.  The Bishop of Meaux had written, in 1700, to Nelson, expressing admiration of Bull’s work on the Trinity, and wonder as to what he meant by the term ‘Catholic,’ and why it was that, having such respect for primitive antiquity, he remained nevertheless separated from the unity of Rome.  Bull wrote in answer his ‘Corruptions of the Church of Rome,’ and sent the manuscript of it to Nelson in 1704.  It did not, however, reach Bossuet, who died that year.  Bishop Bull followed him in 1709.
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Nelson was well acquainted, though scarcely intimate, with Bishop Beveridge, Bull’s contemporary at St. Asaph.  The two prelates were men of much the same stamp.  Both were divines of great theological learning; but while Bull’s great talents were chiefly conspicuous in his controversial and argumentative works, Beveridge was chiefly eminent as a student and devotional writer.  His ’Private Thoughts on Religion and Christian Life,’ and his papers on ‘Public Prayer’ and ’Frequent Communions,’ have always maintained a high reputation.  Like Bull, he was profoundly read in the history of the primitive Church, but possessed an accomplishment which his brother bishop had not, in his understanding of several oriental languages.  Like him, he had been an active and experienced parish clergyman, and, like him, he was attached almost to excess to a strict and rigid observance of the appointed order of the English Church.  It was to him that Dean Tillotson addressed the often quoted words, ’Doctor, Doctor, Charity is above rubrics.’[65] Yet it must not be inferred therefore, that he was stiffly set against all change.  In a sermon preached before Convocation at their very important meeting of 1689, he had remarked of ecclesiastical laws other than those which are fundamental and eternal, ’that they ought not indeed to be altered without grave reasons; but that such reasons were not at that moment wanting.  To unite a scattered flock in one fold under one shepherd, to remove stumbling-blocks from the path of the weak, to reconcile hearts long estranged, to restore spiritual discipline to its primitive vigour, to place the best and purest of Christian societies on a base broad enough to stand against all the attacks of earth and hell—­these were objects which might well justify some modification, not of Catholic institutions, but of national and provincial usages.’[66]
Beveridge was one of the bishops for whom the moderate Nonjurors had much regard.  In most respects he was of their school of thought; and although, like Wilson of Sodor and Man, and Hooper of Bath and Wells, he had no scruple, for his own part, to take the oath of allegiance to William and Mary, he fully understood the reasonings of those who had.  He greatly doubted the legality and right of appointing new bishops to sees not canonically vacant, so that when he was nominated in the place of Ken, he after some deliberation declined the office.  He and Nelson saw a good deal of each other.  They were both constant attendants at the weekly meetings of the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, an association which Beveridge zealously promoted,[67] and to which he left the greater part of his property.  The minutes of the society refer to private consultations between him and Nelson for arranging about a popular edition in Welsh of the Prayer-book, and to the bishop distributing largely in his diocese a translation of Nelson’s tract on Confirmation.  They also frequently met at
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the committees of the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel.  In his ‘Life of Bull’ Nelson speaks in terms of much admiration for Beveridge, whom he calls ’a pattern of true primitive piety.’  He praises his plain and affecting sermons; and says that ’he had a way of gaining people’s hearts and touching their consciences which bore some resemblance to the apostolical age,’ and that he could mention many ’who owed the change of their lives, under God, to his instructions.’[68] Like Bull and Ken, the latter of whom was born in the same year with him, his life belongs chiefly to the history of the preceding century, for he died in 1707; his short episcopal career however lay, as was the case with Bull, only in the first decade of the eighteenth.
Sharp, Archbishop of York, must by no means be omitted from the list of Robert Nelson’s friends, the more so as he was mainly instrumental in overcoming the scruples which for many years had deterred Nelson from the communion of the national Church.  ‘It was impossible,’ writes the Archbishop’s son, ’that such religious men, who were so intimate with each other, and spent many hours together in private conversation, should not frequently discuss the reasons that divided them in Church communion.’[69] Sharp’s diary shows that early in 1710 they had many interviews on the subject.  His arguments prevailed; and he records with satisfaction that on Easter Day that year his friend, for the first time since the Revolution, received the Communion at his hands.  The Archbishop was well fitted to act this part of a conciliator.  In the first place, Nelson held him in high esteem as a man of learning, piety, and discernment, ’who fills one of the archiepiscopal thrones with that universal applause which is due to his distinguishing merit.’[70] This general satisfaction which had attended his promotion qualified him the more for a peacemaker in the Church.  At a time when party spirit was more than usually vehement, it was his rare lot to possess in a high degree the respect and confidence of men of all opinions.  From his earliest youth he had learnt to appreciate high Christian worth under varied forms.  His father had been a fervent Puritan, his mother a strenuous Royalist; and he speaks with equal gratitude of the deep impressions left upon his mind by the grave piety of the one, and of the admiration instilled into him by the other of the proscribed Liturgy of the English Church.  He went up to Cambridge a Calvinist; he learnt a larger, a happier, and no less spiritual theology under the teaching of More and Cudworth.  His studies then took a wide range.  He delighted in imaginative literature, especially in Greek poetry, became very fairly versed in Hebrew and the interpretation of the Old Testament, took much pleasure in botany and chemistry, and was at once fascinated with the Newtonian philosophy.  He was also an accomplished antiquary.  At a later period, as rector of St. Giles in the Fields, and Friday lecturer at St. Lawrence
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Jewry, he gained much fame as one of the most persuasive and affecting preachers of his age.  Tillotson and Clagett were his most intimate friends; and among his acquaintances were Stillingfleet, Patrick, Beveridge, Cradock, Whichcot, Calamy, Scot, Sherlock, Wake, and Cave, including all that eminent circle of London clergy who were at that time the distinguishing ornament of the English Church, and who constantly met at one another’s houses to confer on the religious and ecclesiastical questions of the day.  There was perhaps no one eminent divine, at the end of the seventeenth and beginning of the eighteenth century, who had so much in sympathy with men of either section of the English Church.  He was claimed by the Tories and High Churchmen; and no doubt, on the majority of subjects his views agreed with theirs, particularly in the latter part of his life.  But his opinions were very frequently modified by a more liberal training and by more generous and considerate ideas than were common among them.  He voted with them against occasional Conformity, protested against any enfeebling of the Test Acts, and took, it must be acknowledged, a far from tolerant line generally in the debates of 1704-9 relating to the liberties of Dissenters.  On the other hand, he indignantly resented the unworthy attempt of the more extreme Tories to force the occasional Conformity Act through the House of Lords by ‘tacking’ it to a money bill.  He expressed the utmost displeasure against anything like bitterness and invective; he had been warmly in favour of a moderate comprehension of Dissenters, had voted that Tillotson should be prolocutor when the scheme was submitted to Convocation, and had himself taken part of the responsibility of revision.  As in 1675 he had somewhat unadvisedly accepted, in the discussion with Nonconformists, the co-operation of Dodwell, so, in 1707, he bestowed much praise on Hickes’ answer to Tindal (sent to him by Nelson) on behalf of the rights of the Christian priesthood.  But Dodwell’s Book of Schism maintained much more exclusive sentiments than Sharp’s sermon on Conscience, of which it was professedly a defence; nor could the Archbishop by any means coincide in the more immoderate opinions of the hot-tempered nonjuring Dean.  And so far from agreeing with Hickes and Dodwell, who would acknowledge none other than Episcopal Churches, he said that if he were abroad he should communicate with the foreign Reformed Churches wherever he happened to be.[71] On many points of doctrine he was a High Churchman; he entirely agreed, for example, with Nelson and the Nonjurors in general, in regretting the omission in King Edward’s second Prayer-book of the prayer of oblation.[72] He bestowed much pains in maintaining the dignity and efficiency of his cathedral;[73] but, with a curious intermixture of Puritan feeling, told one of his Nonconformist correspondents that he did not much approve of musical services, and would be glad if the law would permit
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an alteration.[74] In regard of the questions specially at issue with the Nonjurors, he heartily assented for his own part to the principles of the Revolution, maintaining ’for a certain truth that as the law makes the king, so the same law extends or limits or transfers our obedience and allegiance.’[75] This being the case, it may at first appear unintelligible that an ardent nonjuring champion of passive obedience and non-resistance should assert that ’by none are these truly Catholic doctrines more openly avowed than by the present excellent metropolitan of York.’[76] But Dodwell was correct.  Archbishop Sharp, with perfect consistency, combined with Whig politics the favourite High Church tenet of the Jacobean era.  He strenuously maintained the duty of passive obedience, not however to the sovereign monarch, but to the sovereign law.[77] At the same time he felt much sympathy with the Nonjurors, and was sometimes accused of Jacobitism because he would not drop his acquaintance with them, nor disguise his pity for the sacrifices in which their principles involved them.  When a choice was given him of two or three of the sees vacated by the deprivation of the nonjuring bishops, he declined the offer.  He would not allow that there had been any real unlawfulness or irregularity in their dispossession, but as a matter of personal feeling he disliked the idea of accepting promotion under such circumstances.  Although therefore, in many ways, he differed much in opinion from the Nonjurors, he possessed in a great degree their attachment and respect.  Robert Nelson was neither the only one of them with whom he was on terms of cordial friendship, nor was he by any means the only one whom he persuaded to return to the Established Communion.
Bishop Smalridge of Bristol should be referred to, however briefly, in connection with the truly worthy man who is the main subject of this paper.  He was constantly associated with Nelson in his various works of charity, especially in forwarding missionary undertakings, in assisting Dr. Bray’s projects of parochial lending libraries, and as a royal commissioner with him for the increase of church accommodation.  Nelson bequeathed to him his Madonna by Correggio ’as a small testimony of that great value and respect I bear to his lordship;’[78] and to his accomplished pen is owing the very beautiful Latin epitaph placed to his friend’s memory in St. George the Martyr’s, Queen Square.[79] Under the name of ‘Favonius,’ he is spoken of in the ‘Tatler’ in the warmest language of admiring respect, as a very humane and good man, of well-tempered zeal and touching eloquence, and ’abounding with that sort of virtue and knowledge which makes religion beautiful.’[80] Bishop Newton has also spoken very highly of him, and adds that he was a man of much gravity and dignity and of great complacency and sweetness of manner.  In reference to this last feature of his character, it was said of him, when he succeeded Atterbury as
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Dean of Carlisle, that he carried the bucket to extinguish the fires which the other had kindled.  His political sympathies, however, accorded with those of Atterbury, and brought him into close relation with the Nonjurors.  Although he had submitted to the new Constitution, he was a thorough Jacobite in feeling.  His Thirtieth of January sermons were sometimes marked with an extravagance of expression[81] foreign to his usual manner; and he and Atterbury, with whom he had recently edited Lord Clarendon’s History, were the only bishops who refused to sign the declaration of abhorrence of the Rebellion of 1715.[82]
Smalridge and Nelson had a mutual friend,[83] whom they both highly valued, in Dr. Ernest Grabe, a Prussian of remarkable character and great erudition, who had settled in England under the especial favour of King William.  Dissatisfied as to the validity of Lutheran orders, he had at first turned his thoughts to Rome, not unaware that he should find in that Church many departures from the simplicity of the early faith, but feeling that it possessed at all events that primitive constitution which he had learnt to consider essential.  He was just about to take this step, when he met with Spener, the eminent leader of the German Pietists, to whom he communicated his difficulties, and who pointed out to him the Church of England as a communion likely to meet his wants.  He came to this country[84] at the end of the seventeenth century, received a royal pension, took priest’s orders, and continued with indefatigable labour his patristic studies.  It became the great project of his life to maintain a close communication between the English and Lutheran Churches,[85] to bring about in Prussia a restoration of episcopacy, and to introduce there a liturgy composed upon the English model.  It cannot be said that the general course of theological thought in England was at this time very congenial to his aspirations; but his great learning and the earnest sincerity of his ideas were widely appreciated, and within a somewhat confined circle of High Churchmen and Nonjurors he was cordially welcomed, and his services highly valued.  He pushed his conformity to what he considered the usages of the Primitive Church to the verge of eccentricity.  Yet ‘indeed,’ says Kennet, without any sympathy in his practices, but with a kindly smile, ’his piety and our charity may cover all this.’[86]
Dr. Thomas Bray may stand as a fit representative of another class of Nelson’s friends and associates.  So far from agreeing with Nelson in his Nonjuring sentiments, the prospect of the constitutional change had kindled in him enthusiastic expectations.  ‘Good Dr. Bray,’ remarks Whiston, ’had said how happy and religious the nation would become when the House of Hanover came, and was very indignant when Mr. Mason said that matters would not be mended.’[87] He accepted a living which had been vacated by a Nonjuring clergyman, but spent alike his clerical and private
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means in the benevolent and Christian hearted schemes to which the greater part of his life was dedicated.[88] It is not the purpose of this chapter to discuss the missionary and other philanthropical activities which at the close of the seventeenth and the opening of the eighteenth centuries resulted in the formation of the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign Parts, and other kindred associations.  It may be sufficient here to repeat the warm-hearted encomium of his fellow labourer in this noble work:—­’I am sure he has been one of the greatest instruments for propagating Christian knowledge this age has produced.  The libraries abroad, our society (the S.P.C.K.), and the Corporation (the S.P.G.), are owing to his unwearied solicitations.’[89] In organising the American Church, in plans for civilising and christianising the Indians, in establishing libraries for the use of missionaries and the poorer clergy in the colonies, on shipboard, in seaport towns, and in the secluded parishes of England and Wales, in translations of the Liturgy and other devotional books, in the reformation of prisons, in measures taken for the better suppression of crime and profligacy,—­Bray and Nelson, with General Oglethorpe and other active coadjutors, helped one another with all their heart.  They met in the board-room of the two great societies, in one another’s houses, and sometimes they may have talked over their projects with Bishop Ken at the seat of their generous supporter, Lord Weymouth.[90]
The names of many other men, more or less eminent in their day for piety or learning, might be added to the list of those who possessed and valued Robert Nelson’s friendship; among them may be mentioned—­Dr. John Mapletoft, with whom he maintained a close correspondence for no less than forty years:  a man who had travelled much and learnt many languages, a celebrated physician, and afterwards, when he took orders, an accomplished London preacher; Francis Gastrell, Bishop of Chester, Mapletoft’s son-in-law;[91] Sir Richard Blackmore, another physician of note, and, like Mapletoft, most zealous in all plans for doing good, but whose unlucky taste for writing dull verses brought down upon him the unmerciful castigation of the wits; John Johnson of Cranbrook, with whose writings on the Eucharistic Sacrifice Nelson most warmly sympathised; Edmund Halley, the mathematician, his school playmate and life-long friend; Ralph Thoresby, an antiquarian of high repute, a moderate Dissenter in earlier life, a thoughtful and earnest Churchman in later years, but who throughout life maintained warm and intimate relations with many leading members of either communion; Dr. Charlett, Master of University College, Oxford; Dr. Cave, the well-known writer of early Church History, to whose literary help he was frequently indebted; John Evelyn; Samuel, father of John and Charles Wesley, whose verses, written on the fly-leaf of his copy of the ‘Festivals and Fasts,’ commemorative of his attachment to Nelson and of his reverence for his virtues, used to be prefixed to some editions of his friend’s works; nor should the list be closed without the addition of the name of the eminent Gallican bishop Bossuet, with whom he had become acquainted in France, and had kept up the interesting correspondence already noticed in connection with Bishop Bull.
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The group composed of Nelson and his friends, of whom he had many, and never lost one, would be pleasant to contemplate, if for no other reason, yet as the picture of a set of earnest men, united in common attachment to one central figure, varying much on some points of opinion, but each endeavouring to live worthily of the Christian faith.  From one point of view the features of dissimilarity among his friends are more interesting than those of resemblance.  A Churchman, with whom Jurors and Nonjurors met on terms of equal cordiality, who was intimate alike with Tillotson and Hickes—­whose love for Ken was nowise incompatible with much esteem for Kidder, the ‘uncanonical usurper’ of his see—­and who consulted for the advancement of Christian knowledge as readily with Burnet, Patrick, and Fowler, as with Bull, Beveridge, and Sharp—­represents a sort of character which every national Church ought to produce in abundance, but which stands out in grateful relief from the contentions which embittered the first years of the century and the spiritual dulness which set in soon afterwards.
Yet, though Robert Nelson had too warm a heart to sacrifice the friendship of a good man to any difference of opinion, and too hearty a zeal in good works to let his personal predilections stand in the way of them, he belonged very distinctively to the High Church party.  Some of his best and most prominent characteristics did not connect him with one more than with another section of the Church.  The philanthropical activity, which did so much to preserve him from narrowness and intolerance, was, as Tillotson has observed, one of the most redeeming features of the period in which he lived;[92] the genial serenity of his religion is like the spirit that breathed in Addison.  But all his deeper sympathies were with the High Churchmen and Nonjurors—­men who had been brought up in that spirit of profound attachment to Anglo-Catholic theology and feeling which was prominent among Church of England divines in the age that preceded the Commonwealth.
The Church party of which, at the beginning of the eighteenth century, Nelson and his friends were worthy representatives, was rapidly losing strength.  Soon after his death it had almost ceased to exist as a visible and united power.  The general tone of feeling in Church matters became so unfavourable to its continued vigour, that it gradually dwindled away.  Not that there was no longer a High Church, and even a strong High Church party.  There has been no period in the history of the Reformed English Church in which the three leading varieties of opinion, so familiar to us at the present day, may not be distinctly traced.  The eighteenth century is certainly no exception; from its first to its last year so-called High Churchmen were abundant everywhere, especially among the clergy.  But they would scarcely have been recognised as such by Nelson, or by those with whom he chiefly sympathised.  The type became
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altered, and not for the better.  A change had already set in before the seventeenth century closed; and when in quick succession Bull and Beveridge, Ken and Nelson, passed away, there were no new men who could exactly supply their places.  The High Churchmen who belonged more distinctly to Queen Anne’s reign, and those of the succeeding Georgian era, lacked some of the higher qualities of the preceding generations.  They numbered many worthy, excellent men, but there was no longer the same depth of feeling, the same fervour, the same spirit of willing self-denial, the same constant reference to a supposed higher standard of primitive usage.  Their High Churchmanship took rather the form of an ecclesiastical toryism, persuaded more than ever of the unique excellence of the English Church, its divinely constituted government, and its high, if not exclusive title to purity and orthodoxy of doctrine.  The whole party shared, in fact, to a very great extent in the spiritual dulness which fell like a blight upon the religious life of the country at large.  A secondary, but still an important difference, consisted in the change effected by the Revolution in the relation between the Church and the Crown.  The harsh revulsion of sentiment, however beneficial in its ultimate consequences, could not fail to detract for the time from that peculiar tone of semi-religious loyalty which in previous generations had been at once the weakness and the glory of the English Church.
The nonjuring separation was a serious and long-lasting loss to the Church of England; a loss corresponding in kind, if not in degree, to what it might have endured, if by a different turn of political and ecclesiastical circumstances, the most zealous members of the section headed by Tillotson and Burnet had been ejected from its fold.  It is the distinguishing merit of the English Church that, to a greater extent probably than any other religious body, it is at once Catholic and Protestant, and that without any formal assumption of reconciling the respective claims of authority and private judgment, it admits a wide field for the latter, without ceasing to attach veneration and deference to primitive antiquity and to long established order.  It is most true that ’the Church herself is greater, wider, older than any of the parties within her;’[93] but it is no less certain, that when a leading party becomes enfeebled in character and influence, as it was by the defection to the Nonjurors of so many learned and self-sacrificing High Churchmen, the diminution of vital energy in the whole body is likely to be far more than proportionate to the number of the seceders, or even to their individual weight.
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Judged by modern feeling, there might seem no very apparent reason why the Nonjurors should have belonged nearly, if not quite exclusively, to the same general school of theological thought.  In our own days, the nature of a man’s Churchmanship is no key whatever to his opinions upon matters which trench on politics.  High sacramental theories, or profound reverence for Church tradition and ancient usage, or decided views as to the exclusive rights of an episcopally ordained ministry, are almost as likely to be combined with liberal, or even with democratic politics, as with the most staunch conservative opinions.  No one imagines that any possible change of constitutional government would greatly affect the general bias, whatever it might be, of ecclesiastical thought.  But the Nonjurors were all High Churchmen, and that in a much better sense of that word than when, in Queen Anne’s time, Tory and High Church were in popular language convertible terms.  And though they were not by any means the sole representatives of the older High Church spirit—­for some who were deeply imbued with it took the oath of allegiance with perfect conscientiousness, and without the least demur—­yet in them it was chiefly embodied.  Professor Blunt remarks with much truth, that to a great extent they carried away with them that regard for primitive times, which with them was destined by degrees almost to expire.[94] If the Nonjurors were nearly allied with the Jacobites on the one side, they were also the main supporters of religious opinions which were in no way related with one dynasty of sovereigns rather than with another, but which have always formed a very important element of English Church history, and could not pass for the time into comparative oblivion without a corresponding loss.
The doctrines of non-resistance and passive obedience, in defence of which so much was once written, and so many sacrifices endured, are no longer heard of.  It is difficult now to realise with what passionate fervour of conviction these obsolete theories were once maintained by many Englishmen as a vital portion, not only of their political, but of their religious creed.  Lord Chancellor Somers, whose able treatise upon the Rights of Kings brought to bear against the Nonjurors a vast array of arguments from Reason, Scripture, History, and Law, remarked in it that there were some divines of the Church of England who instilled notions of absolute power, passive obedience, and non-resistance, as essential points of religion, doctrines necessary to salvation.[95] Put in this extreme form, the belief might have been repudiated; but undoubtedly passages may be quoted in great abundance from nonjuring and other writers which, literally understood, bear no other construction.  At all events, sentiments scarcely less uncompromising were continually held, not by mere sycophants and courtiers, but by many whose opinions were adorned by noble Christian lives, willing self-sacrifice, and undaunted resolution.  Good
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Bishop Lake of Chichester said on his death-bed that ’he looked upon the great doctrine of passive obedience as the distinguishing character of the Church of England,’[96] and that it was a doctrine for which he hoped he could lay down his life.  Bishop Thomas of Worcester, who died the same year, expressed the same belief and the same hope.  Robert Nelson spoke of it as the good and wholesome doctrine of the Church of England, ’wherein she has gloried as her special characteristic....  Papists and Presbyterians have both been tardy on these points, and I wish the practice of some in the Church of England had been more blameless,’[97] but he was sure that it had been the doctrine of the primitive Christians, and that it was very plainly avowed both by the Church and State of England.  Sancroft vehemently reproved ’the apostacy of the National Church’[98] in departing from this point of faith.  Even Tillotson and Burnet[99] were at one time no less decided about it.  The former urged it upon Lord Russell as ’the declared doctrine of all Protestant Churches,’ and that the contrary was ‘a very great and dangerous mistake,’ and that if not a sin of ignorance, ’it will appear of a much more heinous nature, as in truth it is, and calls for a very particular and deep repentance.’[100] Just about the time when the new oath of allegiance was imposed, the doctrine of non-resistance received the very aid it most needed, in the invention of a new term admirably adapted to inspire a warmer feeling of religious enthusiasm in those who were preparing to suffer in its cause.  The expression appears to have originated with Kettlewell, who had strongly felt the force of an objection which had been raised to Bishop Lake’s declaration.  It had been said that to call this or that doctrine the distinguishing characteristic of a particular Church was so far forth to separate it from the Church Catholic.  Kettlewell saw at once that this argument wounded High Churchmen in the very point where they were most sensitive, and for the future preferred to speak of non-resistance as characteristically ’a Doctrine of the Cross.’[101] The epithet was quickly adopted, and no doubt was frequently a source of consolation to Nonjurors.  At other times it might have conveyed a painful sense of disproportion in its application to what, from another point of view, was a mere political revolution.  But with them passive obedience and divine right had been raised to the level of a great religious principle for which they were well content to be confessors.  It must have added much to the moral strength of the nonjuring separation.  Argument or ridicule would not make much impression upon men who had always this to fall back upon, that ’non-resistance is after all too much a doctrine of the Cross, not to meet with great opposition from the prejudices and passions of men.  Flesh and blood and corrupt reason will set up the great law of self-preservation against it, and find a thousand absurdities and contradictions
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in it.’[102] How thoroughly Kettlewell’s term was adopted, and how deeply the feeling which it represented was cherished by the saintliest of the High Churchmen of that age, is nowhere more remarkably instanced than in some very famous words of Bishop Ken.  In that often quoted passage of his will where he professed the faith in which he died, the closing words refer to the Church of England ’as it stands distinguished from all Papal and Puritan innovations, and as it adheres to the doctrine of the Cross.’  The special interpretation to be placed upon the final clause somewhat jars upon the ear, although not without interest in illustrating the strong religious principle which forbade the transfer of his political allegiance.  Dr. Lee, who had excellent opportunities of knowing, says, ’there cannot remain any manner of doubt’[103] that Ken used the expression with particular reference to the sense in which his friend Kettlewell had used it.
When once the Hanoverian succession was established, the doctrine of a divine right of kings, with the theories consequent upon, it, passed gradually away; and many writers, forgetting that it was once a generally received dogma in Parliament as in Convocation, in the laws as much as in the homilies, have sought to attach to the Church of England the odium of servility and obsequiousness for its old adherence to it.  But as the tenet died not without honour, dignified in many instances by high Christian feeling, and noble sacrifice of worldly interest, so also it had gained much of its early strength in one of the most important principles of the Reformation.  When England rejected the Papacy, the Church, as in the old English days before the Conquest, gathered round its sovereign as the emblem and as the centre of its national independence.  Only the tie was a personal one; much in the same way as the Pope had been far more than an embodied symbol of Church authority.  The sovereign represented the people, but no one then spoke of ’sovereignty residing in the whole body of the people,’[104] or dreamt of asserting that the supremacy of the King was a fiction, meaning only the supremacy of the three estates.[105] So it long continued, especially in the Church.  Ecclesiastical is ever wont to lag somewhat in the rear of political improvement.  In the State, the personal supremacy of the sovereign, though a very strong reality in the hands of the Tudors, had been tutored into a moderately close conformity with the wishes of the popular representatives.  In the Church, the same process was going on, but it was a far more gradual one; and the spirit of loyal deference which long remained unaltered in the one, gained increasing strength in the other.  Upon the reaction which succeeded after the Commonwealth, the Church, as it had been ever faithful to the royal fortunes in their time of reverse, shared to the full in the effusion with which the nation in general greeted the return of monarchy, and was more than ever dazzled
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by the ’divinity which hedges round a King.’  But under James II., the Church had cause to feel the perils of arbitrary power as keenly, or even more keenly than the nation in its civil capacity.  By a remarkable leading of events, the foremost of the High Church bishops found themselves, amid the acclamations of the multitude, in the very van of a resistance which was indeed in a sense passive, but which plainly paved the way to active resistance on the part of others, and which, as they must themselves have felt, strained to the utmost that doctrine of passive obedience which was still dear to them as ever.  Some even of the most earnest champions of the divine right of kings were at last compelled to imagine circumstances under which the tenet would cease to be tenable.  What if James should propose to hand over Ireland to France as the price of help against his own people?  Ken, it is said, acknowledged that under such a contingency he should feel wholly released from his allegiance.
The revolution of 1688 dissipated the halo which had shed a fictitious light round the throne.  Queen Anne may have flattered herself that it was already reviving.  George I. in his first speech to parliament laid claim to the ancient prestige of it.  The old theories lingered long in manor-houses and parsonages, and among all whose hearts were with the banished Stuarts.  But they could not permanently survive under such altered auspices; and a sentiment which had once been of real service both to Church and State, but which had become injurious to both, was disrooted from the constitution and disentangled from the religion of the country.  The ultimate gain was great; yet it must be acknowledged that at the time a great price was paid for it.  In the State, there was a notable loss of the old loyalty, a blunting in public matters of some of the finer feelings, an increase among State officers of selfish and interested motives, a spirit of murmuring and disaffection, a lowering of tone, an impaired national unity.  In the Church, as the revulsion was greater, and in some respects the benefit greater, so also the temporary loss was both greater and more permanent.  The beginning of the eighteenth century saw almost the last of the old-fashioned Anglicans, who dated from the time of Henry VIII.—­men whose ardent love of what they considered primitive and Catholic usage had no tinge of Popery, and whose devoted attachment to the throne was wholly free from all unmanly servility.  The High Church party was deprived of some of the best of its leaders, and was altogether divided, disorganised, and above all, lowered in tone; and the whole Church suffered in the deterioration of one of its principal sections.
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In relation both to Nonjurors and to persons who, as a duty or a necessity, had accepted the new constitution, but were more or less Jacobite in their sympathies, a question arose of far more than temporary interest.  It is one which frequently recurs, and is of much practical importance, namely, how far unity of worship implies, or ought to imply, a close unity of belief; and secondly, how far a clergyman is justified in continuing his ministrations if, agreeing in all essentials, he strongly dissents to some particular petitions or expressions in the services of which he is constituted the mouthpiece.  The point immediately at issue was whether those who dissented from the State prayers could join with propriety in the public services.  This was very variously decided.  There were some who denied that this was possible to persons who had any strict regard to consistency and truth.[106] How, said they, could they assist by their presence at public prayers which were utterly contradictory to their private ones?  Many Nonjurors therefore, and many who had taken the oath on the understanding that it only bound them to submission, absented themselves entirely from public worship, or attended none other than nonjuring services.  There was a considerable party, headed unfortunately by Bancroft himself, whose regret at the separation thus caused was greatly tempered by a kind of exultation at being, as they maintained, the ‘orthodox and Catholic remnant’ from which the main body of the English Church had apostatised.[107] Far different were the feelings of those whose opinions on the subject were less strangely exaggerated.  If they joined the nonjuring communion, and forsook the familiar parish church, they did so sadly and reluctantly, and looked forward in hope to some change of circumstances which might remove their scruples and end the schism.  It was thoroughly distasteful to men like Ken, Nelson, and Dodwell, to break away from a communion to which they were deeply attached, and which they were quite persuaded was the purest and best in Christendom.  When the new Government was fairly established, when the heat of feeling was somewhat cooled by time, when the High Church sympathies of Anne had begun to reconcile them to the new succession, and when the last of the ejected bishops had withdrawn all claim on their obedience, many moderate Nonjurors were once more seen in church.  They agreed that the offence of the State prayers should be no longer an insuperable bar.[108] They could at all events sufficiently signify their objection to the obnoxious words by declining to say Amen, or by rising from their knees, or by various other more or less demonstrative signs of disapprobation.  Some indeed of the Nonjurors, among whom Bishop Frampton was prominent, and a great number of Jacobites, had never from the first lent any countenance to the schism, and attended the Church services as heretofore.  The oath of allegiance being required before a clergyman could take office,
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it is of course impossible to tell whether any nonjuring clergyman would have consented to read, as well as to listen to, the State prayers.  But there was undoubtedly a large body of Jacobite clergymen who in various ways reconciled this to their conscience.  Their argument, founded on the sort of provisional loyalty due to a de facto sovereignty, was a tolerably valid one in its kind; a far more important one, in the extent and gravity of its bearings, was that which met the difficulty in the face.  It was that which rests on the answer to the question whether a clergyman is guilty of insincerity, either in reality or in semblance, in continuing to read a service to part of which he strongly objects, though he is completely in accord with the general tone and spirit of the whole.  The answer must evidently be a qualified one.  Nothing could be worse for the interests of religion, than that its ministers should be suspected of saying what they do not mean; on the other hand, unless a Church concedes to its clergy a sufficiently ample latitude in their mode of interpreting its formularies, it will greatly suffer by losing the services of men of independent thought or strongly marked religious convictions.  Among clergymen who submitted to the reigning powers, though their hopes and sympathies were centred at St. Germains, the alternative of either reading the State prayers or relinquishing office in the English Church must have been singularly embarrassing.  To offer up a prayer in which the heart wholly belies the lip is infinitely more repugnant to religious and moral feeling than to put a legitimate, though it may not be the most usual, interpretation on words which contain a disputed point of doctrine or discipline.  Yet, from another point of view, it was quite certain that as little weight as possible ought to be attached to a quasi-political difference of opinion which in itself was no sort of interruption to that confidence and sympathy in religious matters which should subsist between pastor and people.  It was a great strait for a conscientious man to be placed in, and a difficulty which might fairly be left to the individual conscience to solve.
As for those Nonjurors and Jacobites who joined as laymen in the public services, undeterred by prayers which they objected to, it is just that question of dissent within, instead of without the Church, which has gained increased attention in our own days.  When Robert Nelson was in doubt upon the subject, and asked Tillotson for his advice, the Archbishop made reply, ’As to the case you put, I wonder men should be divided in opinion about it.  I think it plain, that no man can join in prayers in which there is any petition which he is verily persuaded is sinful.  I cannot endure a trick anywhere, much less in religion.[109] This honest and outspoken answer was however extremely superficial, and, coming from a man of so much eminence, must have had an unfortunate effect in extending the nonjuring schism.  Although
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his opinion was perfectly sound under the precise terms in which it is stated, the whole force of it rests on the word ‘sinful.’  If any word is used which falls the least short of this, Tillotson’s remark becomes altogether questionable.  Of course no one can be justified in countenancing what ‘he is verily persuaded is sinful.’  From this point of view, there were some Nonjurors to whom separation from the National Church was a moral necessity.  Those among them, for instance, who drew up, or cordially approved, the ‘Form for admitting penitents,’ in which the sorrow-stricken wanderer in ways of conformity returns humblest thanks for his return from wrong to right, from error to truth, from schism to unity, from rebellion to loyalty—­in a word, ’from the broad into the narrow way which leadeth to eternal life,’[110]—­how could they be justified in anything short of separation?  They could no more continue to attend their parish church, than one who had been a Roman Catholic could attend the mass if he had become persuaded it was rank idolatry, or a former Protestant his old place of worship when convinced that it was a den of mortal heresy.  But between Nonjurors of the stern uncompromising type, and those semi-Jacobites who gave the allegiance of reason to one master, and that of sentiment to another, there were all grades of opinion; and to all except the most extreme among them the propriety of attending the public prayers was completely an open question.  Tillotson ought to have known his old friend Nelson better, than to conceive it possible that a man of such deep religious feeling, and such sensitive honour, could be doubtful what to do, unless it might fairly be considered doubtful.  His foolish commonplace appears indeed to have been sufficient to turn the scale.  Nelson, almost immediately after receiving this opinion, decided on abandoning the national communion, though he took a different and a wiser view at a later period.
The circumstances of the time threw into exaggerated prominence the particular views entertained by Nelson’s Juror and Nonjuror friends on the disputed questions connected with transferred allegiance.  But, great as were the sacrifices which many of them incurred on account of these opinions,—­great as was the tenacity with which they clung to them, and the vehemence with which they asserted them against all impugners—­great, above all, as was the religious and spiritual importance with which their zeal for the cause invested these semi-political doctrines, yet it is not on such grounds that their interest as a Church party chiefly rests.  No weight of circumstances could confer a more than secondary value on tenets which have no permanent bearing on the Christian life, and engage attention only under external and temporary conditions.  The early Nonjurors, and their doctrinal sympathisers within the National Church, were a body of men from whom many in modern times have taken pleasure in deriving their ecclesiastical
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pedigree, not as upholders of nearly obsolete opinions about divine right and passive obedience, but as the main link between the High Churchmen of a previous age and their successors at a much later period.  To the revivers in this century of the Anglo-Catholic theology, it seemed as though the direct succession of sound English divines ended with Bull and Beveridge, was partially continued, as by a side line, in some of the Nonjurors, and then dwindled and almost died out, until after the lapse of a hundred years its vitality was again renewed.
On points of doctrine and discipline the early Nonjurors differed in nothing from the High Churchmen whose communion they had deserted.  Some of them called themselves, it is true, ‘the old Church of England,’ ’the Catholic and faithful remnant’ which alone adhered to ’the orthodox and rightful bishops,’ and bitter charges, mounting up to that of apostacy, were directed against the ‘compliant’ majority.  But, wide as was the gulf, and heinous as was the sin by which, according to such Nonjurors, the Established Church had separated itself from primitive faith, the asserted defection consisted solely in this, that it had committed the sin of rebellion in forsaking its divinely appointed King, and the sin of schism in rejecting the authority of its canonical bishops.  No one contended that there were further points of difference between the two communions.  Dr. Bowes asked Blackburn, one of their bishops, whether ’he was so happy as to belong to his diocese?’ ‘Dear friend,’ was the answer, ’we leave the sees open that the gentlemen who now unjustly possess them, upon the restoration, may, if they please, return to their duty and be continued.  We content ourselves with full episcopal power as suffragans.’  The introduction, however, in 1716, of the distinctive ‘usages’ in the communion service contributed greatly to the farther estrangement of a large section of the Nonjurors; and those who adopted the new Prayer-book drawn up in 1734 by Bishop Deacon, were alienated still more.  The only communion with which they claimed near relationship was one which in their opinion had long ceased to exist.  ’I am not of your communion,’ said Bishop Welton on his death-bed, in 1726, to the English Chaplain at Lisbon, whose services he declined.  ’I belong to the Church of England as it was reformed by Archbishop Cranmer.’[111] Thus too, when Bishop Deacon’s son, a youth of little more than twenty, suffered execution for his share in the Jacobite rising of 1745, his last words upon the scaffold were that he died ’a member not of the Church of Rome, nor yet of that of England, but of a pure Episcopal Church, which has reformed all the errors, corruptions, and defects that have been introduced into the modern Churches of Christendom.’[112] Yet the divergence of these Nonjurors from the National Church was, after all, far more apparent than real.  It was only a very small minority, beginning with Deacon and Campbell,
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who outstepped in any of their ideas the tone of feeling which had long been familiar to many of the High Church party.  Ever since the reign of Edward VI. the Church of England had included among its clerical and lay members some who had not ceased to regret the changes which had been made in the second Liturgy issued in his reign, and who hoped for a restoration of the rubrics and passages which had been then expunged.  Some of the practices and expressions which, after the first ten or twenty years of the eighteenth century, were looked upon as all but confined to a party of Nonjurors, had been held almost as fully before yet the schism was thought of.
This was certainly the case in regard of those ‘usages’ which related to the sacrificial character of the Eucharist and to prayers for the dead.  Dr. Hickes complained in one of his letters that the doctrine of the Eucharistic sacrifice had disappeared from the writings even of divines who had treated on the subject.[113] How far this was correct became, four years later, a disputed question.  Bishop Trimnell declared it was a doctrine that had never been taught in the English Church since the Reformation.[114] John Johnson, on the other hand, vicar of Cranbrook, who had originated the controversy by a book in which he ardently supported the opinion in question, affirmed that no Christian bishop before Trimnell ever denied it.[115] Evidently it was a point which had not come very prominently forward for distinct assertion or contradiction, and one in which there was great room for ambiguity.  To some it seemed a palpably new doctrine, closely trenching on a most dangerous portion of the Romish system, and likely to lead to gross superstition.  To others it seemed a harmless and very edifying part of belief, wholly void of any Romish tendencies, and plainly implied, if not definitely expressed, in the English Liturgy.  Most of the excellent and pious High Churchmen who have been spoken of in this paper treasured it as a valued article of their faith.  Kettlewell used to dilate on the great sacrificial feast of charity.[116] Bull used constantly to speak of the Eucharist as no less a sacrifice commemorative of Christ’s oblation of Himself than the Jewish sacrifices had been typical of it.[117] Dodwell, ever fruitful in learned instances, not only brought forward arguments from Scripture and the Fathers, but adduced illustrations from the bloodless sacrifices of Essenes and Pythagoreans.[118] Robert Nelson, after the example of Jeremy Taylor in his ‘Holy Living and Dying,’ introduced the subject in a more popular and devotional form in his book upon the Christian Sacrifice.[119] Archbishop Sharp regretted that a doctrine which he considered so instructive had not been more definitely contained in the English Liturgy, and preferred the Communion office of King Edward VI.’s Service Book.[120] Beveridge argued that if the Jews were to be punctual and constant in attending their sacrifices, how much more should Christians honour by frequent observance the great commemorative offering which had been instituted in their place, and contained within itself the benefits of them all.[121]
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Some observations of a somewhat similar kind may be made in regard of prayers for the departed, another subject which the English Church has wisely left to private opinion.  The nonjuring ‘usages,’ on the other hand, restored to the Liturgy the clauses which the better judgment of their ancestors had omitted.  Some went farther, and insisted that ’prayer for their deceased brethren was not only lawful and useful, but their bounden duty.’[122] All of them, however, without exception, contested with perfect sincerity that their doctrine on these points was not that of Rome, and that they entirely repudiated, as baseless and unscriptural, the superstructure which that Church has raised upon it.  The nonjuring separation drew away from the National Church many who as a matter of private opinion had held the tenet without rebuke; and although, in the middle of the eighteenth century, John Wesley stoutly defended it,[123] and Dr. Johnson always argued for its propriety and personally maintained the practice,[124] an idea gained ground that it was wholly unauthorised by the English Church and contrary to its spirit.  But at the opening of the century it appears to have been a tenet not unfrequently maintained, especially among High Churchmen, whether Jurors or Nonjurors.  Dr. I. Barrow, says Hearne, ’was mighty for it.’[125] In the form of prayer for Jan. 30th, 1661, there was a perfectly undisguised prayer of this kind, drawn up apparently by Archbishop Juxon.[126] It had however only the authority of the Crown, and was expunged in the authorised form of prayer for 1662.  Archbishop Wake said he did not condemn the practice,[127] and Bishop Smalridge, already spoken of in the list of Robert Nelson’s friends, is said to have been in favour of it.[128] So was Robert Nelson himself.  After describing the death of his old and honoured friend Bishop Bull, he adds in reference to him and to his wife who had died previously:  ’The Lord grant unto them that they may find mercy of the Lord in that day.’[129] Bishop Ken may be quoted to the same effect.  Writing to Dr. Nicholas in October 1677, of the death of their friend Mr. Coles, ‘cujus anima,’ he continues, ’requiescat in pace.’[130] Dr. Ernest Grabe and Dean Hickes, two more of R. Nelson’s intimate associates, were also accustomed to pray for those in either state.[131]
The Nonjurors and High Churchmen in general, no less than the rest of their countrymen, were stout Protestants, and gloried in the name.  High Churchmen had stood in the van of that great contest with Rome which had so occupied the thoughts of theological writers and the whole English people during the later years of the preceding century, and the remembrance of which was still fresh.  The acrimony of argument had been somewhat abated by the very general respect entertained in England for the great Gallican divines, Pascal, Fenelon, and Bossuet.  Among the Nonjurors it was further softened by political and social considerations. 
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English Roman Catholics were almost all Jacobites, and were therefore in close sympathy with them on a matter of very absorbing interest.  But although these influences tended to remove prejudices, the gap that separates Anglican and Roman divinity remained wide as ever.  When the Nonjurors, or a large section of them, cut themselves away from the National Church, they did not in their isolation look towards Rome.  Even the most advanced among their leaders proved, by the energy with which they continued the Protestant controversy, how groundless was the charge sometimes brought against them, that they had adopted Popish doctrines.
It cannot be wondered at, that members of the nonjuring communion felt very keenly the isolated, and, so to say, the sectarian condition in which they were placed.  There were few words dearer to them than that word ‘Catholic,’ which breathes of loving brotherhood in one great Christian body.  And yet outside their own scanty fold they were repelled on every side.  They had been ardently attached to the English Church, and had thought that whatever its imperfections might be in practice, its theory, at all events, approached to perfection.  But now, to the minds of many of them, the ideal had passed away, or had become a shadow.  Since, then, the Church in which they had been brought up had failed them, where should they find intercommunion and sympathy?  Not among English Nonconformists.  Although they might have been willing at one time to concede much to Nonconformist scruples, yet even as fellow-members in one national Church they would have represented opposite poles of ecclesiastical sentiment; and without such a mutual bond of union, the interval which separated Dissenters and Nonjurors was wider than ever it had been.  To come to any terms with Rome was quite out of the question.  Such an alliance would indeed be, as Kettlewell expressed it, ’concordia discors.’[132] Could they then combine with Lutherans or other foreign Protestants?  This at one time seemed possible.  English High Churchmen, Juror and Nonjuror, were inclined to be lenient to deficiencies abroad, in order and ritual, of which they would have been wholly intolerant at home.  Even Dodwell, a man of singularly straitened and rigid views, thought the prospect not unhopeful.  One condition, however, they laid down as absolutely indispensable—­the restoration of a legitimate episcopate.  But the chief promoters of the scheme died nearly coincidently; political questions of immediate concern interfered with its farther consideration, and thus the project was dropped.  The Scotch Episcopal Church remained as a communion with which English Nonjurors could fraternise.  Ken and Beveridge and Kettlewell, and English High Churchmen in general, had long regarded that Church with compassion, sympathy, and interest.  Dr. Hickes, the acknowledged leader of the thorough Nonjurors, had become, as chaplain to the Earl of Lauderdale, well acquainted with its bishops; a large proportion of its clergy were Jacobites and Nonjurors; and, like themselves, they were a depressed and often persecuted remnant.  The intimacy, therefore, between the Scotch Episcopalians and many of the English Nonjurors became, as is well known, very close.
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There was, however, one other great body of Christians towards whom, after a time, the nonjuring separatists turned with proposals of amity and intercommunion.  This was the Eastern Church.  Various causes had contributed to remove something of the obscurity which had once shrouded this vast communion from the knowledge of Englishmen.  As far back as the earlier part of Charles I.’s reign, the attention of either party in the English Church had been fixed for a time on the overtures made by Cyrillus Lukaris,[133] patriarch, first of Alexandria, and then of Constantinople, to whom we owe the precious gift of the ’Alexandrian manuscript’ of the Scriptures.  Archbishop Abbot, a Calvinist, and one of the first representatives of the so-called Latitudinarian party, had been attracted by the inclinations evinced by this remarkable man towards the theology of Holland and Geneva.  His successor and complete opposite, Archbishop Laud, had been no less fascinated by the idea of closer intercourse with a Church of such ancient splendour and such pretensions to primitive orthodoxy.  At the close of the seventeenth century this interest had been renewed by the visit of Peter the Great to this island.  With a mind greedy after all manner of information, he had not omitted to inquire closely into ecclesiastical matters.  People heard of his conversations on these subjects with Tenison and Burnet,[134] and wondered how far a monarch who was a kind of Pope in his own empire would be leavened with Western and Protestant ideas.  In learned and literary circles too the Eastern Church had been discussed.  The Oxford and Cambridge Platonists, than whom England has never produced more thoughtful and scholarlike divines, had profoundly studied the Alexandrian fathers.  Patristic reading, which no one could yet neglect who advanced the smallest pretensions to theological acquirements, might naturally lead men to think with longing of an ideal of united faith ‘professed’ (to use Bishop Ken’s familiar words) ’by the whole Church before the disunion of East and West.’[135] Missionary feeling, which at the beginning of the eighteenth century was showing so many signs of nascent activity, had not failed to take notice of the gross ignorance into which many parts of Greek Christendom had fallen.[136] Henry Ludolph, a German by birth, and late secretary to Prince George of Denmark, on his return to London in 1694 from some lengthened travels in Russia, and after further wanderings a few years later in Egypt, Asia Minor, and the Holy Land, persuaded some English Churchmen to publish an impression of the New Testament in modern Greek, which was dispersed in those countries through the Greeks with whom Ludolph kept up a correspondence.[137] In 1701 University men at Cambridge, when Bentley was Vice-Chancellor, were much interested by the visit of Neophytos, Archbishop of Philippopolis, and Exarch of Thrace.  He was presented with a Doctor of Divinity’s degree, and afterwards made a speech
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in Hellenistic Greek.[138] About the same time the minutes of the Christian Knowledge Society make report of a Catechism drawn up for Greek Churchmen by Bishop Williams of Chichester, and translated from the English by some Greeks then studying at Oxford.[139] This little colony of Greek students had been established in 1689, through the cordial relations then subsisting between Archbishop Sancroft and Georgirenes, Metropolitan of Samos, who had recently been a refugee in London.  It was hoped that by their residence at Oxford they would be able to promote in their own country a better understanding of ’the true doctrine of the Church of England.’  They were to be twenty in number, were to dwell together at Gloucester Hall (afterwards Worcester College), be habited all alike in the gravest sort of habit worn in their own country, and stay at the University for five years.[140] Robert Nelson, ever zealous and energetic in all the business of the society, would naturally feel particularly interested in the condition of Eastern Christians on account of the business connection with Smyrna in which his family had been prosperously engaged.  We are told of his showing warm sympathy in the wish of the Archbishop of Gotchau in Armenia to get works of piety printed in that language.[141] Similar interest would be felt by another leader of the early Nonjurors, Frampton, Bishop of Gloucester, who in his earlier years had served as chaplain at Aleppo, and had formed a familiar acquaintance with some of the most learned patriarchs and bishops of the Eastern Church.[142] The man, however, who at the beginning of the eighteenth century must have done most to turn attention towards the Eastern Church, was Dr. Grabe, who has been already more than once spoken of as held in great esteem by the Nonjuring and High Church party.  He had found the Anglican Church more congenial to him on the whole than any other, but it shared his sympathies with the Lutheran and the Greek.  He was a constant daily attendant at the English, and more especially the nonjuring services, but for many years he communicated exclusively at the Greek Church.  He also published a ’Defensio Graecae Ecclesiae.’[143] Thus, in many different ways, the Oriental Church had come to be regarded, especially by the more studious of the High Church clergy, in quite another light from that of Rome.
In 1716 Arsenius, Metropolitan of Thebais, came to London on a charitable mission in behalf of the suffering Christians of Egypt.  It will be readily understood with what alacrity a number of the Scotch and English Nonjurors seized the opportunity of making ’a proposal for a concordat betwixt the orthodox and Catholic remnant of the British Churches and the Catholic and Apostolic Oriental Church.’  The correspondence, of which a full account is given in Lathbury’s History of the Nonjurors,[144] although in many respects an interesting one, was wholly abortive.  There appears indeed to have been a real wish on the part
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of Peter the Great and of some of the patriarchs to forward the project; but the ecclesiastical synod of Russia was evidently not quite clear from whom the overtures proceeded.  Their answers were directed ’To the Most Reverend the Bishops of the Catholic Church in Great Britain, our dearest brothers,’ and, somewhat to the dismay of the Nonjurors, copies of the letters were even sent by the Patriarch of Jerusalem to Archbishop Wake.  Above all, the proposals were essentially one-sided.  The nonjuring bishops, while remaining perfectly faithful to their principles, were willing to make large concessions in points which involved no departure from what they considered to be essential truths.  The Patriarchs would have been glad of intercommunion on their own terms, but in the true spirit of the Eastern Church, would concede nothing.  It was ’not lawful either to add any thing or take away any thing’ from ’what has been defined and determined by ancient Fathers and the Holy Oecumenical Synods from the time of the apostles and their holy successors, the Fathers of our Church, to this time.  We say that those who are disposed to agree with us must submit to them, with sincerity and obedience, and without any scruple or dispute.  And this is a sufficient answer to what you have written.’  Perhaps the result might not have been very different, even if the overtures in question had been backed by the authority of the whole Anglican Church—­a communion which at this period was universally acknowledged as the leader of Protestant Christendom.  And even if there were less immutability in Eastern counsels, Bishop Campbell and his coadjutors could scarcely have been sanguine in hoping for any other issue.  Truth and right, as they remarked in a letter to the Czar, do not depend on numbers; but if the Oriental synod were thoroughly aware how exceedingly scanty was ’the remnant’ with which they were treating, and how thoroughly apart from the main current of English national life, it was highly improbable that they would purchase so minute an advance towards a wider unity by authorising what would certainly seem to them innovations dangerously opposed to all ancient precedent.  It must be some far greater and deeper movement that will first tempt the unchanging Eastern Church to approve of any deviation from the trodden path of immemorial tradition.
There was great variety of individual character in the group of Churchmen who have formed the subject of this chapter.  They did not all come into contact with one another, and some were widely separated by the circumstances of their lives.  The one fact of some being Jurors and some Nonjurors was quite enough in itself to make a vast difference of thoughts and sympathies among those who had taken different sides.  But they were closely united in what they held to be the divinely appointed constitution of the Church.  All looked back to primitive times as the unalterable model of doctrine, order, and government;
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all were firmly persuaded that the English Reformation was wholly based on a restoration of the ancient pattern, and had fallen short of its object only so far forth as that ideal had as yet been unattained; all looked with suspicion and alarm at such tendencies of their age as seemed to them to contradict and thwart the development of these principles.  They were good men in a very high sense of the word, earnestly religious, bent upon a conscientious fulfilment of their duties, and centres, in their several spheres, of active Christian labours.  Ken, Nelson, and Kettlewell, among Nonjurors—­Bull, Beveridge, and Sharp, among those who accepted the change of dynasty—­are names deservedly held in special honour by English Churchmen.  Their piety was of a type more frequent perhaps in the Church of England than in some other communions, very serious and devout, but wholly free from all gloom and moroseness; tinged in some instances, as in Dodwell, Ken, and Hooper, with asceticism, but serene and bright, and guarded against extravagance and fanaticism by culture, social converse, and sound reading.  Such men could not fail to adorn the faith they professed, and do honour to the Church in which they had been nurtured.  At the same time, some of the tenets which they ardently maintained were calculated to foster a stiffness and narrowness, and an exaggerated insistence upon certain forms of Church government, which contained many elements of real danger.  Within the National Church there was a great deal to counterbalance these injurious tendencies and check their growth.  The Latitudinarian party, whose faults and temptations lay in a very opposite direction, was very strong.  Ecclesiastical as well as political parties were no doubt strongly defined, and for a time strongly antagonistic.  But wherever in a large body of men different views are equally tolerated, opinions will inevitably shade one into another to a great extent, and extreme or unpractical theories will be tempered and toned down, or be regarded at most as merely the views of a minority.  Among the Nonjurors Henry Dodwell, for example, was a real power, as a man of holy life and profound learning, whose views, although carried to an extreme in which few could altogether concur, were still in general principle, and when stated in more moderate terms, those of the great majority of the whole body.  As a member, on the other hand, of the National Church, his goodness and erudition were widely respected, but his theoretical extravagances were only the crotchets of a retired student, who advanced in their most extreme form the opinions of a party.
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But, Jurors or Nonjurors, the very best men of the old High Church party certainly exhibited a strong bearing towards the faults of exclusiveness and ecclesiasticism.  It was a serious loss to the English Church to be deprived of the services of such men as Ken and Kettlewell, but it would have been a great misfortune to it to have been represented only by men of their sentiments.  Their Christianity was as true and earnest as ever breathed in the soul; nevertheless, there was much in it that could not fail to degenerate in spirits less pure and elevated than their own.  They were apt to fall into the common error of making orthodoxy a far more strait and narrow path than was ever warranted by any terms of the Church apostolic or of the Church of their own country.  Its strict limits, on all points which Scripture has left uncertain, had been, as it appeared to them, providentially maintained throughout the first three centuries.  Then began a long period of still increasing error; until the time of reformation came, and the Church of England fulfilled its appointed task of retracing the old landmarks, and restoring primitive truth to its ancient purity.  Allowing for such trifling modifications as the difference of time and change of circumstances absolutely necessitated, the Anglican was in their estimation the Ante-Nicene Church revived.  If, in the doctrine, order, and government of the English Church there was anything which would not have approved itself to the early fathers and to the first Councils, it was so far forth a falling short of its fundamental principles.  They were persuaded that at all events there was nowhere outside its borders such near approach to this perfection.  As for other religious bodies, the degree of their separation from the spirit and constitution of the English Church might be fairly taken as the approximate measure of their departure from the practice of primitive antiquity.  Romanism, Latitudinarianism, Mysticism, Calvinism, Puritanism—­whatever form dissent might take from what they believed to be the true principles of the English Church, it was, as such, a departure from Catholic and orthodox tradition, it was but one or another phase of the odious sin of schism.
The High Anglican custom of appealing to early ecclesiastical records as an acknowledged standard of authority on all matters which Scripture has left uncertain, necessarily led this section of the English Church to repeat many of the failings as well as many of the virtues which had characterised the Church of the third and fourth centuries.  It copied, for instance, far too faithfully, the disposition which primitive ages had early manifested, to magnify unduly the spiritual power and prerogatives of the priesthood.  No doubt the outcry against sacerdotalism was often perverted to disingenuous uses.  Many a hard blow was dealt against vital Christian doctrine under the guise of righteous war against the exorbitant pretensions of the clergy.  But
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Sacerdotalism certainly attained a formidable height among some of the High Churchmen of the period, both Jurors and Nonjurors.  Dodwell, who declined orders that he might defend all priestly rights from a better vantage ground, did more harm to the cause he had espoused than any one of its opponents, by fearlessly pressing the theory into consequences from which a less thorough or a more cautious advocate would have recoiled with dismay.  Robert Nelson’s sobriety of judgment and sound practical sense made him a far more effective champion.  He too, like Dodwell, rejoiced that from his position as a layman he could without prejudice resist what he termed a sacrilegious invasion of the rights of the priests of the Lord.[145] The beginning of the eighteenth century was felt to be a time of crisis in the contest which, for the last three or four hundred years, has been incessantly waged between those whose tendency is ever to reduce religion into its very simplest elements, and those, on the other hand, in whose eyes the whole order of Church government and discipline is a divinely constituted system of mysterious powers and superhuman influences.  It is a contest in which opinions may vary in all degrees, from pure Deism to utter Ultramontanism.  The High Churchmen in question insisted that their position, and theirs only, was precisely that of the Church in early post-Apostolic times, when doctrine had become fully defined, but was as yet uncorrupted by later superstitions.  It was not very tenable ground, but it was held by them with a pertinacity and sincerity of conviction which deepened the fervour of their faith, even while it narrowed its sympathies and cramped it with restrictions.  A Church in which they found what they demanded; which was primitive and reformed; which was free from the errors of Rome and Geneva; which was not only Catholic and orthodox on all doctrines of faith, but possessed an apostolical succession, with the sacred privileges attached to it; which was governed by a lawful and canonical episcopate; which was blessed with a sound and ancient liturgy; which was faithful (many Nonjurors would add) to its divinely appointed king; such a Church was indeed one for which they could live and die.  So far it was well.  Their love for their own Church, and their perfect confidence in it, added both beauty and character to their piety.  The misfortune was, that it left them unable to understand the merits of any form of faith which rejected, or treated as a thing indifferent, what they regarded as all but essential.
Fervid as their Christianity was, it was altogether unprogressive in its form.  It was inelastic, incompetent to adapt itself to changing circumstances.  Some of their leaders were inclined at one time to favour a scheme of comprehension.  It is, however, impossible to believe they would have agreed to any concession which was not evidently superficial.  They longed indeed for unity; and there is no reason to believe that they would have hesitated to sacrifice,
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though it would not be without a pang, many points of ritual and ceremony if it would further so good an end.  But in their scheme of theology the essentials of an orthodox Church were numerous, and they would have been inflexible against any compromise of these.  To abandon any part of the inheritance of primitive times would be gross heresy, a fatal dereliction of Christian duty.  No one can read the letters of Bishop Ken without noticing how the calm and gentle spirit of that good prelate kindles into indignation at the thought of any departure from the ancient ‘Depositum’ of the Church.  He did not fail to appreciate and love true Christian piety when brought into near contact with it, even in those whose principles, in what he considered essential matters, differed greatly from his own.  He was on cordial, and even intimate terms of friendship, for example, with Mr. Singer, a Nonconformist gentleman of high standing, who lived in the neighbourhood of Longleat.  But this only serves to illustrate that there is an unity of faith far deeper than very deeply marked outward distinctions, a bond of Christian communion which, when once its strength is felt, is stronger than the strongest theories.  Where the stiffness of his ‘Catholic and orthodox’ opinions was not counteracted or mitigated by feelings of warm personal respect, Ken could only view with unmixed aversion the working of principles which paid little regard to Church authority and attached small importance to any part of a Church system that did not clearly rest on plain words of Scripture.  No one, reading without farther information the frequent laments made in Ken’s letters and poems, that his flock had been left without a shepherd, that it was no longer folded in Catholic and hallowed grounds, and that it was fed with empoisoned instead of wholesome food, would think how good a man his successor in the see of Bath and Wells really was.  Bishop Kidder was ’an exemplary and learned man of the simplest and most charitable character.’[146] Robert Nelson had strongly recommended him to Archbishop Tillotson.  But he held a Low Church view of the Sacraments; he was inclined to admit, on what some considered too lenient terms, Dissenters of high character into the ministry of the English Church; his reverence for primitive tradition was slight; he had no respect for doctrines of passive obedience and divine right.  In Ken’s eyes he was therefore a ‘Latitudinarian Traditour.’  The deprived bishop had no wish to resume his see.  It was more than once offered to him in Queen Anne’s reign, when the oath of allegiance would no longer have been an insuperable obstacle.  But throughout the life of his first successor his anxiety about his former diocese was very great, and his satisfaction was extreme when Kidder was succeeded by Hooper, a bishop of kindred principles to his own.  And Ken was in these respects a fair representative of many who thought with him.  To them the Christian faith, not in its fundamentals
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only, but in all the principal accessories of its constitution and government, was stereotyped in forms which could not be departed from without heresy or schism.  There was scarcely any margin left for self-adaptation to changed requirements and varied modes of thought, no ready scope for elasticity and development.  As Christianity had been left in the age of the first three councils, so it was to remain until the end of time.  The first reformers had reformed it from its corruptions once and for all.  The guardians of its purity had only to walk loyally in their steps, carry out their principles, and not be misled by any so-called reformer of a later day, whose meddling hands would only have marred the finished beauty of an accomplished work of restoration.
Such opinions, when rich in vitality and warmth of conviction, have a very important function to fulfil.  Admirably adapted to supply the spiritual wants of a certain class of minds, they represent one very important side of Christian truth.  Good men such as those who have been the subject of this chapter are, in the Church, much what disinterested and patriotic Conservatives are in the State.  It is their special function to resist needless changes and a too compliant subservience to new or popular ideas, to maintain unbroken the continuity of Christian thought, to guard from disparagement and neglect whatever was most valuable in the religious characteristics of an earlier age.  Theirs is a school of thought which has neither a greater nor a less claim to genuine spirituality than that which is usually contrasted with it.  Only its spirituality is wont to take, in many respects, a different tone.  Instead of shrinking from forms which by their abuse may tend to formalism, and simplifying to the utmost all the accessories of worship, in jealous fear lest at any time the senses should be impressed at the expense of the spirit, it prefers rather to recognise as far as possible a lofty sacramental character in the institutions of religion, to see a meaning, and an inward as well as an outward beauty, in ceremonies and ritual, and to uphold a scrupulous and reverential observance of all sacred services, as conducing in a very high degree to spiritual edification.  Churchmen of this type may often be blind to other sides of truth; they may rush into extremes; they may fall into grave errors of exclusiveness and prejudice.  But if they certainly cannot become absolutely predominant in a Church without serious danger, they cannot become a weak minority without much detriment to its best interests.  And since it is hopeless to find on any wide scale minds so happily tempered as to combine within themselves the best characteristics of different religious parties, a Church may well be congratulated which can count among its loyal and attached members many men on either side conspicuous for their high qualities.
Page 70
The beginning of Queen Anne’s reign was in this respect a period of great promise.  Not only was the Church of England popular and its opponents weak, but both High and Low Churchmen had leaders of distinguished eminence.  Tillotson and Stillingfleet had passed away, but the Low Church bishops, such as Patrick and Fleetwood, Burnet, Tenison, and Compton, held a very honourable place in general esteem.  The High Churchmen no longer had Lake and Kettlewell, but Bull and Beveridge, Sharp, and Ken, and Nelson were still living, and held in high honour.  This latter party had been rent asunder by the nonjuring schism.  The breach, however, was not yet irreparable; and if it could be healed, and the cordial feeling could be restored which, under the influence of common Protestant sympathies, had begun to draw the two sections of the Church together, the National Church might seem likely to root itself more deeply in the attachment of the people than at any previous time since the Reformation.  These fair promises were frustrated, and the opportunity lost.  Before many years had passed there was a perceptible loss of tone and power in the Low Church party, when King William’s bishops had gradually died off.  Among High Churchmen, weakened by the secession, the growth of degeneracy was still more evident.  The contrast is immense between the lofty-minded and single-hearted men who worked with Ken and Nelson and the factious partisans who won the applause of ‘High Church’ mobs in the time of Sacheverell.  Perhaps the Church activity which, at all events in many notable instances, distinguished the first few years of the eighteenth century, is thrown into stronger relief by the comparative inertness which set in soon afterwards.  For a few years there was certainly every appearance of a growing religious movement.  Church brotherhoods were formed both in London and in many country towns and villages, missions were started, religious education was promoted, plans for the reformation of manners were ardently engaged in, churches were built, the weekly and daily services were in many places frequented by increasing congregations, and communicants rapidly increased.  It might seem as if the Wesleyan movement was about to be forestalled, in general character though not in detail, under the full sanction and direction of some of the principal heads of the English Church:  or as if the movement were begun, and only wanted such another leader as Wesley was.  There was not enough fire in Robert Nelson’s character for such a part.  Yet, had he lived a little longer, the example of his deep devotion and untiring zeal might have kindled the flame in some younger men of congenial but more impetuous temperament, whose zeal would have stirred the masses, and left a deep mark upon the history of the age.
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As it was, things took a different course.  The chief promoters of these noble efforts died, and much of their work died with them.  Or it may be that the times were not yet ripe for such a revival.  It may even have been better in the end for English Christianity, that no special period of religious excitement should interfere with the serious intellectual conflict, in which all who could give any attention to theology were becoming deeply interested.  Great problems involved in the principles of the Reformation, but obscured up to that time by other and more superficial controversies, were being everywhere discussed.  An interval of religious tranquillity amounting almost to stagnation may have been not altogether unfavourable to a crisis when the fundamental axioms of Christianity were being reviewed and tested.  And, after all, dulness is not death.  The responsibilities of each individual soul are happily not dependent upon unusual helps and extraordinary opportunities.  Yet great efforts of what may be called missionary zeal are most precious, and fall like rain upon the thirsty earth.  It is impossible not to feel disappointment that the practical energies which at the beginning of the eighteenth century seemed ready to expand into full life should have proved comparatively barren of permanent results.  But though the effort was not seconded as it should have been, none the less honour is due to the exemplary men who made it.  It was an effort by no means confined to any one section of the Church.  There were few more earnest in it than many of the London clergy who had worked heart and soul with Tillotson.  But wherever any great religious undertaking, any scheme of Christian benevolence, was under consideration, wherever any plan was in hand for carrying out more thoroughly and successfully the work of the Church, there at all events was Robert Nelson, and the pious, earnest-hearted Churchmen who enjoyed his friendship.
C.J.A.
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THE DEISTS.
Of the many controversies which were rife during the first half of the eighteenth century, none raised a question of greater importance than that which lay at the root of the Deistical controversy.  That question was, in a word, this—­How has God revealed Himself—­how is He still revealing Himself to man?  Is the so-called written Word the only means—­is it the chief means—­is it even a means at all, by which the Creator makes His will known to His creatures?  Admitting the existence of a God—­and with a few insignificant exceptions this admission would have been made by all—­What are the evidences of His existence and of His dealings with us?
During the whole period of pre-reformation Christianity in England, and during the century which succeeded the rupture between the Church of England and that of Rome, all answers to this question, widely though they might have differed in subordinate points, would at least have agreed in this—­that some external authority, whether it were the Scripture as interpreted by the Church, or the Scripture and Church traditions combined, or the Scripture interpreted by the light which itself affords or by the inner light which lighteth every man that cometh into the world, was necessary to manifest God to man.  The Deists first ventured to hint that such authority was unnecessary; some even went so far as to hint that it was impossible.  This at least was the tendency of their speculations; though it was not the avowed object of them.  There was hardly a writer among the Deists who did not affirm that he had no wish to depreciate revealed truth.  They all protested vigorously against the assumption that Deism was in any way opposed to Christianity rightly understood.  ‘Deism,’ they said, ’is opposed to Atheism on the one side and to superstition on the other; but to Christianity—­true, original Christianity—­as it came forth from the hands of its founder, the Deists are so far from being opposed, that they are its truest defenders.’  Whether their position was logically tenable is quite another question, but that they assumed it in all sincerity there is no reason to doubt.
It is, however, extremely difficult to assert or deny anything respecting the Deists as a body, for as a matter of fact they had no corporate existence.  The writers who are generally grouped under the name wrote apparently upon no preconcerted plan.  They formed no sect, properly so-called, and were bound by no creed.  In this sense at least they were genuine ‘freethinkers,’ in that they freely expressed their thoughts without the slightest regard to what had been said or might be said by their friends or foes.  It was the fashion among their contemporaries to speak of the Deists as if they were as distinct a sect as the Quakers, the Socinians, the Presbyterians, or any other religious denomination.  But we look in vain for any common doctrine—­any common form of worship which belonged to the Deists as Deists. 
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As a rule, they showed no desire to separate themselves from communion with the National Church, although they were quite out of harmony both with the articles of its belief and the spirit of its prayers.  A few negative tenets were perhaps more or less common to all.  That no traditional revelation can have the same force of conviction as the direct revelation which God has given to all mankind—­in other words, that what is called revealed religion must be inferior and subordinate to natural—­that the Scriptures must be criticised like any other book, and no part of them be accepted as a revelation from God which does not harmonise with the eternal and immutable reason of things; that, in point of fact, the Old Testament is a tissue of fables and folly, and the New Testament has much alloy mingled with the gold which it contains; that Jesus Christ is not co-equal with the one God, and that his death can in no sense be regarded as an atonement for sin, are tenets which may be found in most of the Deistical writings; but beyond these negative points there is little or nothing in common between the heterogeneous body of writers who passed under the vague name of Deists.  To complicate matters still further, the name ‘Deist’ was loosely applied as a name of reproach to men who, in the widest sense of the term, do not come within its meaning.  Thus Cudworth, Tillotson, Locke, and Samuel Clarke were stigmatised as Deists by their enemies.  On the other hand, men were grouped under the category whose faith did not rise to the level of Deism.  Thus Hume is classified among the Deists.  Yet if the term ‘Deism’ is allowed to have any definite meaning at all, it implies the certainty and obligation of natural religion.  It is of its very essence that God has revealed himself so plainly to mankind that there is no necessity, as there is no sufficient evidence, for a better revelation.  But Hume’s scepticism embraced natural as well as revealed religion.  Hobbes, again, occupies a prominent place among the Deists of the seventeenth century, although the whole nature of his argument in ‘The Leviathan’ is alien to the central thought of Deism.  Add to all this, that the Deists proper were constantly accused of holding views which they never held, and that conclusions were drawn from their premisses which those premisses did not warrant, and the difficulty of treating the subject as a whole will be readily perceived.  And yet treated it must be; the most superficial sketch of English Church History during the eighteenth century would be almost imperfect if it did not give a prominent place to this topic, for it was the all-absorbing topic of a considerable portion of the period.
The Deistical writers attracted attention out of all proportion to their literary merit.  The pulpit rang with denunciations of their doctrines.  The press teemed with answers to their arguments.  It may seem strange that a mere handful of not very voluminous writers, not one of whom can be said to have attained to the eminence of an English classic,[147] should have created such a vast amount of excitement.  But the excitement was really caused by the subject itself, not by the method in which it was handled.  The Deists only gave expression—­often a very coarse and inadequate expression—­to thoughts which the circumstances of the times could scarcely fail to suggest.
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The Scriptures had for many years been used to sanction the most diametrically opposite views.  They had been the watchword of each party in turn whose extravagances had been the cause of all the disasters and errors of several generations.  Romanists had quoted them when they condemned Protestants to the stake, Protestants when they condemned Jesuits to the block.  The Roundhead had founded his wild reign of fanaticism on their authority.  The Cavalier had texts ready at hand to sanction the most unconstitutional measures.  ’The right divine of kings to govern wrong’ had been grounded on Scriptural authority.  All the strange vagaries in which the seventeenth century had been so fruitful claimed the voice of Scripture in their favour.
Such reckless use of Scripture tended to throw discredit upon it as a revelation from God; while, on the other hand, the grand discoveries in natural science which were a distinguishing feature of the seventeenth century equally tended to exalt men’s notions of that other revelation of Himself which God has made in the Book of Nature.  The calm attitude of the men of science who had been steadily advancing in the knowledge of the natural world, and by each fresh discovery had given fresh proofs of the power, and wisdom, and goodness of God, stood forth in painful contrast with the profitless wranglings and bitter animosities of Divines.  Men might well begin to ask themselves whether they could not find rest from theological strife in natural religion? and the real object of the Deists was to demonstrate that they could.
Thus the period of Deism was the period of a great religious crisis in England.  It is our present purpose briefly to trace the progress and termination of this crisis.
It is hardly necessary to remark that Deism was not a product of the eighteenth century.  The spirit in which Deism appeared in its most pronounced form had been growing for many generations previous to that date.  But we must pass over the earlier Deists, of whom the most notable was Lord Herbert of Cherbury, and come at once to a writer who, although his most notorious work was published before the seventeenth century closed, lived and wrote during the eighteenth, and may fairly be regarded as belonging to that era.
No work which can be properly called Deistical had raised anything like the excitement which was caused by the anonymous publication in 1696 of a short and incomplete treatise entitled ’Christianity not Mysterious, or a Discourse showing that there is nothing in the Gospel contrary to Reason nor above it, and that no Christian Doctrine can properly be called a Mystery.’  In the second edition, published the same year, the author discovered himself to be a young Irishman of the name of John Toland, who had been brought up a Roman Catholic.  Leland passes over this work with a slight notice; but it marked a distinct epoch in Deistical literature.  For the first time, the secular arm was brought to bear
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upon a writer of this school.  The book was presented by the Grand Jury of Middlesex, and was burnt by the hands of the hangman in Dublin by order of the Irish House of Commons.  It was subsequently condemned as heretical and impious by the Lower House of Convocation, which body felt itself bitterly aggrieved when the Upper House refused to confirm the sentence.  These official censures were a reflex of the opinions expressed out of doors.  Pulpits rang with denunciations and confutations of the new heretic, especially in his own country.  A sermon against him was ‘as much expected as if it had been prescribed in the rubric;’ an Irish peer gave it as a reason why he had ceased to attend church that once he heard something there about his Saviour Jesus Christ, but now all the discourse was about one John Toland.[148]
Toland being a vain man rather enjoyed this notoriety than otherwise; but if his own account of the object of his publication be correct (and there is no reason to doubt his sincerity), he was singularly unsuccessful in impressing his real meaning upon his contemporaries.  He affirmed that ’he wrote his book to defend Christianity, and prayed that God would give him grace to vindicate religion,’ and at a later period he published his creed in terms that would satisfy the most orthodox Christian.
For an explanation of the extraordinary discrepancy between the avowed object of the writer and the alleged tendency of his book we naturally turn to the work itself.  After stating the conflicting views of divines about the Gospel mysteries, the author maintains that there is nothing in the Gospel contrary to reason nor above it, and that no Christian doctrine can be properly called a mystery.  He then defines the functions of reason, and proceeds to controvert the two following positions, (1) that though reason and the Gospel are not in themselves contradictory, yet according to our conception of them they may seem directly to clash; and (2) that we are to adore what we cannot comprehend.  He declares that what Infinite Goodness has not been pleased to reveal to us, we are either sufficiently capable of discovering ourselves or need not understand at all.  He affirms that ‘mystery’ in the New Testament is never put for anything inconceivable in itself or not to be judged by our ordinary faculties; and concludes by showing that mysteries in the present sense of the term were imported into Christianity partly by Judaisers, but mainly by the heathen introducing their old mysteries into Christianity when they were converted.
The stir which this small work created, marks a new phase in the history of Deism.  Compared with Lord Herbert’s elaborate treatises, it is an utterly insignificant work; but the excitement caused by Lord Herbert’s books was as nothing when compared with that which Toland’s fragment raised.  The explanation may perhaps be found in the fact that at the later date men’s minds were more at leisure
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to consider the questions raised than they were at the earlier, and also that they perceived, or fancied they perceived, more clearly the drift of such speculations.  A little tract, published towards the end of the seventeenth century, entitled ‘The Growth of Deism,’ brings out these points; and as a matter of fact we find that for the next half century the minds of all classes were on the alert—­some in sympathy with, many more in bitter antagonism against Deistical speculations.  In his later writings, Toland went much further in the direction of infidelity, if not of absolute Atheism, than he did in his first work.
The next writer who comes under our notice was a greater man in every sense of the term than Toland.  Lord Shaftesbury’s ’Miscellaneous Essays,’ which were ultimately grouped in one work, under the title of ‘Characteristics of Men and Manners, &c.,’ only bear incidentally upon the points at issue between the Deists and the orthodox.  But scattered here and there are passages which show how strongly the writer felt upon the subject.  Leland was called to account, and half apologises for ranking Shaftesbury among the Deists at all.[149] And there certainly is one point of view from which Shaftesbury’s speculations may be regarded not only as Christian, but as greatly in advance of the Christianity of many of the orthodox writers of his day.  As a protest against the selfish, utilitarian view of Christianity which was utterly at variance with the spirit displayed and inculcated by Him ’who pleased not Himself,’ Lord Shaftesbury’s work deserves the high tribute paid to it by its latest editor, ’as a monument to immutable morality and Christian philosophy which has survived many changes of opinion and revolutions of thought.’[150] But from another point of view we shall come to a very different conclusion.
Shaftesbury was regarded by his contemporaries as a decided and formidable adversary of Christianity.  Pope told Warburton,[151] that ’to his knowledge “The Characteristics” had done more harm to Revealed Religion in England than all the works of Infidelity put together.’  Voltaire called him ‘even a too vehement opponent of Christianity.’  Warburton, while admitting his many excellent qualities both as a man and as a writer, speaks of ’the inveterate rancour which he indulged against Christianity.’[152]
A careful examination of Shaftesbury’s writings can hardly fail to lead us to the same conclusion.  He writes, indeed, as an easy, well-bred man of the world, and was no doubt perfectly sincere in his constantly repeated disavowal of any wish to disturb the existing state of things.  But his reason obviously is that ’the game would not be worth the candle.’  No one can fail to perceive a contemptuous irony in many passages in which Shaftesbury affirms his orthodoxy, or when he touches upon the persecution of the early Christians, or upon the mysteries of Christianity, or upon the sacred duty of complying with the established religion with unreasoning faith, or upon his presumed scepticism, or upon the nature of the Christian miracles, or upon the character of our Blessed Saviour, or upon the representation of God in the Old Testament, or upon the supposed omission of the virtue of friendship in the Christian system of ethics.
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It is needless to quote the passages in which Shaftesbury, like the other Deists, abuses the Jews; neither is it necessary to dwell upon his strange argument that ridicule is the best test of truth.  In this, as in other parts of his writings, it is often difficult to see when he is writing seriously, when ironically.  Perhaps he has himself furnished us with the means of solving the difficulty.  ‘If,’ he writes, ’men are forbidden to speak their minds seriously on certain subjects, they will do it ironically.  If they are forbidden to speak at all upon such subjects, or if they find it really dangerous to do so, they will then redouble their disguise, involve themselves in mysteriousness, and talk so as hardly to be understood or at least not plainly interpreted by those who are disposed to do them a mischief.’[153] The general tendency, however, of his writings is pretty clear, and is in harmony with the Deistical theory that God’s revelation of Himself in Nature is certain, clear, and sufficient for all practical purposes, while any other revelation is uncertain, obscure, and unnecessary.  But he holds that it would be unmannerly and disadvantageous to the interests of the community to act upon this doctrine in practical life.  ’Better take things as they are.  Laugh in your sleeve, if you will, at the follies which priestcraft has imposed upon mankind; but do not show your bad taste and bad humour by striving to battle against the stream of popular opinion.  When you are at Rome, do as Rome does.  The question “What is truth?” is a highly inconvenient one.  If you must ask it, ask it to yourself.’
It must be confessed that such low views of religion and morality are strangely at variance with the exalted notions of the disinterestedness of virtue which form the staple of one of Shaftesbury’s most important treatises.  To reconcile the discrepancy seems impossible.  Only let us take care that while we emphatically repudiate the immoral compromise between truth and expediency which Shaftesbury recommends, we do not lose sight of the real service which he has rendered to religion as well as philosophy by showing the excellency of virtue in itself without regard to the rewards and punishments which are attached to its pursuit or neglect.
The year before ‘The Characteristics’ appeared as a single work (1713), a small treatise was published anonymously which was at first assigned to the author of ‘Christianity not Mysterious,’ and which almost rivalled that notorious work in the attention which it excited, out of all proportion to its intrinsic merits.  It was entitled ’A Discourse of Freethinking, occasioned by the Rise and Growth of a Sect called Freethinkers,’ and was presently owned as the work of Anthony Collins, an author who had previously entered into the lists of controversy in connection with the disputes of Sacheverell, Dodwell, and Clarke.  ’The Discourse of Freethinking’ was in itself a slight performance.  Its general scope was to show that
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every man has a right to think freely on all religious as well as other subjects, and that the exercise of this right is the sole remedy for the evil of superstition.  The necessity of freethinking is shown by the endless variety of opinions which priests hold about all religious questions.  Then the various objections to Freethinking are considered, and the treatise ends with a list and description of wise and virtuous Freethinkers—­nineteen in number—­from Socrates to Tillotson.
In estimating the merits of this little book, and in accounting for the excitement which it produced, we must not forget that what may now appear to us truisms were 170 years ago new truths, even if they were recognised as truths at all.  At the beginning of the eighteenth century it was not an unnecessary task to vindicate the right of every man to think freely; and if Collins had performed the work which he had taken in hand fully and fairly he might have done good service.  But while professedly advocating the duty of thinking freely, he showed so obvious a bias in favour of thinking in a particular direction, and wrested facts and quoted authorities in so one-sided a manner, that he laid himself open to the just strictures of many who valued and practised equally with himself the right of freethinking.  Some of the most famous men of the day at once entered into the lists against him, amongst whom were Hoadly,[154] Swift, Whiston, Berkeley, and above all Bentley.  The latter, under the title of ‘Phileleutherus Lipsiensis,’ wrote in the character of a German Lutheran to his English friend, Dr. Francis Hare, ‘Remarks on a Discourse on Freethinking.’  Regarded as a piece of intellectual gladiatorship the Remarks are justly entitled to the fame they have achieved.  The great critic exposed unmercifully and unanswerably Collins’s slips in scholarship, ridiculed his style, made merry over the rising and growing sect which professed its competency to think de quolibet ente, protested indignantly against putting the Talapoins of Siam on a level with the whole clergy of England, ’the light and glory of Christianity,’ and denied the right of the title of Freethinkers to men who brought scandal on so good a word.
Bentley hit several blots, not only in Collins, but in others of the ‘rising and growing sect.’  The argument, e.g., drawn from the variety of readings in the New Testament, is not only demolished but adroitly used to place his adversary on the horns of a dilemma.  Nothing again, can be neater than his answer to various objections by showing that those objections had been brought to light by Christians themselves.  And yet the general impression, when one has read Collins and Bentley carefully, is that there is a real element of truth in the former to which the latter has not done justice; that Bentley presses Collins’s arguments beyond their logical conclusion; that Collins is not what Bentley would have him to be—­a mere Materialist—­an
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Atheist in disguise; that Bentley’s insinuation, that looseness of living is the cause of his looseness of belief, is ungenerous, and requires proof which Bentley has not given:  that the bitter abuse which he heaps upon his adversary as ‘a wretched gleaner of weeds,’ ’a pert teacher of his betters,’ ‘an unsociable animal,’ ‘an obstinate and intractable wretch,’ and much more to the same effect, is unworthy of a Christian clergyman, and calculated to damage rather than do service to the cause which he has at heart.
Collins himself was not put to silence.  Besides other writings of minor importance, he published in 1724 the most weighty of all his works, a ‘Discourse on the Grounds and Reasons of the Christian Religion.’  The object of this book is to show that Christianity is entirely founded on the fulfilment of the Old Testament prophecies, and then to prove that these prophecies were fulfilled not in a literal, but only in a typical or secondary sense.  Novelty, he argues, is a weighty reproach against any religious institution; the truth of Christianity must depend upon the old dispensation; it is founded on Judaism.  Jesus makes claim to obedience only so far as He is the Messias of the Old Testament; the fundamental article of Christianity is that Jesus of Nazareth is the Jewish Messiah, and this can only be known out of the Old Testament.  In fact, the Old Testament is the only canon of Christians; for the New Testament is not a law book for the ruling of the Church.  The Apostles rest their proof of Christianity only on the Old Testament.  If this proof is valid, Christianity is strong and built upon its true grounds; if weak, Christianity is false.  For no miracles, no authority of the New Testament can prove its truth; miracles can only be a proof so far as they are comprehended in and exactly consonant with the prophecies concerning the Messias.  It is only in this sense that Jesus appeals to His miracles.  Christianity, in a word, is simply the allegorical sense of the Old Testament, and therefore may be rightly called ’Mystical Judaism.’
As all this bore the appearance of explaining away Christianity altogether, or at least of making it rest upon the most shadowy and unsubstantial grounds, there is no wonder that it called forth a vehement opposition:  no less than thirty-five answerers appeared within two years of its publication, among whom are found the great names of T. Sherlock, Zachary Pearce, S. Clarke, and Dr. Chandler.  The latter wrote the most solid and profound, if not the most brilliant work which the Deistical controversy had yet called forth.
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But the strangest outcome of Collins’s famous book was the work of Woolston, an eccentric writer who is generally classed among the Deists, but who was in fact sui generis.  In the Collins Controversy, Woolston appears as a moderator between an infidel and an apostate, the infidel being Collins, and the apostate the Church of England, which had left the good old paths of allegory to become slaves of the letter.  In this, as in previous works, he rides his hobby, which was a strange perversion of patristic notions, to the death; and a few years later he returned to the charge in one of the wildest, craziest books that ever was written by human pen.  It was entitled ‘Six Discourses on the Miracles,’ and in it the literal interpretation of the New Testament miracles is ridiculed with the coarsest blasphemy, while the mystical interpretations which he substitutes in its place read like the disordered fancies of a sick man’s dream.  He professes simply to follow the fathers, ignoring the fact that the fathers, as a rule, had grafted their allegorical interpretation upon the literal history, not substituted the one for the other.  Woolston was the only Deist—­if Deist he is to be called,—­who as yet had suffered anything like persecution; indeed, with one exception, and that a doubtful one, he was the only one who ever did.  He was brought before the King’s Bench, condemned to pay 25_l._ for each of his Six Discourses, and to suffer a year’s imprisonment; after which he was only to regain his liberty upon finding either two securities for 1,000_l._ or four for 500_l._; as no one would go bail for him, he remained in prison until his death in 1731.  The punishment was a cruel one, considering the state of the poor man’s mind, of the disordered condition of which he was himself conscious.  If he deserved to lose his liberty at all, an asylum would have been a more fitting place of confinement for him than a prison.  But if we regard his writings as the writings of a sane man, which, strange to say, his contemporaries appear to have done, we can hardly be surprised at the fate he met with.  Supposing that any blasphemous publication deserved punishment—­a supposition which in Woolston’s days would have been granted as a matter of course—­it is impossible to conceive anything more outrageously blasphemous than what is found in Woolston’s wild book.  The only strange part of the matter was that it should have been treated seriously at all. 30,000 copies of his discourses on the miracles were sold quickly and at a very dear rate; whole bales of them were sent over to America.  Sixty adversaries wrote against him; and the Bishop of London thought it necessary to send five pastoral letters to the people of his diocese on the subject.
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The works of Woolston were, however, in one way important, inasmuch as they called the public attention to the miracles of our Lord, and especially to the greatest miracle of all—­His own Resurrection.  The most notable of the answers to Woolston was Thomas Sherlock’s ’Tryal of the Witnesses of the Resurrection of Jesus.’  This again called forth an anonymous pamphlet entitled ‘The Resurrection of Jesus considered,’ by a ‘moral philosopher,’ who afterwards proved to be one Peter Annet.  In no strict sense of the term can Annet be called a Deist, though he is often ranked in that class.  His name is, however, worth noticing, from his connection with the important and somewhat curiously conducted controversy respecting the Resurrection, to which Sherlock’s ’Tryal of the Witnesses’ gave both the impulse and the form.  Annet, like Woolston, was prosecuted for blasphemy and profanity; and if the secular arm should ever be appealed to in such matters, which is doubtful, he deserved it by the coarse ribaldry of his attacks upon sacred things.
It has been thought better to present at one view the works which were written on the miracles.  This, however, is anticipating.  The year after the publication of Woolston’s discourses, and some years before Annet wrote, by far the most important work which ever appeared on the part of the Deists was published.  Hitherto Deism had mainly been treated on its negative or destructive side.  The mysteries of Christianity, the limitations to thought which it imposes, its system of rewards and punishments, its fulfilment of prophecy, its miracles, had been in turn attacked.  The question then naturally arises, ’What will you substitute in its place?’ or rather, to put the question as a Deist would have put it, ’What will you substitute in the place of the popular conception of Christianity?’ for this alone, not Christianity itself, Deism professed to attack.  In other words, ’What is the positive or constructive side of Deism?’
This question Tindal attempts to answer in his ’Christianity as old as the Creation.’  The answer is a plain one, and the arguments by which he supports it are repeated with an almost wearisome iteration.  ’The religion of nature,’ he writes, ’is absolutely perfect; Revelation can neither add to nor take from its perfection.’  ’The law of nature has the highest internal excellence, the greatest plainness, simplicity, unanimity, universality, antiquity, and eternity.  It does not depend upon the uncertain meaning of words and phrases in dead languages, much less upon types, metaphors, allegories, parables, or on the skill or honesty of weak or designing transcribers (not to mention translators) for many ages together, but on the immutable relation of things always visible to the whole world.’  Tindal is fond of stating the question in the form of a dilemma.  ‘The law of nature,’ he writes, ’either is or is not a perfect law; if the first, it is not capable of additions; if the last, does it not argue
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want of wisdom in the Legislator in first enacting such an imperfect law, and then in letting it continue thus imperfect from age to age, and at last thinking to make it absolutely perfect by adding some merely positive and arbitrary precepts?’ And again, ’Revelation either bids or forbids men to use their reason in judging of all religious matters; if the former, then it only declares that to be our duty which was so, independent of and antecedent to revelation; if the latter, then it does not deal with men as rational creatures.  Everyone is of this opinion who says we are not to read Scripture with freedom of assenting or dissenting, just as we judge it agrees or disagrees with the light of nature and reason of things.’  Coming more definitely to the way in which we are to treat the written word, he writes:  ’Admit all for Scripture that tends to the honour of God, and nothing which does not.’  Finally, he sums up by declaring in yet plainer words the absolute identity of Christianity with natural religion.  ’God never intended mankind should be without a religion, or could ordain an imperfect religion; there must have been from the beginning a religion most perfect, which mankind at all times were capable of knowing; Christianity is this perfect, original religion.’
In this book Deism reaches its climax.  The sensation which it created was greater than even Toland or Collins had raised.  No less than one hundred and fifteen answers appeared, one of the most remarkable of which was Conybeare’s ’Defence of Revealed Religion against “Christianity as old as the Creation."’ Avoiding the scurrility and personality which characterised and marred most of the works written on both sides of the question, Conybeare discusses in calm and dignified, but at the same time luminous and impressive language, the important question which Tindal had raised.  Doing full justice to the element of truth which Tindal’s work contained, he unravels the complications in which it is involved, shows that the author had confused two distinct meanings of the phrase ‘natural reason’ or ‘natural religion,’ viz. (1) that which is founded on the nature and reason of things, and (2) that which is discoverable by man’s natural power of mind, and distinguishes between that which is perfect in its kind and that which is absolutely perfect.  This powerful work is but little known in the present day.  But it was highly appreciated by Conybeare’s contemporaries, and the German historian of English Deism hardly knows how to find language strong enough to express his admiration of its excellence.[155]
But Tindal had the honour of calling forth a still stronger adversary than Conybeare.  Butler’s ‘Analogy’ deals with the arguments of ‘Christianity as old as the Creation’ more than with those of any other book; but as this was not avowedly its object, and as it covered a far wider ground than Tindal did, embracing in fact the whole range of the Deistical controversy, it will be better to postpone the consideration of this masterpiece until the sequel.
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By friend and foe alike Tindal seems to have been regarded as the chief exponent of Deism.  Skelton in his ‘Deism revealed’ (published in 1748) says that ’Tindal is the great apostle of Deism who has gathered together the whole strength of the party, and his book is become the bible of all Deistical readers.’  Warburton places him at the head of his party, classifying the Deists, ’from the mighty author of “Christianity as old as the Creation,” to the drunken, blaspheming cobbler who wrote against Jesus and the Resurrection.’[156] The subsequent writers on the Deistical side took their cue from Tindal, thus showing the estimation in which his book was held by his own party.
Tindal was in many respects fitted for the position which he occupied.  He was an old man when he wrote his great work, and had observed and taken an interest in the whole course of the Deistical controversy for more than forty years.  He had himself passed through many phases of religion, having been a pupil of Hickes the Nonjuror, at Lincoln College, Oxford, then a Roman Catholic, then a Low Churchman, and finally, to use his own designation of himself, ‘a Christian Deist.’  He had, no doubt, carefully studied the various writings of the Deists and their opponents, and had detected the weak points of all.  His book is written in a comparatively temperate spirit, and the subject is treated with great thoroughness and ability.  Still it has many drawbacks, even from a literary point of view.  It is written in the wearisome form of dialogue, and the writer falls into that error to which all controversial writers in dialogue are peculiarly liable.  When a man has to slay giants of his own creation, he is sorely tempted to make his giants no stronger than dwarfs.  To this temptation Tindal yielded.  His defender of orthodoxy is so very weak, that a victory over him is no great achievement.  Again, there is a want of order and lucidity in his book, and not sufficient precision in his definitions.  But the worst fault of all is the unfairness of his quotations, both from the Bible and other books.
Perhaps one reason why, in spite of these defects, the book exercised so vast an influence is, that the minds of many who sympathised with the destructive process employed by preceding Deists may have begun to yearn for something more constructive.  They might ask themselves, ’What then is our religion to be?  And Tindal answers the question after a fashion.  ’It is to be the religion of nature, and an expurgated Christianity in so far as it agrees with the religion of nature.’  The answer is a somewhat vague one, but better than none, and as such may have been welcomed.  This, however, is mere conjecture.
Deism, as we have seen, had now reached its zenith; henceforth its history is the history of a rapid decline.  Tindal did not live to complete his work; but after his death it was taken up by far feebler hands.
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Dr. Morgan in a work entitled ’The Moral Philosopher, or a Dialogue between Philalethes a Christian Deist, and Theophanes a Christian Jew,’ follows closely in Tindal’s footsteps.  Like him, he insists upon the absolute perfection of the law or religion of nature, of which Christianity is only a republication.  Like him, he professes himself a Christian Deist and vigorously protests against being supposed to be an enemy to Christianity.  But his work is inferior to Tindal’s in every respect.  It is an ill-written book.  It is mainly directed against the Jewish economy.  But Morgan takes a far wider range than this, embracing the whole of the Old Testament, which he appears to read backward, finding objects of admiration in what are there set before us as objects of reprobation and vice versa.
But though Morgan deals mainly with the Old Testament, he throws considerable doubt in his third volume upon the New.  The account given of the life of Christ, still more, that of His Resurrection, and above all, the miracles wrought by His apostles, are all thrown into discredit.[157]
On the whole, this book marks a distinct epoch in the history of English Deism.  There is little indeed said by Morgan which had not been insinuated by one or other of his predecessors, but the point to be marked is that it was now said, not merely insinuated.  The whole tone of the book indicates ‘the beginning of the end’ not far distant, that end being what Lechler calls ‘the dissolution of Deism into Scepticism.’
But there is yet one more author to be noticed whose works were still written in the earlier vein of Deism.  So far Deism had not found a representative writer among the lower classes.  The aristocracy and the middle class had both found exponents of their views; but Deism had penetrated into lower strata of society than these, and at length a very fitting representative of this part of the community appeared in the person of Thomas Chubb.  Himself a working man, and to a great extent self-educated, Chubb had had peculiar opportunities of observing the mind of the class to which he belonged.  His earlier writings were not intended for publication, but were written for the benefit of a sort of debating club of working men of which he was a member.  He was with difficulty persuaded to publish them, mainly through the influence of the famous William Whiston, and henceforth became a somewhat voluminous writer, leaving behind him at his death a number of tracts and essays, which were published together under the title of ’Chubb’s Posthumous Works.’  In his main arguments Chubb, like Morgan, follows closely in the wake of Tindal.  But his view of Deism was distinctly from the standpoint of the working man.  As Morgan had directed his attention mainly to the Old Testament, Chubb directed his mainly to the New.  Like others of his school, he protests against being thought an enemy to Christianity.  His two works ‘The True Gospel of Jesus Christ asserted,’ and ’The
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True Gospel of Jesus Christ vindicated,’ give the best exposition of Chubb’s views.  ‘Our Lord Jesus Christ’ he writes, ’undertook to be a reformer, and in consequence thereof a Saviour.  The true Gospel is this:  (1) Christ requires a conformity of mind and life to that eternal and unalterable rule of action which is founded in the reason of things, and makes that the only ground of divine acceptance, and the only and sure way to life eternal. (2) If by violation of the law they have displeased God, he requires repentance and reformation as the only and sure ground of forgiveness. (3) There will be a judgment according to works.  This Gospel wrought a change which by a figure of speech is called “a new birth"’ (Sec. 13).  Like Tindal, he contrasts the certainty of natural with the uncertainty of any traditional religion.  He owns ’the Christian revelation was expedient because of the general corruption; but it was no more than a publication of the original law of nature, and tortured and made to speak different things.’[158] He repeats Tindal’s objection to the want of universality of revealed religion on the same grounds.  His chief attacks were, as has been said, made upon the New Testament.  He demurs to the acceptance of the Gospels as infallibly true.
Chubb expresses just those difficulties and objections which would naturally have most weight with the more intelligent portion of the working classes.  Speculative questions are put comparatively in the background.  His view of the gospel is just that plain practical view which an artisan could grasp without troubling himself about transcendental questions, on the nice adjustment of which divines disputed.  ‘Put all such abstruse matters aside,’ Chubb says in effect to his fellow-workmen, ’they have nothing to do with the main point at issue, they are no parts of the true Gospel.’  His rocks of offence, too, are just those against which the working man would stumble.  The shortcomings of the clergy had long been part of the stock-in-trade of almost all the Deistical writers.  Their supposed wealth and idleness gave, as was natural, special offence to the representative of the working classes.  He attacks individual clergymen, inveighs against the ’unnatural coalition of Church and State,’[159] and speaks of men living in palaces like kings, clothing themselves in fine linen and costly apparel, and faring sumptuously.
The lower and lower-middle classes have always been peculiarly sensitive to the dangers of priestcraft and a relapse into Popery.  Accordingly Chubb constantly appealed to this anti-Popish feeling.[160]
Chubb, being an illiterate man, made here and there slips of scholarship, but he wrote in a clear, vigorous, sensible style, and his works had considerable influence over those to whom they were primarily addressed.
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The cause of Deism in its earlier sense was now almost extinct.  Those who were afterwards called Deists really belong to a different school of thought.  A remarkable book, which was partly the outcome, partly, perhaps, the cause of this altered state of feeling, was published by Dodwell the younger, in 1742.  It was entitled ’Christianity not founded on argument,’ and there was at first a doubt whether the author wrote as a friend or an enemy of Christianity.  He was nominally opposed to both, for both the Deists and their adversaries agreed that reason and revelation were in perfect harmony.  The Deist accused the Orthodox of sacrificing reason at the shrine of revelation, the Orthodox accused the Deist of sacrificing revelation at the shrine of reason; but both sides vehemently repudiated the charge.  The Orthodox was quite as anxious to prove that his Christianity was not unreasonable, as the Deist was to prove that his rationalism was not anti-Christian.
Now the author of ‘Christianity not founded on argument’ came forward to prove that both parties were attempting an impossibility.  In opposition to everything that had been written on both sides of the controversy for the last half century, Dodwell protested against all endeavours to reconcile the irreconcilable.
His work is in the form of a letter to a young Oxford friend, who was assumed to be yearning for a rational faith, ’as it was his duty to prove all things.’  ‘Rational faith!’ says Dodwell in effect, ’the thing is impossible; it is a contradiction in terms.  If you must prove all things, you will hold nothing.  Faith is commanded men as a duty.  This necessarily cuts it off from all connection with reason.  There is no clause providing that we should believe if we have time and ability to examine, but the command is peremptory.  It is a duty for every moment of life, for every age.  Children are to be led early to believe, but this, from the nature of the case, cannot be on rational grounds.  Proof necessarily presupposes a suspension of conviction.  The rational Christian must have begun as a Sceptic; he must long have doubted whether the Gospel was true or false.  Can this be the faith that “overcometh the world”?  Can this be the faith that makes a martyr?  No! the true believer must open Heaven and see the Son of Man standing plainly before his eyes, not see through the thick dark glass of history and tradition.  The Redeemer Himself gave no proofs; He taught as one having authority, as a Master who has a right to dictate, who brought the teaching which He imparted straight from Heaven.  In this view of the ground of faith, unbelief is a rebellious opposition against the working of grace.  The union of knowledge and faith is no longer nonsense.  All difficulties are chased away by the simple consideration “that with men it is impossible, but with God all things are possible.”  Philosophy and religion are utterly at variance.  The groundwork of philosophy
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is all doubt and suspicion; the groundwork of religion is all submission and faith.  The enlightened scholar of the Cross, if he regards the one thing needful, rightly despises all lower studies.  When he turns to these he leaves his own proper sphere.  Julian was all in the wrong when he closed the philosophical schools to the Christians.  He should have given them all possible privileges that they might undermine the principles of Christ.  “Not many wise men after the flesh are called.”  All attempts to establish a rational faith, from the time of Origen to that of Tillotson, Dr. Clarke, and the Boyle lectures, are utterly useless.  Tertullian was right when he said Credo quia absurdum et quia impossibile est, for there is an irreconcilable repugnancy in their natures between reason and belief; therefore, “My son, give thyself to the Lord with thy whole heart and lean not to thy own understanding."’
Such is the substance of this remarkable work.  He hit, and hit very forcibly, a blot which belonged to almost all writers in common who took part in this controversy.  The great deficiency of the age—­a want of spiritual earnestness, an exclusive regard to the intellectual, to the ignoring of the emotional element of our nature—­nowhere appears more glaringly than in the Deistical and anti-Deistical literature.  What Dodwell urges in bitter irony, John Wesley urged in sober seriousness, when he intimated that Deists and evidence writers alike were strangers to those truths which are ‘spiritually discerned.’
There is yet one more writer who is popularly regarded not only as a Deist, but as the chief of the Deists—­Lord Bolingbroke, to whom Leland gives more space than to all the other Deists put together.  So far as the eminence of the man is concerned, the prominence given to him is not disproportionate to his merits, but it is only in a very qualified sense that Lord Bolingbroke can be called a Deist.  He lived and was before the public during the whole course of the Deistical controversy, so far as it belongs to the eighteenth century; but he was known, not as a theologian, but first as a brilliant, fashionable man of pleasure, then as a politician.  So far as he took any part in religious matters at all, it was as a violent partisan of the established faith and as a persecutor of Dissenters.  It was mainly through his instrumentality that the iniquitous Schism Act of 1713 was passed.  In the House of Commons he called it ’a bill of the last importance, since it concerned the security of the Church of England, the best and firmest support of the monarchy.’  In his famous letter to Sir W. Wyndham, he justified his action in regard to this measure, and the kindred bill against occasional conformity, on purely political grounds.  He publicly expressed his abhorrence of the so-called Freethinkers, whom he stigmatised as ‘Pests of Society.’  But in a letter to Mr. Pope, he gave some intimation of his real sentiments, and at the same time justified
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his reticence about them.  ‘Let us,’ he writes, ’seek truth, but quietly, as well as freely.  Let us not imagine, like some who are called Freethinkers, that every man who can think and judge for himself, as he has a right to do, has therefore a right of speaking any more than acting according to freedom of thought.’  Then, after expressing sentiments which are written in the very spirit of Deism, he adds, ’I neither expect nor desire to see any public revision made of the present system of Christianity.  I should fear such an attempt, &c.’  It was accordingly not until after his death that his theological views were fully expressed and published.  These are principally contained in his ‘Philosophical Works,’ which he bequeathed to David Mallet with instructions for their publication; and Mallet accordingly gave them to the world in 1754.  Honest Dr. Johnson’s opinion of this method of proceeding is well known.  ’Sir, he was a scoundrel and a coward; a scoundrel for charging a blunderbuss against religion and morality, a coward because he had no resolution to fire it off himself, but left half-a-crown to a beggarly Scotchman to draw the trigger after his death.’  This is strong language, but it is not wholly undeserved.  There is something inexpressibly mean in a man countenancing the persecution of his fellow creatures for heterodoxy, while he himself secretly held opinions more heterodox than any of those whom he helped to persecute.  No doubt Bolingbroke regarded religion simply from a political point of view; it was a useful, nay, a necessary engine of Government.  He, therefore, who wilfully unsettled men’s minds on the subject was a bad citizen, and consequently deserving of punishment.  But then, this line of argument would equally tell against the publication of unsettling opinions after his death, as against publishing them during his life-time. Apres moi le deluge, is not an elevated maxim; yet the only other principle upon which his mode of proceeding admits of explanation is, that he wrote his last works in the spirit of a soured and disappointed man, who had been in turn the betrayer and betrayed of every party with which he had been connected.
What his motives, however, were, can only be a matter of conjecture; let us proceed to examine the opinions themselves.  They are contained mainly[161] in a series of essays or letters addressed by him to his friend Pope, who did not live to read them; and they give us in a somewhat rambling, discursive fashion, his views on almost all subjects connected with religion.  Many passages have the genuine Deistical ring about them.  Like his precursors, he declares that he means particularly to defend the Christian religion; that genuine Christianity contained in the Gospels is the Word of God.  Like them, he can scarcely find language strong enough to express his abhorrence of the Jews and the Old Testament generally.  Like them, he abuses divines of all ages and their theological systems in the most unmeasured terms.  It is almost needless to add that, in common with his predecessors, he contemptuously rejects all such doctrines as the Divinity of the Word, Expiation for Sin in any sense, the Holy Trinity, and the Efficacy of the Sacraments.
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In many points, however, Lord Bolingbroke goes far beyond his predecessors.  His ‘First Philosophy’ marks a distinct advance or decadence, according to the point of view from which we regard it, in the history of Freethinking.  Everything in the Bible is ruthlessly swept aside, except what is contained in the Gospels.  S. Paul, who had been an object of admiration to the earlier Deists, is the object of Bolingbroke’s special abhorrence.  And not only is the credibility of the Gospel writers impugned, Christ’s own teaching and character are also carped at.  Christ’s conduct was ’reserved and cautious; His language mystical and parabolical.  He gives no complete system of morality.  His Sermon on the Mount gives some precepts which are impracticable, inconsistent with natural instinct and quite destructive of society.  His miracles may be explained away.’
It may be said, indeed, that most of these tenets are contained in the germ in the writings of earlier Deists.  But there are yet others of which this cannot be said.
Bolingbroke did not confine his attacks to revealed religion.  Philosophy fares as badly as religion in his estimate.  ’It is the frantic mother of a frantic offspring.’  Plato is almost as detestable in his eyes as S. Paul.  He has the most contemptuous opinion of his fellow-creatures, and declares that they are incapable of understanding the attributes of the Deity.  He throws doubt upon the very existence of a world to come.  He holds that ’we have not sufficient grounds to establish the doctrine of a particular providence, and to reconcile it to that of a general providence;’ that ’prayer, or the abuse of prayer, carries with it ridicule;’ that ’we have much better determined ideas of the divine wisdom than of the divine goodness,’ and that ’to attempt to imitate God is in highest degree absurd.’
There is no need to discuss here the system of optimism which Lord Bolingbroke held in common with Lord Shaftesbury and Pope; for that system is consistent both with a belief and with a disbelief of Christianity, and we are at present concerned with Lord Bolingbroke’s views only in so far as they are connected with religion.  From the extracts given above, it will be seen how far in this system Deism had drifted away from its old moorings.
After Bolingbroke no Deistical writing, properly so called, was published in England.  The great controversy had died a natural death; but there are a few apologetic works which have survived the dispute that called them forth, and may be fairly regarded as [Greek:  ktemata es aei] of English theology.  To attempt even to enumerate the works of all the anti-Deistical writers would fill many pages.  Those who are curious in such matters must be referred to the popular work of Leland, where they will find an account of the principal writers on both sides.  All that can be attempted here is to notice one or two of those which are of permanent interest.
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First among such is the immortal work of Bishop Butler.  Wherever the English language is spoken, Butler’s ‘Analogy’ holds a distinguished place among English classics.  Published in the year 1736, when the excitement raised by ‘Christianity as old as the Creation’ was at its height, it was, as has been well remarked, ‘the result of twenty years’ study, the very twenty years during which the Deistical notions formed the atmosphere which educated people breathed.’[162] For those twenty years and longer still, the absolute certainty of God’s revelation of Himself in nature, and the absolute perfection of the religion founded on that revelation, in contradistinction to the uncertainty and imperfection of all traditional religions, had been the incessant cry of the new school of thought, a cry which had lately found its strongest and ablest expression in Tindal’s famous work.  It was to those who raised this cry, and to those who were likely to be influenced by it, that Butler’s famous argument was primarily addressed.  ‘You assert,’ he says in effect, ’that the law of nature is absolutely perfect and absolutely certain; I will show you that precisely the same kind of difficulties are found in nature as you find in revelation.’  Butler uttered no abuse, descended to no personalities such as spoiled too many of the anti-Deistical writings; but his book shows that his mind was positively steeped in Deistical literature.  Hardly an argument which the Deists had used is unnoticed; hardly an objection which they could raise is not anticipated.  But the very circumstance which constitutes one of the chief excellences of the ‘Analogy,’ its freedom from polemical bitterness, has been the principal cause of its being misunderstood.  To do any kind of justice to the book, it must be read in the light of Deism.  Had this obvious caution been always observed, such objections as those of Pitt, that ’it was a dangerous book, raising more doubts than it solves,’ would never have been heard; for at the time when it was written, the doubts were everywhere current.  Similar objections have been raised against the ‘Analogy’ in modern days, but the popular verdict will not be easily reversed.
Next in importance to Butler’s ‘Analogy’ is a far more voluminous and pretentious work, that of Bishop Warburton on ’The Divine Legation of Moses.’  It is said to have been called forth by Morgan’s ’Moral Philosopher.’  If so, it is somewhat curious that Warburton himself in noticing this work deprecates any answer being given to it.[163]
But, at any rate, we have Warburton’s own authority for saying that his book had special reference to the Deists or Freethinkers (for the terms were then used synonymously).
He begins the dedication of the first edition of the first three books to the Freethinkers with the words, ’Gentlemen, as the following discourse was written for your use, you have the best right to this address.’
The argument of the ‘Divine Legation’ is stated thus by Warburton himself in syllogistic form:—­
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’I.  Whatsoever Religion and Society have no future state for their support, must be supported by an extraordinary Providence.
’The Jewish Religion and Society had no future state for their support.
’Therefore, the Jewish Religion and Society was supported by an extraordinary Providence.
’II.  It was universally believed by the ancients on their common principles of legislation and wisdom, that whatsoever Religion and Society have no future state for their support, must be supported by an extraordinary Providence.
’Moses, skilled in all that legislation and wisdom, instituted the Jewish Religion and Society without a future state for its support.
’Therefore,—­Moses, who taught, believed likewise that this Religion and Society was supported by an extraordinary Providence.’
The work is a colossal monument of the author’s learning and industry:  the range of subjects which it embraces is enormous; and those who cannot agree with his conclusions either on the main argument, or on the many collateral points raised, must still admire the vast research and varied knowledge which the writer displays.  It is, however, a book more talked about than read at the present day.  Indeed, human life is too short to enable the general reader to do more than skim cursorily over a work of such proportions.  Warburton’s theory was novel and startling; and perhaps few even of the Deistical writers themselves evoked more criticism and opposition from the orthodox than this doughty champion of orthodoxy.  But Warburton was in his element when engaged in controversy.  He was quite ready to meet combatants from whatever side they might come; and, wielding his bludgeon with a vigorous hand, he dealt his blows now on the orthodox, now on the heterodox, with unsparing and impartial force.  Judged, however, from a literary point of view, ’The Divine Legation’ is too elaborate and too discursive a work to be effective for the purpose for which it was written;[164] and most readers will be inclined to agree with Bentley’s verdict, that the writer was ‘a man of monstrous appetite but bad digestion.’
Of a very different character is the next work to be noticed, as one of enduring interest on the Deistical controversy.  Bishop Berkeley’s ‘Alciphron, or the Minute Philosopher,’ is one of the few exceptions to the general dreariness and unreadableness of controversial writings in the dialogistic form.  The elegance and easiness of his style, and the freshness and beauty of his descriptions of natural scenery by which the tedium of the controversy is relieved, render this not only a readable, but a fascinating book, even to the modern reader who has no present interest in the controversial question.  It is, however, by no means free from the graver errors incident to this form of writing.  Like Tindal, he makes his adversaries state their case far too weakly.  But, worse than this, he puts into their mouths arguments
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which they would never have used, and sentiments which they never held and which could not be fairly deduced from their writings.  Not that Bishop Berkeley ever wrote with conscious unfairness.  The truly Christian, if somewhat eccentric character of the man forbids such a supposition for one moment.  His error, no doubt, arose from the vagueness with which the terms Deist, Freethinker, Naturalist, Atheist, were used indiscriminately to stigmatise men of very different views.  There was, for example, little or nothing in common between such men as Lord Shaftesbury and Mandeville.  The atrocious sentiment of the ‘Fable of the Bees,’ that private vices are public benefits, was not the sentiment of any true Deist.  Yet Shaftesbury and Mandeville are the two writers who are most constantly alluded to as representatives of one and the same system, in this dialogue.  Indeed the confusion here spoken of is apparent in Berkeley’s own advertisement.  ’The author’s design being to consider the Freethinker in the various lights of Atheist, libertine, enthusiast, scorner, critic, metaphysician, fatalist, and sceptic, it must not therefore be imagined that every one of these characters agrees with every individual Freethinker; no more being implied than that each part agrees with some or other of the sect.’  The fallacy here arises from the assumption of a sect with a coherent system, which, as has been stated above, never had any existence.
The principle upon which Berkeley tells us that he constructed his dialogue is a dangerous one.  ‘It must not,’ he writes, ’be thought that authors are misrepresented if every notion of Alciphron or Lysicles is not found precisely in them.  A gentleman in private conference may be supposed to speak plainer than others write, to improve on their hints, and draw conclusions from their principles.’  Yes; but this method of development, when carried out by a vehement partisan, is apt to find hints where there are no hints, and draw conclusions which are quite unwarranted by the premisses.
It is somewhat discouraging to an aspirant after literary immortality, to reflect that in spite of the enormous amount of learned writing which the Deistical controversy elicited, many educated people who have not made the subject a special study, probably derive their knowledge of the Deists mainly from two unpretentious volumes—­Leland’s ’View of the Deistical Writers.’
Leland avowedly wrote as an advocate, and therefore it would be unreasonable to expect from him the measured judgment of a philosophical historian.  But as an advocate he wrote with great fairness,—­indeed, considering the excitement which the Deists raised among their contemporaries, with wonderful fairness.  It is not without reason that he boasts in his preface, ’Great care has been taken to make a fair representation of them, according to the best judgment I could form of their designs.’  But, besides the fact that the representations of a man who holds a brief
Page 97
for one side must necessarily be taken cum grano, Leland lived too near the time to be able to view his subject in the ‘dry light’ of history.  ‘The best book,’ said Burke in 1773, ’that has ever been written against these people is that in which the author has collected in a body the whole of the Infidel code, and has brought their writings into one body to cut them all off together.’  If the subject was to be dealt with in this trenchant fashion, no one could have done it more honestly than Leland has done.  But the great questions which the Deists raised cannot be dealt with thus summarily.  Perhaps no book professedly written ‘against these people’ could possibly do justice to the whole case.  Hence those who virtually adopt Leland as their chief authority will at best have but a one-sided view of the matter.  Leland was a Dissenter; and it may be remarked in passing, that while the National Church bore the chief part in the struggle, as it was right she should, yet many Dissenters honourably distinguished themselves in the cause of our common Christianity.  The honoured names of Chandler,[165] Lardner, Doddridge, Foster, Hallet, and Leland himself, to which many others might be added, may be mentioned in proof of this assertion.
The attitude towards Deism of the authors hitherto named is unmistakable.  But there are yet two great names which cannot well be passed over, and which both the friends and foes of Deism have claimed for their side.  These are the names of Alexander Pope and John Locke.  The former was, as is well known, by profession a Roman Catholic;[166] but in his most elaborate, if not his most successful poem, he has been supposed to express the sentiments of one, if not two, of the most sceptical of the Deistical writers.  How far did the author of the ’Essay on Man’ agree with the religious sentiments of his ’guide, philosopher and friend,’ Viscount Bolingbroke?  Pope’s biographer answers this question very decisively.  ‘Pope,’ says Ruffhead, ’permitted Bolingbroke to be considered by the public as his philosopher and guide.  They agreed on the principle that “whatever is, is right,” as opposed to impious complaints against Providence; but Pope meant, because we only see a part of the moral system, not the whole, therefore these irregularities serving great purposes, such as the fuller manifestation of God’s goodness and justice, are right.  Lord Bolingbroke’s Essays are vindications of providence against the confederacy between Divines and Atheists who use a common principle, viz. that of the irregularities of God’s moral government here, for different ends:  the one to establish a future state, the others to discredit the being of a God.’  ‘Bolingbroke,’ he adds, ’always tried to conceal his principles from Pope, and Pope would not credit anything against him.’  Warburton’s testimony is to the same effect.  ‘So little,’ he writes, ’did Pope know of the principles of the “First Philosophy,” that when a common acquaintance told him in his last illness that Lord Bolingbroke denied God’s moral attributes as commonly understood, he asked Lord Bolingbroke whether he was mistaken, and was told he was.’
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On the other hand, there are the letters from Bolingbroke to Pope quoted above; there is the undoubted fact that Pope, Shaftesbury,[167] and Bolingbroke so far agreed with one another that they were all ardent disciples of the optimistic school; and, it must be added, there is the utter absence of anything distinctively Christian in that poem in which one would naturally have expected to find it.  For, to say the least of it, the ‘Essay on Man’ might have been written by an unbeliever, as also might the Universal Prayer.  The fact seems to have been that Pope was distracted by the counter influences of two very powerful but two very opposite minds.  Between Warburton and Bolingbroke, the poet might well become somewhat confused in his views.  How far he would have agreed with the more pronounced anti-Christian sentiments of Bolingbroke which were addressed to him, but which never met his eye, can of course be only a matter of conjecture.  It is evident that Bolingbroke himself dreaded the influence of Warburton, for he alludes constantly and almost nervously to ‘the foul-mouthed critic whom I know you have at your elbow,’ and anticipates objections which he suspected ‘the dogmatical pedant’ would raise.
However, except in so far as it is always interesting to know the attitude of any great man towards contemporary subjects of stirring interest, it is not a very important question as to what were the poet’s sentiments in reference to Christianity and Deism.  Pope’s real greatness lay in quite another direction; and even those who most admire the marvellous execution of his grand philosophical poem will regret that his brilliant talents were comparatively wasted on so uncongenial a subject.
Far otherwise is it with the other great name which both Deists and orthodox claim as their own.  What was the relationship of John Locke, who influenced the whole tone of thought of the eighteenth century more than any other single man, to the great controversy which is the subject of these pages?  On the one hand, it is unquestionable that Locke had the closest personal connection with two of the principal Deistical writers, and that most of the rest show unmistakable signs of having studied his works and followed more or less his line of thought.  Nothing can exceed the warmth of esteem and love which Locke expresses for his young friend Collins, and the touching confidence which he reposes in him.[168] Nor was it only Collins’ moral worth which won Locke’s admiration; he looked upon him as belonging to the same school of intellectual thought as himself, and was of opinion that Collins would appreciate his ’Essay on the Human Understanding’ better than anybody.  Shaftesbury was grandson of Locke’s patron and friend.  Locke was tutor to his father, for whom he had been commissioned to choose a wife; and the author of ’The Characteristics’ was brought up according to Locke’s principles.[169] Both Toland’s and Tindal’s views about reason
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show them to have been followers of Locke’s system; while traces of Locke’s influence are constantly found in Lord Bolingbroke’s philosophical works.  Add to all this that the progress and zenith of Deism followed in direct chronological order after the publication of Locke’s two great works, and that in consequence of these works he was distinctly identified by several obscure and at least one very distinguished writer with ’the gentlemen of the new way of thinking.’
But there is another side of the picture to which we must now turn.  Though Locke died before the works of his two personal friends, Collins and Shaftesbury, saw the light, Deism had already caused a great sensation before his death, and Locke has not left us in the dark as to his sentiments on the subject, so far as it had been developed in his day.  Toland used several arguments from Locke’s essay in support of his position that there was nothing in Christianity contrary to reason or above it.  Bishop Stillingfleet, in his ’Defence of the Mysteries of the Trinity,’ maintained that these arguments of Toland’s were legitimate deductions from Locke’s premisses.  This Locke explicitly denied, and moreover disavowed any agreement with the main position of Toland in a noble passage, in which he regretted that he could not find, and feared he never should find, that perfect plainness and want of mystery in Christianity which the author maintained.[170] He also declared his implicit belief in the doctrines of revelation in the most express terms.[171]
It was not, however, his essay, but his treatise on the ’Reasonableness of Christianity,’ published in 1695 (the year before the publication of Toland’s famous work), which brought Locke into the most direct collision with some of the orthodox of his day.  The vehement opposition which this little work aroused seems to have caused the author unfeigned surprise.—­’When it came out,’ he writes, ’the buzz and flutter and noise which it made, and the reports which were raised that it subverted all morality and was designed against the Christian religion ... amazed me; knowing the sincerity of those thoughts which persuaded me to publish it, not without some hope of doing some service to decaying piety and mistaken and slandered Christianity.[172] In another passage he tells us expressly that it was written against Deism.  ’I was flattered to think my book might be of some use to the world; especially to those who thought either that there was no need of revelation at all, or that the revelation of Our Saviour required belief of such articles for salvation which the settled notions and their way of reasoning in some, and want of understanding in others, made impossible to them.  Upon these two topics the objections seemed to turn, which were with most assurance made by Deists not against Christianity, but against Christianity misunderstood.  It seemed to me, there needed no more to show the weakness of their exceptions, but to lay plainly before them the doctrines of our Saviour as delivered in the Scriptures.’[173] The truth of this is amply borne out by the contents of the book itself.
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It is not, however, so much in direct statements of doctrine as in the whole tenour and frame of his spirit, that Locke differs ‘in toto’ from the Deists:  for Locke’s was essentially a pious, reverent soul.  But it may be urged that all this does not really touch the point at issue.  The question is, not what were Locke’s personal opinions on religious matters, but what were the logical deductions from his philosophical system.  It is in his philosophy, not in his theology, that Locke’s reputation consists.  Was then the Deistical line of argument derived from his philosophical system? and if so, was it fairly derived?  The first question must be answered decidedly in the affirmative, the second not so decidedly in the negative.
That Locke would have recoiled with horror from the conclusions which the Deists drew from his premisses, and still more from the tone in which those conclusions were expressed, can scarcely be doubted.  Nevertheless, the fact remains that they were so drawn.  That Toland built upon his foundation, Locke himself acknowledges.[174] Traces of his influence are plainly discernible in Collins, Tindal—­of whom Shaftesbury calls Locke the forerunner,—­Morgan, Chubb, Bolingbroke, and Hume.
On the other hand, it must not be forgotten that the opponents of Deism built upon Locke’s foundation quite as distinctly as any of the Deists did.  After his death, it was soon discovered that he was a Christian.  The orthodox Conybeare was not only an obvious follower of Locke, but has left on record a noble testimony to his greatness and his influence:  ’In the last century there arose a very extraordinary genius for philosophical speculations; I mean Mr. Locke, the glory of that age and the instructor of the present.’  Warburton was an equally enthusiastic admirer of our philosopher, and expressed his admiration in words very similar to the above.[175] Benson the Presbyterian told Lardner that he had made a pilgrimage to Locke’s grave, and could hardly help crying, ‘Sancte Johannes, ora pro nobis;’ and innumerable other instances of the love and admiration which Christians of all kinds felt for the great philosopher might be quoted.
The question then arises, Which of the two parties, the Deists or their adversaries, were the legitimate followers of Locke?  And the answer to this question is, ‘Both.’  The school of philosophy of which Locke was the great apostle, was the dominant school of the period.  And even in the special application of his principles to religion, it would be wrong to say that either of the two parties wholly diverged from Locke’s position.  For the fact is, there were two sides to Locke’s mind—­a critical and rationalising side, and a reverent and devotional side.  He must above all things demonstrate the reasonableness of the Christian religion, thereby giving the key-note to the tone of theology of the eighteenth century; but in proving this point, he is filled with a most devout and God-fearing spirit. 
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His dislike of all obscurity, and, in consequence, his almost morbid shrinking from all systematizing and from the use of all technical terms, form his point of contact with the Deists.  His strong personal faith, and his reverence for the Holy Scripture as containing a true revelation from God, bring him into harmony with the Christian advocates.  No abuse on the part of the clergy, no unfair treatment, could alienate him from Christianity.  One cannot help speculating how he would have borne himself had he lived to see the later development of Deism.  Perhaps his influence would have had a beneficial effect upon both sides; but, in whatever period his lot had been cast it is difficult to conceive Locke in any other light than that of a sincere and devout Christian.[176]
It remains for us to consider what were the effects of the Deistical movement.
The early period of the eighteenth century was a period of controversy of all kinds, and of controversy carried on in a bitter and unchristian spirit; and of all the controversies which arose, none was conducted with greater bitterness than the Deistical.[177] The Deists must bear the blame of setting the example.  Their violent abuse of the Church, their unfounded assertions that the clergy did not really believe what they preached, that the Christian religion as taught by them was a mere invention of priestcraft to serve its own ends, their overweening pretensions contrasted with the scanty contributions which they actually made either to theology or to philosophy or to philology,—­all this was sufficiently provoking.[178]
But the Christian advocates fell into a sad mistake when they fought against them with their own weapons.  Without attempting nicely to adjust the degree of blame attributable to either party in this unseemly dispute, we may easily see that this was one evil effect of the Deistical controversy, that it generated on both sides a spirit of rancour and scurrility.
Again, the Deists contributed in some degree, though not intentionally, towards encouraging the low tone of morals which is admitted on all sides to have been prevalent during the first half of the eighteenth century.  It was constantly insinuated that the Deists themselves were men of immoral lives.  This may have been true of individual Deists, but it requires more proof than has been given, before so grave an accusation can be admitted against them as a body.
But if the restrictions which Christianity imposes were not the real objections to it in the minds of the Deistical writers, at any rate their writings, or rather perhaps hazy notions of those writings picked up at second-hand, were seized upon by others who were glad of any excuse for throwing off the checks of religion.[179] The immorality of the age may be more fairly said to have been connected with the Deistical controversy than with the Deists themselves.  It is not to be supposed that the fine gentlemen of the coffee-houses troubled themselves to read Collins or Bentley, Tindal or Conybeare.  They only heard vague rumours that the truths, and consequently the obligations of Christianity were impugned, and that, by the admission of Christian advocates themselves, unbelief was making great progress.  The roues were only Freethinkers in the sense that Squire Thornhill in the ’Vicar of Wakefield’ was.
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Another ill effect was, that it took away the clergy from a very important part of their practical work.  There was something much more attractive to a clergyman in immortalising his name by annihilating an enemy of the Faith, than in the ordinary routine of parochial work.
Not, however, that the clergy as a rule made Deism a stepping-stone to preferment.  It would be difficult to point to a single clergyman who was advanced to any high post in the Church in virtue of his services against Deism, who would not have equally deserved and in all probability obtained preferment, had his talents been exerted in another direction.  The talents of such men as Butler, Warburton, Waterland, Gibson, Sherlock, Bentley, and Berkeley would have shed a lustre upon any profession.  But none the less is it true that the Deistical controversy diverted attention from other and no less important matters; and hence, indirectly, Deism was to a great extent the cause of that low standard of spiritual life which might have been elevated, had the clergy paid more attention to their flocks, and less to their literary adversaries.
The effects, however, of the great controversy were not all evil.  If such sentiments as those to which the Deists gave utterance were floating in men’s minds, it was well that they should find expression.  A state of smouldering scepticism is always a dangerous state.  Whatever the doubts and difficulties might be, it was well that they should be brought into the full light of day.
Moreover, if the Deists did no other good, they at least brought out the full strength of the Christian cause, which otherwise might have lain dormant.  Although much of the anti-Deistical literature perished with the occasion which called it forth, there is yet a residuum which will be immortal.
Again, the free discussion of such questions as the Deists raised, led to an ampler and nobler conception of Christianity than might otherwise have been gained.  For there was a certain element of truth in most of the Deistical writings.  If Toland failed to prove that there were no mysteries in Christianity, yet perhaps he set men a-thinking that there was a real danger of darkening counsel by words without knowledge, through the indiscriminate use of scholastic jargon.  If Collins confounded freethinking with thinking in his own particular way, he yet drew out from his opponents a more distinct admission of the right of freethinking in the proper sense of the term than might otherwise have been made.  If Shaftesbury made too light of the rewards which the righteous may look for, and the punishments which the wicked have to fear, he at least helped, though unintentionally, to vindicate Christianity from the charge of self-seeking, and to place morality upon its proper basis.  If Tindal attributed an unorthodox sense to the assertion that ‘Christianity was as old as the Creation,’ he brought out more distinctly an admission that there was an aspect in which it is undoubtedly true.
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One of the most striking features of this strange controversy was its sudden collapse about the middle of the century.  The whole interest in the subject seems to have died away as suddenly as it arose fifty years before.  This change of feeling is strikingly illustrated by the flatness of the reception given by the public to Bolingbroke’s posthumous works in 1754.  For though few persons will be inclined to agree with Horace Walpole’s opinion that Bolingbroke’s ’metaphysical divinity was the best of his writings,’ yet the eminence of the writer, the purity and piquancy of his style, the real and extensive learning which he displayed, would, one might have imagined, have awakened a far greater interest in his writings than was actually shown.  Very few replies were written to this, the last, and in some respects, the most important—­certainly the most elaborate attack that ever was made upon popular Christianity from the Deistical standpoint.  The ’five pompous quartos’ of the great statesman attracted infinitely less attention than the slight, fragmentary treatise of an obscure Irishman had done fifty-eight years before.  And after Bolingbroke not a single writer who can properly be called a Deist appeared in England.
How are we to account for this strange revulsion of feeling, or rather this marvellous change from excitement to apathy?  One modern writer imputes it to the inherent dulness of the Deists themselves;[180] another to their utter defeat by the Christian apologists.[181] No doubt there is force in both these reasons, but there were other causes at work which contributed to the result.
One seems to have been the vagueness and unsatisfactoriness of the constructive part of the Deists’ work.  They set themselves with vigour to the work of destruction, but when this was completed—­what next?  The religion which was to take the place of popular Christianity was at best a singularly vague and intangible sort of thing.  ’You are to follow nature, and that will teach you what true Christianity is.  If the facts of the Bible don’t agree, so much the worse for the facts.’  There was an inherent untenableness in this position.[182] Having gone thus far, thoughtful men could not stand still.  They must go on further or else turn back.  Some went forward in the direction of Hume, and found themselves stranded in the dreary waste of pure scepticism, which was something very different from genuine Deism.  Others went backwards and determined to stand upon the old ways, since no firm footing was given them on the new.  There was a want of any definite scheme or unanimity of opinion on the part of the Deists.  Collins boasted of the rise and growth of a new sect.  But, as Dr. Monk justly observes, ’the assumption of a growing sect implies an uniformity of opinions which did not really exist among the impugners of Christianity.’[183]
The independence of the Deists in relation to one another might render it difficult to confute any particular tenet of the sect, for the simple reason that there was no sect:  but this same independence prevented them from making the impression upon the public mind which a compact phalanx might have done.  The Deists were a company of Free Lances rather than a regular army, and effected no more than such irregular forces usually do.
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And here arises the question, What real hold had Deism upon the public mind at all?  There is abundance of contemporary evidence which would lead us to believe that the majority of the nation were fast becoming unchristianised.  Bishop Butler was not the man to make a statement, and especially a statement of such grave import, lightly, and his account of the state of religion is melancholy indeed.  ‘It is come,’ he writes, ’I know not how, to be taken for granted, by many persons, that Christianity is not so much as a subject of inquiry, but that it is now at length discovered to be fictitious.  And accordingly, they treat it as if, in the present age, this were an agreed point among all people of discernment, and nothing remained but to set it up as a principal subject of mirth and ridicule, for its having so long interrupted the pleasures of the world.’[184] Archbishop Wake’s testimony is equally explicit,[185] so is Bishop Warburton’s, so is Dean Swift’s.  Voltaire declared that there was only just enough religion left in England to distinguish Tories who had little from Whigs who had less.
In the face of such testimony it seems a bold thing to assert that there was a vast amount of noise and bluster which caused a temporary panic, but little else, and that after all Hurd’s view of the matter was nearer the truth.  ‘The truth of the case,’ he writes, ’is no more than this.  A few fashionable men make a noise in the world; and this clamour being echoed on all sides from the shallow circles of their admirers, misleads the unwary into an opinion that the irreligious spirit is universal and uncontrollable.’  A strong proof of the absence of any real sympathy with the Deists is afforded by the violent outcry which was raised against them on all sides.  This outcry was not confined to any one class or party either in the political or religious world.  We may not be surprised to find Warburton mildly suggesting that ’he would hunt down that pestilent herd of libertine scribblers with which the island is overrun, as good King Edgar did his wolves,’[186] or Berkeley, that ’if ever man deserved to be denied the common benefits of bread and water, it was the author of a Discourse of Freethinking,’[187] and that ’he should omit no endeavour to render the persons (of Freethinkers) as despicable and their practice as odious in the eye of the world as they deserve.’[188] But we find almost as truculent notions in writings where we might least expect them.  It was, for example, a favourite accusation of the Tories against the Whigs that they favoured the Deists.  ‘We’ (Tories), writes Swift, ’accuse them [the Whigs] of the public encouragement and patronage to Tindal, Toland, and other atheistical writers.’[189] And yet we find the gentle Addison, Whig as he was, suggesting in the most popular of periodicals, corporal punishment as a suitable one for the Freethinker;[190] Steele, a Whig and the most merciful of men, advocating in yet stronger terms a similar mode of treatment;[191] Fielding, a Whig and not a particularly straitlaced man, equally violent.[192]
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This strong feeling against the Deists is all the more remarkable when we remember that it existed at a time of great religious apathy, and at a time when illiberality was far from being a besetting fault.  The dominant party in the Church was that which would now be called the Broad Church party, and among the Dissenters at least equal latitudinarianism was tolerated.  This, however, which might seem at first sight a reason why Deism should have been winked at, was probably in reality one of the causes why it was so unpopular.  The nation had begun to be weary of controversy; in the religious as in the political world, there was arising a disposition not to disturb the prevailing quiet.  The Deist was the enfant terrible of the period, who would persist in raising questions which men were not inclined to meddle with.  It was therefore necessary to snub him; and accordingly snubbed he was most effectually.
The Deists themselves appear to have been fully aware of the unpopularity of their speculations.  They have been accused, and not without reason, of insinuating doubts which they dared not express openly.  But then, why dared they not express them?  The days of persecution for the expression of opinion were virtually ended.  There were indeed laws still unrepealed against blasphemy and contempt of religion, but except in extreme cases (such as those of Woolston and Annet), they were no longer put into force.  Warburton wrote no more than the truth when he addressed the Freethinkers thus:  ’This liberty may you long possess and gratefully acknowledge.  I say this because one cannot but observe that amidst full possession of it, you continue with the meanest affectation to fill your prefaces with repeated clamours against difficulties and discouragements attending the exercise of freethinking.  There was a time, and that within our own memories, when such complaints were seasonable and useful; but happy for you, gentlemen, you have outlived it.’[193] They had outlived it, that is to say, so far as legal restrictions were concerned.  If they did meet with ’difficulties and discouragements,’ they were simply those which arose from the force of public opinion being against them.  But be the cause what it may, the result is unquestionable.  ’The English Deists wrote and taught their creed in vain; they were despised while living, and consigned to oblivion when dead; and they left the Church of England unhurt by the struggle.’[194] It was in France and Germany, not in England that the movement set on foot by the English Deists made a real and permanent impression.
J.H.O.
FOOTNOTES: 
[Footnote 147:  That is, not in virtue of anything he wrote which can be properly called Deism.  Shaftesbury in his ethical and Bolingbroke in his political writings may perhaps be termed classical writers, but neither of them qua Deists.]
[Footnote 148:  See Hunt’s Religious Thought in England, vol. ii. p. 214.]
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[Footnote 149:  View of the Deistical Writers, Letter V. p. 32, &c., and Letter VI. p. 43, &c.]
[Footnote 150:  The Rev. W.M.  Hatch.  See his dedication.]
[Footnote 151:  See Warburton’s Letters to Hurd, Letter XVIII.  January 30, 1749-50.]
[Footnote 152:  See Warburton’s Dedication of the Divine Legation of Moses to the Freethinkers.  Jeffery, another contemporary, writes to the same effect.]
[Footnote 153:  Sensus Communis (on the Freedom of Wit and Humour), Sec. 4.]
[Footnote 154:  Hoadly in one sense may be regarded as a ‘Freethinker’ himself; but it was the very fact that he was so which made him resent Collins’s perversion of the term.  The first of his ’Queries to the Author of a Discourse of Freethinking’ is ’Whether that can be justly called Freethinking which is manifestly thinking with the utmost slavery; and with the strongest prejudices against every branch, and the very foundation of all religion?’—­Hoadly’s Works, vol. i.]
[Footnote 155:  ’Conybeare, dessen Vertheidigung der geoffenbarten Religion die gediegenste Gegenschrift ist, die gegen Tindal erschien.  Es ist eine logische Klarheit, eine Einfachheit der Darstellung, eine ueberzeugende Kraft der Beweisfuehrung, ein einleuchtender Zusammenhang des Ganzen verbunden mit wuerdiger Haltung der Polemik, philosophischer Bildung und freier Liberalitaet des Standpunkts in diesem Buch, vermoege welcher es als meisterhaft anerkannt werden muss.’—­Lechler’s Geschichte des Englischen Deismus, p. 362.  Warburton calls Conybeare’s one of the best reasoned books in the world.]
[Footnote 156:  See Watson’s Life of Warburton, p. 293.]
[Footnote 157:  Ibid. iii. 133, 190, 201, 261.]
[Footnote 158:  Enquiry into the Ground and Foundation of the Christian Religion, p. 59.]
[Footnote 159:  See Enquiry concerning Redemption.]
[Footnote 160:  See his Discourse concerning Reason, p. 23, and his Reflections upon the comparative excellence and usefulness of Moral and Positive Duties, p. 27, &c.]
[Footnote 161:  His letters on the ‘Study of History’ contain the same principles.]
[Footnote 162:  Pattison’s ’Tendencies of Religious Thought in England, 1688-1750,’ in Essays and Reviews.]
[Footnote 163:  ’There is a book called The Moral Philosopher lately published.  Is it looked into?  I should hope not, merely for the sake of the taste, the sense, and learning of the present age....  I hope nobody will be so indiscreet as to take notice publicly of the book, though it be only in the fag end of an objection.—­It is that indiscreet conduct in our defenders of religion that conveys so many worthless books from hand to hand.’—­Letter to Mr. Birch in 1737.  In Nichols’ Literary Illustrations of the Eighteenth Century, ii. 70.]
[Footnote 164:  See Charles Churchill’s lines on Warburton in The Duellist.  After much foul abuse, he thus describes The Divine Legation:—­
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    To make himself a man of note,
    He in defence of Scripture wrote. 
    So long he wrote, and long about it,
    That e’en believers ’gan to doubt it! 
    A gentleman well-bred, if breeding
    Rests in the article of reading;
    A man of this world, for the next
    Was ne’er included in his text,’ &c. &c.
Gibbon calls The Divine Legation ’a monument, already crumbling in the dust, of the vigour and weakness of the human mind.’—­See Life of Gibbon, ch. vii. 223, note.  Bishop Lowth says of it ironically, ’The Divine Legation, it seems, contains in it all knowledge, divine and human, ancient and modern; it treats as of its proper subject, de omni scibili et de quolibet ente; it is a perfect encyclopaedia; it includes in itself all history, chronology, criticism, divinity, law, politics,’ &c. &c.—­A Letter to the Right Rev. Author of ’The Divine Legation,’ p. 13 (1765).]
[Footnote 165:  There were two anti-Deistical writers of the name of Chandler, (1) the Bishop of Coventry and Lichfield, and (2) Dr. Samuel Chandler, an eminent Dissenter.  Both wrote against Collins, but the latter also against Morgan and the anonymous author of the Resurrection of Jesus considered.
Sherlock’s Tryal of the Witnesses ought perhaps to have been noticed as one of the works of permanent value written against the Deists.  Wharton says that ’Sherlock’s Discourses on Prophecy and Trial of the Witnesses are, perhaps, the best defences of Christianity in our language.’  Sherlock’s lawyer-like mind enabled him to manage the controversy with rare skill, but the tone of theological thought has so changed, that his once famous book is a little out of date at the present day.  Judged by its intrinsic merits, William Law’s answer to Tindal would also deserve to be ranked among the very best of the books which were written against the Deists; but like almost all the works of this most able and excellent man, it has fallen into undeserved oblivion.  Leslie’s Short and Easy Method with a Deist is also admirable in its way.]
[Footnote 166:  But it is no want of charity to say that his Roman Catholicism sat very lightly upon him.  He himself confesses it in a letter to Atterbury.]
[Footnote 167:  Pope was also clearly influenced by Shaftesbury’s arguments that virtue was to be practised and sin avoided, not for fear of punishment or hope of reward, but for their own sakes.  Witness the verse in the Universal Prayer:—­
    ’What conscience dictates to be done,
      Or warns me not to do,
    This teach me more than hell to shun,
      That more than heaven pursue.’]
[Footnote 168:  See Hunt’s History of Religious Thought in England, vol. ii. p. 369, and Lechler’s Geschichte des Englischen Deismus, p. 219.]
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[Footnote 169:  But Shaftesbury was bitterly opposed to one part of Locke’s philosophy.  ‘He was one of the first,’ writes Mr. Morell (History of Modern Philosophy, i. 203), ’to point out the dangerous influence which Locke’s total rejection of all innate practical principles was likely to exert upon the interests of morality.’  ’It was Mr. Locke,’ wrote Shaftesbury, ’that struck at all fundamentals, threw all order and virtue out of the world, and made the very ideas of these (which are the same as those of God) unnatural and without foundation in our minds.’  See also Bishop Fitzgerald in Aids to Faith.]
[Footnote 170:  Locke’s Works, vol. iv. p. 96.]
[Footnote 171:  ’My lord, I read the revelation of Holy Scriptures with a full assurance that all it delivers is true.’—­Locke’s Works, vol. iv. 341.]
[Footnote 172:  Locke’s Works, vol. vii. p. 166.]
[Footnote 173:  Locke’s Works, vol. vii. p. 188, Preface to the Reader of 2nd Vindication.]
[Footnote 174:  Locke’s Works, vol. iv. 259, 260.]
[Footnote 175:  ’Mr. Locke, the honour of this age and the instructor of the future’....  ’That great philosopher’....  ’It was Mr. Locke’s love of it [Christianity] that seems principally to have exposed him to his pupil’s [Lord Shaftesbury’s] bitterest insults.’—­Dedication of The Divine Legation (first three books) to the Freethinkers.]
[Footnote 176:  It is, however, not improbable that Locke contributed to some extent to foster that dry, hard, unpoetical spirit which characterised both the Deistical and anti-Deistical literature, and, indeed, the whole tone of religion in the eighteenth century.  ’His philosophy,’ it has been said, ‘smells of the earth, earthy.’  ’It is curious,’ writes Mr. Rogers (Essays, vol. iii. p. 104, ‘John Locke,’ &c.) ’that there is hardly a passing remark in all Locke’s great work on any of the aesthetical or emotional characteristics of humanity; so that, for anything that appears there, men might have nothing of the kind in their composition.  To all the forms of the Beautiful he seems to have been almost insensible.’  The same want in the followers of Locke’s system, both orthodox and unorthodox, is painfully conspicuous.  And again, as Dr. Whewell remarks (History of Moral Philosophy, Lecture v. p. 74) ’the promulgation of Locke’s philosophy was felt as a vast accession of strength by the lower, and a great addition to the difficulty of their task by the higher school of morality.’  The lower or utilitarian school of morality, which held that morals are to be judged solely by their consequences, was largely followed in the eighteenth century, and contributed not a little to the low moral and spiritual tone of the period.]
[Footnote 177:  The Calvinistic controversy was more bitter, but it belonged to the second, not the first half of the century.]
[Footnote 178:  ’They attacked a scientific problem without science, and an historical problem without history.’—­Mr. J.C.  Morison’s Review of Leslie Stephen’s ‘History of English Thought’ in Macmillan’s Magazine for February 1877.]
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[Footnote 179:  See Bishop Butler’s charge to the clergy of Durham, 1751.—­’A great source of infidelity plainly is, the endeavour to get rid of religious restraints.’]
[Footnote 180:  Mr. Leslie Stephen, Essays on Freethinking and Plain Speaking.  On Shaftesbury’s ’Characteristics.’—­’The Deists were not only pilloried for their heterodoxy, but branded with the fatal inscription of “dulness."’ This view is amplified in his larger work, published since the above was written.]
[Footnote 181:  Aids to Faith, p. 44.]
[Footnote 182:  In a brilliant review of Mr. Leslie Stephen’s work in Macmillan’s Magazine, February 1877, Mr. James Cotter Morison remarks on the Deists’ view that natural religion must be always alike plain and perspicuous, ’against this convenient opinion the only objection was that it contradicted the total experience of the human race.’]
[Footnote 183:  Monk’s Life of Bentley, vol. i.  See also Berkeley’s Alciphron, or the Minute Philosopher, 107.]
[Footnote 184:  Advertisement to the first edition of The Analogy, p. xiv.  See also Swift’s description of the Duchess of Marlborough, in Last four Years of Queen Anne, bk. i.  The first and most prominent subject of Bishop Butler’s ‘Durham Charge,’ is ’the general decay of religion,’ ‘which,’ he says, ’is now observed by everyone, and has been for some time the complaint of all serious persons’ (written in 1751).  The Bishop then instructs his clergy at length how this sad fact is to be dealt with; in fact this, directly or indirectly, is the topic of the whole Charge.]
[Footnote 185:  He wrote to Courayer in 1726,—­’No care is wanting in our clergy to defend the Christian Faith against all assaults, and I believe no age or nation has produced more or better writings, &c....  This is all we can do.  Iniquity in practice, God knows, abounds,’ &c.]
[Footnote 186:  Watson’s Life of Warburton, p. 293.]
[Footnote 187:  Guardian, No. 3.]
[Footnote 188:  Guardian, No. 88.]
[Footnote 189:  Examiner, xxxix.  See also Charles Leslie’s Theological Works, vol. ii. 533.]
[Footnote 190:  Tatler, No. 108.]
[Footnote 191:  Tatler, No. 137.]
[Footnote 192:  See Amelia, bk. i. ch. iii. &c.]
[Footnote 193:  Dedication of first three books of the Divine Legation.  See also Pattison’s Essay in Essays and Reviews.]
[Footnote 194:  Farrar’s Bampton Lectures, ‘History of Free Thought.’]
* * * * *
CHAPTER IV.
LATITUDINARIAN CHURCHMANSHIP.
(1) CHARACTER AND INFLUENCE OF ARCHBISHOP TILLOTSON’S THEOLOGY.
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‘Latitudinarian’ is not so neutral a term as could be desired.  It conveys an implication of reproach and suspicion, by no means ungrounded in some instances, but very inappropriate when used of men who must count among the most distinguished ornaments of the English Church.  But no better title suggests itself.  The eminent prelates who were raised to the bench in King William III.’s time can no longer, without ambiguity, be called ‘Low Churchmen,’ because the Evangelicals who succeeded to the name belong to a wholly different school of thought from the Low Churchmen of an earlier age; nor ‘Whigs,’ because that sobriquet has long been confined to politics; nor ‘Broad Churchmen,’ because the term would be apt to convey a set of ideas belonging to the nineteenth more than to the eighteenth century.  It only remains to divest the word as far as possible of its polemical associations, and to use it as denoting what some would call breadth, others Latitudinarianism of religious and ecclesiastical opinion.
There were many faulty elements in the Latitudinarianism of the eighteenth century.  Those who dreaded and lamented its advances found it no difficult task to show that sometimes it was connected with Deistical or with Socinian or Arian views, sometimes with a visionary enthusiasm, sometimes with a weak and nerveless religion of sentiment.  They could point also to the obvious fact that thorough scepticism, or even mere irreligion, often found a decent veil under plausible professions of a liberal Christianity.  There were some, indeed, who, in the excitement of hostility or alarm, seemed to lose all power of ordinary discrimination.  Much in the same way as every ‘freethinker’ was set down as a libertine or an atheist, so also many men of undoubted piety and earnestness who had done distinguished services in the Christian cause, and who had greatly contributed to raise the repute of the English Church, were constantly ranked as Latitudinarians in one promiscuous class with men to whose principles they were utterly opposed.  But, after making all allowance for the unfortunate confusion thus attached to the term, the fact remains that the alarm was not unfounded.  Undoubtedly a lower form of Latitudinarianism gained ground, very deficient in some important respects.  Just in the same way as, before the middle of the century, a sort of spiritual inertness had enfeebled the vigour of High Churchmen on the one hand and of Nonconformists on the other, so also it was with the Latitude men.  After the first ten or fifteen years of the century the Broad Church party in the Church of England was in no very satisfactory state.  It had lost not only in spirit and energy, but also in earnestness and piety.  Hoadly, Herring, Watson, Blackburne, all showed the characteristic defect of their age—­a want of spiritual depth and fervour.  They needed a higher elevation of motive and of purpose to be such leaders as could be desired of what was in reality a great religious movement.
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For, whatever may have been its deficiencies, there was no religious movement of such lasting importance as that which from the latter part of the seventeenth until near the end of the eighteenth century was being carried on under the opprobrium of Latitudinarianism.  The Methodist and Evangelical revival had, doubtless, greater visible and immediate consequences.  Much in the same way, some of the widespread monastic revivals of the Middle Ages were more visible witnesses to the power of religion, and more immediately conducive to its interests, than the silent current of theological thought which was gradually preparing the way for the Reformation.  But it was these latter influences which, in the end, have taken the larger place in the general history of Christianity.  The Latitudinarianism which had already set in before the Revolution of 1688, unsatisfactory as it was in many respects, probably did more than any other agency in directing and gradually developing the general course of religious thought.  Its importance may be intimated in this, that of all the questions in which it was chiefly interested there is scarcely one which has not started into fresh life in our own days, and which is not likely to gain increasing significance as time advances.  Church history in the seventeenth century had been most nearly connected with that of the preceding age; it was still directly occupied with the struggles and contentions which had been aroused by the Reformation.  That of the eighteenth century is more nearly related to the period which succeeded it.  In the sluggish calm that followed the abatement of old controversies men’s minds reverted anew to the wide general principles on which the Reformation had been based, and, with the loss of power which attends uncertainty, were making tentative efforts to improve and strengthen the superstructure.  ‘Intensity,’ as has been remarked, ’had for a time done its work, and was now giving place to breadth; when breadth should be natural, intensity might come again.’[195] The Latitude men of the last age can only be fairly judged in the light of this.  Their immediate plans ended for the most part in disappointing failure.  It was perhaps well that they did, as some indeed of the most active promoters of them were fain to acknowledge.  Their proposed measures of comprehension, of revision, of reform, were often defective in principle, and in some respects as one-sided as the evils they were intended to cure.  But if their ideas were not properly matured, or if the time was not properly matured for them, they at all events contained the germs of much which may be realised in the future.  Meanwhile the comprehensive spirit which is absolutely essential in a national Church was kept alive.  The Church of England would have fallen, or would have deserved to fall, if a narrow exclusiveness had gained ground in it without check or protest.
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It is proposed to invite, in this chapter, a more particular attention to the writings of Archbishop Tillotson.  He lived and died in the seventeenth century, but is an essential part of the Church history of the eighteenth.  The most general sketch of its characteristics would be imperfect without some reference to the influence which his life and teaching exercised upon it.  Hallam contrasts the great popularity of his sermons for half a century with the utter neglect into which they have now fallen, as a remarkable instance of the fickleness of religious taste.[196] Something must certainly be attributed to change of taste.  If Tillotson were thoroughly in accord with our own age in thought and feeling, the mere difference of his style from that which pleases the modern ear would prevent his having many readers.  He is reckoned diffuse and languid, greatly deficient in vigour and vivacity.  How different was the tone of criticism in the last age!  Dryden considered that he was indebted for his good style to the study of Tillotson’s sermons.[197] Robert Nelson spoke of them as the best standard of the English language.[198] Addison expressed the same opinion, and thought his writing would form a proper groundwork for the dictionary which he once thought of compiling.[199]
But it was not the beauty and eloquence of language with which Tillotson was at one time credited that gave him the immense repute with which his name was surrounded; neither is it a mere change of literary taste that makes a modern reader disinclined to admire, or even fairly to appreciate, his sermons.  He struck the key-note which in his own day, and for two generations or more afterwards, governed the predominant tone of religious reasoning and sentiment.  In the substance no less than in the form of his writings men found exactly what suited them—­their own thoughts raised to a somewhat higher level, and expressed just in the manner which they would most aspire to imitate.  His sermons, when delivered, had been exceedingly popular.  We are told of the crowds of auditors and the fixed attention with which they listened, also of the number of clergymen who frequented his St. Laurence lectures, not only for the pleasure of hearing, but to form their minds and improve their style.  He was, in fact, the great preacher of his time.  Horace Walpole, writing in 1742, compared the throngs who flocked to hear Whitefield to the concourse which used to gather when Tillotson preached.[200] The literature of the eighteenth century abounds in expressions of respect for his character and admiration of his sermons.  Samuel Wesley said that he had brought the art of preaching ’near perfection, had there been as much of life as there is of politeness and generally of cool, clear, close reasoning and convincing arguments.’[201] Even John Wesley puts him in the very foremost rank of great preachers.[202] Robert Nelson specially recommended his sermons to his nephew ’for true notions of
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religion.[203] ‘I like,’ remarked Sir Robert Howard, ’such sermons as Dr. Tillotson’s, where all are taught a plain and certain way of salvation, and with all the charms of a calm and blessed temper and of pure reason are excited to the uncontroverted, indubitable duties of religion; where all are plainly shown that the means to obtain the eternal place of happy rest are those, and no other, which also give peace in the present life; and where everyone is encouraged and exhorted to learn, but withal to use his own care and reason in working out his own salvation.’[204] Bishop Fleetwood exclaims of him that ’his name will live for ever, increasing in honour with all good and wise men.’[205] Locke called him ’that ornament of our Church, that every way eminent prelate.’  In the ‘Spectator’ his sermons are among Sir Roger de Coverley’s favourites.[206] In the ’Guardian’[207] Addison tells how ’the excellent lady, the Lady Lizard, in the space of one summer furnished a gallery with chairs and couches of her own and her daughter’s working, and at the same time heard Dr. Tillotson’s sermons twice over.’  In the ‘Tatler’ he is spoken of as ’the most eminent and useful author of his age.’[208] His sermons were translated into Dutch, twice into French, and many of them into German.  Even in the last few years of the eighteenth century we find references to his ’splendid talents.’[209]
But, as a rule, the writers of the eighteenth century seem unable to form anything like a calm estimate of the eminent bishop.  Many were lavish in their encomiums; a minority were extravagant in censures and expressions of dislike.  His gentle and temperate disposition had not saved him from bitter invectives in his lifetime, which did not cease after his death.  He was set down by his opponents as ‘a freethinker.’  In the violent polemics of Queen Anne’s reign this was a charge very easily incurred, and, once incurred, carried with it very grave implications.  By what was apt to seem a very natural sequence Dean Hickes called the good primate in downright terms an atheist.[210] Charles Leslie speaks of him as ’that unhappy man,’[211] and said he was ’owned by the atheistical wits of all England as their primate and apostle.’[212] Of course opinions thus promulgated by the leaders of a party descended with still further distortion to more ignorant partisans.  Tom Tempest in the ‘Idler’ believes that King William burned Whitehall that he might steal the furniture, and that Tillotson died an atheist.[213] John Wesley, as has been already observed, held the Archbishop in much respect.  He was too well read a man to listen to misrepresentations on such a matter, too broad and liberal in his views to be scared at the name of Latitudinarian, too deeply impressed with the supreme importance of Christian morality to judge anyone harshly for preaching ‘virtue’ to excess.  But Whitefield and Seward were surpassed by none in the unsparing nature of their attack on Tillotson,
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’that traitor who sold his Lord.’[214] It is fair to add that later in life Whitefield regretted the use of such terms, and owned that ’his treatment of him had been far too severe.’[215] With many of the Evangelicals Tillotson was in great disfavour.  It is not a little remarkable that a divine who had been constantly extolled as a very pattern of Christian piety and Christian wisdom should by them be systematically decried as little better than a heathen moralist.
The foregoing instances may serve to illustrate the important place which Tillotson held in the religious history of the eighteenth century.  They may suffice to show that while there was an extraordinary diversity of opinion as to the character of the influence he had exercised—­while some loved and admired him and others could scarcely tolerate the mention of him—­all agreed that his life and writings had been a very important element in directing the religious thought of his own and the succeeding age.  His opponents were very willing to acknowledge that he was greatly respected by Nonconformists.  Why not? said they, when he and his party are half Presbyterians, and would ’bring the Church into the Conventicle or the Conventicle into the Church.’[216] They allowed still more readily that he was constantly praised by Rationalists and Deists.  Collins put a formidable weapon into their hands when he called Tillotson ’the head of all freethinkers.’[217] But they also had to own that in authority as well as in station he had been eminently a leader in the English Church.  A majority of the bishops, and many of the most distinguished among them, had followed his lead.  The great bulk of the laity had honoured him in his lifetime, and continued to revere his memory.  Men like Locke, and Somers, and Addison were loud in his praise.  Even those who were accustomed to regard the Low Churchmen of their age as ‘amphibious trimmers’ or ‘Latitudinarian traditors’ were by no means unanimous in dispraise of Tillotson.  Dodwell had spoken of him with esteem; and Robert Nelson, who was keenly alive to ’the infection of Latitudinarian teaching,’ not only maintained a lifelong friendship with him, and watched by him at his death, but also, as was before mentioned, referred to his sermons for sound notions of religion.
A study of Tillotson’s writings ought to throw light upon the general tendency of religious thought which prevailed in England during the half-century or more through which their popularity lasted; for there can be no doubt that his influence was not of a kind which depends on great personal qualities.  He was a man who well deserved to be highly esteemed by all with whom he came in contact.  But in his gentle and moderate disposition there was none of the force and fire which compels thought into new channels, and sways the minds of men even, against their will.  With sound practical sense, with pure, unaffected piety, and in unadorned but persuasive language, he simply gave utterance to religious ideas in a form which to a wide extent satisfied the reason and came home to the conscience of his age.  Those, on the other hand, who most distrusted the direction which such ideas were taking, held in proportionate aversion the primate who had been so eminent a representative of them.
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Tillotson was universally regarded both by friends and foes as ’a Latitude man.’  His writings, therefore, may well serve to exemplify the moderate Latitudinarianism of a thoughtful and religious English Churchman at the beginning of the eighteenth century.
Perhaps the first thing that will strike a reader of his works is the constant appeal on all matters of religion to reason.  That Christianity is ’the best and the holiest, the wisest and the most reasonable religion in the world;’[218] that ’all the precepts of it are reasonable and wise, requiring such duties of us as are suitable to the light of nature, and do approve themselves to the best reason of mankind’[219]—­such is the general purport of the arguments by which he most trusts to persuade the heart and the understanding.  And how, on the other hand, could he better meet the infidelity of the age than by setting himself ’to show the unreasonableness of atheism and of scoffing at religion?’ If the appeal to reason will not persuade, what will?
The primary and sovereign place assigned to reason in Tillotson’s conception of man as a being able to know and serve God involved some consequences which must be mentioned separately, though they are closely connected with one another.
It led him, if not to reject, at all events to regard with profound distrust all assumptions of any gift of spiritual discernment distinguishable from ordinary powers of understanding.  Tillotson’s view was that the Spirit of God enlightens the human mind only through the reason, so that the faith of Abraham, for example, ’was the result of the wisest reasoning.’[220] He allows that the spiritual presence may act upon the reason by raising and strengthening the faculty, by making clear the object of inquiry, by suggesting arguments, by holding minds intent upon the evidence, by removing the impediments which hinder assent, and especially by making the persuasion of a truth effectual on the life.[221] This, however, is the very utmost that Tillotson could concede to those who dwell upon the presence within the soul of an inward spiritual light.
Tillotson gave great offence to some of his contemporaries by some expressions he has used in relation to the degree of assurance which is possible to man in regard of religious truths.  He based all assent upon rational evidence.  But he unhesitatingly admitted that mathematics only admit of clear demonstration; in other matters proof consists in the best arguments that the quality and nature of the thing will bear.  We may be well content, he said, with a well-grounded confidence on matters of religious truth corresponding to that which is abundantly sufficient for our purposes in the conduct of our most important worldly interests.  A charge was thereupon brought against him of authorising doubt and opening a door to the most radical disbelief.  The attack scarcely deserved Tillotson’s somewhat lengthy defence.  He had but re-stated what many
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before him had observed as to the exceptional character of demonstrative evidence, and the folly of expecting it where it is plainly inapplicable.  A religious mind, itself thoroughly convinced, may chafe against possibility of doubt, but may as well complain against the conditions of human nature.  Yet the controversy on this point between Tillotson and his opponents is instructive in forming a judgment upon the general character of religious thought in that age.  Tillotson appears, on the one hand, to have been somewhat over-cautious in disclaiming the alleged consequences of his denial of absolute religious certainty.  He allows the theoretical possibility of doubt, but speaks as if it were essentially unreasonable.  He shows no sign of recognising the sincere faith that often underlies it; that prayerful doubt may be in itself a kind of prayer; that its possibility is involved in all inquiry; that there is such a thing as an irreligious stifling of doubt, resulting in a spiritual and moral degradation; that doubt may sometimes be the clear work of the Spirit of God to break down pride and self-sufficiency, to force us to realise what we believe, to quicken our sense of truth, and to bid us chiefly rest our faith on personal and spiritual grounds which no doubts can touch.  In this Tillotson shared in what must be considered a grave error of his age.  Few things so encouraged the growth of Deism and unbelief as the stiff refusal on the part of the defenders of Christianity to admit of a frequently religious element in doubt.  There was a general disposition, in which even such men as Bishop Berkeley shared, to relegate all doubters to the class of Deists and ‘Atheists.’  Tillotson strove practically against this fatal tendency, but his reasonings on the subject were confused.  He earned, more perhaps than any other divine of his age, the love and confidence of many who were perplexed with religious questionings; but his arguments had not the weight which they would have gained if he had acknowledged more ungrudgingly that doubt must not always be regarded as either a folly or a sin.
Tillotson had learnt much from the Puritan and Calvinistic teaching which, instilled into him throughout his earlier years, had laid deep the foundations of the serious and fervent vein of piety conspicuous in all his life and writings.  He had learnt much from the sublime Christian philosophy of his eminent instructors at Cambridge, Cudworth and Henry More, John Smith and Whichcote, under whom his heart and intellect had attained a far wider reach than they could ever have gained in the school of Calvin.  But his influence in the eighteenth century would have been more entirely beneficial, if he had treasured up from his Puritan remembrances clearer perceptions of the searching power of divine grace; or if he had not only learnt from the Platonists to extol ’that special prerogative of Christianity that it dares appeal to reason,’[222] and to be imbued with a sense of the divine immutability
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of moral principles, but had also retained their convictions of unity with the Divine nature, implied alike in that eternity of morality and in that supremacy of the rational faculties,—­together with a corresponding belief that there may be intimate communion between the spirit of man and his Maker, and that ’they who make reason the light of heaven and the very oracle of God, must consider that the oracle of God is not to be heard but in His holy temple,’ that is to say, in the heart of a good man purged by that indwelling Spirit.[223] Considering the immense influence which Tillotson’s Cambridge teachers had upon the development of his mind, it is curious how widely he differs from them in inward tone.  It is quite impossible to conceive of their dwelling, as he and his followers did, upon the pre-eminent importance of the external evidences.
Tillotson could not adopt as unreservedly as he did his pervading tenet of the reasonableness of Christianity without yielding to reason all the rights due to an unquestioned leader.  Like Henry More, he would have wished to take for a motto ’that generous resolution of Marcus Cicero,—­rationem, quo ea me cunque ducet, sequar.’[224] ‘Doctrines,’ he said, ’are vehemently to be suspected which decline trial.  To deny liberty of inquiry and judgment in matters of religion, is the greatest injury and disparagement to truth that can be, and a tacit acknowledgment that she lies under some disadvantage, and that there is less to be said for her than for error.’[225] ’Tis only things false and adulterate which shun the light and fear the touchstone.’  He has left a beautiful prayer which his editor believed he was in the habit of using before he composed a sermon.  In it he asks to be made impartial in his inquiry after truth, ready always to receive it in love, to practise it in his life, and to continue steadfast in it to the end.  He adds, ’I perfectly resign myself, O Lord, to Thy counsel and direction, in confidence that Thy goodness is such, that Thou wilt not suffer those who sincerely desire to know the truth and rely upon Thy guidance, finally to miscarry.’[226]
These last words are a key to Tillotson’s opinion upon a question about which, in the earlier part of the eighteenth century, there was much animated controversy—­in what light sincere error should be regarded.  If free inquiry on religious subjects is allowable and right, is a man to be held blameless if he arrives at false conclusions in respect of the fundamental articles of faith?  That the answer to be given might involve grave issues continually appeared in discussion alike with Roman Catholics and with Deists.  The former had no stronger argument against liberty of private judgment than to ask how those who freely granted it could pass any moral censure upon the heresies which might constantly result from it.  The latter insisted that, whether they were right or wrong, no Protestant had any title to hold them in the slightest
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degree blameable before God or man for any opinions which were the result of conscientious research.  Much was written on the subject by theologians of the generation which succeeded next after Tillotson, as for instance by Hoadly, Sykes, Whitby, Law, Hare, and Balguy.  But in truth, if the premisses be granted—­if free inquiry is allowable and the inquiry be conducted with all honesty of heart and mind—­no candid person, whatever be his opinions, can give other than one answer.  Kettlewell, High Churchman and Nonjuror, readily acknowledged that ’where our ignorance of any of Christ’s laws is joined with an honest heart, and remains after our sincere industry to know the truth, we may take comfort to ourselves that it is involuntary and innocent.’[227] In this he agreed with his Low Church contemporary, Chillingworth, who said that ’To ask pardon of simple and involuntary errors is tacitly to imply that God is angry with us for them, and that were to impute to Him this strange tyranny of requiring brick where He gives no straw; of expecting to gather where He strewed not; of being offended with us for not doing what He knows we cannot do.’[228] Tillotson always speaks guardedly on the subject.  He was keenly alive to the evil practical consequences which may result from intellectual error,—­very confident that in all important particulars orthodox doctrine was the true and safe path, very anxious therefore not to say anything which might weaken the sense of responsibility in those who deviated from it.  But he never attempted to evade the logical conclusion which follows from an acknowledged right of private judgment.  In his practice as well as in his theory, he wholly admitted the blamelessness of error where there was ardent sincerity of purpose.  He wrote several times against the Unitarians, but gladly allowed that many of them were thoroughly good men, honest and candid in argument,[229] nor did he even scruple to admit to a cordial friendship one of their most distinguished leaders, Thomas Firmin, a man of great beneficence and philanthropy.
There was no reservation in Tillotson’s mind as to the general right of private judgment.  ’Any man that hath the spirit of a man must abhor to submit to this slavery not to be allowed to examine his religion, and to inquire freely into the grounds and reasons of it; and would break with any Church in the world upon this single point; and would tell them plainly, “If your religion be too good to be examined, I doubt it is too bad to be believed."’[230] He grounded the right on three principles.[231] The first was, that essentials are so plain that every man of ordinary capacities, after receiving competent instruction, is able to judge of them.  This, he added, was no new doctrine of the Reformation, but had been expressly owned by such ancient fathers as St. Chrysostom and St. Augustine.  The second was, that it was a Scriptural injunction.  St. Luke, in the Acts, St. Paul and St. John in their
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Epistles, had specially commended search, examination, inquiry, proof.  The third was, that even those who most disputed the right were forced nevertheless to grant it in effect.  Whenever they make a proselyte they argue with him, they appeal to his reason, they bid him to use his judgment.  If it were urged that it could not be accordant to the Divine purpose to give full scope to a liberty which distracted unity and gave rise to so much controversy and confusion,—­we must judge, he replied, by what is, not by what we fancy ought to be.  We could be relieved from the responsibilities of judging for ourselves only by the existence of an infallible authority to which we could appeal.  This is not granted either in temporal or in spiritual matters.  Nor is it needed.  A degree of certainty sufficient for all our needs is attainable without it.  Even in Apostolic times, when it might be said to have existed, error and schism were not thereby prevented.  ’With charity and mutual forbearance, the Church may be peaceful and happy without absolute unity of opinion.’[232] Let it be enough that we have guides to instruct us in what is plain, and to guide us in more doubtful matters.  After all, ’there is as much to secure men from mistakes in matters of belief, as God hath afforded to keep men from sin in matters of practice.  He hath made no effectual and infallible provision that men shall not sin; and yet it would puzzle any man to give a good reason why God should take more care to secure men against errors in belief than against sin and wickedness in their lives.’[233]
Tillotson, however, did not omit to add four cautions as to the proper limits within which the right of private judgment should be exercised. (1) A private person must only judge for himself, not impose his judgment on others.  His only claim to that liberty is that it belongs to all. (2) The liberty thus possessed does not dispense with the necessity of guides and teachers in religion; nor (3) with due submission to authority.  ’What by public consent and authority is determined and established ought not to be gainsaid by private persons but upon very clear evidence of the falsehood or unlawfulness of it; nor is the peace and unity of the Church to be violated upon every scruple and frivolous pretence.’ (4) There are a great many who, from ignorance or insufficient capacity, are incompetent to judge of any controverted question.  ’Such persons ought not to engage in disputes of religion; but to beg God’s direction and to rely upon their teachers; and above all to live up to the plain dictates of natural light, and the clear commands of God’s word, and this will be their best security.’[234]
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There has probably been no period in which liberty of thought on religious subjects has been debated in this country so anxiously, so vehemently, so generally, as in the earlier part of the eighteenth century.  The Reformation had hinged upon it; but general principles were then greatly obscured in the excitement of change, and amid the multiplicity of secondary questions of more immediate practical interest.  For a hundred and fifty years after the first breach with Rome, it may be said that private judgment was most frequently considered in connection with a power of option between different Church communions.  A man had to choose whether he would adhere to the old, or adopt the new form of faith—­whether he would remain staunch to the reformed Anglican Church, or cast in his lot with the Puritans, or with one or other of the rising sects,—­whether Episcopacy or Presbyterianism most conformed to his ideas of Church government.  When at last these controversies had abated, the full importance of the principles involved in this new liberty of thought began to be fully felt.  Their real scope and nature, apart from any transient applications, engaged great attention, first among the studious and thoughtful, among philosophers and theologians, but before long throughout the country generally.  Locke among philosophers, Tillotson and Chillingworth among divines, addressed their reasonings not to the few, but to the many.  Their arguments however would not have been so widely and actively discussed, had it not been for the Deists.  Free-thought in reference to certain ecclesiastical topics had been for several generations familiar to every Englishman; but just at a time when reflecting persons of every class were beginning to inquire what was implied in this liberty of thought and choice, the term was unhappily appropriated by the opponents of revelation, and, as if by common consent, conceded to them.  Notwithstanding all that could be urged by a number of eminent and influential preachers and writers, freethinking became a term everywhere associated with Deism and disbelief.  It was a suicidal error, which rapidly gained ground, and lingers still.  The Deists gained great advantage from it.  They started as it were with an unchallenged verbal assumption that the most fundamental principle of correct reasoning was on their side.  All inquiries as to truth, all sound research, all great reforms, demand free thought; and they were the acknowledged Freethinkers.  A name could not have been chosen more admirably adapted to create, especially in young and candid minds, a prejudice in their favour.  For the same reason, all who asserted the duty of fearless investigation in the interests of Christianity could only do so under penalty of incurring from many quarters loudly expressed suspicions of being Deists in disguise.  Tillotson was by strong conviction an advocate of freethought.  ‘He is a Freethinker,’ said all who were afraid of liberty.  ’Therefore
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no doubt he is undermining Revelation, he is fighting the battle of the Deists.’  ‘Yes,’ echoed the Deists, glad to persuade themselves that they had the sanction of his authority.  ’He is a Freethinker; if not one of us, at all events he is closely allied with us.’  Yet, on the whole, his fame and influence probably gained by it.  Many who were inclined to Deistical opinions were induced to read Tillotson, and to feel the force of his arguments, who would never have opened a page of such a writer as Leslie.  Many, again, who dreaded the Deists, but were disturbed by their arguments, were wisely anxious to see what was advanced against them by the distinguished prelate who had been said to agree with them in some of their leading principles.  Meanwhile liberty of thought, independently of ‘Freethinking,’ in the obnoxious sense of the word, attracted a growing amount of attention.  The wide interest felt in the ponderous Bangorian controversy, as it dragged on its tedious course, is in itself ample evidence of the desire to see some satisfactory adjustment of the respective bounds of authority and reason.  No doubt Tillotson did more than any one else, Locke only excepted, to create this interest.  It was an immense contribution to the general progress of intelligent thought on religious subjects, to do as much as was effected by these two writers in removing abstract ideas from the domain of theological and philosophical speculation, and transferring them, not perhaps without some loss of preciseness and definition, to the popular language of ordinary life.  The eighteenth century erred much in trusting too implicitly to the powers of ‘common sense.’  Yet this direct appeal to the average understanding was in many ways productive of benefit.  It induced people to realise to themselves, more than they had done, what it was they believed, and to form intelligible conceptions of theological tenets, instead of vaguely accepting upon trust what they had learnt from their religious teachers.  Even while it depressed for the time the ideal of spiritual attainment, the defect was temporary, but the work real.  ‘By clearing away,’ says Dorner, ’much dead matter, it prepared the way for a reconstruction of theology from the very depths of the heart’s belief.’[235]
In calling upon all men to test their faith by their reason, Tillotson had to explain the relations of human reason to those articles of belief which lie beyond its grasp.  There was the more reason to do this, because of the difficulties which were felt, and the disputes which had arisen about ‘mysteries’ in religion.  Undoubtedly it is a word very capable of misuse.  ‘Times,’ says the author last quoted, ’unfruitful in theological knowledge are ever wont to fall back upon mystery and upon the much abused demand of “taking the reason prisoner to the obedience of faith."’ With some, religion has thus been made barren and ineffectual by being regarded as a thing to be passively accepted without
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being understood.  Among others, it has been degraded into superstition by the same cause.  When an appetite for the mysterious has been cherished, it becomes easy to attribute spiritual results to material causes, to the confusion of the first principles alike of morality and of knowledge.  Some, through an ambition of understanding the unintelligible, have wasted their energies in a labyrinth of scholastic subtleties; others have surrendered themselves to a vague unpractical mysticism.
But, whatever may have been the errors common in other ages, it was certainly no characteristic of the eighteenth century to linger unhealthily upon the contemplation of mysteries.  The predominant fault was one of a directly opposite nature.  There was apt to be an impatience of all mystery, a contemptuous neglect of all that was not self-evident or easy to understand.  ‘The Gospel,’ it was said, ’professes plainness and uses no hard words.’[236] Whatever was obscure was only the imperfection of the old dispensation, or the corruption of the new, and might be excluded from the consideration of rational beings.  Even in the natural world there was most mystery in the things which least concern us; Divine providence had ordered that what was most necessary should be least obscure.  Much too was added about the priestcraft and superstition which had commonly attended the inculcation of mysterious doctrines.  In all such arguments there was a considerable admixture of truth.  But in its general effect it tended greatly to depress the tone of theological thought, to take away from it sublimity and depth, and to degrade religion into a thing of earth.[237] Even where it did not controvert any of the special doctrines of revealed religion, it inclined men to pass lightly over them, or at all events to regard them only in their directly practical aspects, and so to withdraw from the soul, as if they were but idle speculations, some of the most elevating subjects of contemplation which the Christian faith affords.  Such reasoners were strangely blind to the thought that few could be so inertly commonplace in mind and feeling, as to rest satisfied with being fired to virtuous deeds by the purely practical side of transcendental truths, without delighting in further reflection on the very nature of those mysteries themselves.  Nor did they at all realise, that independently of any direct results in morality and well-being, it is no small gain to a man to be led by the thought of Divine mysteries to feel that he stands on the verge of a higher world, a higher nature, of which he may have scarcely a dim perception, but to which creatures lower than himself in the scale of being are wholly insensible.  There was little feeling that truths which baffle reason may be, and must be, nevertheless accordant with true reason.  It was left to William Law, a writer who stood much apart from the general spirit of his age, to remark:  ’This is the true ground and nature of the mysteries of Christian redemption.  They are, in themselves, nothing else but what the nature of things requires them to be ... but they are mysteries to man, because brought into the scheme of redemption by the interposition of God to work in a manner above and superior to all that is seen and done in the things of this world.’[238]
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Nothing very instructive or suggestive must be looked for from Tillotson on the subject of Divine mysteries.  He was too much of an eighteenth-century man, if it may be so expressed, to be able to give much appreciative thought to anything that lay beyond the direct province of reason.  Yet, on the other hand, he was too deeply religious, and too watchful an observer, not to perceive that the unspiritual and sceptical tendencies of his age were fostered by the disparagement of all suprasensual ideas.  The consequence is, that he deals with the subject without ease, and with the air of an apologist.  This remark does not so much relate to the miracles.  Upon them he constantly insists as a very material part of distinctly rational evidence.  But mysteries, apart from any evidential character which they may possess, he clearly regards almost entirely in the sense of difficulties, necessary to be believed, but mere impediments to faith rather than any assistance to it.  ‘Great reverence,’ he says, ’is due to them where they are certain and necessary in the nature and reason of the thing, but they are not easily to be admitted without necessity and very good evidence.’[239] He is not sure whether much that seems mysterious may not be in some degree explained as compliances, for the sake of our edification, with human modes of thought.[240] On the whole, he is inclined to reduce within as narrow a compass as possible the number of tenets which transcend our faculties of reason, to receive them, when acknowledged, with reverential submission, but to pass quickly from them, as matters in which we have little concern, and which do not greatly affect the practical conduct of life.  His extreme distaste for anything that appeared to him like idle speculation or unprofitable controversy, often blinded him in a very remarkable degree to the evident fact, that the very same mysterious truths which have given occasion to many futile speculations, many profitless disputes, are also, in every Christian communion, rich in their supply of Christian motives and practical bearings upon conduct.
Tillotson’s opinions on points of doctrine were sometimes attacked with a bitterness of rancour only to be equalled by the degree of misrepresentation upon which the charges were founded.  Leslie concludes his indictment against him and Burnet by saying that ’though the sword of justice be (at present) otherwise employed than to animadvert upon these blasphemers, and though the chief and father of them all is advanced to the throne of Canterbury, and thence infuses his deadly poison through the nation,’ yet at least all ’ought to separate from the Church communion of these heretical bishops.’[241] Yet, if we examine the arguments upon which this invective is supported, and compare with their context the detached sentences which his hot-blooded antagonist adduces, we shall find that Tillotson maintained no opinion which would not be considered in a modern English
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Churchman to be at all events perfectly legitimate.  Had his opponents been content to point out serious deficiencies in the general tendency of his teaching, they would have held a thoroughly tenable position.  When they attempted to attach to his name the stigma of specific heresies, they failed.  He thought for himself, and sometimes very differently from them, but never wandered far from the paths of orthodoxy.  Accusations of Socinianism were freely circulated both against him and Burnet, on grounds which chiefly serve to show within what narrow grooves religious thought would have been confined by the objectors.  Burnet, whose theological discourses received Tillotson’s hearty commendation, has fully stated what appears to have been the less clearly conceived opinion of the archbishop.  There was no tincture of Arianism in it; he showed on the contrary, with much power, the utter untenability of that hypothesis.  The worship of Christ, he said, is so plainly set forth in the New Testament, that not even the opposers of His divinity deny it; yet nothing is so much condemned in Scripture as worshipping a creature.[242] ’We may well and safely determine that Christ was truly both God and Man.’[243] But he held that this true Divinity of Christ consisted in ‘the indwelling of the Eternal Word in Christ,’ which ’became united to His human nature, as our souls dwell in our bodies and are united to them.’[244] As Leslie said, he did in effect explain the doctrine of the Trinity as three manifestations of the Divine nature.  ’By the first, God may be supposed to have made and to govern all things; by the second, to have been most perfectly united to the humanity of Christ; and by the third, to have inspired the penmen of the Scriptures and the workers of miracles, and still to renew and fortify all good minds.  But though we cannot explain how they are Three and have a true diversity from one another, so that they are not barely different names and modes; yet we firmly believe that there is but one God.’[245] A jealous and disputatious orthodoxy might be correct in affirming that this exposition of the Trinity was a form of Sabellianism, and one which might perhaps be accepted by some of the Unitarians.  It is stated here rather to show on what scanty grounds the opponents of the ‘Latitudinarian bishops’ founded one of their chief accusations of Socinian heresy.
But this was only part of the general charge.  It was also said that Tillotson was a ‘rank Socinian’ in regard of his views upon the doctrine of the satisfaction made by Christ for the sins of men.  The ground of offence lay in his great dislike for anything which seemed to savour less of Scripture than of scholastic refinements in theology.  He thought it great rashness to prescribe limits, as it were, to infinite wisdom, and to affirm that man’s salvation could not possibly have been wrought in any other way than by the incarnation and satisfaction of the Son of God.[246] A Christian reasoner may well
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concede that he can form no conjecture in what variety of modes redeeming love might have been manifested.  He has no need to build theories upon what alone is possible, when the far nobler argument is set before him, to trace the wisdom and the fitness of the mode which God’s providence actually has chosen.  Tillotson raised no question whatever as to the manner in which redemption was effected, but stated it in exactly such terms as might have been used by any preacher of the day.  For example:  ’From these and many other texts it seems to be very plain and evident, that Christ died for our sins, and suffered in our stead, and by the sacrifice of Himself hath made an atonement for us and reconciled us to God, and hath paid a price and ransom for us, and by the merits of his death hath purchased for us forgiveness of sins.’[247]
Nevertheless the charge was brought against him, as it was in a less degree against Burnet and other Low Churchmen of this time, of ‘disputing openly against the satisfaction of Christ.’  This deserves some explanation.  For though in the mere personal question there can be little historical interest, it is instructive, as illustrating an important phase of religious thought.  The charge rested on three or four different grounds.  There was the broad general objection, as it seemed to some, that Tillotson was always searching out ways of bringing reason to bear even on Divine mysteries, where they held its application to be impertinent and almost sacrilegious.  His refusal, already mentioned, to allow that the sacrifice of Christ’s death was the only conceivable way in which, consistently with the Divine attributes, sin could be forgiven, was a further cause for displeasure.  It did not at all fall in with a habit which, both in pulpit and in argumentative divinity, had become far too customary, of speaking of the Atonement with a kind of legal, or even mathematical exactness, as of a debt which nothing but full payment can cancel, or of a problem in proportion which admits only of one solution.  Then, although Tillotson defended the propriety of the term ‘satisfaction,’ he had observed that the word was nowhere found in Scripture, and would apparently have not regretted its disuse.  It was a graver proof of doctrinal laxity, if not of heresy, in the estimation of many, that although for his own part he always spoke of Christ suffering ‘in our stead,’ he had thought it perfectly immaterial whether it were expressed thus or ‘for our benefit.’  It was all ’a perverse contention which signified just nothing....  For he that dies with an intention to do that benefit to another as to save him from death, doth certainly, to all intents and purposes, die in his place and stead.’[248] Certainly, in these words Tillotson singularly underrated a very important difference.  Our whole conception of the meaning of Redemption, that most fundamental doctrine of all Christian theology, is modified by an acceptance of the one rather than of the other expression. 
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In our own days one interpretation is considered as legitimate in the English Church as the other.  At the beginning of the eighteenth century, a cramped and mistaken orthodoxy, which did much harm, was apt to represent the translation ‘for our sakes’ as connected exclusively with Deistical or Unitarian opinions.  From that point of view, we can understand how Leslie declared with bitterness, that although the Archbishop wrote against the Socinians, ’it was really to do them service, and reconcile men more to their principles by lessening the differences which are conceived betwixt them and us.’[249]
Another cause which stirred great animosity against Tillotson as a theological writer consisted in his partial acceptance of that principle of ‘accommodation’ which was afterwards made so much use of by Semler and many other German writers.  Thus, the natural love of mystery which, in man’s unenlightened state, had been fruitful in fantastical and unworthy superstitions, was gently guided to the contemplation of a mystery of godliness—­God manifested in the flesh—­so great, so wonderful, so infinite in mercy, as to ’obscure and swallow up all other mysteries.’[250] The inclination of mankind to the worship of a visible and sensible Deity was diverted into its true channel by the revelation of one to whom, as the ’brightness of His Father’s glory, and the express image of His person,’ divine worship might be paid ’without danger of idolatry, and without injury to the divine nature.’[251] The apotheosis of heroes, the tendency to raise to semi-divine honours great benefactors of the race, was sublimely superseded[252] by the exaltation to the right hand of the Majesty on high of one who is not half but wholly infinite, and yet true man and the truest benefactor of our race; One that ‘was dead and is alive again, and lives for evermore.’  The religious instinct which craved for mediation and intercession was gratified, and the worship of saints made for the future inexcusable, by the gift of one Mediator between God and men, a perpetual advocate and intercessor.[253] It was the same, Tillotson added, with sacrifice.  On this point he dilated more at length.  The sacrificial character, he said, of the atonement was not to be explained in any one manner.  To open a way of forgiveness which would at the same time inspire a deep feeling of the guilt and consequences of sin, and create a horror of it, which would kindle fervent love to the Saviour, and pity for all in misery as He had pity on us; these are some of the effects which the sacrifice of Christ is adapted to fulfil, and there may be other divine counsels hidden in it of which we know little or nothing.  But he thought that further explanation might be found in a tender condescension to certain religious ideas which almost everywhere prevailed among mankind.  Unreasonable as it was to suppose that the blood of slain animals could take away sin, sacrifice had always been resorted to.  Perhaps it implied a confession
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of belief that sin cannot be pardoned without suffering.  Whatever the ground and foundation may have been, at all events, both among Jews and heathens, it was an established principle that ’without shedding of blood there is no remission.’  God’s providence may be deemed to have adapted itself to this general apprehension, not in order to countenance these practices, but for the future to abolish them, deepening at the same time and spiritualising the meaning involved in them.  ’Very probably in compliance with this apprehension of mankind, and in condescension to it, as well as for other weighty reasons best known to the divine wisdom, God was pleased to find out such a sacrifice as should really and effectually procure for them that great blessing of the forgiveness of sins which they had so long hoped for from the multitude of their own sacrifices.’[254]
It is curious to see in what sort of light these not very formidable speculations were construed by some of Tillotson’s contemporaries.  ’He makes,’ says Leslie, ’the foundation of the Christian religion to be some foolish and wicked fancies, which got into people’s heads, he knows not and says no matter how; and instead of reforming them, and commanding us to renounce and abhor them, which one would have expected, and which Christ did to all other wickedness, the doctor’s scheme is, that God, in compliance with them, and to indulge men in these same wild and wicked fancies, did send Christ, took His life, and instituted the whole economy of the Christian religion.’[255] The construction put upon the Archbishop’s words is curious but deplorable.  It is not merely that it exemplifies, though not in nearly so great a degree as other passages which might be quoted, the polemical virulence which was then exceedingly common, and which warped the reasoning powers of such men of talent and repute as Leslie.  The encouragement which attacks made in this spirit gave to the Deism and infidelity against which they were directed, was a far more permanent evil.  Much may be conceded to the alarm not unnaturally felt at a time when independent thought was beginning to busy itself in the investigation of doctrines which had been generally exempt from it, and when all kinds of new difficulties were being started on all sides.  But the many who felt difficulties, and honestly sought to find a solution of them, were constantly driven into open hostility by the unconciliatory treatment they met with.  Their most moderate departures from the strictest path of presumed orthodox exposition were clamorously resented; their interpretations of Christian doctrine, however religiously conceived, and however worthy of being at least fairly weighed, were placed summarily under a ban; and those Church dignitaries in whom they recognised some sort of sympathy were branded as ‘Sons of Belial.’  There can be no doubt that at the end of the seventeenth, and in the earlier part of the eighteenth centuries, many men, who under kindlier conditions would have been earnest and active Churchmen, were unconsciously forced, by the intolerance which surrounded them, into the ranks of the Deists or the Unitarians.
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In the general charge preferred against Tillotson of dangerous and heretical opinion there was yet another item which attracted far more general attention than the rest.  ‘This new doctrine,’ says Leslie, ’of making hell precarious doth totally overthrow the doctrine of the satisfaction of Christ.’[256] Of this particular inference, which would legitimately follow only upon a very restricted view of the meaning of atonement, there is no need of speaking.  But the opinion itself, as stated in Tillotson’s sermon on what was often described as ’the dispensing power,’ is so important that any estimate of his influence upon religious thought would be very imperfect without some mention of it.  There are many theological questions of great religious consequence which are discussed nevertheless only in limited circles, and are familiar to others chiefly in their practical applications.  The future state is a subject in which everyone has such immediate personal concern, that arguments which seem likely to throw fresh light upon it, especially if put forward by an eminent and popular divine, are certain to obtain very wide and general attention.  Tillotson’s sermon not only gave rise to much warm controversy among learned writers, but was eagerly debated in almost all classes of English society.
Perhaps there has never been a period in Christian history when the prospects of the bulk of mankind in the world beyond the grave have been enwrapped in such unmitigated gloom in popular religious conception, as throughout the Protestant countries of Europe during a considerable part of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.  This is no place to compare Scripture texts, or to show in what various senses the words of Christ and His Apostles have been interpreted.  It may be enough to remark in passing that perhaps no Christian writer of any note has ever doubted the severe reality of retribution on unrepented sin.  Without further reference then to the Apostolic age, it is certain that among the early fathers of the Church there was much difference of opinion as to the nature, degree, and duration of future punishment.  Hermas, in one of those allegories which for three centuries enjoyed an immense popularity, imagined an infinite variety of degrees of retribution.[257] Irenaeus and Justin Martyr, in closely corresponding words, speak of its period of duration as simply dependent upon the will of God.[258] The Christian Sibylline books cherished hopes in the influence of intercession.  Ambrose and Lactantius,[259] Jerome,[260] and in a far more notable degree, Clement of Alexandria[261] and Origen write of corrective fires of discipline in the next world, if not in this, to purify all souls, unless there are any which, being altogether bad, sink wholly in the mighty waters.[262] ’Augustine’s writings show how widely those questions were discussed.  He rejects the Origenian doctrine, but does not consider it heretical....  None of the first four general
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councils laid down any doctrine whatever concerning the everlasting misery of the wicked.  Yet the question had been most vehemently disputed.’[263] Throughout the Middle Ages, religious terrorism in its barest and most material form was an universal, and sometimes no doubt a very efficient instrument of moral control; but small consideration is needed to perceive how these fears must have been at once tempered and partly neutralised by the belief in purgatory—­tempered by the hope that pains preceding judgment might take the place of ultimate penalties, and almost neutralised by the superstitious idea that such purgatorial sufferings might be lightened and shortened by extraneous human agencies independent of the purification and renewal of the sinful soul.  Throughout the earlier period of the Reformation, and especially in England, the protest of Protestantism was mainly against specific abuses in the Church, and against the Papal supremacy.  Two or three generations had to pass away before habits of thought engrained for ages in the popular mind were gradually effaced.  In spite of the rapid growth of Puritanism, and of the strong hold gained by an extreme form of Calvinism on some of the leading Churchmen of Queen Elizabeth’s time, the faith of the mass of the people was still a combination, in varied proportions, of the old and the new.  The public mind had utterly revolted against the system of indulgences; but it would be very rash to assume that men’s ideas of the eternal state were not largely and widely modified by an undefined tradition of purifying fires.  Although this may not have been the case with the clergy and others who were familiar with controversy, there was certainly among them also a strong disinclination to pronounce any decided or dogmatical opinion about that unknown future.  This is traceable in the various writings elicited by the omission of the latter part of the third article in the Revision under Archbishop Parker; and is more palpably evident in the entire excision of the forty-second article, which for ten years had committed the Church of England to an express opinion as to the irreparable state of the condemned.  But long before the seventeenth century had closed, orthodox opinion seems to have set almost entirely in the direction of the sternest and most hopeless interpretation possible.  Bishop Rust of Dromore, who died in 1670, ardently embraced Origen’s view.[264] So also did Sir Henry Vane, the eminent Parliamentary leader, who was beheaded for high treason in 1662.[265] A few Nonconformist congregations adopted similar opinions.  The Cambridge Platonists—­insisting prominently, as most writers of a mystical turn have done, upon that belief in the universal fatherhood of God, which had infused a gentler tone, scarcely compatible with much that he wrote, even into Luther’s spirit—­inclined to a milder theology.  Henry More ventured to hope that ’the benign principle will get the upper hand at last, and Hades, as Plutarch says, [Greek: 
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apoleipesthai], be left in the lurch.’[266] But these were exceptions.  For the most part, among religious writers of every school of thought there was perfect acquiescence in a doctrine of intolerable never-ending torments, and no attempt whatever to find some mode of explanation by which to escape from the horrors of the conception.  Pearson and Bull, Lake and Kettlewell, Bentley, Fleetwood, Worthington,[267] Sherlock, Steele and Addison, Bunyan and Doddridge—­theologians and scholars, Broad Churchmen and Nonjurors, preachers and essayists, Churchmen and Nonconformists—­expressed themselves far more unreservedly than is at all usual in our age, even among those who, in theory, interpret Scripture in the same sense.  The hideous imagery depicted by the graphic pencil of Orcagna on the walls of the Campo Santo was reproduced no less vividly in the prose works of Bunyan, and with equal vigour, if not with equal force of imagination, by almost all who sought to kindle by impassioned pulpit appeals the conscience of their hearers.  Young’s poem of ‘The Last Day,’ in which panegyrics of Queen Anne are strangely blended with a powerful and awe-inspiring picture of the most extreme and hopeless misery, was highly approved, we are told, not only by general readers but by the Tory Ministry and their friends.[268] No doubt the practical and regulative faith which exercised a real influence upon life was of quite a different nature.  A tenet which cannot be in the slightest degree realised, except perhaps in special moments of excitement or depression, is rendered almost neutral and inefficacious by the conscience refusing to dwell upon it.  Belief in certain retribution compatible with human ideas of justice and goodness cannot fail in practical force.  A doctrine which does not comply with this condition, if not questioned, is simply evaded.  ‘And dost thou not,’ cried Adams, ’believe what thou hearest in Church?’ ‘Most part of it, Master,’ returned the host.  ’And dost not thou then tremble at the thought of eternal punishment?’ ’As for that, Master,’ said he, ’I never once thought about it; but what signifies talking about matters so far off?’[269] But if by the majority the doctrine in point was practically shelved, it was everywhere passively accepted as the only orthodox faith, and all who ventured to question it were at once set down as far advanced in ways of Deism or worse.
Nothing can be more confirmatory of what has been said than the writings of Tillotson himself.  His much-famed sermon ’On the Eternity of Hell Torments’ was preached in 1690 before Queen Mary, a circumstance which gave occasion to some of the bitterest of his ecclesiastical and political opponents to pretend that it was meant to assuage the horrors of remorse felt by the Queen for having unnaturally deserted her father.[270] His departure, however, from what was considered the orthodox belief was cautious in the extreme.  He acknowledged indeed that the words translated by eternal and ‘everlasting’
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do not always, in Scripture language, mean unending.  But on this he laid no stress.  He did not doubt, he said, that this at all events was their meaning wherever they occurred in the passages in question.  He mentioned, only to set aside the objection raised by Locke and others, that death could not mean eternal life in misery.[271] He thought the solemn assertion applied typically to the Israelites, and confirmed (to show its immutability) by an oath that they should not ‘enter into his rest,’ entirely precluded Origen’s idea of a final restitution.[272] He even supposed, although somewhat dubiously, that ’whenever we break the laws of God we fall into his hands and lie at his mercy, and he may, without injustice, inflict what punishment on us he pleases,’[273] and that in any case obstinately impenitent sinners must expect his threatenings to be fully executed upon them.  But in this lay the turning-point of his argument.  ’After all, he that threatens hath still the power of execution in his hand.  For there is this remarkable difference between promises and threatenings—­that he who promiseth passeth over a right to another, and thereby stands obliged to him in justice and faithfulness to make good his promise; and if he do not, the party to whom the promise is made is not only disappointed, but injuriously dealt withal; but in threatenings it is quite otherwise.  He that threatens keeps the right of punishing in his own hands, and is not obliged to execute what he hath threatened any further than the reasons and ends of government do require.’[274] Thus Nineveh was absolutely threatened; ’but God understood his own right, and did what he pleased, notwithstanding the threatening he had denounced.’  Such was Tillotson’s theory of the ‘dispensing power,’ an argument in great measure adopted from the distinguished Arminian leader, Episcopius,[275] and which was maintained by Burnet, and vigorously defended by Le Clerc.[276] It was not, however, at all a satisfactory position to hold.  Intellectually and spiritually, its level is a low one; and even those who have thought little upon the subject will feel, for the most part, as by a kind of instinct, that this at all events is not the true explanation, though it may contain some germs of truth.  To do reasonable justice to it, we must take into account the conflicting considerations by which Tillotson’s mind was swayed.  No one could appeal more confidently and fervently than he does to the perfect goodness of God, a goodness which wholly satisfies the human reason, and supplies inexhaustible motives for love and worship.  We can reverence, he said, nothing but true goodness.  A God wanting in it would be only ’an omnipotent evil, an irresistible mischief.’[277]
But side by side with this principal current of thought was another.  Dismayed at the profligacy and carelessness he saw everywhere around him, he was evidently convinced that not fear only, but some overwhelming terror was absolutely necessary for even the tolerable restraint of human sin and passion.  ‘Whosoever,’ he said, ’considers how ineffectual the threatening even of eternal torments is to the greatest part of sinners, will soon be satisfied that a less penalty than that of eternal sufferings would to the far greater part of mankind have been in all probability of little or no force.’
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The result, therefore, of this twofold train of thought was this—­that when Tillotson had once disburdened himself of a conviction which must have been wholly essential to his religious belief, and upon which he could not have held silence without a degrading feeling of insincerity, he then felt at liberty to suppress all further mention of it, and to lay before his hearers, without any qualification, in the usual language of his time, that tremendous alternative which he believed God himself had thought it necessary to proclaim.  Probably Tillotson’s own mind was a good deal divided on the subject between two opinions.  In many respects his mind showed a very remarkable combination of old and new ideas, and perceptibly fluctuated between a timid adherence to tradition and a sympathy with other notions which had become unhappily and needlessly mixed up with imputations of Deism.  In any case, what he has said upon this most important subject is a singular and exaggerated illustration of that prudential teaching which was a marked feature both in Tillotson’s theology and in the prevailing religious thought of his age.
In spite of what Tillotson might perhaps have wished, the suggestions hazarded in his thirty-fifth sermon made an infinitely greater impression than the unqualified warnings contained in the hundreds which he preached at other times.  It seems to have had a great circulation, and probably many and mixed results.  So far as it encouraged that abominable system, which was already falling like a blight upon religious faith, of living according to motives of expedience and the wiser chance, its effects must have been utterly bad.  It may also have exercised an unsettling influence upon some minds.  Although Tillotson was probably entirely mistaken in the conviction, by no means peculiar to him, that the idea of endless punishment adds any great, or even any appreciable, force to the thought of divine retribution awaiting unrepented sin, yet there would be much cause for alarm if (as might well be the case) the ignorant or misinformed leaped to the conclusion that the Archbishop had maintained that future, as distinguished from endless punishments, were doubtful.  We are told that ’when this sermon of hell was first published, it was handed about among the great debauchees and small atheistical wits more than any new play that ever came out.  He was not a man of fashion who wanted one of them in his pocket, or could draw it out at the coffee-house.’[278] In certain drawing-rooms, too, where prudery was not the fault, there were many fashionable ladies who would pass from the scandal and gossip of the day to applaud Tillotson’s sermon in a sense which would have made him shudder.[279] Nothing follows from this, unless it be assumed that the profligates and worldlings of the period would have spent a single hour, not to say a life, differently, had he never preached the sermon which they discredited with their praise.  It is possible, however, that through
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misapprehension, or through the disturbing effects upon some minds, quite apart from rational grounds, of any seeming innovation upon accustomed teaching, there may have been here and there real ground for the alarm which some very good people felt at these views having been broached.  It must be acknowledged that Tillotson’s theory of a dispensing power is not only unsatisfactory on other grounds, but possesses a dangerous quality of expansibility.  However much he himself might protest against such a view, there was no particular reason why the easy and careless should not urge that God might perchance dispense with all future punishment of sin, and not only with its threatened endlessness.
Tillotson’s theological faults were of a negative, far rather than of a positive character.  The constant charges of heresy which were brought against him were ungrounded, and often serve to call attention to passages where he has shown himself specially anxious to meet Deistical objections.  But there were deficiencies and omissions in his teaching which might very properly be regarded with distrust and alarm.  In the generality of his sermons he dwells very insufficiently upon distinctive Christian doctrine.  His early parishioners of Keddington, in Suffolk,[280] were more alive to this serious fault than the vast London congregations before whom he afterwards preached.  He has himself, in one of his later sermons, alluded to the objection.  ‘I foresee,’ he observed, ’what will be said, because I have heard it so often said in the like case, that there is not one word of Jesus Christ in all this.  No more is there in the text, and yet I hope that Jesus Christ is truly preached, whenever His will, and the laws, and the duties enjoined by the Christian religion are inculcated upon us.’[281] Tillotson never adequately realised that the noblest treatise on Christian ethics will be found wanting in the spiritual force possessed by sermons far inferior to it in thought and eloquence, in which faith in the Saviour and love of Him are directly appealed to for motives to all virtuous effort.  This very grave deficiency in the preaching of Tillotson and others of his type was in great measure the effect of reaction.  Brought up in the midst of Calvinistic and Puritan associations, he had gained abundant experience of the great evil arising from mistaken ideas on free grace and justification by faith only.  He had seen doctrines ’greedily entertained to the vast prejudice of Christianity, as if in this new covenant of the Gospel, God took all upon Himself and required nothing, or as good as nothing, of us; that it would be a disparagement to the freedom of God’s grace to think that He expects anything from us; that the Gospel is all promises, and our part is only to believe and embrace them, that is, to believe confidently that God will perform them if we can but think so;’[282] ’that, in fact, religion [as he elsewhere puts it] consists only in believing what Christ hath done for us, and
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relying confidently upon it.’[283] He knew well—­his father had been a bright example of it—­that such doctrines are constantly found in close union with great integrity and holiness of life.  But he knew also the deplorable effects which have often attended even an apparent dissociation of faith and morality; he had seen, and still saw, how deep and permanent, both by its inherent evil and by the recoil that follows, is the wound inflicted upon true religion by overstrained professions, unreal phraseology, and the form without the substance of godliness.  He saw clearly, what many have failed to see, that righteousness is the principal end of all religion; that faith, that revelation, that all spiritual aids, that the incarnation of the Son of God and the redemption He has brought, have no other purpose or meaning than to raise men from sin and from a lower nature, to build them up in goodness, and to renew them in the image of God.  He unswervingly maintained that immorality is the worst infidelity,[284] as being not only inconsistent with real faith, but the contradiction of that highest end which faith has in view.  Tillotson was a true preacher of righteousness.  The fault of his preaching was that by too exclusive a regard to the object of all religion, he dwelt insufficiently on the way by which it is accomplished.  If some had almost forgotten the end in thinking of the means, he was apt to overlook the means in thinking of the end.  His eyes were so steadfastly fixed on the surpassing beauty of Christian morality, that it might often seem as if he thought the very contemplation of so much excellence were a sufficient incentive to it.  His constantly implied argument is, that if men, gifted with common reason, can be persuaded to think what goodness is, its blessedness alike in this world and the next, and on the other hand the present and future consequences of sin, surely reason itself will teach them to be wise.  He is never the mere moralist.  His Christian faith is ever present to his mind, raising and purifying his standard of what is good, and placing in an infinitely clearer light than could otherwise be possible the sanctions of a life to come.  Nor does he speak with an uncertain tone when he touches on any of its most distinctive doctrines.  Never either in word or thought does he consciously disparage or undervalue them.  Notwithstanding all that Leslie and others could urge against him, he was a sincere, and, in all essential points, an orthodox believer in the tenets of revealed religion.  But he dwelt upon them insufficiently.  He regarded them too much as mysteries of faith, established on good evidence, to be firmly held and reverently honoured; above all, not to be lightly argued about in tones of controversy.  He never fully realised what a treasury they supply of motives to Christian conduct, and of material for sublime and ennobling thought; above all, that religion never has a missionary and converting power when they are not prominently brought forward.
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Throughout the eighteenth century the prudential considerations against which Shaftesbury and a few others protested weighed like an incubus both upon religion and on morals.  ’Oh Happiness! our being’s end and aim,’[285] was the seldom failing refrain, echoed in sermons and essays, in theological treatises and ethical studies.  And though the idea of happiness varies in endless degrees from the highest to the meanest, yet even the highest conception of it cannot be substituted for that of goodness without great detriment to the religion or philosophy which has thus unduly exalted it.  When Tillotson, or Berkeley,[286] or Bishop Butler, or William Law, as well as Chubb[287] and Tindal,[288] spoke of happiness as the highest end, they meant something very different from ’the sleek and sordid epicurism, in which religion and a good conscience have their place among the means by which life is to be made more comfortable.’[289] William Law’s definition of happiness as ’the satisfaction of all means, capacities, and necessities, the order and harmony of his being; in other words, the right state of a man,’[290] has not much in common with the motives of expedience urged by Bentham and Paley, utilitarian systems, truly spoken of as ’of the earth, earthy.’[291] But, in any case, even the highest conception of the expedient rests on a lower plane of principle than the humblest aspiration after the right.  The expedient and the right are not opposites; they are different in kind.[292] They may be, and ought to be, blended as springs of action.  No scheme of morals, and no practical divinity can be wholly satisfactory in which virtue and holiness are not equally mated with prudence and heavenly wisdom, each serving but not subservient to the other.  ‘Art thou,’ says Coleridge, ’under the tyranny of sin—­a slave to vicious habits, at enmity with God, and a skulking fugitive from thine own conscience?  Oh, how idle the dispute whether the listening to the dictates of prudence from prudential and self-interested motives be virtue or merit, when the not listening is guilt, misery, madness, and despair.’[293] The self-love which Butler has analysed with so masterly a hand is wholly compatible with the pure love of goodness.  Plato did not think it needful to deny the claims of utilitarianism, however much he gave the precedence to the ideal principle.[294]
But when the idea of goodness is subordinated to the pursuit of happiness, the evil effects are soon manifest.  It is not merely that ’Epicureanism popularised inevitably turns to vice.’[295] Whenever in any form self-interest usurps that first place which the Gospel assigns to ‘the Kingdom of God and his righteousness,’ the calculating element draws action down to its own lower level.  ‘If you mean,’ says Romola, ’to act nobly and seek the best things God has put within reach of men, you must learn to fix your mind on that end and not on what will happen to you because of it.’[296] It has been observed, too, with a truth none the less striking for being almost a commonplace, that there is something very self-destructive in the quest for happiness.[297] Happiness and true pleasure ultimately reward the right, but if they are made the chief object, they lose in quality and elude the grasp.  ’So far as you try to be good, in order to be personally happy, you miss happiness—­a great and beautiful law of our being.’[298]
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Utilitarianism or eudaemonism has no sort of intrinsic connection with a latitudinarian theology, especially when the word ‘latitudinarian’ is used, as in this chapter, in a general and inoffensive sense.  In this century, and to some extent in the last, many of its warmest opponents have been Broad Churchmen.  But prudential religion, throughout the period which set in with the Revolution of 1688, is closely associated with the name of Tillotson.  It is certainly very prominent in his writings.  His keen perception of the exceeding beauty of goodness might have been supposed sufficient to guard him from dwelling too much upon inferior motives.  Tillotson, however, was very susceptible to the predominant influences of his time.  If he was a leader of thought, he was also much led by the thought of others.  There were three or four considerations which had great weight with him, as they had with almost every other theologian and moralist of his own and the following age.  One, which has been already sufficiently discussed, was that feeling of the need of proving the reasonableness of every argument, which was the first result of the wider field, the increased leisure, the greater freedom of which the reasoning powers had become conscious.  It is evident that no system of morality and practical religion gives so much scope to the exercise of this faculty as that which pre-eminently insists upon the prudence of right action and upon the wisdom of believing.  Then again, the profligate habits and general laxity which undoubtedly prevailed to a more than ordinary extent among all classes of society, seem to have created even among reformers of the highest order a sort of dismayed feeling, that it was useless to set up too high a law, and that self-interest and fear were the two main arguments which could be plied with the best hopes of success.  Thirdly, a very mistaken notion appears to have grown up that infidelity and ‘free-thinking’ might be checked by prudent reflections on the safeness of orthodoxy and the dangers of unbelief.  Thought is not deterred by arguments of safety;[299] and a sceptic is likely to push on into pronounced disbelief, if he commonly hears religion recommended as a matter of policy.
In all these respects Tillotson did but take the line which was characteristic of his age—­of the age, that is, which was beginning, not of that which was passing away.  Something, too, must be attributed to personal temperament.  He carried into the province of religion that same benign but dispassionate calmness of feeling, that subdued sobriety of judgment, wanting in impulse and in warmth, which, in public and in private life, made him more respected as an opponent than beloved as a friend.  To weigh evidence, to balance probabilities, and to act with tranquil confidence in what reason judged to be the wiser course, seemed to him as natural and fit in spiritual as in temporal matters.  This was all sound in its degree, but there was a deficiency in
Page 137
it, and in the general mode of religious thought represented by it, which cannot fail to be strongly felt.  There is something very chilling in such an appeal as the following:  ’Secondly, it is infinitely most prudent.  In matters of great concernment a prudent man will incline to the safest side of the question.  We have considered which side of these questions is most reasonable:  let us now think which is safest.  For it is certainly most prudent to incline to the safest side of the question.  Supposing the reasons for and against the principles of religion were equal, yet the danger and hazard is so unequal, as would sway a prudent man to the affirmative.’[300] It must not be inferred that nobler and more generous reasonings in relation to life and goodness do not continually occur.  But the passage given illustrates a form of argument which is far too common, both in Tillotson’s writings and throughout the graver literature of the eighteenth century.  Without doubt it did much harm.  So long as moralists dwelt so fondly upon self-interest and expedience, and divines descanted upon, the advantages of the safe side; so long as the ideal of goodness was half supplanted by that of happiness; so long as sin was contemplated mainly in its results of punishment, and redemption was regarded rather as deliverance from the penalties of sin than from the sin itself, Christianity and Christian ethics were inevitably degraded.
Many of the subjects touched upon in this chapter have little or no connection with Latitudinarianism, so far as it is synonymous with what are now more commonly called Broad Church principles.  But in the eighteenth century ‘reasonableness’ in religious matters, although a characteristic watchword of the period in general, was especially the favourite term, the most congenial topic, upon which Latitudinarian Churchmen loved to dwell.  The consistency of the Christian faith with man’s best reason was indeed a great theme, well worthy to engage the thoughts of the most talented and pious men of the age.  And no doubt Tillotson and many of his contemporaries and successors amply earned the gratitude, not only of the English Church, but of all Christian people in England.  Their good service in the controversy with Deism was the first and direct, but still a temporary result of their labours.  They did more than this.  They broadened and deepened the foundations of the English Church and of English Christianity not only for their own day, but for all future time.  They laboured not ineffectually in securing to reason that established position without which no religious system can maintain a lasting hold upon the intellect as well as upon the heart.  On the other hand, their deficiencies were great, and appear the greater, because they were faults not so much of the person as of the age, and were displayed therefore in a wide field, and often in an exaggerated form.  They loved reason not too well, but too exclusively; they acknowledged
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its limits, but did not sufficiently insist upon them.  They accepted the Christian faith without hesitation or reserve; they believed its doctrines, they reverenced its mysteries, fully convinced that its truth, if not capable of demonstration, is firmly founded upon evidence with which every unprejudiced inquirer has ample reason to be satisfied.  But where reason could not boldly tread, they were content to believe and to be silent.  Hence, as they put very little trust in religious feelings, and utterly disbelieved in any power of spiritual discernment higher than, or different from reason, the greater part of their religious teaching was practically confined to those parts of the Christian creed which are palpable to every understanding.  In their wish to avoid unprofitable disputations, they dwelt but cursorily upon debated subjects of the last importance; and in their dread of a correct theology doing duty for a correct life, they were apt grievously to underestimate the influences of theology upon life.  Their moral teaching was deeply religious, pervaded by a sense of the overruling Providence of a God infinite in love and holiness, and was enforced perseveringly and with great earnestness by motives derived from the rewards and punishments of a future state.  If a reader of Tillotson feels a sense of wonder that the writings of so good a man—­of such deep and unaffected piety, so sympathetic and kindly, so thoroughly Christian-hearted—­should yet be benumbed by the presence of a cold prudential morality which might seem incompatible with the self-forgetful impulses of warm religious feeling, he may see, in what he wonders at, the ill effects of a faith too jealously debarred by reason from contemplations in which the human mind quickly finds out its limits.  When religion, in fear lest it should become unpractical, relaxes its hold upon what may properly be called the mysteries of faith, it not only loses in elevation and grandeur, but it defeats the very end it aimed at.  It takes a lower ethical tone, and loses in moral power.  To form even what may be in some respects an erroneous conception of an imperfectly comprehended doctrine, and so to make it bear upon the life, is far better than timidly, for fear of difficulties or error, to lay the thought of it aside, and so leave it altogether unfruitful.  Tillotson and many of his successors in the last century had a great tendency to do this, and no excellences of personal character could redeem the injurious influence it had upon their writings.  His services in the cause of religious truth were very great:  they would have been far greater, and his influence a far more unmixed good, if as a representative leader of religious thought, he had been more superior to what was to be its most characteristic defect.
The Latitudinarian section of the Church of England won its chief fame, during the years that immediately followed the Revolution of 1688, by its activity in behalf of ecclesiastical comprehension and religious liberty.  These exertions, so far as they extend to the history of the eighteenth century, and were continued through that period, will be considered in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER V.
LATITUDINARIAN CHURCHMANSHIP.
(2) CHURCH COMPREHENSION AND CHURCH REFORMERS.
The Latitudinarianism which occupies so conspicuous and important a place in English ecclesiastical history during the half century which followed upon the Revolution of 1688 has been discussed in some of its aspects in the preceding chapter.  It denoted not so much a particular Church policy as a tone or mode of thought, which affected the whole attitude of the mind in relation to all that wide compass of subjects in which religious considerations are influenced by difference of view as to the province and authority of the individual reason.
Page 142
But that which gave Latitudinarianism its chief notoriety, as well as its name, was a direct practical question.  The term took its origin in the efforts made in William and Mary’s reign to give such increased latitude to the formularies of the English Church as might bring into its communion a large proportion of the Nonconformists.  From the first there was a disposition to define a Latitudinarian, much as Dr. Johnson did afterwards, in the sense of ‘one who departs from orthodoxy.’  But this was not the leading idea, and sometimes not even a part of the idea, of those who spoke with praise or blame of the eminent ‘Latitudinarian’ bishops of King William’s time.  Not many were competent to form a tolerably intelligent opinion as to the orthodoxy of this or that learned prelate, but all could know whether he spoke or voted in favour of the Comprehension Bill.  Although therefore in the earlier stages of that projected measure some of the strictest and most representative High Churchmen were in favour of it, it was from first to last the cherished scheme of the Latitudinarian Churchmen, and in popular estimation was the visible badge, the tangible embodiment of their opinions.
The inclusiveness of the Reformed Church of England has never been altogether one-sided.  It has always contained within its limits many who were bent on separating themselves by as wide an interval as possible from the Church of Rome, and many on the other hand who were no less anxious that the breach of unity should not be greater than was in any way consistent with spiritual independence and necessary reforms.  The Reformation undoubtedly derived the greater part of its force and energy from the former of these two parties; to the temperate counsels of the latter it was indebted for being a movement of reform rather than of revolution.  Without the one, religious thought would scarcely have released itself from the strong bonds of a traditional authority.  Without the other, it would have been in danger of losing hold on Catholic belief, and of breaking its continuity with the past.  Without either one or the other, the English Church would not only have lost the services of many excellent men, but would have been narrowed in range, lowered in tone, lessened in numbers, character, and influence.  To use the terms of modern politics, it could neither have spared its Conservatives, though some of them may have been unprogressive or obstructionist, nor its Liberals, although the more advanced among them were apt to be rash and revolutionary.
At the opening of the eighteenth century, all notions of a wider comprehension in favour of persons who dissented in the direction of Rome, rather than of Geneva or Glasgow, were utterly out of question.  One of the most strongly-marked features in the Churchmanship of the time, was the uncompromising hostility which everywhere displayed itself against Rome.  This animosity was relieved by a mitigating influence in
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one direction only.  Churchmen in this country could not fail to feel interest in the struggle for national independence in religious matters which was being carried on among their neighbours and ancestral enemies across the Channel.  The Gallican Church was in the height of its fame, adorned by names which added lustre to it wherever the Christian faith was known.  No Protestant, however uncompromising, could altogether withhold his admiration from a Fenelon,[301] a Pascal,[302] or a Bossuet.  And all these three great men seemed more or less separated, though in different ways, from the regular Romish system.  The spiritual and semi-mystical piety of Fenelon detached him from the trenchant dogmatism which, since the Council of Trent, had been stamped so much more decisively than heretofore upon Roman tenets.  Pascal, notwithstanding his mediaevalism, and the humble submissiveness which he acknowledged to be due to the Papal see, not only fascinated cultivated readers by the brilliancy of his style, not only won their hearts by the simple truthfulness and integrity of his character, but delighted Englishmen generally by the vigour of the attack with which, as leader of the Jansenists, he led the assault upon the Jesuits.  Bossuet’s noble defence of the Gallican liberties appealed still more directly to the sympathies of this nation.  It reminded men of the conflict that had been fought and won on English soil, and encouraged too sanguine hopes that it might issue in a reformation within the sister country, not perhaps so complete as that which had taken place among ourselves, but not less full of promise.  In the midst of the war that was raging between the rival forms of belief, English theologians of all opinions were pleased with his graceful recognition, in the name of the French clergy, of the services rendered to religion by Bishop Bull’s learned ’Judgment of the Catholic Church.’[303]
Some time after the death of Bossuet, the renewed resistance which was being made in France against Papal usurpations gave rise to action on the part of the primate of our Church, which in the sixteenth century might have been cordially followed up in England, but in the eighteenth was very generally misunderstood and misrepresented.  Archbishop Wake had taken a very distinguished part in the Roman controversy, directing his special attention to the polemical works of Bossuet, but had always handled these topics in a broader and more generous tone than many of his contemporaries.  In 1717, at a time when many of the French bishops and clergy, headed by the Sorbonne, and by the Cardinal de Noailles, were indignantly protesting against the bondage imposed upon them by the Bull Unigenitus, and were proposing to appeal from the Pope to a general council, a communication was received by Archbishop Wake,[304] that Du Pin, head of the theological faculty of the Sorbonne, had expressed himself in favour of a possible union with the English Church.[305] The idea was warmly favoured
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by De Gerardin, another eminent doctor of that university.  A correspondence of some length ensued, carried on with much friendly and earnest feeling on either side.  Separation from Rome was what the English archbishop chiefly pressed;[306] ’a reformation in other matters would follow of course.’  Writing as he did without any official authority, he was wise enough not to commit himself to any details.  First of all they ought ‘to agree,’ he said, ’to own each other as true brethren and members of the Catholic Christian Church;’ and then the great point would be to acknowledge ’the independence (as to all matters of authority) of every national Church on all others,’ agree with one another, as far as possible, on all matters of moment, and leave free liberty of disagreement on other questions.  He did not see anything in our offices so essentially contrary to their principles, that they need scruple to join in them; and if some alterations were made, we also might join in theirs, on a clear understanding that on all such points of disagreement as the doctrine of transubstantiation, either body of Christians should hold the opinions which it approved.  Upon such terms,[307] two great national Churches might be on close terms of friendly intercommunion notwithstanding great differences on matters not of the first importance, which might well afford to wait ‘till God should bring us to a union in those also.’  Du Pin and De Gerardin replied in much the same spirit.  The former of the two soon after died; and the incipient negotiation, which was never very likely to be followed by any practical results, fell through.  In fact, the resuscitated spirit of independence which had begun to stir in France was itself shortlived.
The correspondence between the English primate and the doctors of the Sorbonne is an episode which stands by itself, quite apart from any other incidents in the Church history of the time.  It bears a superficial resemblance to the overtures made by some of the English and Scotch Nonjurors to the Eastern Church.  There was, however, an essential difference between them.  Without any dishonour to Nonjuring principles, and without passing any judgment upon the grounds of their separation, it must be acknowledged that those of them who renounced the communion of the English Church accepted a sectarian position.  They had gained a comparative uniformity of opinion, at the entire expense of that breadth and expansiveness which only national Churches are found capable of.  Connection with the Eastern Church, if it could have been carried out (though the difficulties in the way of this were far greater than they were at all aware of), would simply have indicated a movement of their whole body in one direction only, and, in proportion as it was successful, would have alienated them more than ever from those whose religious and ecclesiastical sympathies were of a very different kind.  Such communion, on the other hand, of independent national Churches
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as was contemplated by Du Pin and Wake might have been quite free from one-sidedness of this description.  It need not have interfered with or discouraged, it should rather have tended to promote, the near intercourse, which many English Churchmen were greatly desirous of, with the National Church of Scotland and with the reformed Churches of the Continent.  A relation of this kind with her sister Churches on either hand would have been in perfect harmony both with the original standpoint of the Church of England, and with an important office it may perhaps be called to in the future.  It was in reference to the sympathetic reception given in this country to many of the proscribed bishops and clergy of France at the time of the great revolution, that the Count de Maistre made a remark which has often struck readers as well worthy of notice.  ’If ever,’—­he said, ’and everything invites to it—­there should be a movement towards reunion among the Christian bodies, it seems likely that the Church of England should be the one to give it impulse.  Presbyterianism, as its French nature rendered probable, went to extremes.  Between us and those who practise a worship which we think wanting in form and substance, there is too wide an interval; we cannot understand one another.  But the English Church, which touches us with the one hand, touches with the other those with whom we have no point of contact.’[308]
Archbishop Wake, had he lived in more favourable times, would have been well fitted, both by position and character, for this work of mutual conciliation.  His disposition toward the foreign Protestant Churches was of the most friendly kind.  In a letter to Le Clerc on the subject,[309] he deprecated dissension on matters of no essential moment.  He desired to be on terms of cordial friendship with the Reformed Churches, notwithstanding their points of difference from that of England.  He could wish they had a moderate Episcopal government, according to the primitive model; nor did he yet despair of it, if not in his own time, perhaps in days to come.  He would welcome a closer union among all the Reformed bodies, at almost any price.  The advantages he anticipated from such a result would be immense.  Any approximations in Church government or Church offices which might conduce to it he should indeed rejoice in.  Much to the same effect he wrote[310] to his ‘very dear brothers,’ the pastors and professors of Geneva.  The letter related, in the first instance, to the efforts he had been making in behalf of the Piedmontese and Hungarian Churches.  But he took occasion to express the longing desire he felt for union among the Reformed Churches—­a work, he allowed, of difficulty, but which undoubtedly could be achieved, if all were bent on concord.  He hoped he might not be thought trenching upon a province in which he had no concern, if he implored most earnestly both Lutherans and Reformed to be very tolerant and forbearing in the mutual controversies
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they were engaged in upon abstruse questions of grace and predestination; above all, to be moderate in imposing terms of subscription, and to imitate in this respect the greater liberty of judgment and latitude of interpretation which the Church of England had wisely conceded to all who sign her articles.  Archbishop Wake addressed other letters on these subjects to Professor Schurer of Berne, and to Professor Turretin of Geneva.  He also carried on a correspondence with the Protestants of Nismes, Lithuania, and other countries.  ’It may be affirmed,’ remarks one of the editors of Mosheim’s History, ’that no prelate since the Reformation had so extensive a correspondence with the Protestants abroad, and none could have a more friendly one.’[311] His behaviour towards Nonconformists at home was in his later years less conciliatory, and the inconsistency is a blemish in his character.  The case would probably have been different if any schemes for union or comprehension had still been under consideration.  In the absence of some such incentive, his mind, liberal as it was by nature and general habit, was overborne by the persistent clamour that the Dissenters were bent upon overthrowing the National Church, and that concession had become for the time impossible.
After the suppression of the Gallican liberties, the hostility between the Anglican and Roman Catholic Churches was for a long time wholly unbroken.  The theological controversy had abated.  Pamphlet no longer followed upon pamphlet, and folio upon folio, as when, a few years before, every writer in divinity had felt bound to contribute his quota of argument to the voluminous stock, and when Tillotson hardly preached a sermon without some homethrust at Popery.  But the general fear and hatred of it long continued unmitigated.  So long, particularly, as there was any apprehension of Jacobite disturbances, it always seemed possible that Romanism might yet return with a power of which none could guess the force.  Additions were still made to the long list of penalties and disabilities attached to Popish recusancy; and when, in 1778, a proposition was brought forward to abate them, it is well known what a storm of riot arose in Scotland and burst through England.
It might be thought that in the dull ebb-tide of spiritual energies which set in soon after the beginning of the eighteenth century, and prevailed wherever the Methodist movement did not reach, Rome, with her strong organisation and her experienced Propaganda, had as great a field before her as Wesley had,—­that she would have made rapid advance in spite of all disabilities,—­and that, in consequence, the Protestant fears, which had been subsiding into indifference, would have arisen again in full force.  But Rome shared in the strange religious apathy which was dominant not in England only, but the Continent.  Her writers generally acknowledge the greater part of the eighteenth century to have been a period of comparative inactivity,[312] broken at last only by
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the violent stimulus of the Revolution.  Many thought that Romanism continued to gain ground in England, and some cried out that still stricter laws were needed to suppress the Papists.  It is doubtful, however, whether advances in some quarters were not more than balanced by losses elsewhere.  As the century advanced, Rome gradually ceased to be dreaded as a subtle pervading power, full of mysterious activity, whose force might be felt most severely at the very moment when least preparation had been made to meet it.  Later still, fear was sometimes replaced by a confidence no less excessive.  ‘It is impossible,’ said Mr. Windham in the House of Commons, 1791, ’to deem them (the Roman Catholics) formidable at the present period, when the power of the Pope is considered as a mere spectre, capable of frightening only in the dark, and vanishing before the light of reason and knowledge.’[313]
Until the last decade of the century, Roman Catholics were rarely spoken of in any other spirit than as the dreaded enemies of Protestantism.  There was very little recognition of their being far more nearly united to us by the tie of a common Christianity, than separated by the differences in it.  A man who was not a professed sceptic needed to be both more unprejudiced and more courageous than his neighbours, to speak of Roman Catholics with tolerable charity.  In this, as in many other points, Bishop Berkeley was superior to his age.  He ventured to propose that Roman Catholics should be admitted to the Dublin College without being obliged to attend chapel or divinity lectures.[314] He could speak of such an institution as Monasticism in a discriminative tone which was then exceedingly uncommon.  In Ireland he wisely accepted the fact that the Roman Catholic priests had the heart of the people, and shaped his conduct accordingly.  His ‘Word to the Wise’ was an appeal addressed in 1749 to the priests, exhorting them to use their influence to promote industry and self-reliance among their congregations.  This sort of Episcopal charge to the clergy of another Communion was received, it is said, with a no less cordial feeling than that in which it was written.[315]
Dr. Johnson, a man of a very different order of mind, may be mentioned as another who joined a devoted attachment to the Church of England with a candid and kindly spirit towards Roman Catholics.  Perhaps his respect for authority, and the tinge of superstition in his temperament, predisposed him to sympathy.  In any case, his masculine intellect brushed away with scorn the prejudices, exaggerations, and misconstructions which beset popular ideas upon the subject.  He took pleasure in dilating upon the substantial unity that subsisted between them and denominations which, in externals, were separated from them by a very wide interval.  ‘There is a prodigious difference,’ he would say, ’between the external form of one of your Presbyterian Churches in Scotland, and a Church in Italy; yet the doctrine taught is essentially the same.’[316]
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Many of the speeches made in favour of relief, at the time of the Irish and English Emancipation Acts, were couched in terms which betoken a marked departure from the bitterness of tone which had long been customary.  When the French Revolution broke out, the reaction became, for an interval, in many quarters far stronger still.  In the presence of anti-Christian principles exultingly avowed, and triumphantly defiant, it seemed to many Christians that minor differences, which had seemed great before, dwindled almost into insignificance before the light of their common faith.  Moreover, there was a widespread feeling of deep sympathy with the wrongs and sufferings of the proscribed clergy.  ‘Scruples about external forms,’ said Bishop Horsley before the House of Lords, ’and differences of opinion upon controvertible points, cannot but take place among the best Christians, and dissolve not the fraternal tie; none, indeed, at this season are more entitled to our offices of love than those with whom the difference is wide in points of doctrine, discipline, and external rites,—­those venerable exiles, the prelates and clergy of the fallen Church of France, endeared to us by the edifying example they exhibit of patient suffering for conscience sake.’[317] Horsley’s words were far from meeting with universal approval.  There were some fanatics, Hannah More tells us, who said it was a sin to oppose God’s vengeance against Popery, and succour the priests who it was His will should starve.  And real sympathy, even while the occasion of it lasted, was very often, as may well be imagined, mixed with feelings of apprehension.  These refugees might be only too grateful.  Thinking that salvation was obtainable only in their own Church, was it not likely they would use their utmost art to extend this first of blessings to those who had so hospitably protected them?  Thus interest was blended with anxiety in the nation which gave welcome to the emigrants.  But interest there certainly was, and considerable abatement in the bitterness of earlier feeling.
The relations of the Church of England with other Reformed bodies abroad and at home had been, since James II.’s time, a question of high importance.  Burnet justly remarks of the year 1685, that it was one of the most critical periods in the whole history of Protestantism.  ’In February, a king of England declared himself a Papist.  In June, Charles the Elector Palatine dying without issue, the Electoral dignity went to the house of Newburgh, a most bigoted Popish family.  In October, the King of France recalled and vacated the Edict of Nantes.  And in December, the Duke of Savoy, being brought to it not only by the persuasion, but even by the threatenings of the court of France, recalled the edict that his father had granted to the Vaudois.’[318] It cannot be said that the crisis was an unexpected one.  The excited controversy which was being waged among theologians was but one sign of the general
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uneasiness that had been prevailing.  ‘The world,’ writes one anonymous author in 1682, ’is filled with discourses about the Protestant religion and the professors of it; and not without cause.’[319] ‘Who,’ says another, ’can hold his peace when the Church, our mother, hath the Popish knife just at her throat!’[320] But the reverses of the Reformed faith abroad greatly increased the ferment, and began to kindle Protestant feeling into a state of enthusiastic fervour.  When at last, in the next reign, war was proclaimed with Louis XIV., it was everywhere recognised as a great religious struggle, in which England had assumed her place as the champion of the Protestant interest.
From the very beginning of the Reformation it had been a vexed question how far the cause of the Reformed Church of England could be identified with that of other communions which had cast off the yoke of Rome.  In dealing with this problem, a broad distinction had generally been made between Nonconformists at home and Protestant communities abroad.  The relation of the English Church to Nonconformity may accordingly be considered separately.  So long as it was a question of communion, more or less intimate, with foreign Churches, the intercourse was at all events not embarrassed with any difficulties about schism.  The preface to the Book of Common Prayer had expressly declared that ’In these our doings we condemn no other nations, nor prescribe anything but to our own people only.  For we think it convenient that every country should use such ceremonies as they shall think best to the setting forth of God’s honour and glory.’  It was therefore acknowledged with very tolerable unanimity that friendly relationship with Protestant Churches on the Continent was by no means inconsistent with very considerable differences of custom and opinion.  Men of all parties in the Church of England were ever inclined to allow great weight to the voice of constituted authority in matters which did not seem to them to touch the very life and substance of religion.  Without taking this into consideration, it is impossible to form a right view of the comparative tenderness with which Churchmen passed over what they considered to be defects in reformed systems abroad which they condemned with much severity among Nonconformists at home.
The relations, however, of England with foreign Protestant bodies, though not exactly unfriendly, have been characterised by a good deal of reserve.  The kinship has been acknowledged, and the right of difference allowed; but belief in the great superiority of English uses, Nonconformist difficulties, and a certain amount of jealousy and intolerance, had always checked the advances which were sometimes made to a more cordial intimacy.  In Henry VIII.’s time, in 1533, and again in 1535, overtures were made for a Foedus Evangelicum, a league of the great reforming nations.[321] The differences between the German and the English Protestants were at that time very great, not only in details of
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discipline and government, but in the general spirit in which the Reformation in the two countries was being conducted.  But an alliance of the kind contemplated would perhaps have been carried out had it not been for the bigotry which insisted upon signature of the Augsburg Confession.  Queen Elizabeth was at one time inclined to join on behalf of England the Smalcaldic League of German Protestants, but the same obstacle intervened.[322] Cromwell is said to have cherished a great project of establishing a permanent Protestant Council, in which all the principal Reformed communities in Europe, and in the East and West Indies, would be represented under the name of provinces, and designs for the promotion of religion advanced and furthered in all parts of the world.[323] Such projects never had any important results.  Statesmen, as well as theologians, often felt the need of strengthening the whole Protestant body by an organised harmony among its several members, something akin to that which gives the Roman Catholic Church so imposing an aspect of general unity.  The idea was perhaps essentially impracticable, as requiring for its accomplishment a closer uniformity of thought and feeling than was either possible or desirable among Churches whose greatest conquest had been a liberty of thinking.  As between England and Germany, one great impediment to a cordial understanding arose out of the differences between Lutheran and Reformed.  So long as the English Church was under the guidance of Cranmer and Ridley, it was not clear to which of these two parties it most nearly approximated.  In the reign of Edward VI. the Calvinistic element gained ground—­a tendency as much resented by the one party abroad as it was welcomed by the other.  The English clergymen who found a refuge in the Swiss and German cities were treated with marked neglect by the Lutherans, but received with great hospitality by the Calvinists.[324] At a later period, when Presbyterianism had for the time gained strong ground in England, the attitude had become somewhat reversed.  The Reformed or Calvinistic section of German Protestants sided chiefly with the Presbyterians; the Lutherans with the English Churchmen.[325] In a word, notwithstanding all professions of more liberal sentiment, the hankering after an impossible uniformity was, on either side of the Channel, too strong to permit of cordial union or substantial unity.  It was often admitted in theory, but not often in practice, that the principles of the Reformation must be left to operate with differences and modifications according to the varying circumstances of the countries in which they were adopted.  Bucer and Peter Martyr, Calvin and Bullinger, made it almost a personal grievance that the English retained much which they themselves had cast aside.[326] Laud exhibited the same spirit in a more oppressive form when he insisted that, in spite of the guarantees given by Elizabeth and James I., no foreign Protestants should remain in England who would not conform to the established liturgy.[327]
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No doubt the differences between the Reformed Churches of England and the Continent were very considerable.  Yet, with the one discreditable exception just referred to, there had been much comity and friendliness in all personal relations between their respective members; and the absence of sympathy on many points of doctrine and discipline was not so great as to preclude the possibility of closer union and common action in any crisis of danger.  Before the end of the seventeenth century such a crisis seemed, in the opinion of many, to have arrived.  The Protestant interest throughout Europe was in real peril.  In England there was as much anxiety on the subject as was compatible with a period which was certainly not characterised by much moral purpose or deep feeling.  The people as a mass were not just then very much in earnest about anything, but still they cared very really about their Protestantism.  They were not assured of its security even within their own coasts; they knew that it was in jeopardy on the Continent.  National prejudices against France added warmth to the indignation excited by the oppressions to which the Protestant subjects of the great monarch had been subjected.  National pride readily combined with nobler impulses to create an enthusiasm for the idea that England was the champion of the whole Protestant cause.
There is nothing which tends to promote so kindly a feeling towards its objects as self-denying benevolence.  This had been elicited in a very remarkable degree towards the refugees who found a shelter here after the revocation of the Edict of Nantes.  Londoners beheld with a sort of humorous dismay the crowd of immigrants who came to settle among them.
    Hither for God’s sake and their own they fled;
    Some for religion came, and some for bread. 
    Four hundred thousand wooden pair of shoes,
    Who, God be thanked, had nothing left to lose,
    To heaven’s great praise, did for religion fly,
    To make us starve our poor in charity.[328]
But these poverty-stricken exiles were received with warm-hearted sympathy.  No previous brief had ever brought in such large sums as those which throughout the kingdom were subscribed for their relief; nor, if the increase of wealth be taken into account, has there been any greater display of munificence in our own times.[329] Churchmen of all views came generously forward.  If here and there a doubt was raised whether these demonstrations of friendliness might not imply a greater approval of their opinions than really existed, compassion for sufferers who were not fellow-Christians only, but fellow-Protestants, quickly overpowered all such hesitation.  Bishop Ken behaved in 1686 with all his accustomed generosity and boldness.  In contravention of the King’s orders, who had desired that the brief should be simply read in churches without any sermon on the subject, he ventured in the Royal Chapel to set forth in affecting
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language the sufferings they had gone through, and to exhort his hearers to hold, with a like unswerving constancy, to the Protestant faith.  He issued a pastoral entreating his clergy to do the utmost in their power for ’Christian strangers, whose distress is in all respects worthy of our tenderest commiseration.’  For his own part, he set a noble example of liberality in the gift of a great part of 4000_l._ which had lately come into his possession.[330] We are told of Rainbow, Bishop of Carlisle, that in a similar spirit he gave to French Protestants large sums, and bore ‘his share with other bishops in yearly pensions’ to some of them.[331]
The burst of general sympathy evoked in favour of the French refugees happened just at a time when Churchmen of all views were showing a more or less hearty desire that the Church of England might be strengthened by the adhesion of many who had hitherto dissented from it.  Sancroft was as yet at one with Tillotson in desiring to carry out a Comprehension Bill, and was asking Dissenters to join with him ’in prayer for an universal blessed union of all Reformed Churches at home and abroad.’[332] Undoubtedly there was a short interval, just before the Nonjuring secession, in which the minds not only of the so-called Latitudinarians, but of many eminent High Churchmen, were strongly disposed to make large concessions for the sake of unity, and from a desire of seeing England definitely at the head of the Protestant cause alike in England and on the Continent.  They could not but agree with the words of Samuel Johnson—­as good and brave a man as the great successor to his name—­that ’there could not be a more blessed work than to reconcile Protestants with Protestants.’[333] But the opportunity of successfully carrying into practice these aspirations soon passed away, and when it became evident that there could be no change in the relations of the English Church towards Nonconformity, interest in foreign Protestantism began to be much less universal than it had been.  The clergy especially were afraid—­and there was justification for their alarm—­that some of the oldest and most characteristic features of their Church were in danger of being swept away.  They had no wish to see in England a form of Protestantism nearly akin to that which existed in Holland.  But there was a strong party in favour of changes which might have some such effect.  The King, even under the new constitution, was still a power in the Church, and it was well known that the forms of the Church of England had no particular favour in his eyes.  And therefore the Lower House of Convocation, representing, no doubt, the views of a majority of the clergy, while they professed, in 1689, that ’the interest of all the Protestant Churches was dear to them,’ were anxious to make it very clear that they owned no close union with them.[334] There was a perplexity in the mode of expression which thoroughly reflected a genuine difficulty.  As even the Highest Churchmen,
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at the opening of the eighteenth century, were vehemently Protestant, afraid of Rome, and exceedingly anxious to resist her with all their power, they could not help sharing to some extent in the general wish to make common cause with the Protestants abroad.  On the other hand, there was much to repel anything like close intercourse.  The points of difference were very marked.  The English Church had retained Episcopacy.  There was no party in the Church which did not highly value it; a section of High Churchmen reckoned it one of the essential notes of a true Church, and unchurched all communions that rejected it.  The foreign Reformers, on the other hand, not, in some cases, without reluctance, and from force of circumstances, had discarded bishops.  English Churchmen, again, almost universally paid great deference to the authority of the primitive fathers and early councils.  The Reformed Churches abroad, under the leading of Daille and others, no less generally depreciated them.[335] Nor could it be forgotten that the sympathies of those Churches had been with the Puritans during the Civil Wars, and that in tone of thought and mode of worship they bore, for the most part, a closer resemblance to English Nonconformity than to the English Church.  Lastly, the Protestants of France and Switzerland were chiefly Calvinists, while in the Church of England Calvinism had for some length of time been rapidly declining.  The bond of union had need to be strong, and the necessity of it keenly felt, if it was to prevail over the influences which tended to keep the English and foreign Reformed Churches apart.
Thus, at the beginning of the eighteenth century, while there was a very general wish that the English Church should take its place at the head of a movement which would aim at strengthening and consolidating the Protestant cause throughout Europe, there was much doubt how far such a project could be carried out consistently with the spirit and principles of the Church.  The hopes of High Churchmen in this direction were based chiefly on the anticipation that the reformed churches abroad might perhaps be induced to restore Episcopacy.  It was with this view that Dodwell wrote his ‘Paraenesis to Foreigners’ in 1704.  A year or two afterwards, events occurred in Prussia which made it seem likely that in that country the desired change would very speedily be made.  Frederick I., at his coronation in 1700, had given the title of bishop to two of his clergy—­one a Lutheran, the other Reformed.  The former died soon after; but the latter, Dr. Ursinus, willingly co-operated with the King in a scheme for uniting the two communions on a basis of mutual assimilation to the Church of England.  Ernestus Jablonski, his chaplain, a superintendent of the Protestant Church, in Poland, zealously promoted the project.  He had once been strongly prejudiced against the English Church; but his views on this point had altered during a visit to England, and he was now an admirer of it. 
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By the advice of Ursinus and Jablonski, the King caused the English Liturgy to be translated into German.  This was done at Frankfort on the Oder, where the English Church had many friends among the professors.  Frederick then directed Ursinus to consult further with the Archbishop of Canterbury, and suggested that, if the plan was encouraged in England, the Liturgy should be introduced into the King’s Chapel and the Cathedral Church on the 1st Sunday in Advent, 1706.  It was to be left optional to other Churches to follow the example.  After debate in the King’s consistory, letters and copies of the version were sent to the Queen of England and to Archbishop Tenison.  The former returned her thanks, but the primate appeared not to have received the communication; and the King, offended at the apparent slackness, allowed the matter to drop.  Early, however, in 1709, communications were reopened.  On January 14 of that year, the following entry occurs in Thoresby’s ‘Diary:’  ’At the excellent Bishop of Ely’s [Moore].  Met the obliging R. Hales, Esq., to whose pious endeavour the good providence of God has given admirable success in reconciling the Reformed Churches abroad [Calvinists and Lutherans] one to another (so that they not only frequently meet together, but some of them join in the Sacrament), and both of them to the Church of England; so that in many places they are willing to admit of Episcopacy, as I am creditably informed.’[336] The negotiations continued.  Jablonski’s recommendations were translated into English, and attracted considerable attention both in England and Prussia.  They were promoted by many persons of eminence, especially by Archbishop Sharp, Bishop Smalridge (who thought ’the honour of our own Church and the edification of others much interested in the scheme’), Bishop Robinson and Lord Raby, ambassador at Berlin.  Secretary St. John, afterwards Lord Bolingbroke, wrote to Raby in behalf of this ‘laudable design,’ informing him that the Queen was ’ready to give all possible encouragement to that excellent work,’ and that if previous overtures had received a cold reception, yet that the clergy generally were zealous in the cause.  Bonel, the Prussian king’s minister in London, wrote in 1711 to Frederick that he thought the service of the Church of England was ’the most perfect, perhaps, that is among Protestants,’ that conformity between the Prussian and English Churches would be received with great joy in England, but that the conformity desired related more to Church government than to any ritual or liturgy, and that Episcopacy was generally looked upon as the only apostolical and true ecclesiastical form of government.  Later in the year, Jablonski placed in the hands of Baron Prinz his more matured ’Project for introducing Episcopacy into the King of Prussia’s dominions.’  Leibnitz engaged to interest the Electress of Hanover in the proposal.  He was afraid, however, that the thirty-nine articles would be considered ’a
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little too much Geneva stamp’ at Berlin.  The negotiations continued, but the interest of the King had slackened; the proceedings of the Collegium Charitativum at Berlin, which sat under the presidency of Bishop Ursinus, were somewhat discredited by the wilder schemes started by Winkler, one of its chief members; the grave political questions debated at Utrecht diverted attention from ecclesiastical matters; Archbishop Sharp, who had taken an active part in the correspondence, became infirm; and the conferences were finally brought to a termination by the death, early in 1713, of Frederick I.[337] Frederick William’s rough and contracted mind was far too much absorbed in the care of his giant regiment, and in the amassing of treasure, to feel the slightest concern in matters so entirely uncongenial to his temper as plans for the advancement of Church unity.
With the earlier years of the century all ideas of a closer relationship between English and foreign Protestantism than had existed heretofore passed away.  The name of Protestant was still as cherished in popular feeling as ever it had been; but soon after the beginning of the Georgian period little was heard, as compared with what lately had been the case, of the Protestant cause or the Protestant interest.  In truth, when minds were no longer intent upon immediate dangers, the bond was severed which had begun to keep together, notwithstanding all differences, the Reformed Churches in England and on the Continent.  A few leading spirits on either side had been animated by larger aspirations after Christian unity.  But self-defence against aggressive Romanism had been the main support of all projects of combination.  In the eighteenth century there was plenty of the monotonous indifferentism which bears a dreary superficial resemblance to unity, but there was very little in the prevalent tone of thought which was adapted to encourage its genuine growth.  And even if it had been otherwise—­if the National Church had ever so much widened and deepened its hold in England, and a sound, substantial unity had gained ground, such as gains strength out of the very differences which it contains—­insular feeling would still, in all probability, have been too exclusive or uninformed to care much, when outward pressure was removed, for ties of sympathy which should extend beyond the Channel and include Frenchmen or Germans within their hold.  Quite early in the century we find Fleetwood[338] and Calamy[339] complaining of a growing indifference towards Protestants abroad.  A generation later this indifference had become more general.  Parliamentary grants to ‘poor French Protestant refugee clergy’ and ‘poor French Protestant laity’ were made in the annual votes of supply almost up to the present reign,[340] but these were only items in the public charity; they no longer bore any significance.
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In 1751 an Act was brought forward for the general naturalisation of foreign Protestants resident in England.  Much interest had been felt in a similar Bill which had come before the House in 1709.  But the promoters of the earlier measure had been chiefly animated by the sense of close religious affinity in those to whom the privilege was offered; and those who resisted it did so from a fear that it might tend to changes in the English Church of which they disapproved.  At the later period these sympathies and these fears, so far as they existed at all, were wholly subordinate to other influences.  The Bill was supported on the ground of the drain upon the population which had resulted from the late war; it was vehemently resisted from a fear that it would unduly encourage emigration, and have an unfavourable effect upon English labour.[341] Considerations less secular than these had little weight.  Religious life was circulating but feebly in the Church and country generally; it had no surplus energy to spare for sisterly interest in other communions outside the national borders.
The remarks that have been made in this chapter upon the relations of the English Church in the eighteenth century, especially in its earlier years, towards Rome on the one hand and the foreign Reformed Churches on the other, began with a reference to those principles of Church comprehensiveness which, however imperfectly understood, lay very near the heart of many distinguished Churchmen.  But all who longed to see the Church of England acting in the free and generous spirit of a great national Church were well aware that there was a wider and more important field at home for the exercise of those principles.  It was one, however, in which their course seemed far less plain.  Many who were very willing to acknowledge that wide differences of opinion or practice constituted no insuperable bar to a close friendly intercourse between Churches of different countries, regarded those same variations in quite another light when considered as occasions of schism among separatists at home.  Archbishop Sharp, for example, willingly communicated with congregations of foreign Protestants, wherever he might be travelling on the Continent, but could discuss no terms of conciliation with English Dissenters which were not based upon a relinquishment of Nonconformity.  Liberty of opinion was not to be confused with needless infractions of Church unity.
The Latitudinarian party in the English Church had, almost without exception, a slight bias toward Puritan opinions.  To them, the differences by which they were separated from moderate Nonconformists appeared utterly immaterial, and not worthy to be balanced for an instant against the blessings of unity.  Hence while, on the one hand, they did their utmost to persuade the Dissenters to give up what seemed to them needless, and almost frivolous scruples, they were also very anxious that all ground for these scruples should be
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as far as possible removed.  ‘Sure,’ they argued, ’’tis not ill-becoming an elder (and so a wiser) brother in such a case as this to stoop a little to the weakness of the younger, in keeping company still; and when hereby he shall not go one step the further out of the ready road unto their Father’s house.’[342] On points of Church order and discipline, mitigate the terms of uniformity, do not rigidly preclude all alternatives, admit some considered system which will allow room for option.  Frankly acknowledge, that in regard of the doctrine of the sacraments, divers opinions may still, as has ever been the case, be legitimately held within the Church and modify here and there an expression in the Liturgy, which may be thought inconsistent with their liberty, and gives needless offence.  Let it not be in anywise our fault if our brethren in the same faith will not join us in our common worship.  They appealed to the apostolic rule of Charity, that they who use this right despise not them who use it not; and those who use it not, condemn not them that use it.  They appealed to the example of the primitive Church, and bade both Churchmen and Dissenters remember how both Polycarp and Irenaeus had urged, that they who agree in doctrine must not fall out for rites.  The early Church, said Stillingfleet,[343] showed great toleration towards different parties within its communion, and allowed among its members and ministers diverse rites and various opinions.  They appealed again to the practice and constitution of the English Church since the Reformation.  They did not so much ask to widen its limits, as that the limits which had previously been recognised should not now be restricted.  There had always been parties in it which differed widely from one another, Anglican and Puritan, Calvinist and Arminian.  There never had been a time when it had not included among its clergy men who differed in no perceptible degree from those who were now excluded.  They appealed to the friendly feeling that prevailed between moderate men on either side; and most frequently and most urgently they appealed to the need of combination among Protestants.  It was a time for mutual conciliation among Protestants in England and abroad, not for increasing divisions, and for imposing new tests and passwords which their fathers had not known.  The National Church ought to make a great effort to win over a class of men who, as citizens, were prominent, for the most part, for sobriety, frugality, and industry, and, as Christians, for a piety which might perhaps be restricted in its ideas, and cramped by needless scruples, but which at all events was genuine and zealous.  A very large number of them were as yet not disaffected towards the English Church, and would meet with cordiality all advances made in a brotherly spirit.  It would be a sin to let the opportunity slip by unimproved.
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The force of such arguments was vividly felt by the whole of that Latitudinarian party in the Church, which numbered at the end of the seventeenth century so many distinguished names.  There was a time when some of the High Church leaders were so far alarmed by Roman aggressiveness, as to think that union among Protestants should be purchased even at what they deemed a sacrifice, and when Sancroft, Ken, and Lake moved for a bill of comprehension,[344] and Beveridge spoke warmly in favour of it.[345] The moderate Dissenters were quite as anxious on the subject as any of their conformist friends.  ’Baxter protested in his latest works, that the body to which he belonged was in favour of a National State Church.  He disavowed the term Presbyterian, and stated that most whom he knew did the same.  They would be glad, he said, to live under godly bishops, and to unite on healing terms.  He deplored that the Church doors had not been opened to him and his brethren, and pleaded urgently for a “healing Act of Uniformity.”  Calamy explicitly states that he was disposed to enter the establishment, if Tillotson’s scheme had succeeded.  Howe also lamented the failure of the scheme.’[346] The trusts of their meeting-houses were in many instances so framed, and their licences so taken out, that the buildings could easily be transferred to Church uses.[347] The Independents, who came next to the Presbyterians, both in influence and numerical strength, were more divided in opinion.  Many remained staunch to the principles of their early founders, and were wholly irreconcilable.[348] Others, perhaps a majority, of the ‘Congregational Brethren,’ as they preferred to call themselves, were very willing to ’own the king for head over their churches,’ to give a general approval to the Prayer Book, and to be comprehended, on terms which would allow them what they considered a reasonable liberty, within the National Church.[349] They formed part of the deputation of ministers to King William, by whom an ardent hope was expressed that differences might be composed, and such a firm union established on broad Christian principles ’as would make the Church a type of heaven.’[350] How far they would have accepted any practical scheme of comprehension is more doubtful.  But, as Mr. Skeats remarks of the measure proposed in 1689, ’Calamy’s assertion, that if it had been adopted, it would in all probability have brought into the Church two-thirds of the Dissenters, indicates the almost entire agreement of the Independents with the Presbyterians, concerning the expedience of adopting it.’[351]
The Baptists showed little or no disposition to come to an agreement with the Church.  They were at this time a declining sect, who held little intercourse with other Dissenters, and were much engaged in petty but very acrimonious controversies among themselves.  They had been divided ever since 1633 into two sections, the Particular and General Baptists.  The former of the two were Calvinists of the most rigorous and
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exclusive type, often conspicuous by a fervent but excessively narrow form of piety, and illiterate almost on principle on account of their disparagement of what was called ’human learning.’[352] The General Baptists, many of whom merged, early in the eighteenth century, into Unitarians, were less exclusive in their views.  But the Baptists generally viewed the English Church with suspicion and dislike.  In many cases their members were forbidden to enter, an any pretext whatever, the national churches, or to form intermarriages or hold social intercourse with Churchmen.[353] Yet some may not have forgotten the example and teaching of the ablest defender, in the seventeenth century, of Baptist opinions.  ‘Mr. Tombs,’ says Wall, quoting from Baxter, ’continued an Antipaedobaptist to his dying day, yet wrote against separation for it, and for communion with the parish churches.’[354] When Marshall, in the course of controversy, reproached the Baptists with separation, Tombs answered that he must blame the persons, not the general body.  For his own part he thought such separation a ’practice justly to be abhorred.  The making of sects upon difference of opinions, reviling, separating from their teachers and brethren otherwise faithful, because there is not the same opinion in disputable points, or in clear truths not fundamental, is a thing too frequent in all sorts of dogmatists, &c., and I look upon it as one of the greatest plagues of Christianity.  You shall have me join with you in detestation of it.’[355] He himself continued in communion with the National Church until his death.
Unitarians have always differed from one another so very widely, that they can hardly be classed or spoken of under one name.  Their opinions have always varied in every possible degree, from such minute departure from generally received modes of expression in speaking of the mystery of the Godhead, as needs a very microscopic orthodoxy to detect, down to the barest and most explicit Socinianism.  There were some who charged with Unitarianism Bishop Bull,[356] whose learned defence of the Nicene faith was famous throughout all Europe.  There were many who made it an accusation against Tillotson,[357] and the whole[358] of the Low or Latitudinarian party in the Church of England.  The Roman Controversialists of the seventeenth century used to go further still, and boldly assert[359] that to leave Rome was to go to Socinianism; and the Calvinists, on their side, would sometimes argue that ’Arminianism was a shoeing horn to draw on Socinianism.’[360] A great number of the Unitarians of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries were themselves scarcely distinguishable from the orthodox.  ’For peace sake they submit to the phrase of the Church, and expressly own Three Persons, though they think the word person not so proper as another might be.  If the Three Persons should be defined by three distinct minds and spirits, or substances, the Unitarian will be lost; but if person be defined by mode, manifestation,
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or outward relation, he will be acquitted....  They believe all the articles of the Apostles’ Creed....  They believe the law of Christ contained in the four gospels to be the only and everlasting rule, by which they shall be judged hereafter....  They thankfully lay hold of the message of Redemption through Christ.’[361] Some of the Unitarians, we are told, even excommunicated and deposed from the ministry such of their party as denied that divine worship was due to Christ.[362] Of Unitarians such as these, if they can be called by that name, and not rather Arians or Semi-Arians, the words of Dr. Arnold may properly be quoted:  ’The addressing Christ in the language of prayer and praise is an essential part of Christian worship.  Every Christian would feel his devotions incomplete, if this formed no part of them.  This therefore cannot be sacrificed; but we are by no means bound to inquire whether all who pray to Christ entertain exactly the same ideas of His nature.  I believe that Arianism involves in it some very erroneous notions as to the object of religious worship; but if an Arian will join in our worship of Christ, and will call Him Lord and God, there is neither wisdom nor charity in insisting that he shall explain what he means by these terms; nor in questioning the strength and sincerity of his faith in his Saviour, because he makes too great a distinction between the Divinity of the Father and that which he allows to be the attribute of the Son.’[363] This was certainly the feeling of Tillotson[364] and many other eminent men of the same school.  If an Unitarian chose to conform, as very many are accustomed to do, they gladly received him as a fellow worshipper.  Thomas Firmin the philanthropist, leader of the Unitarians of his day was a constant attendant at Tillotson’s church of St. Lawrence Jewry, and at Dr. Outram’s in Lombard Street.  Yet both these divines were Catholic in regard of the doctrine of the Trinity, and wrote in defence of it.  In fact, the moderate Unitarians conformed without asking or expecting any concessions.  Latitudinarian Churchmen, as a party, entertained no idea of including Unitarians in the proposed act of comprehension.  For his own part, said Burnet, he could never understand pacificatory doctrines on matters which seemed to him the fundamentals of Christianity.[365] So far from comprehension, Socinians were excluded even from the benefits of the act of toleration; and more than thirty years later, in 1697, a severe Act of outlawry was passed against all who wrote or spoke against the divinity of Christ.[366] Until about 1720, Unitarians scarcely took the form of a separate sect.  Either they were scarcely distinguishable from those who professed one or another form of Deism, and who assumed the title of a Christian philosophy rather than of a denomination; or they were proscribed heretics; or they conformed to the Church of England and did not consider their opinions inconsistent with loyalty to it.
Page 161
Little need be said, in this connexion, of the Quakers.  Towards the end of the seventeenth century they increased in wealth and numbers, and had begun to hold far more mitigated tenets than those of a previous age.  For this they were much indebted to Robert Barclay, who wrote his ‘Apology’ in Latin in 1676, and translated it with a dedication to Charles II. in 1678.  A few Churchmen of pronounced mystical opinions were to some extent in sympathy with them; but, as a rule, both among Conformists and Nonconformists they were everywhere misunderstood, ridiculed, and denounced.  If it had not been so, their vehement repudiation of all intervention of the State in religious matters would have compelled them to hold aloof from all overtures of comprehension, even if any had been proffered to them.
The Nonconformists, therefore, who in the latter part of the seventeenth century might have been attached by a successful measure of comprehension to the National Church, were the Presbyterians—­at that time a large and influential body—­a considerable proportion, probably, of the Independents, and individual members of other denominations.  The most promising, though not the best known scheme, appears to have been that put forward by the Presbyterians, and earnestly promoted by Sir Matthew Hale, Bishop Wilkins, and others, in 1667.  Assent only was to be required to the Prayer Book; certain ceremonies were to be left optional; clergymen who had received only Presbyterian ordination were to receive, with imposition of the bishop’s hands, legal authority to exercise the offices of their ministry, the word ‘legal’ being considered a sufficient salvo for the intrinsic validity of their previous orders; ‘sacramentally’ might be added after ‘regenerated’ in the Baptismal service, and a few other things were to be made discretional.  Here was a very tolerable basis for an agreement which might not improbably have been carried out, if the House of Commons had not resolved to pass no bill of comprehension in that year.
Even this scheme, however, had one essential fault common to it with the projects which were brought forward at a somewhat later period.  No measure for Church comprehension on anything like a large scale is ever like to fulfil its objects, unless the whole of the question with all its difficulties is boldly grasped and dealt with in a statesmanlike manner.  Nonconformist bodies, which have grown up by long and perhaps hereditary usage into fixed habits and settled frames of thought, or whose strength is chiefly based upon principles and motives of action which are not quite in accordance with the spirit of the larger society, can never be satisfactorily incorporated into a National Church, unless the scheme provides to a great extent for the affiliation and maintenance in their integrity of the existing organisations.  The Roman Church has never hesitated to utilise in this sort of manner new spiritual forces, and, without many alterations of the old, to make new additions to her ecclesiastical machinery at the risk of increasing its complexity.  The Church of England might in this respect have followed the example of her old opponent to very great advantage.  But neither in the plan of 1689, nor in any of those which preceded or followed it during the period which elapsed between the Act of Uniformity and the close of the century, was anything of the kind attempted.
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Much, no doubt, could be done and was proposed to be done, in the way of removing from public services, where other words, not less to the purpose and equally devotional, could be substituted for them, some expressions which gave offence and raised scruples.  Where this can be done without loss, it must needs be a gain.  A concession to scruples which in no way impairs our perception of Christian truth, is a worthy sacrifice to Christian charity.  Such a work, however, of revision demands much caution and an exceptional amount of sound discretion.  Least of all it can be done in any spirit of party.  In proposing a change of expression which would be in itself wholly unobjectionable, the revisers have not only to consider the scruples of those whom they wish to conciliate; they must respect even more heedfully, feelings and sentiments which they may not themselves share in, but which are valued by one or another party already existing in the Church.  A revision conducted by the moderates of a Church would plainly have no right to meet scruples and objections on the part of Puritans, outside their Communion, only by creating new scruples and objections among High Churchmen within it; just as, reversely, it would be equally unjustifiable to conciliate High Sacramentalists, or the lovers of a grander or more touching ceremonial, who hovered on the borders of a Church, by changes which would be painful to its Puritan members already domiciled within it.  When men of all the leading parties in a Church are sincerely desirous (as they ought, and, under such contingencies, are specially bound to be,) of removing unnecessary obstacles to Church Communion, the work of revision will be comparatively easy; and changes, which to unwilling minds would be magnified into alarming sacrifices, will become peace offerings uncostly in themselves, and willingly and freely yielded.  Much then can be done in this way, but only where the changes, however excellent and opportune in themselves, are promoted not merely by a party, but by the Church in general.
Alterations, however, of this kind, although they may constitute a very important part of a measure of Church comprehension, will rarely, if ever, prove sufficient to fulfil in any satisfactory manner the desired purpose.  It would be simply ruinous to the vitality of any Church to be neutral and colourless in its formularies.  Irritating and polemical terms may most properly be excluded from devotional use; but no Church or party in a Church which has life and promise in it will consent, in order to please others, to give up old words and accustomed usages which give distinctiveness to worship and add a charm to the expression of familiar doctrines.
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One, therefore, of two things must be done as a duty both to the old and to the incoming members.  Either much must be left optional to the clergy, or to the clergy acting in concert with their congregations, or else, as was before said, the National Church must find scope and room for its new members, not as a mere throng of individuals, but as corporate bodies, whose organisations may have to be modified to suit the new circumstances, but not broken up.  When it is considered how highly strict uniformity was valued by the ruling powers at the end of the seventeenth century, the ample discretionary powers that were proposed to be left are a strong proof how genuine in many quarters must have been the wish to effect a comprehension.  The difficulties, however, which beset such liberty of option were obvious, and the opponents of the bill did not fail to make the most of them.  It was a subject which specially suited the satirical pen and declamatory powers of Dr. South.  He was a great stickler for uniformity; unity, he urged, was strength; and therefore he insisted upon ’a resolution to keep all the constitutions of the Church, the parts of the service, and the conditions of its communion entire, without lopping off any part of them.’  ’If any be indulged in the omission of the least thing there enjoined, they cannot be said to “speak all the same thing."’ And then, in more forcible language, he descanted upon what he called ’the deformity and undecency’ of difference of practice.  He drew a vivid picture how some in the same diocese would use the surplice, and some not, and how there would be parties accordingly.  ’Some will kneel at the Sacrament, some stand, some perhaps sit; some will read this part of the Common Prayer, some that—­some, perhaps, none at all.’  Some in the pulpits of our churches and cathedrals ’shall conceive a long crude extemporary prayer, in reproach of all the prayers which the Church with such admirable prudence and devotion hath been making before.  Nay, in the same cathedral you shall see one prebendary in a surplice, another in a long coat, another in a short coat or jacket; and in the performance of the public services some standing up at the Creed, the Gloria Patri, and the reading of the Gospel; and others sitting, and perhaps laughing and winking upon their fellow schismatics, in scoff of those who practise the decent order of the Church.’  Irreconcilable parties, he adds, and factions will be created.  ’I will not hear this formalist, says one; and I will not hear that schismatic (with better reason), says another....  So that I dare avouch, that to bring in a comprehension is nothing else but, in plain terms, to establish a schism in the Church by law, and so bring a plague into the very bowels of it, which is more than sufficiently endangered already by having one in its neighbourhood; a plague which shall eat out the very heart and soul, and consume the vitals and spirit of it, and this to such a degree, that in the compass of a few years
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it shall scarce have any being or subsistence, or so much as the face of a National Church to be known by.’[367] South’s sermon was on the appropriate text, ’not give place, no, not for an hour.’  His picture was doubtless a highly exaggerated one.  The discretionary powers which some of the schemes of comprehension proposed to give would not have left the Church of England a mere scene of confusion, an unseemly Babel of anarchy and licence.  A sketch might be artfully drawn, in which nothing should be introduced but what was truthfully selected from the practices of different London Churches of the present day, which might easily make a foreigner imagine that in the National Church uniformity and order were things unknown.  Yet practically, its unity remains unbroken; and the inconveniences arising from such divergences are very slight as compared with the advantages which result from them, and with the general life and elasticity of which they are at once both causes and symptoms.  Good feeling, sound sense, and the natural instinct of order would have done much to abate the disorders of even a large relaxation of the Act of Uniformity.  In 1689, before yet the course taken by the Revolution had kindled the strong spirit of party, there was nothing like the heat of feeling in regard of such usages as the wearing of the surplice, kneeling at the Communion, and the sign of the cross at Baptism, as there had been in the earlier part of Elizabeth’s reign.  When prejudices began to pass away, prevailing practice would probably have been guided, after an interval, by the rule of the ’survival of the fittest,’—­of those customs, that is, which best suited the temper of the people and the spirit of the Church.  The surplice, for instance, would very likely have become gradually universal, much in the same manner as in our own day it has gradually superseded the gown in the pulpit.  A concession to Nonconformist scruples of some discretionary power in regard of a few ceremonies and observances would certainly not have brought upon the National Church the ruin foreboded by Dr. South.  Possibly a licensed variety of usage might have had indirectly a somewhat wholesome influence.  The mild excitement of controversies about matters in themselves almost indifferent might have tended, like a gentle blister, to ward off the lethargy which, in the eighteenth century, paralysed to so great an extent the spiritual energies of the Church.  No one can doubt that Dr. South’s remarks expressed in vigorous language genuine difficulties.  But it was equally obvious that if the National Church were to be laced on a wider basis, as the opportunities of the time seemed to demand, a relaxation of uniformity of some kind or another was indispensable.  It did not seem to occur to the reformers and revisionists of the time that a concession of optional powers was a somewhat crude, nor by any means the only solution of the difficulty; and that it might be quite possible to meet all reasonable scruples of Nonconformists without in any way infringing upon customs which all old members of the Church of England were well satisfied to retain.
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But even if the schemes for comprehension had been thoroughly sound in principle, and less open to objection, the favourable opportunity soon passed by.  While there yet lingered in men’s minds a feeling of uneasiness and regret that the Restoration of 1660 should have been followed by the ejection of so many deserving clergy; while the more eminent and cultured of the sufferers by it were leavening the whole Nonconformist body with principles and sentiments which belong rather to a National Church than to a detached sect; while Nonconformity among large bodies of Dissenters was not yet an established fact; while men of all parties were still rejoicing in the termination of civil war, in the conspicuous abatement of religious and political animosities, and in the sense of national unity; while Protestants of all shades of opinion were knit together by the strong band of a common danger, by the urgent need of combination against a foe whose advances threatened the liberties of all; while High Churchmen like Ken and Sancroft were advocating not toleration only, but comprehension; while the voices of Nonconformists joined heartily in the acclamations which greeted the liberation of the seven bishops; while the Upper House of Convocation was not yet separated from the Lower, nor the great majority of the bishops from the bulk of the clergy, by a seemingly hopeless antagonism of Church principles; while High Churchmen were still headed by bishops distinguished by their services to religion and liberty; and while Broad Churchmen were represented not only by eminent men of the type of Stillingfleet and Tillotson, Burnet, Tenison and Compton, but by the thoughtful and philosophic band of scholars who went by the name of the Cambridge Platonists—­under circumstances such as these, there was very much that was highly favourable to the efforts which were being made in favour of Church comprehension.  These efforts met at all times with strong opposition, especially in the House of Commons and among the country clergy.  But a well-considered scheme, once carried, would have been welcomed with very general approval, and might have been attended with most beneficial results.
The turn taken by the Revolution of 1688 destroyed the prospect of bringing these labours to a really successful issue.  They were pushed on, as is well known, with greater energy than ever.  They could not, however, fail of being infected henceforth with a partisan and political spirit which made it very doubtful whether the ill consequences of an Act of Comprehension would not have more than counterbalanced its advantages.  The High Church party, deprived of many of their best men by the secession of the Nonjurors, and suspected by a triumphant majority of Jacobitism and general disaffection, were weakened, narrowed, and embittered.  Broad Churchmen, on the other hand, were looked upon by those who differed from them as altogether Latitudinarians in religion, and Whigs in politics—­terms constantly used
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as practically convertible.  Danger from Rome, although by no means insignificant, was no longer so visible, or so pressing, as it had been in James II.’s reign.  Meanwhile, it had become apparent that the Church of England was menaced by a peril of an opposite kind.  Not High Churchmen only, but all who desired to see the existing character of the Church of England maintained, had cause to fear lest under a monarch to whom all forms of Protestantism were alike, and who regarded all from a political and somewhat sceptical point of view, ideas very alien to those which had given the National Church its shape and colour might now become predominant.  If the Royal Supremacy was no longer the engine of power it had been under some previous rulers, and up to the very era of the Revolution, the personal opinions of the sovereign still had considerable weight, especially when backed, as they now were, by a strong mass of opinion, both within the English Church, and among Nonconformists.  There were many persons who drew back with apprehension from measures which a year or two before they had looked forward to with hope.  They knew not what they might lead to.  Salutary changes might be the prelude to others which they would witness with dismay.  Moreover, changes which might have been salutary under other circumstances, would entirely lose their character when they were regarded as the triumph of a party and caused distrust and alienation.  They might create a wider schism than any they could heal.  The Nonjuring separation was at present a comparatively inconsiderable body in numbers and general influence; and there was a hope, proved in the issue to be well founded, that many of the most respected members of it would eventually return to the communion which they had unwillingly quitted.  The case would be quite reversed, if multitudes of steady, old-fashioned Churchmen, disgusted by concessions and innovations which they abhorred and regarded as mere badges of a party triumph, came to look upon the communion of Ken and Kettlewell and Nelson as alone representing that Church of their forefathers to which they had given their attachment.  It would be a disastrous consequence of efforts pressed inopportunely in the interests of peace if the ancient Church of England were rent in twain.
Thus, before the eighteenth century had yet begun, the hopes which had been cherished by so many excellent men on either side of the line which marked off the Nonconformists from their conforming friends, had at length almost entirely vanished.  The scheme of 1689, well-meaning as it was, lacked in a marked degree many of the qualities which most deserve and command success.  But when once William and Mary had been crowned, and the spirit of party had become strong, the best of schemes would have failed.
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Church comprehension never afterwards became, in any direct form, a question for much practical discussion.  The interest which the late efforts had excited lingered for some time in the minds, both of those who had promoted the measure and of those who had resisted it.  There was much warm debate upon the subject in the Convocation of 1702.  Sacheverell and the bigots of his party in 1709 lashed themselves into fury at the very thought that comprehension could be advocated.  It was treachery, rank and inexcusable; it was bringing the Trojan horse into the Holy City; it was converting the House of God into a den of thieves.[368] Such forms of speech were too common just about that period to mean much, or to attract any particular notice.  As Swift said, if the zealots of either party were to be believed, their adversaries were always wretches worthy to be exterminated.[369] Party spirit, at this period, ran so high, both in political and ecclesiastical matters, and minds were so excited and suspicious, that most men ranged themselves very definitely on one or another side of a clearly-marked line, and genuinely temperate counsels were much out of favour.  To the one party ‘moderation,’ that ’harmless, gilded name,’[370] had become wholly odious, as ever ’importing somewhat that was unkind to the Church, and that favoured the Dissenters.’[371] There was a story that ’a clergyman preaching upon the text, “Let your moderation be known unto all men,” took notice that the Latin word “moderor” signified rule and government, and by virtue of the criticism he made his text to signify, let the severity of your government be known unto all men.’[372] Yet it was not to be wondered at that they had got to hate the word.  The opposite party, adopting moderation jointly with union as their password, and glorifying it as ‘the cement of the world,’ ’the ornament of human kind,’ ‘the chiefest Christian grace,’ ’the peculiar characteristic of this Church,’[373] would pass on almost in the same breath to pile upon their opponents indiscriminate charges of persecution, priestcraft, superstition, and to inveigh against them as ‘a narrow Laudean faction,’ ’a jealous-headed, unneighbourly, selfish sect of Ishmaelites.’[374] Evidently, so long as the spirit of party was thus rampant, any measure of Church comprehension was entirely out of question.  Many Low Churchmen were as anxious for it as ever.  But they were no longer in power; and had they been a majority, they could only have effected it by sheer weight of numbers, and under imminent peril of disrupture in the Church.  Therefore, they did not even attempt it, and were content to labour toward the same ends by more indirect means.
In the middle of the century—­at a time when, except among the Methodists, religious zeal seemed almost extinct, and when (to use Walpole’s words) ’religious animosities were out of date, and the public had no turn for controversy’—­thoughts of comprehension revived both in the English Church and among the Nonconformists.
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‘Those,’ wrote Mosheim in 1740, ’who are best acquainted with the state of the English nation, tell us that the Dissenting interest declines from day to day, and that the cause of Nonconformity owes this gradual decay in a great measure to the lenity and moderation that are practised by the rulers of the Established Church.’[375] No doubt the friendly understanding which widely existed about this time between Churchmen and Dissenters contributed to such a result.  Herring, for instance, of Canterbury, Sherlock of London, Secker of Oxford, Maddox of Worcester, as well as Warburton, who was then preacher at Lincoln’s Inn, Hildersley afterwards Bishop of Sodor and Man, and many other eminent Churchmen,[376] were all friends or correspondents with Doddridge, the genial and liberal-minded leader of the Congregationalists, the devout author of ‘The Rise and Progress of Religion in the Soul.’  Much the same might be said of Samuel Chandler, the eminent Presbyterian minister.  An old school fellow of Secker and Butler, when they were pupils together at a dissenting academy in Yorkshire, he kept up his friendship with them, when the one was Primate of the English Church, and the other its ablest theologian.  Personal relations of this kind insured the recognition of approaches based on more substantial grounds.  There was real friendly feeling on the part of many principal Nonconformists not only towards this or that bishop, this or that Churchman, but towards the English Church in general.  They coveted its wider culture, its freer air.  With the decline of prejudices and animosities, they could not but feel the insignificance of the differences by which they were separated from it.  Many of them were by no means unfavourable to the principle of a National Church.  This was especially the case with Doddridge.  While he spoke with the utmost abhorrence of all forms of persecution, he argued that regard alike to the honour of God and to the good of society, should engage rulers to desire and labour that the people should be instructed in matters of religion, and that they could not be thus instructed without some public provision.  He held, however, that such an establishment should be as large as possible, so that no worthy or good man, whose services could be of use, should be excluded.  If the majority agreed in such an establishment, the minority, he thought, might well be thankful to be left in possession of their liberties.  He did not see that it was more unfair that they should be called upon to assist in supporting such a Church, than that they should have to contribute to the expenses of a war or any other national object of which they might disapprove.[377] It must be added that the Nonconformists of that time were drawn towards the National Church not only by its real merits.  They were in very many instances attracted rather than repelled, by what was then its greatest defect, for it was a defect which prevailed no less generally among themselves
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than in it.  A stiff and cold insistence upon morals and reasonable considerations, to the comparative exclusion of appeals to higher Christian motive, was the common vice of Nonconformist as well as of national pulpits.  At a time, therefore, when the great cardinal doctrines of Christianity were insufficiently preached, it followed as a matter of course that differences of opinion upon religious questions of less moment dwindled in seeming importance.
Such was the frequent relation between the English Church and Dissent when a charge happened to be delivered by Gooch, Bishop of Norwich, which gave rise to some remonstrance on the part of Dr. Chandler, who had been one of his auditors.  Correspondence resulted in an interview, in which Gooch, though generally considered a High Churchman, showed himself not unfavourable to comprehension.  Another time Bishop Sherlock joined in the discussion.  There were three points, he said, to be considered—­Doctrine, Discipline, and Ceremonies.  Discipline was already in too neglected and enfeebled a state, too much in need of being recast, to be suggestive of much difficulty.  Ceremonies could be left indifferent.  As for doctrine, both bishops were quite willing to agree with Dr. Chandler that the Articles might properly be expressed in Scripture words, and that the Athanasian Creed should be discarded.  Chandler, for his part, thought that dissenting clergy would consent to a form of Episcopal ordination if it did not suggest any invalidity in previous orders.  Archbishop Herring was then consulted.  The Primate had already had a long conversation with Doddridge on the subject, and had fallen in with Doddridge’s suggestion, that, as a previous step, an occasional interchange of pulpits between Churchmen and Dissenters might be desirable.  He thought comprehension ‘a very good thing;’ he wished it with all his heart, and considered that there was some hope of its success.  He believed most of the bishops agreed with him in these opinions.
No practical results ensued upon these conversations.  They are interesting, and to some extent they were characteristic of the time.  It is not known whether Herring and his brethren on the Episcopal bench suggested any practical measure of the kind to the Ministry then in power.  If they had done so, the suggestion would have met with no response.  ‘I can tell you,’ said Warburton, ’of certain science, that not the least alteration will be made in the Ecclesiastical system.  The present ministers were bred up under, and act entirely on, the maxims of the last.  And one of the principal of theirs was, Not to stir what is at rest.’[378] Pelham was a true disciple of Sir Robert Walpole, without his talent and without his courage—­a man whose main political object was to glide quietly with the stream, and who trembled at the smallest eddies.[379] He was the last man to give a moment’s countenance to any such scheme, if it were not loudly called for by a large or powerful section of the community.  This was far from being the case.  Indifference was too much the prevailing spirit of the age to allow more than a very negative kind of public feeling in such a matter.  A carefully planned measure, not too suggestive of any considerable change, would have been acquiesced in by many, but enthusiastically welcomed by very few, while beyond doubt there would have been much vehement opposition to it.
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Or, if circumstances had been somewhat different, and Herring and Sherlock, Doddridge and Chandler, had seen their plans extensively advocated, and carried triumphantly through Parliament, the result would in all probability have been a disappointing one.  It would infallibly have been a slipshod comprehension.  Carelessness and indifference would have had a large share in promoting it; relaxation, greater than even then existed, of the order of the Church, would have been a likely consequence.  The National Church was not in a sufficiently healthy and vigorous condition to conduct with much prospect of success an enlarged organisation, or to undertake, in any hopeful spirit, new and wider responsibilities.  Nor would accessions from the Dissenting communities have infused much fresh life into it.  They were suffering themselves under the same defect; all the more visibly because a certain vigour of self-assertion seemed necessary to justify their very existence as separatist bodies.  The Presbyterians were rapidly losing their old standing, and were lapsing into the ranks of Unitarianism.  A large majority of the general Baptists were adopting similar views.  The ablest men among the Congregationalists were devoting themselves to teaching rather than to pastoral work.  Unitarianism was the only form of dissent that was gaining in numbers and influence.  The more orthodox denominations were daily losing in numbers and influence, and were secluding themselves more and more from the general thought and culture of the age.
After all, the greatest question which arose in the eighteenth century in connection with Church Comprehension was that which related to the Methodist movement.  Not that the word ‘Comprehension’ was ever used in the discussion of it.  In its beginnings, it was essentially an agitation which originated within the National Church, and one in which the very thought of secession was vehemently deprecated.  As it advanced, though one episcopal charge after another was levelled against it; though pulpit after pulpit was indignantly refused to its leaders; though it was on all sides preached against, satirised, denounced; though the voices of its preachers were not unfrequently drowned in the clanging of church bells; though its best features were persistently misunderstood and misrepresented, and all its defects and weaknesses exposed with a merciless hand, Wesley, with the majority of his principal supporters, never ceased to declare his love for the Church of England, and his hearty loyalty to its principles.  ‘We do not,’ he said, ’we dare not, separate from the service of the Church.  We are not seceders, nor do we bear any resemblance to them.’  And when one of his bitterest opponents charged him with ‘stabbing the Church to her very vitals,’ ’Do I, or you,’ he retorted, ’do this!  Let anyone who has read her Liturgy, Articles, and Homilies, judge....  You desire that I should disown the Church.  But I choose to stay in the Church, were it only to reprove those who betray her with a kiss.’[380] He stayed within it to the last, and on his deathbed, in 1791, he implored his followers even yet to refrain from secession.
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Comprehension had always related to Dissenters.  The term, therefore, could hardly be used in reference to men who claimed to be thorough Churchmen, who attended the services of the Church, loved its Liturgy, and willingly subscribed to all its formularies.  The Methodist Societies bore a striking resemblance to the Collegia Pietatis established in Germany by Spener about 1670, which, at all events in their earlier years, simply aimed at the promotion of Christian holiness, while they preserved allegiance to the ecclesiastical order of the day;[381] or we may be reminded of that Moravian community, by which the mind of Wesley was at one time so deeply fascinated, whose ideal, as Matter has observed, was to be ’Calviniste ici, Lutherienne la; Catholique partout par ses institutions episcopales et ses doctrines ascetiques, et pourtant avant tout Chretienne, et vraiment apostolique par ses missions.’[382] ‘At a very early period of the renewed Moravian Church,’ writes the translator of Schleiermacher’s Letters, ’invitations were sent from various quarters of Europe for godly men to labour in the National Churches.  These men did not dispense the Sacraments, but visited, prayed, read the Bible, and kept meetings for those who, without leaving the National Churches, sought to be “built up in communion” with
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