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First, a few answers to the claims of John Henry Newman: “I loved to choose and see my path; but now,
lead #how me on” (Newman, Lead Kindly Light, our hymn book #270). Let us pray that as sincerely as he did!
Newman was wounded, and the conversation he hoped would happen from his Tract 90, actually did (and
nor is it over). But he is now saying we’re merely a “paper” church, and so we might be permitted to (I hope)
graciously respond to his claims:

1. Really? “Did St. Athanasius or St. Ambrose come suddenly to life, it cannot be doubted what communion
he would take to be his own.” -Newman, Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine. Would Athanasius
choose a post-Vatican 11 novus ordo RC service over Orthodoxy, or even Coptic Orthodoxy in England today?

2. Straw Luther: “Part of the reason why Newman failed to see the extent to which, however much they
differed on certain points, Luther’s own teaching was in many respects in substantial agreement with his own
was that Newman had most probably never read Luther firsthand . Like almost of all his
contemporaries, Pusey being one notable exception, Newman did not read German, so he was dependent
upon the very poor translations of the time and secondary, probably polemic, sources” (Thomas L. Sheridan,
S.J. “Justification,” in The Cambride Companion to John Henry Newman).

3. Can you fix it? The Anglican mystic William Law, in his seventeenth-century Letters to a Lady Inclined to
Enter the Church of Rome wrote: “I have so much trust and confidence in the Goodness of God in the care of
his church, that I hope the means of Christian salvation are fully preserved in both the English and Romish
communion, for all such as are disposed to make a right use of them.” Law fully admits that there were
“unreasonable quarrels.” He then asks,

Can I undo what they have done, by my changing sides? Can I clear myself of schism, by being a party
with one against the other, when both are to blame in what they do? . . . I stay in the church of England,
because Providence has placed me in its communion, and because it has the terms of salvation; I wish
everything that is schismatical in it was removed, by those who have a power of removing it; I do not go over to
the church of Rome, because that would be showing my approbation of those reasons on which the governors
of that church proceed in their division from others, and would make me guilty of all the wrong steps they have
taken. This is not the case of those who are educated in that church.

4. Is it about you? From the letters of Evelyn Underhill: 20 March [? 1933].

... As to that restless feeling that the Roman Church is drawing you (a) mere nature makes us all a bit restless
in the spring, and is likely to rouse our dominant interest; (b) the Church of Rome must always have a sort of
attraction for those who love prayer because it does understand and emphasize worship. But the whole
question of course is, not ""What attracts and would help Me?" but "Where can I serve God
best?""--and usually the answer to that is, ""Where He has put me." Von Hugel used to say that only a
definite and continuous feeling, that it would be a sin not to move, could justify anyone changing. It is obvious
that people who can pray and help others to, are desperately needed in the C. of E. And to leave that job
because the devotional atmosphere of Rome is attractive, is simply to abandon the trenches and go back to
Barracks. If all the Tractarians had imitated Newman's spiritual selfishness English religion to-day (unless God
had raised up other reformers) would be as dead as mutton! There is a great deal still to be done and a great
deal to put up with, and the diet is often none too good—but we are here to feed His sheep where we find
them, not to look for comfy quarters! At least, that is my firm belief! And the life of prayer can be developed in
the C. of E as well as anywhere else if we really mean it.

5. Deeper in history (than Newman who famously claimed “to be deep in history is to cease to be a
Protestant”). Newman points to the so-called Monophysite and Nestorian churches, which were so many
dead branches, drained of vitality, that had fallen off the living Roman tree. His evidence for this decay is that



at the “the first breath of persecution” made these forms of Christianity “crumble and disappear.” Was this
the case with the Coptic martyrs on the beaches of Libya in 2015? Is this the case with the Church of the
East, known in the most extensive recent study, as “The Martyred Church.” In his lively book  Tradition and
Apocabpse, David Bentley Hart may be right to suggest that so much of Newman’s argument “depends
upon a stringently selective and ideologically determined reconstruction of the past, and upon the
historian’s willingness to conceal countless other traditions as well.”

If a flower, in the natural course of things, blooms and withers in a day, that is indeed indicative of a natural
ephemerality, [but] if a tree is cut down or a woodland (or, for that matter, a “heresy”) is set afire, one cannot
conclude anything from that regarding its natural perdurability... At some point, it should be clear that
[Newman’s] constant retreat to the logic of organisms is a banality when imposed upon historical
phenomenon.... Christian tradition as it is currently known, if it is a truly living unity, is as yet a unity
only partly grasped, and may yet open up into fuller unity than that arising from its own isolated
history to this point” (Hart, Tradition and Apocabypse).

6. Lastly, the marvelous architectural history of Anglicanism (made of stone not paper) might be considered another
beautiful response. Citations henceforth from (Steward J. Brown in the Oxford Handbook to the Oxford Movement volume).

Neither “entirely formal and stylistic” (see, for example, Smart 1989) or “episode in taste” (Stanton 1968),
nor need we “fall prey to Tractarian mythology of a sudden flux of ecclesiological light where all had been
steeped in Georgian gloom” (Nockles 1994). IT WAS THEOLOGICAL: THE CLAIM WAS
CONTINUITY. “The form and function of the church building depends on the Church of England’s
understanding of itself and of its relationship with the universal Church” ( Brown, OHOM).
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churchmanship thrown into disarray by the First was the question whether the Church of England
Vatican Council) desired to tie the Church of should adhere to a distinctly national expression of
England stylistically and theologically to Gothic its catholicity or whether it should seek to join the
forms and the late medieval cult as practised just mainstream of the Roman expression of Tridentine
before the accession of Edward VI (1547-1553) Catholicism

BOTH SIDES UNIFIED BY “the ‘Primitive’ paradigm, insisting on the closest identification between the
Church of England and the undivided Church of the early Fathers. As John Jewel asserted in his _Apologia
Ecclesiae Anglicanae (1562), “‘We have returned to the Apostles and old Catholic fathers. We have planted no
new religion but only have preserved the old that was undoubtedly founded and used by the Apostles of
Christ and other holy Fathers of the Primitive Church™ (cited in McAdoo and Stevenson 1995: 9).

BLAME THE PURITANS!!! “Over the last thirty years there has been an important reassessment of
worship in the Church of England under the later Tudors and the Stuarts. Under Henry VIII, despite the
despoliation of shrines and the removal of some images from churches, the fabric and worship of the
medieval church remained relatively intact. Under Edward VI we have the first instances of widespread
and deep iconoclasm.”

“Elizabeth’s rearguard action in defence of imagery enabled the emergence of a group of ‘avant-garde
conformist’ clergy led by Richard Hooker and Lancelot Andrewes committed to challenging what passed
for Puritan orthodoxy and to encouraging greater ceremonialism in worship.”




Hooker (1865: Bk. v, chap. 14) found justification for ceremonious worship from the precedent of the
Jerusalem Temple (he served at the Temple Church in London!). Of his Puritan opponents he wrote,
‘[They have] a fancy ... against the fashion of our churches, as being framed according to the pattern of
the Jewish temple.... So far forth as our churches and their temple have one end, what should let but that
they may lawfully have one form?’ (Brown, OHOM)
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16008: “In Church of England churches, the Temple provided a repertoire of decorative motifs that
provided Anglican churches with a distinct visual identity: the chancel screen (recalling the Veil of the
Temple), the reredos incorporating the tablets of the Ten Commandments, the cherubim guarding the
mercy-seat on the Ark of the Covenant, the figures of Moses and Aaron, the shekinah (depicted as a
sunburst or ‘glory’) and the tetragrammaton all pointing to the real divine presence in the eucharist ( Doll
2011). Lancelot Andrewes’s influential liturgical arrangements in his private chapel drew on the explicit links
of Eastern Orthodox liturgies with a Temple setting: he saw the two clergy at the north and south ends of
the altar as ‘representing the two Cherubims at the mercy-seat™ ( McCullough 2012: 59). (Brown, OHOM)
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1700s: Christopher Wren (1632-1723) reluctantly used Gothic in a few contexts (Christ Church, Oxford;
St Mary Aldermary, London), but he regarded its origins as ‘Saracenic’ and therefore unchristian. His student

Nicholas Hawksmoor (1661-1736) was much more enthusiastic and positive about Gothic, which he used in
the rebuilding of the west front of Westminster Abbey and at All Souls College, Oxford. He was confident



that Gothic was a Christian style, originating in post-Constantinian building of the first millennium ( Hart
2002: 58—64).

1800s: The Gothic survival of the mid-seventeenth century anticipated the transition to the Gothic
Revival in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The members of the Cambridge Camden Society,
led by John Mason Neale and Benjamin Webb, constantly promoted ecclesiological Gothic as a ‘science’, that
is, ‘a discipline with objectively verifiable rules and procedures, and thus, precisely because it was such,
wholly authoritative’ (Chris Brooks in Webster and Elliott 2000: 125). As The Ecclesiologist insisted in 1847, ‘It
is the only system which offers the logical possibility of working a building into a state of abstract perfection;
for, of course, it logically follows upon the theory of architectural development that there can be only one
petfect period of architecture, all others tending to or declining from it * (Ecclesiologist 1847: 7.163).

Since the Reformation, the Church of England had tended to identify itself with the Primitive Church. Did
this position still resonate in a nation caught up in the Romantic and Industrial Revolutions, or should the
Church identify itself with the popular Gothic style, restoring the thousands of medieval churches across the
land to their ‘original’ appearance and modes of worship? Or should the Church simply imitate its sister
Church of Rome, following its contemporary style and rites as if the Reformation had never happened? In
this struggle, nothing less than the soul of the Church was at stake. Every detail mattered, and every
nuance of architectural style or liturgical practice struck a blow for a particular point of view. It was
a conflict fought with utter ruthlessness, often forgetful that even deeper Christian principles of love,
forgiveness, and unity were also at stake.” ( Brown, OHOM)
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Nex L _ Northmore Pugin’s (1812-1852) Gothic intransigence that he
went so far as to denounce him to the Secretary of the Propaganda in Rome in 1848, accusing him of
doctrinal inaccuracy and insinuating that he was a Gallican, schismatic, anti-Roman, and disloyal to the pope
(Powell 2006: 289-90). (Brown, OHOM)

Recognizing his isolation within English Catholicism, Pugin realized that it was among Anglicans that his
vision of a national Catholic Church attached to its local rites and traditions would have the greatest
resonance.... The title of his final work, unpublished at his death (1852), was eloquent testimony to his
hopes: An Apology for the Separated Church of England since the reign of the eighth Henry. Written with every feeling of
Christian charity for her children, and in honour of the glorions men she continued to produce in evil times. By A. Welby Pugin.
Many years a Catholic minded son of the Anglican Church, and still an affectionate and loving brother and servant of the true
sons of England’s Church. (Brown, OHOM). THE UPSHOT: “The buildings of the Church of England
articulate an Anglican sense of belonging to the Chutch universal and are a valuable contribution to the faith
and witness of the Church far beyond the Anglican Communion” ( Brown, OHOM).



