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. ABSTRACT 
This h i s t o r i c a l study focuses upon the s i x t e e n months 

between February 1927, when the r e v i s e d Prayer Book was 
presented t o the Convocations, and June 1923, when f o r a 
second time i t was r e j e c t e d by the. House of Commons. The 
emphasis throughout i s upon the n a r r a t i v e of events and upon 
the s o c i e t i e s and persons most c l o s e l y concerned i n those 
events. Consideration i s given t o bot h the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
and the secular aspects of the controversy. 

The study i s based upon the papers of Archbishop Randall 
Davidson, made a v a i l a b l e a t Lambeth Palace L i b r a r y i n the 
l a t e 1960s, under the L i b r a r y ' s f o r t y - y e a r r u l e f o r 
Archbishops' papers. The papers r e l a t i n g t o the Prayer Book 
controversy are as yet unsorted and unindexed and c o n s i s t of 
a wide v a r i e t y of documentary m a t e r i a l : s i g n i f i c a n t 
manuscript m a t e r i a l as w e l l as p r i n t e d m a t e r i a l of l e s s e r 
importance. F u r t h e r p r i v a t e papers of Davidson, made 
a v a i l a b l e i n 1974, have tended t o c o n f i r m and i l l u s t r a t e 
opinions already formed. Manuscript m a t e r i a l i n the 
possession of the Church Society and the General Synod of 
the Church of England has also been examined. The o f f i c i a l 
r e p o r t s of debates i n Convocation, the N a t i o n a l Assembly of 
the Church of England and Parliament, the r e p o r t s and 
opinions i n the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l and secular press and 
contemporary l i t e r a t u r e - i n both book and pamphlet form -



have helped towards a c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the main issues i n 
the controversy. 

The r e v i s i o n was handicapped by the b r i e f t h a t i t was 
expected t o f u l f i l : the r e s t o r a t i o n of d i s c i p l i n e w i t h i n 
the Church of England. S t r o n g l y h e l d views were evoked 
from many d i f f e r e n t p r o t a g o n i s t s and the issue became one 
of the most intense w i t h which the Church has been confronted 
i n the t w e n t i e t h century. The Book's r e j e c t i o n by .parliament 
enabled the controversy i n the Church t o subside. But i t 
emphasised the u n d e r l y i n g dependence of the Church of 
England upon the State and the d i f f i c u l t y of seeking 
s a t i s f a c t o r y s o l u t i o n a t t h a t time t o the problems which 
were i m p l i c i t i n such dependence. 
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CHAPTER 1. 
THE PROGRESS OP PRAYER BOOK REVISION TO 1927 

The e a r l y t w e n t i e t h - c e n t u r y controversy surrounding 
Prayer Book r e v i s i o n , which had i t s most acute expression 
i n the double r e j e c t i o n of the proposed Book by the House 
of Commons i n December 1927 and June 1928, i s t r a c e a b l e t o 
the long-term e f f e c t s of the Oxford Movement upon the Church 
of England. The e a r l y T r a c t a r i a n s l a i d s t r e s s upon t h e i r 
l o y a l t y t o the 1662 Book. Many of the Tracts f o r the Times 
were concerned w i t h the view t h a t the Prayer Book provided 
f o r the expression of the C a t h o l i c t r a d i t i o n s of the Church 
of England; the Book was the very bed-rock on which t h e i r 
claims were founded.*^ But a l a t e r g e n e r a t i o n of T r a c t a r i a n s 
viewed the Book i n a d i f f e r e n t l i g h t and contended t h a t the 
1662 Book was too narrow f o r the expression of t h e i r f a i t h . 
Demand was made f o r r e v i s i o n along l i n e s t h a t would i n c o r p o r a t e 
l i t u r g i c a l p r a c t i c e s on which the T r a c t a r i a n s were i n c r e a s i n g l y 
l a y i n g v a l u e , and manuals of de v o t i o n were produced i n the 
seventies and e i g h t i e s t h a t catered f o r these demands; the 
most s i g n i f i c a n t of a number of p u b l i c a t i o n s of t h i s type was 
Ca t h o l i c Prayers f o r Church of England People compiled by the 

2 
Reverend A. H. Stanton i n 1880 and which contained f e a t u r e s 
from c u r r e n t Roman C a t h o l i c l i t u r g i c a l and e x t r a - l i t u r g i c a l 

1. R.C.D. Jasper: Prayer Book Revision i n England, 
1800-1900, London, 1954, Chapter 5, passim. 

2. I b i d . , p. 76. 
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p r a c t i c e . Demand f o r r e v i s i o n of the Prayer Book i n these 
d i r e c t i o n s was s t r o n g l y r e s i s t e d by the episcopate, but the 
spread of r i t u a l i s m i n the Church of England was a cause 
of acute concern f o r many i n d i v i d u a l bishops and statesmen, 
and l e d t o the appointment of a Royal Commission on R i t u a l 
i n 1867, from which r e s u l t e d the P u b l i c Worship Regulation 
Act, 1874. P r o v i s i o n was thereby made f o r improved 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of Church Courts and the c u r t a i l m e n t of 
r i t u a l i s t i c p r a c t i c e s . So f a r as the Prayer Book was 
concerned, the t h i r d r e p o r t of the Commission recommended 
changes i n the form of the L e c t i o n a r y , a comparatively 
u n c o n t r o v e r s i a l m a t t e r , t h a t was accepted by the convocations 
and parliament and which received the Royal Assent i n 1870.^* 

A second major controversy over the increased r a i s i n g 
of r i t u a l i n A n g l i c a n churches was i n i t i a t e d i n May 1898 when 
Bishop Creighton of London presented t o the Upper House of 
Canterbury Convocation a p e t i t i o n compiled by Mr. John K e n s i t , 
a l l e g i n g a marked increase of Roman forms i n Anglican churches. 
Kensit brought t o h i s cause a P r o t e s t a n t m i l i t a n c y t h a t l e d 
t o i n t e r r u p t i o n s of church s e r v i c e s - mainly i n London i n 
1897 and 1898 - and a n o t o r e i t y t h a t f o s t e r e d a devoted 
f o l l o w i n g . But the most able exponent of the P r o t e s t a n t 
cause i n the r i t u a l i s t i c c o n t r o v e r s i e s of 1898 and 1899 was 
S i r W i l l i a m Harcourt, who cherished the P r o t e s t a n t p r i n c i p l e s 
he conceived t o be enshrined i n the f o r m u l a r i e s of the Church 

1. I b i d . , pp. 97-100. 
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of England and who embarked upon a voluminous correspondence, 
both p u b l i c and p r i v a t e , i n which not only were those 
p r i n c i p l e s g i v e n expression, but also h i s c o n v i c t i o n t h a t 
parliament must a s s e r t i t s a u t h o r i t y t o deal w i t h the 
'Mutiny of the P r i e s t s ' , as one of h i s l e t t e r s was e n t i t l e d . 
'.....he was an E r a s t i a n who looked on the Church as a 
c r e a t i o n of Parliament and the Book of Common Prayer as 
"the Schedule of the S t a t u t e " ' . 1 

The High Church element responded v i g o r o u s l y t o these 
v a r y i n g onslaughts and the lead on t h e i r side was l a r g e l y 
taken by the E n g l i s h Church Union and Lord H a l i f a x . I n the 
course of the di s p u t e the view was expressed t h a t High 
Churchmen might go so f a r as t o d e c l i n e t o accept i n s t r u c t i o n s 
from bishops i f such i n s t r u c t i o n s were by t h e i r own d e f i n i t i o n 
' u n c a t h o l i c ' and by so a s s e r t i n g k i n d l e d f u r t h e r the charge 
of the ' d i s l o y a l t y ' of the High Church element. The basis 
of the controversy was c e r t a i n l y magnified by t h i s o u t p o u r i n g 
of r h e t o r i c and enthusiasm, as the problem of lawless 

2 
r i t u a l i s m was comparatively s l i g h t . F u r t h e r , the P r o t e s t a n t 
element d i s l i k e d and campaigned against confession, y e t 
p r o v i s i o n was made f o r confession i n the 1662 Book and as 
Archbishop Temple made c l e a r i n a charge i n 1898, confession, 
prayers f o r the dead and the d o c t r i n e of the r e a l presence 
were l a w f u l w i t h i n the Church of England. 

1. G.K.A. B e l l : Randall Davidson, A r c h b i s h i p of Canterbury, 
O.U.P., 1935, v o l . i , p . 3 ^ 9 . 

2. Owen Chadwick: The V i c t o r i a n Church, London, 1970, p a r t 
i i , p. 357. 

3. I b i d . , p. 356. 
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Harcourt pressed f o r l e g a l p r o s e c u t i o n of the r i t u a l i s t s . 
Though the bishops would not take t h i s course, from meetings 
of the two Archbishops a t Lambeth i n 1899-1900 th e r e came a 
statement t h a t incense and r e s e r v a t i o n of the Sacrament - f o r 
n e i t h e r of which was any p r o v i s i o n made i n the 1662 Book -
were f o r b i d d e n i n the Church of England. This pronouncement 
caused these p r a c t i c e s t o cease i n some but not a l l churches 
and i t proved an inadequate response t o Harcourt's campaign, 
as the bishops s t i l l refused t o apply the t e s t of submission 
t o a c o u r t of law. 

The u n w i l l i n g n e s s of the bishops t o employ l e g a l 
sanctions was based upon the f a c t t h a t the u l t i m a t e c o u r t of 
appeal, the P r i v y C o u n c i l , was composed of persons who might 
not be A n g l i c a n . The experience of the r i t u a l i s t i c cases of 
the l a t e n i n e t e e n t h century had shown a widespread d i s t a s t e 
w i t h i n the Church of England towards the acceptance of 
pronouncements on e c c l e s i a s t i c a l matters from what was i n 
r e a l i t y a secular t r i b u n a l , and the f e a r of the episcopate 
was t h a t any l e g a l pronouncement given i n t h i s way would 
l a c k moral f o r c e among the c l e r g y ; t h e r e had been i n f a c t 
numerous instances of c l e r i c a l disobedience t o the judgments 
of the P r i v y Council on these very grounds and a widespread 
sympathy shown by c l e r g y who were not themselves i n v o l v e d 
i n r i t u a l i s m . 

The campaign i n 1899 was concentrated w i t h i n parliament ' 
and a Church D i s c i p l i n e B i l l of t h a t year proved remarkably 
popular i n the House of Commons, r e c e i v i n g 156 a f f i r m a t i v e 
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votes. The controversy subsided somewhat i n the l a s t 
years of Archbishop F r e d e r i c k Temple, who h i m s e l f had only 
s l i g h t i n t e r e s t i n the ma t t e r . 

I n February 1903 Randall Thomas Davidson began h i s 
lo n g tenure of the See of Canterbury, having e a r l i e r h e l d 
i n succession the p o s i t i o n s of Dean of Windsor and Bishop 
of Winchester, i n which l a t t e r p o s i t i o n he had become 
i n v o l v e d i n r i t u a l i s t i c c o n t r o v e r s i e s , i n h i s a c t i o n a g a i n s t 
the Reverend R. P. D o l l i n g of Portsmouth i n 1895, and i n 
s p i r i t e d correspondence w i t h Harcourt, whose seat a t 
Malwood, near Lyndhurst, was i n h i s diocese. His f i r s t 
p u b l i c f u n c t i o n a t Lambeth Palace was on March 11, 1903, 
when he received a p u b l i c d e p u t a t i o n of over a hundred 
members of p a r l i a m e n t , who represented a renewed 
pa r l i a m e n t a r y i n t e r e s t i n the r i t u a l i s t i c c o n t r o v e r s i e s and 
who pressed f o r the ' f u r t h e r l e g i s l a t i o n ' which the House 
of Commons had declared t o be necessary i f e p i s c o p a l a c t i o n 
f a i l e d t o curb r i t u a l i s m . Davidson received the d e p u t a t i o n 
s y m p a t h e t i c a l l y and made c l e a r i n h i s statement t h a t he 
intended t o curb lawlessness, w h i l e l e a v i n g u n c e r t a i n the 
precis e way i n which t h i s was t o be done. ' The sands 
have run out. Stern and d r a s t i c a c t i o n i s i n my judgement 
q u i t e e s s e n t i a l I assure you, usi n g my words w i t h a 
f u l l sense of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , I d e s i r e and i n t e n d t h a t we 

2 
should now a c t , and act s t e r n l y . ' His words were solemn 

1. I b i d . , p. 357, f o o t n o t e . 
2. Quoted i n G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i , p. 399. 
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and were taken by many t o place a stamp upon h i s Primacy. 
I n March 1904, a f t e r f u r t h e r pressure from the House of 
Commons and the s t r o n g prospect of the appointment of a 
Commons Select Committee t o enquire i n t o r i t u a l , the Prime 
M i n i s t e r , A. J. B a l f o u r , announced the appointment of a 
Royal Commission w i t h the f o l l o w i n g terms of r e f e r e n c e : 

.'To i n q u i r e i n t o the a l l e g e d prevalence of breaches 
or n e g l e c t of the Law r e l a t i n g t o the conduct of D i v i n e 
Service i n the Church of England and t o the ornaments and 
f i t t i n g s of Churches; and t o consider the e x i s t i n g powers 
and procedure a p p l i c a b l e t o such i r r e g u l a r i t i e s and t o make 
such recommendations as may be deemed r e q u i s i t e f o r d e a l i n g 
w i t h the a f o r e s a i d matters.'"*" 

The Commission was under the chairmanship o f S i r 
Michael Hicks Beach and was predominantly l a y i n composition, 
the only c l e r i c a l members being Davidson and the Bishop of 
Oxford, Francis Paget, on whose advice on t h i s m atter i n the 

2 
e a r l y stages of h i s Primacy, Davidson g r e a t l y r e l i e d . 
Between May 4, 1904, and June 21, 1906, the Commission h e l d 
118 meetings and examined 164 witnesses, i n c l u d i n g 16 
diocesan bishops. The r e p o r t was a len g t h y document, 
l a r g e l y composed by S i r Lewis D i b d i n , Dean of Arches, and 
published w i t h the unanimous agreement of a l l members of the 
Commission. I t o u t l i n e d i n d e t a i l widespread omissions from 

1. Quoted i n G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i , p. 462. 
2. I b i d . , p. 454. 



12 

and a d d i t i o n s t o the p r a c t i c e of the 1662 Book, g i v i n g 
extensive d e t a i l 0^ these i n a supplementary r e p o r t ; i t 
o u t l i n e d the h i s t o r i c a l process by which t h i s s i t u a t i o n 
had r e s u l t e d and i t d e a l t s y m p a t h e t i c a l l y w i t h the 
u n w i l l i n g n e s s of the bishops t o employ the P r i v y Council 
as a means of compelling obedience t o the s t r i c t l e t t e r of 
the 1662 Book: 'A Court d e a l i n g w i t h matters of conscience 
and r e l i g i o n must, above a l l o t h e r s , r e s t on moral a u t h o r i t y 
i f i t s judgements are t o be e f f e c t i v e 1 . 1 The r e p o r t reached 
two main conclusions: ' F i r s t , the law of p u b l i c worship i s 
too narrow f o r the r e l i g i o u s l i f e of the present g e n e r a t i o n . 
I t n e edlessly condemns much which a g r e a t s e c t i o n of Church 
people, i n c l u d i n g many of her most devoted members, value; 
and modern thought and f e e l i n g are c h a r a c t e r i s e d by a care 
f o r ceremonial, a sense of d i g n i t y i n worship, and an 
a p p r e c i a t i o n of the c o n t i n u i t y of the Church, which were 
not s i m i l a r l y f e l t a t the time when the law took i t s 
present shape Secondly, the machinery f o r d i s c i p l i n e 
has broken down. The means of e n f o r c i n g the law i n the 
E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Courts, even i n matters which touch the 
Church's f a i t h and t e a c h i n g , are d e f e c t i v e and i n some 

2 
respects u n s u i t a b l e 1 . The r e p o r t ended w i t h a l i s t of 
ten recommendations, l a r g e l y composed by Davidson and f o r 
the implementation of which he t h e r e f o r e took a l a r g e share 

1. Quoted I b i d . , p. 471. 
2. Quoted i b i d . , p. 471. 
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r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . The ce s s a t i o n of extreme p r a c t i c e s , the 
re p e a l of the Pu b l i c Worship Re g u l a t i o n Act and v a r i o u s 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e measures were among the recommendations, 
but the p r i n c i p a l ones were c l o s e l y l i n k e d w i t h the two 
main conclusions of the Report. 

'2. L e t t e r s of Business should be issued t o the 
Convocations w i t h i n s t r u c t i o n s : (a) t o consider the 
p r e p a r a t i o n of a new r u b r i c r e g u l a t i n g the ornaments ( t h a t 
i s t o say, the vesture) of the m i n i s t e r s of the Church, a t 
the times of t h e i r m i n i s t r a t i o n s , w i t h a view t o i t s 
enactment by Parliament; and (b) t o frame, w i t h a view 
t o t h e i r enactment by Parliament, such m o d i f i c a t i o n s i n 
the e x i s t i n g law r e l a t i n g t o the conduct of D i v i n e Service 
and t o the ornaments and f i t t i n g s of Churches as may tend 
t o secure the g r e a t e r e l a s t i c i t y which a reasonable 
r e c o g n i t i o n of the comprehensiveness of the Church of 
England and of i t s present needs seems t o demand 

•5 Where, i n an appeal before the P i n a l Court 
which i n v o l v e s charges of heresy or breach of r i t u a l , any 
question t o u c h i n g the d o c t r i n e or use of the Church of 
England s h a l l be i n controversy, which question i s not i n 
the o p i n i o n of the Court governed by the p l a i n language of 
documents having the f o r c e of Acts of Parliament, and 
i n v o l v e s the d o c t r i n e and use of the Church of England 
proper t o be a p p l i e d t o the f a c t s found by the Court, such 
questions s h a l l be r e f e r r e d t o an Assembly of the Archbishops 
and Bishops of both Provinces, who s h a l l be e n t i t l e d t o 
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c a l l i n such advice as they may t h i n k f i t ; and the o p i n i o n 
of the m a j o r i t y of such assembly of the Archbishops and 
Bishops w i t h regard t o any q u e s t i o n so submitted t o them 
s h a l l be b i n d i n g on the Court f o r the purposes of the 
s a i d appeal.' 

The Commission regarded these two recommendations, 
f o r both the r e v i s i o n of the Prayer Book and the reform 
of Church Courts, both of which would r e q u i r e l e g i s l a t i o n , 
as being 'mutually dependent', a p o i n t t h a t was l a t e r 
seized upon by opponents of Prayer Book r e v i s i o n , who 
a l l e g e d - r i g h t l y - t h a t the r e f o r m of the Church Courts 
f a i l e d t o keep pace w i t h the r e v i s i o n of the Prayer Book. 

The immediate r e s u l t of the Report was a p p l i c a t i o n by 
Davidson and the Most Reverend W. D. Maclagan, the e l d e r l y 
Archbishop of York t o the Prime M i n i s t e r , S i r Henry 
Campbell-Bannerman f o r the issue of l e t t e r s of business. • 
On November 10, 1906, l e t t e r s of business t o the Convocation 
of Canterbury were issued by the Home O f f i c e . Convocation 
was thereby r e q u i r e d t o consider 'the d e s i r a b i l i t y and the 
form and contents of a new Rubric r e g u l a t i n g the ornaments 
( t h a t i s t o say the v e s t u r e ) of the M i n i s t e r s of the Church 
a t the time of t h e i r m i n i s t r a t i o n s , and a l s o of any 
m o d i f i c a t i o n s of the e x i s t i n g law r e l a t i n g t o the conduct 
of D i v i n e Service and t o the ornaments and f i t t i n g s of 
Churches; and, a f t e r mature debate, c o n s i d e r a t i o n , 

1. Quoted i b i d . , pp. 472-473. 
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c o n s u l t a t i o n s and agreement t h a t you do present t o Us a 
Report or Reports thereon i n w r i t i n g . ' ^ " 

Thus commenced the l o n g h i s t o r y of the Church's own 
c o n s u l t a t i o n s on the question of Prayer Book r e v i s i o n and 
though i n 1906 there was l i t t l e l i k e l i h o o d of a speedy 
r e s u l t t o these c o n s u l t a t i o n s , few foresaw t h a t the Church's 
own discussions would l a s t f o r almost twenty-one years and 
not "be completed u n t i l J u l y 1927, when the N a t i o n a l Assembly 
gave i t s f i n a l approval t o the new Book. This l o n g p e r i o d 
i n which the Church considered r e v i s i o n can "be considered 
i n t hree s e c t i o n s , 1906-14, 1914-19 and 1919-27, each of 
which contains a f a i r measure of u n i t y and i n each of which 
the motive f o r r e v i s i o n , the p o i n t s of importance i n 
d i s c u s s i o n and the c o n s t i t u t i o n a l method by which the 
Church's approval was t o be obtained were d i f f e r e n t . 

I n the f i r s t of these period!, 1906-14, the scope t h a t 
Convocation set i t s e l f was comparatively l i m i t e d . The 
immediate problem t h a t was t a c k l e d was the Ornaments 
Rubric and a Committee of f i v e bishops under the chairmanship 
of the Bishop of S a l i s b u r y , the Right Reverend John 
Wordsworth, worked on t h i s problem. They were a s s i s t e d by 
the Reverend W. H. Prere, of the Community of the 
R e s u r r e c t i o n , M i r f i e l d , one of the few l i t u r g i c a l experts 
of t h a t t i m e , whose i n f l u e n c e upon r e v i s i o n d u r i n g the next 
twenty years was t o be c r u c i a l . When the o f f i c i a l r e p o r t , 

1. Quoted i b i d . , p. 650. 
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The Ornaments of the Church and i t s M i n i s t e r s was published 
on January 23, 1908, i t bore c l e a r l y the s c h o l a r l y marks of 
Frere's influence.''" But i t s suggestion of the l e g a l i t y of 
vestments brought f o r t h p r o t e s t s and the R e s o l u t i o n on the 
s u b j e c t e v e n t u a l l y passed by the Upper House on J u l y 7, 1911> 

2 
toned down considerably the Committee's views. 

A second stage was reached on May 5, 1911» when 
Davidson announced t o Convocation t h a t an Advisory Committee 
on l i t u r g i c a l questions was t o be formed, a course advocated 
by Frere i n Some P r i n c i p l e s o f L i t u r g i c a l Reform, f i r s t 
p ublished i n 1911. Davidson took pains i n the appointment 
of t h i s committee t o ensure t h a t there was a f a i r balance 
between the d i f f e r e n t schools of thought, but he found i t 
d i f f i c u l t t o i n c l u d e men who were a l s o l i t u r g i c a l experts 
i n the f u l l sense of the word. He took advice a t the end 
of November 1911 on i t s composition from the Bishop of 
Sodor and Man, the Right Reverend T. W. Drury, from the 
Reverend Canon A. J. Mason and from Frere. He i n v i t e d a l l 
of them t o j o i n the committee and he presented t o them the 
other names he had i n mind f o r the committee and i n v i t e d t h e i 
comments. P a r t i c u l a r r e l i a n c e was placed on the opinions of 
Drury: 'There i s no one on whose advice i n t h i s matter I 
should place more confidence,' Davidson wrote, and approached 

1. R.C.D. Jasper: Walter Howard Fre r e , Correspondence on 
L i t u r g i c a l R e v i s i o n and C o n s t r u c t i o n , London, 1954» p. 23 

2. G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 653. 
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him as r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of and knowledgeable about the 
E v a n g e l i c a l school of thought. ' I t i s v i t a l l y i m p o rtant 
t h a t those who belong t o the E v a n g e l i c a l School and have 
r e a l knowledge of l i t u r g i c a l matters should be members of 
such a committee can you advise me as t o one or two 
names of E v a n g e l i c a l s , or a t a l l events non-High Churchmen, 
who would be s t r o n g on these matters?'"'' To Mason also he 
stressed the d i f f i c u l t y of f i n d i n g E v a n g e l i c a l s w i t h 
l i t u r g i c a l i n t e r e s t s , 'unless they are cranks l i k e Tomlinson 

2 
or f i g h t i n g e n t h u s i a s t s l i k e Wace1. He asked Frere a l s o 
f o r suggestions. Davidson's most h e l p f u l response came 
from Mason, who agreed t h a t the f i n d i n g of l i t u r g i c a l 
experts among Ev a n g e l i c a l s was a problem and t h a t i t was 
none too easy t o f i n d them even among other schools of 
thought a t t h a t time. 'Prere and Brightman are the most 
f u l l y acknowledged of experts - and Frere a t l e a s t has a 
l a r g e p r a c t i c a l o u t l o o k 1 but as f a r as E v a n g e l i c a l s are 
concerned a l l t h a t he could suggest was t h a t 'Drury and 
Gee would admirably represent the Ev a n g e l i c a l s who know 
something of these questions' and h i s l e t t e r concluded 
w i t h the statement t h a t 'Wace and Tomlinson would be worse 

•5 
than useless'. A few days l a t e r Davidson wrote f o r 
f u r t h e r advice from the bishops of Worcester, E l y and 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 2, Davidson t o Drury, November 30, 
1911. 

2. I b i d . , Davidson t o Mason, November 30, 1911. 
3. I b i d . , Mason t o Davidson, December 1, 1911. 
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Gloucester. L e t t e r s of i n v i t a t i o n were then sent t o those 
whom Davidson decided t o i n v i t e and the f i n a l l i s t was made 
p u b l i c a t the meeting of Convocation on February 15, 1912. 

Some s l i g h t problem was caused.by the omission of the 
name of the Reverend Dr. Percy Dearmer, V i c a r of St. Mary's, 
Primrose H i l l . Davidson had c e r t a i n l y contemplated Dearmer 
as a p o s s i b l e member of the committee, but advice had been 
s t r o n g l y o f f e r e d against him. Mason acknowledged 'Dearmer 
knows a good d e a l , I b e l i e v e ; but I should t h i n k he i s not 
a s u f f i c i e n t l y important person t o s e l e c t f o r such a work,'"*" 
and the Bishop of E l y , the Right Reverend F. H. Chase, 
contended t h a t 'Dr. Dearmer and Canon Beeehing are r a t h e r 
popular w r i t e r s than stu d e n t s , and on such a body we only 

p 
want those who have some t i t l e t o be c a l l e d e x p e r t s ' . 
But Dearmer had a s t o u t advocate i n the^Bishop of Oxford, 
the Right Reverend Charles Gore, a personal f r i e n d of 
Dearmer and who, i n a l e t t e r t o Davidson only f o u r days 
a f t e r the p u b l i c a t i o n of the l i s t of• committee members, 
confessed t h a t he had not at f i r s t n o t i c e d the omission of 
Dearmer's name and s a i d of him t h a t 'He has done more i n 
High Church c i r c l e s t o r e s t o r e Prayer Book reverence and 
order than any other man. He i s a r e a l r i t u a l i s t i n the 

3 
ol d sense'. Davidson r e f e r r e d the matter t o Robertson, the 

1. 
2. 
3. 

I b i d . 
I b i d . , Chase t o Davidson, undated l e t t e r . 
I b i d . , Gore t o Davidson, February 19, 1911• 
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Chairman, who f e l t t h a t Dearmer could be added, though not 
as a s o l i t a r y a d d i t i o n ; he suggested also Prebendary P e r c i v a l 
Jackson. He d i d not f u l l y approve of Dearmer who, he thought, 
had p o p u l a r i s e d 'some absurd ideas', but he nevertheless had 
t a s t e and 'might be l e s s troublesome w i t h i n the Committee 
than outside i t ' . ' ' " Dearmer's name was thus among those of 
f o u r names added t o the committee i n November 1912. 

Meanwhile much e f f o r t was expended by the Upper House of 
Canterbury Convocation i n examining the complex matter of the 
Ornaments Rubric, and t h e i r l i b e r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the 
r u b r i c caused f u r t h e r storms of p r o t e s t , which found an 
e p i s c o p a l leader i n the Bishop of Manchester, the Right 
Reverend E. A. Knox. Knox's o p p o s i t i o n i s a f a c t o r of 
c o n t i n u i n g importance throughout the controversy and a f t e r 
h i s r e t i r e m e n t from Manchester i n 1921 he continued a l i v e l y 
and popular campaign of o p p o s i t i o n from suburban Bromley, 
though h i s r o l e as episcopal leader of o p p o s i t i o n had by 
then passed t o o t h e r s . On February 13, 1913, Knox p r o t e s t e d 
t o Davidson at what he a l l e g e d was a new i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
the Ornaments Rubric. Davidson's r e p l y i s of i n t e r e s t i n 
r e v e a l i n g a sense of i r r e l e v a n c e i n the debate about the 
Ornaments Rubric and of d e s i r e t o move forward t o a more 
p o s i t i v e p o s i t i o n : ' the question i s i n my judgment of 
a r c h a e o l o g i c a l r a t h e r than cogent p r a c t i c a l importance. We 
ought s u r e l y t o be able t o say i n the t w e n t i e t h century what 

1. I b i d . , Robertson t o Davidson, undated l e t t e r . 
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we do want and not merely t o f i n d some exp l a n a t i o n of what 
other people s a i d or wanted 250 or 350 years ago1."*" This 
r e p l y was s t r o n g l y c r i t i c i s e d i n the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l and the 
s e c u l a r press. The Record, The E n g l i s h Churchman and The 
Times a l l c r i t i c i s e d Davidson's a t t i t u d e . 

I n February 1914 a Report of the Upper House of 
Canterbury Convocation was p u b l i s h e d , embodying comparatively 
modest recommendations. I n the Summer of 1914 Davidson 
attempted, by means of the c r e a t i o n of committees, t o b r i n g 
some c o o r d i n a t i o n t o the work of the two houses of Canterbury 
Convocation and t o the work of the Canterbury and York 
Convocations. The War prevented f u r t h e r progress i n the 
matter, but the question of the u l t i m a t e a u t h o r i s a t i o n of 
changes was already e x e r c i s i n g episcopal minds. I n the 
Summer of 1914 a committee of the Upper House of Canterbury 
Convocation was set up t o consider procedure by Canon, 'The 

2 
necessary Parliamentary s a n c t i o n being subsequently s o u g h t 1 . 
The view seems g e n e r a l l y t o have been h e l d at t h a t stage t h a t 
d i s c u s s i o n of the r e v i s i o n w i t h i n the House of Commons would 
be u n s u i t a b l e . Davidson's own a t t i t u d e w i t h i n those years i s 
revealed i n correspondence i n 1910 w i t h the Reverend Dr. 
H. H. B.- Ayles, of Barrow Rectory, Bury St Edmunds. Ayles 
wrote t o Davidson e x p l a i n i n g t h a t he was w r i t i n g a pamphlet 
on Prayer Book r e v i s i o n and t h a t some people were o b j e c t i n g 

1. I b i d . , Davidson t o Knox, March 6, 1913. 
2. Quoted i n G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 654. 
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t o r e v i s i o n because of t h e i r d i s l i k e of the matter being 
r a i s e d i n the Commons. 'The prospect i s r a t h e r used as a 
bogey but i t i s very e f f e c t i v e nevertheless Could you 
au t h o r i s e me t o s t a t e t h a t i t i s probably baseless and t h a t 
s.ome means may be taken f o r o b v i a t i n g i t ? 1 " * " I n a r e p l y 
marked ' P r i v a t e * Davidson could give no guarantee t h a t the 
matter would not u l t i m a t e l y reach p a r l i a m e n t , 'But i f you 
ask f o r my p r i v a t e o p i n i o n , I t e l l you w i t h o u t reserve t h a t 
I should never be p a r t y t o an arrangement which i n v o l v e d 
the s u b m i t t i n g of the d e t a i l s of d i r e c t i o n s f o r D i v i n e 
Service t o u n f e t t e r e d d i s c u s s i o n i n e.g. the present House 
of Commons. I do not myself see insuperable d i f f i c u l t y i n 
our recommending c e r t a i n changes and c o u p l i n g such 
recommendations w i t h a proposal t h a t they s h a l l be brought 
about e i t h e r by the enactment of a Canon t o sa n c t i o n what 
Convocation has recommended, or i n some other s i m i l a r 

2 
f a s h i o n 1 . Such a course was u l t i m a t e l y t o prove q u i t e 
impossible. The impact of the War, the extension of the 
scope of r e v i s i o n and the passage of the Enabling Act, 1919> 
a l l made f o r a changed view, which enhanced the r o l e t h a t 
parliament was t o play i n the cont r o v e r s y . 

The War d i d not put the question of r e v i s i o n i n t o the 
background of a f f a i r s t o the extent t h a t Davidson would have 
p r e f e r r e d . B e l l records a conversation i n February 1917 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 2, Ayles t o Davidson, A p r i l 7, 1910. 
2. I b i d . , Davidson t o Ayles, A p r i l 8, 1910. 
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when Davidson s t a t e d s t r o n g l y t h a t 'he could not b r i n g 
h i m s e l f t o s t r e s s the p o i n t s of l i t u r g i c a l r e f o r m as 
comparable w i t h the f i g h t against e v i l ' . ^ " W h i l s t i t was 
agreed t h a t r e v i s i o n by the Convocations should c o n t i n u e , 
no f i n a l d e c i s i o n would be taken u n t i l the House of Laymen 
was reassembled and t h a t would only take place when the War 
was ended. Two issues i n p a r t i c u l a r arose d u r i n g these 
years: the matter of the re-arranged form of the Holy 
Communion and the matter of Reservation. The re-arranged 
form of the Holy Communion was proposed i n the r e p o r t of the 
J o i n t Committee of the Convocation of Canterbury i n 1915 and 
i n c l u d e d the proposal f o r the Prayer of O b l a t i o n t o f o l l o w 
immediately upon the Prayer of Consecration and t o be l i n k e d 
t o i t . E v a n g e l i c a l o p i n i o n became alarmed and l e a d was 
given t o i t i n t h i s instance by S i r Edward Clarke, a member 
of the Royal Commission of 1904-06. The proposed re-arrangeme 
i n f a c t o r i g i n a t e d i n the Lower House and was defeated i n the 
Upper House on A p r i l 28, 1915. I n 1916 another proposal on 
the same s u b j e c t a l i k e came t o nought. Lord H a l i f a x v i s i t e d 
Davidson i n A p r i l 1916 and urged upon him the claims of the 
1549 Holy Communion, which was used, w i t h archepiseopal 
permission, i n h i s p r i v a t e chapel. H a l i f a x suggested t h a t 
t h i s would r e c e i v e much support from Anglo-Catholics who were 
i n the p r a c t i c e of i n t e r p o l a t i n g s e c r e t l y p a r t s of the Roman 
Mass i n t o the 1662 s e r v i c e . Davidson was a l i v e t o the 

1. G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 815. 
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dangers of precedent t h a t h i s approval of the 1549 r i t e 
might c r e a t e , and the matter got no f u r t h e r then, though a t 
a l a t e r stage H a l i f a x ' s own Archbishop was t o press the same 
course, w i t h s i m i l a r f a i l u r e . 

But of g r e a t e r importance i n these years was the 
question of Reservation of the Sacrament. Reservation had 
been used i n very few churches i n the previous century and 
where i t had been p r a c t i s e d i t was i n n e a r l y a l l cases 
p r a c t i s e d i n order t o ensure t h a t the Sacrament could be 
taken t o s i c k persons. I n 1885 the bishops unanimously 
forbade Reservation, though the prospect of Reservation f o r 
the s i c k was h e l d as a p o s s i b l e exce.ption, and i n the 
pronouncements of Temple and Maclagan i n 1899-1900 a more 
e x p l i c i t p r o h i b i t i o n of Reservation was g i v e n . The Royal 
Commission of 1904-06 discovered t h a t Reservation was 
nevertheless p r a c t i s e d i n some churches - e s p e c i a l l y i n the 
London diocese - and i n a few of these the reserved Sacrament 
was the focus of d e v o t i o n , expressed i n ceremonies such as 
Benediction and Processions of the Sacrament."'" I t was t h i s 
secondary use of the reserved Sacrament t h a t caused concern. 

The matter was considered by Convocation and the 1911 
Report made p r o v i s i o n f o r Reservation of a non-permanent 
k i n d , s o l e l y f o r the purposes of communion of the s i c k and 
s o l e l y w i t h the permission of the diocesan bishop. This 
recommendation was i n p r a c t i c e adopted as a r u l e of thumb 

1 . G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 804. 
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by the bishops i n d e a l i n g w i t h the problem as i t then 
e x i s t e d . The pressures of the War brought demand f o r more 
fr e q u e n t communion and f o r access t o chapels where 
Reservation was p r a c t i s e d i n order t h a t prayer - p r i v a t e 
at l e a s t - might be o f f e r e d before the reserved Sacrament. 
The demand appears t o have been keener i n London than 
elsewhere, and the Bishop of London, the Right Reverend 
A. F. Winnington-Ingram, f e l t j u s t i f i e d i n abandoning s t r i c t 
adherence t o the 1911 recommendations and i n a l l o w i n g access 
t o the reserved Sacrament f o r the purposes of prayer, and i n 
a l l o w i n g permanent Reservation."*" The bishops h e l d a number 
of meetings at which the s u b j e c t was discussed and i n J u l y 
1917 composed a c o n f i d e n t i a l memorandum on the s u b j e c t i n 
which the main l i n e s of the 1911 statement were adhered t o , 
though allowance was made f o r a bishop t o make p r o v i s i o n f o r 
Reservation and h i s a c t i o n would be considered ' i n d i v i d u a l 
and e x c e p t i o n a l , and w i l l l i e outside what the episcopate 
has assented t o 1 . One major e f f e c t of the War had been t o 
increase the frequency w i t h which church people r e c e i v e d 
Holy Communion and t h i s seen t o g e t h e r w i t h the u n s a t i s f a c t o r y 
nature of the compromise s e t t l e m e n t t h a t the bishops had 
worked out, suggested t h a t the f u t u r e course of r e v i s i o n was 
l i k e l y t o concentrate on matters connected w i t h the Holy 
Communion and Reservation. Indeed, i n the decade a f t e r 

1. S.C. Carpenter: Winnington-Ingram, The Biography of 
A r t h u r Foley Winnington-Ingram, London, 1949, p. 201. 

2. G. K. N. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 814. 
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the War i t was on these two questions, r a t h e r than on any 
o t h e r s , t h a t d iscussion concentrated. 

The course of Prayer Book r e v i s i o n was s u b s t a n t i a l l y 
a l t e r e d a f t e r the War by the passage through Parliament o f 
the Enabling Act, which r e c e i v e d the Royal Assent on December 
23, 1919. The comparative s w i f t n e s s w i t h which t h i s Act was 
passed i s a t t r i b u t a b l e t o Parliament's d e s i r e t o r i d i t s e l f 
of Church is s u e s , t o the s k i l l of Davidson and t o the 
enthusiasm of the L i f e and L i b e r t y movement between 1917 and 
1918 and the i n f l u e n c e of the Reverend W i l l i a m Temple, son of 
Archbishop F r e d e r i c k Temple, and at t h a t time Rector of St 
James's, P i c c a d i l l y . The Act e s t a b l i s h e d the N a t i o n a l Assembly 
of the Church of England, which was t o be a t r i - p a r t i t e 
o r g a n i s a t i o n c o n s i s t i n g of the House of Bishops ( t h e Upper 
Houses of the two Convocations), the House of Clergy ( t h e 
Lower Houses of the two Convocations) and the House of L a i t y 
( t h e former 'House of Laymen' of the Representative Church 
C o u n c i l ) . The whole s t r u c t u r e was i n f a c t based upon the 
Representative Church C o u n c i l , which had e x i s t e d . s i n c e 1903. 
Measures f o r p a r l i a m e n t a r y l e g i s l a t i o n were t o pass through 
the N a t i o n a l Assembly and were then t o be considered by the 
E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee of Parliament, c o n s i s t i n g of f i f t e e n 

- r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of each of the two Houses, which would r e p o r t 
t o parliament as t o whether the Measure should proceed. I f 
need be, the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee of parliament could 
have the assistance of the L e g i s l a t i v e Committee of the 
N a t i o n a l Assembly. The debates i n the House of Lords made 
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c l e a r the f a c t t h a t any r e v i s i o n of the Prayer Book would 
pass through these v a r i o u s stages and would u l t i m a t e l y come 
before Parliament. Davidson and the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l lawyer, 
Lord Parmoor, emphasised t h i s i n the debates i n the House 
of Lords.^ Thus Davidson acknowledged the p a r l i a m e n t a r y 
r i g h t t o consider and r e j e c t l e g i s l a t i o n t h a t had passed the 
N a t i o n a l Assembly, though i t seems he d i d not f u l l y a n t i c i p a t e 
the use t o which parliament would put t h a t r i g h t . 

The N a t i o n a l Assembly h e l d i t s f i r s t meeting i n the 
Summer of 1920; i n the Autumn a committee, known as the 
Prayer Book Revision Committee, was appointed t o consider 
the e a r l i e r d ecisions of the Convocations. I n June 1922 t h i s 
committee produced i t s r e p o r t , known f o r convenience as 
N.A. 60. I n October 1922 the House of Bishops i n t r o d u c e d 
these recommendations u n a l t e r e d as the b e t t e r known N.A. 84, 
The Revised Prayer Book (Permissive Use) Measure. General 
approval was given t o t h i s Measure i n January and A p r i l 1923 
by the t h r e e houses s i t t i n g s e p a r a t e l y and i t then became 
necessary f o r the House of L a i t y and the House of Clergy t o 
r e v i s e the Measure thoroughly and t o send recommendations 
(known as C.A. 158 f o r the House of Clergy and C.A. 169 f o r 
the House of L a i t y ) t o the House of Bishops, who began t h e i r 
own f i n a l r e v i s i o n i n October 1925 and completed i t i n 
February 1927; the N a t i o n a l Assembly gave f i n a l approval t o 
t h i s Measure and the accompanying Book i n J u l y 1927. The 

1 . G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 978. 



27 

passage of the Book through the N a t i o n a l Assembly thus took 
r a t h e r more than seven years. 

This l e n g t h y process was necessary by reason of the 
p r o v i s i o n s of the Enabling Act, 1919, and Davidson explained 
the a p p l i c a t i o n of the Act t o measures concerning d o c t r i n e or 
r i t u a l on a number of occasions; the Davidson papers r e v e a l 
t h a t the main adviser on these complicated matters was Lord 
Hugh C e c i l , M.P. f o r Oxford U n i v e r s i t y , w i t h whom Davidson 
was i n fr e q u e n t communication. I n h i s speech t o the N a t i o n a l 
Assembly i n A p r i l 1923» when N.A. 84 r e c e i v e d 'General 
Approval', Davidson l i k e n e d t h a t p a r t i c u l a r stage t o a second 
reading i n parliament and i t was e s s e n t i a l t h a t a l l three 
houses should.show general approval i f the matter was t o 
proceed any f u r t h e r . T h e r e a f t e r the houses took on d i f f e r e n t 
f u n c t i o n s . 'When the thr e e houses have thus given General 
Approval the House of Clergy and L a i t y s i t t i n g s e p a r a t e l y 
are t o r e v i s e the Measure i n d e t a i l , a procedure 
corresponding r o u g h l y t o the stage of Committee and Report 
i n Parliament. The House of Bishops does not " r e v i s e " the 
Measure u n t i l the r e s u l t i s before i t of what has been done 

i n the other two houses When the Houses of Clergy and 
L a i t y have completed t h e i r r e v i s i o n , w i t h or w i t h o u t such 
conference, the Measure, whether amended or no t , i s l a i d by 
each of the two Houses before the House of Bishops. The 
House of Bishops thereupon takes up the c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the 
Measure, having a t an e a r l i e r stage given i t s General 
Approval, and considers i t f o r r e v i s i o n , d e a l i n g s e r i a t i m 
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w i t h any amendments in t r o d u c e d by e i t h e r Clergy or L a i t y . . . . ' 
I t would then be l a i d before the whole Assembly, could not 
a t t h a t stage be a l t e r e d , and ' i f . i t be accepted the 
Measure goes before the L e g i s l a t i v e Committee / " i . e . of the 
N a t i o n a l Assembly^ f o r submission t o P a r l i a m e n t ' . 1 

N.A. 84 was a s l i m volume of 118 pages, the vast b u l k 
of which c o n s i s t e d of a 'Schedule* of t h i r t y - f o u r 1 areas of 
a l t e r a t i o n t o the Book of 1662, i n c o r p o r a t i n g t h e r e i n matter 
t h a t had been discussed i n the previous seventeen years. The 
Measure i t s e l f covered only two-and-a-half pages and s i x 
paragraphs, and made s p e c i f i c p r o v i s i o n f o r an ' a l t e r n a t i v e * 
Book which would be the 1662 Book i n c o r p o r a t i n g the amendments 
o u t l i n e d i n the Schedule which, among other t h i n g s , made 
p r o v i s i o n f o r Reservation and f o r an A l t e r n a t i v e Order of 
Holy Communion. 

At t h a t stage the process of r e v i s i o n became f u r t h e r 
complicated by the appearance of a number of Prayer Books 
t h a t put f o r w a r d the p a r t i c u l a r views of d i f f e r e n t schools of 
thought w i t h i n the Church. The most important of these books 
were the Green Book of the E n g l i s h Church Union, r e f l e c t i n g 
Anglo-Catholic views; the Grey Book, r e f l e c t i n g l i b e r a l 
views and much encouraged by Temple, then Bishop of Manchester; 
and the Orange Book of the A l c u i n Club, r e f l e c t i n g the 
moderate C a t h o l i c school of thought. 

1 . Davidson Papers, Box 14-,Copy of speech of Davidson t o 
N a t i o n a l Assembly, A p r i l 1923. 

http://if.it
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The E n g l i s h Church Union appointed a Prayer Book 
Revision Committee i n J u l y 1922, a f t e r the p u b l i c a t i o n of 
H.A. 60. Minutes of t h a t committee show t h a t the E n g l i s h 
Church Union was concerned a t the prospect of being compelled 
t o use a Book based on N.A. 60 and which they might f i n d 
unacceptable. The committee was e s p e c i a l l y concerned a t 
proposals t h a t would m u t i l a t e the P s a l t e r , d i m i n i s h the 
s i g n i f i c a n c e of the Quicunque V u l t and they d i s l i k e d a 
number of f e a t u r e s i n the new Baptismal and E u c h a r i s t i c 
services.^" The E.C.U. r e v i s i o n was l a r g e l y undertaken by 
the Reverend Canon N. P. W i l l i a m s , C h r i s t Church, and the 
Reverend Canon Darwell Stone, P r i n c i p a l of Pusey House. The 
proposals were published i n October 1922 and by d e c i s i o n i n 
March 1923 were t o be i n c o r p o r a t e d i n a complete Prayer Book, 
the p u b l i c a t i o n of which i n A p r i l 1923 was f r a u g h t w i t h 
f i n a n c i a l d i f f i c u l t i e s , n e c e s s i t a t i n g recourse t o the Reserve 
Fund of the E.C.U. 'as the occasion was one of e x c e p t i o n a l 

p 
importance'. The i n t e n t i o n of the E.C...U. was s t a t e d i n the 
Preface t o the Book: 'the President and Council have 
decided t o p r i n t a model Prayer Book i n extenso, i n order t o 
e x h i b i t , i n a popular and e a s i l y i n t e l l i g i b l e form, the exact 
e f f e c t which t h e i r proposals, i f sanctioned by a u t h o r i t y , 

1 . E.C.U. Papers, Minutes of the Prayer Book Revision 
Committee of the E.C.U., J u l y 25, 1922. 

2. I b i d . , September 12, 1922. 
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would have, 1 and i t was published 'merely as an essay i n 
l i t u r g y - m a k i n g 1 . 1 The proposals went f u r t h e r i n . .a C a t h o l i c 
d i r e c t i o n than d i d the proposals of N.A. 60, but they 
represented by no means an e x t r e m i s t p o s i t i o n . 

C r i t i c i s m was made at the time and subsequently about 
the p u b l i c a t i o n of t h i s and the other books. B e l l l a t e r 
considered t h a t 'Had the members of the Assembly been l e f t 
t o d e l i b e r a t e on the proposals of Convocation by themselves, 

p 
t h e i r t ask would have been comparatively simple*. Some 
High Churchmen also were unhappy about the composition of 
the Green Book and l i g h t i s shed on another reason f o r i t s 
o r i g i n i n l a t e r correspondence between Lang and the Reverend 
Charles H a r r i s , i n October 1925. ' I b e l i e v e the E.C.U. made 
a t a c t i c a l mistake i n p u t t i n g f orward the Green Book Measure: 
and I want you t o understand why they d i d so. Two years ago 
"advanced" o p i n i o n was implacably opposed t o the 1549 Mass. 
This o p p o s i t i o n was based, not on the m e r i t s of the s e r v i c e 
i t s e l f , but on h o s t i l i t y t o a s i n g l e r u b r i c , which f o r b i d s 
the e l e v a t i o n of the ho s t . I t was c h i e f l y t o get r i d of t h i s 
r u b r i c t h a t an a l t e r n a t i v e s e r v i c e (as much l i k e 1549 as 
po s s i b l e ) was devised by the E . C . U . H o w e v e r t h i s may be, 

1. A Suggested Prayer Book, Being the t e x t of the E n g l i s h 
R i t e a l t e r e d and enlarged i n accordance w i t h the Prayer 
Book Revision proposals made by the E n g l i s h Church Union, 
O.U.P, 1923, p. i i i . 

2. G.K.A. B e l l , Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 1329-
3. Don Deposit, l a n g Papers 5, Prayer Book. Measure, H a r r i s 

t o Lang, October 12, 1925. 
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i t should be noted t h a t H a r r i s was at t h a t time endeavouring 
s u c c e s s f u l l y - t o persuade Lang of the need t o encourage the 
1549 Book. 

But the presence of the Green Book continued t o be f e l t 
throughout the 1920s. Even i n February 1927, Darwell Stone 
wrote an a r t i c l e c r i t i c a l of the r e c e n t l y p u b l i s h e d proposals 
i n The Guardian, as p a r t of a s e r i e s , and he e n t i t l e d h i s 
a r t i c l e 'A "Green Book" View',^" thus showing the importance 
of the Green Book proposals as a focus of Anglo-Catholic 
o p p o s i t i o n . 

The Grey Book was published i n A p r i l 1923 at v i r t u a l l y 
the same time and i t also d i s p l a y e d no s p i r i t of r e a l 
extremism; the f a c t t h a t Temple was associated w i t h , i t gave 
ample evidence of t h i s f a c t . I n the Foreword, Temple 
commended the Book 'to the c o n s i d e r a t i o n of a l l members of 
the Church of England, as t h a t of men drawn from a l l " p a r t i e s 
i n the Church, w e l l versed i n l i t u r g i o l o g y , experienced i n 
the s p i r i t u a l work of p a r i s h e s , and eager t o help i n making 
our worship the w o r t h i e s t t h a t can be o f f e r e d t o God as w e l l 
as the most s t r e n g t h e n i n g f o r the l i f e of C h r i s t i a n d i s c i p l e -

2 
s h i p 1 . The Book made p r o v i s i o n f o r Reservation and f o r 
co n f e s s i o n , but i t s g r e a t e r l i b e r a l i t y of approach was shown 

1. The Guardian. February 25, 1927, p. 153. 
2. A lew Prayer Book, Proposals f o r the Revision of the 

Book of Common Prayer and f o r A d d i t i o n a l Services and 
Prayers, drawn up by a Group of Clergy, Together w i t h 
a Foreword by W i l l i a m Temple, D . L i t t . , Bishop of 
Manchester, London, 1923, p. i i i . 
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p a r t i c u l a r l y i n i t s removal of the Catechism 'because i t 
i s more f i t t i n g t h a t i t should be r e v i s e d , or a l t e r n a t i v e l y , 
t h a t a s h o r t and simple statement of d o c t r i n e i l l u s t r a t e d 
from the New Testament, f o r the guidance of teachers, should 
be drawn up'.^" The Commination s e r v i c e was also removed, 
g r e a t e r freedom was p e r m i t t e d a f t e r the t h i r d c o l l e c t and 
i n the Occasional O f f i c e s t h e r e was i n t r o d u c e d a 'more 

2 
human note where i t was f e l t t o be needed'. The Grey Book 
continued as a focus of o p i n i o n among many c e n t r a l l y - m i n d e d 
church people and the Book was by no means dead i n 1927. 
The Reverend E. S. Woods, V i c a r of Croydon, wrote t o B e l l i n 
February 1927 t h a t many of those who supported the Grey Book 
who happened i n many cases t o be those who had supported the 
L i f e and L i b e r t y Movement e a r l i e r - were anxious t o a s s i s t 
the passage of the proposals of February 1927, even though 

3 
they d i d not e n t i r e l y r e f l e c t Grey Book o p i n i o n . The Grey 
Book was also the s u b j e c t of an a r t i c l e i n The Guardian i n 
February 1927 by the Bishop of Mi d d l e t o n , the Right Reverend 
R. G. Parsons, which showed a f i r m a p p r e c i a t i o n of the 1927 
proposals from Grey Book people. 'The r e s u l t i s something 
ever so much more a l i v e and b e a u t i f u l than N.A. 84, though 
t h i s provided the necessary a n v i l on which the form which i s 
1 . I b i d . , p. v. 
2. I b i d . , p. i v . 
3. B e l l Papers, B u f f F i l e , Prayer Book R e v i s i o n , 1925-27, 

Woods t o B e l l , February 25, 1927. 
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now r e c e i v i n g our a d m i r a t i o n was beaten o u t . 1 The Grey Book 
people had apparently been won over t o the "bishops' proposals; 
many of the Green Book people had not. 

The Orange 'Book' i n f a c t c o n s i s t e d of t h r e e books, the 
r e s u l t of the work of the A l e u i n Club. I t appeared a f t e r the 
other two and i t possessed l e s s s i g n i f i c a n c e as a focus of 
o p i n i o n . I t was the only one t o advocate e x p e r i m e n t a t i o n : 
•many of those who d e s i r e changes would wish t o make t r i a l of 
them e x p e r i m e n t a l l y , before any of them are t r e a t e d as f i n a l 

p 
or imposed 1. 

Thus when the House of Clergy and L a i t y resumed t h e i r 
d iscussions there was a w e a l t h of o p i n i o n on which they could 
and d i d draw. Progress was so slow t h a t i n the Autumn of 
1923» when the E u c h a r i s t was under d i s c u s s i o n , u n o f f i c i a l 
conferences were h e l d each evening i n the Jerusalem Chamber 
i n order t o consider matters i n f o r m a l l y before they were 

•5 
debated i n the Assembly, and i n February 1925 Davidson 
h i m s e l f appealed t o the c l e r g y t o conclude t h e i r d e l i b e r a t i o n s . 
D u t i f u l l y they complied, and i n c o r p o r a t e d t h e i r proposals i n 
C.A. 158 and sent i t t o the House of Bishops. The House of 
L a i t y aent t h e i r proposals as C.A. 169 a l s o . 
1. The Guardian, February 18, 1927, p. 129. 
2. A l e u i n Club Prayer Book Revision Pamphlet, x i i , A Survey 

of the proposals f o r the A l t e r n a t i v e Prayer Book, 1. The 
Order of Holy Communion, London, 1923 f p. 2. 

3. F.L. Cross: Darwell Stone, Churchman and Counsellor, 
London, 1943, p. 175. 

4. I b i d . , p. 176. 
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One matter t h a t had come t o a t t r a c t i n c r e a s i n g a t t e n t i o n 
i n these years was Reservation, the p r a c t i c e of which had 
increased markedly since the War. I t played a prominent p a r t 
i n many of the e a r l y debates i n the N a t i o n a l Assembly. The 
su b j e c t was one t h a t l e n t i t s e l f t o over-ready accusation by 
one group against another and a b o l d d e c i s i o n was taken by 
the Bishop of Winchester, the Right Reverend F. T. Woods, t o 
c a l l a conference o f those who were w e l l versed i n the matter 
and who approached i t d i f f e r e n t l y . There gathered a t Farnham 
Castle on October 24-27, 1925, a d i s t i n g u i s h e d group of 
eighteen churchmen, under Woods' chairmanship and i n c l u d i n g 
Headlam, Temple, Strong, F r e r e , Gore, T a l b o t , Parsons, Guy 
Rogers and Darwell Stone. A Report of the proceedings was 
subsequently published."*" The purpose of the conference was 
s t a t e d by Woods t o be 'to c l e a r our minds i n regard t o the 
t h e o l o g i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s of the use of the Reserved Sacrament 
as a focus of "devotions" i n the hope of s t i m u l a t i n g students 
i n the Church of England t o u n p r e j u d i c e ^ i n q u i r y ' I t was a 
v a l i a n t and a s c h o l a r l y attempt t o do j u s t t h a t , and the 162 
page r e p o r t of the papers and dis c u s s i o n conveys the 
impression of the cooperative work t h a t many wished t o see i n 
g r e a t e r evidence i n the course o f Prayer Book r e v i s i o n . But 
the Farnham Conference seems t o have had only s l i g h t success 
i n a c h i e v i n g i t s purpose, as controversy of an inflammatory 

1 . Reservation. Report of a Conference Held a t Farnham 
Castle on October 24-27, 1925, London, 1926. 

2. I b i d . , p. i i i . 
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k i n d continued t o rage on t h i s issue and was a key f a c t o r 
i n p arliament's eventual r e j e c t i o n of the Book. The Parnham 
Conference never s t r u c k f i r m r o o t s . 

The" c o n s i d e r a t i o n t h a t the bishops gave t o the proposals 
of the c l e r g y and l a i t y i n t h e i r meetings between October 
1925 and February 1927 was thorough; so much so t h a t the 
1927 Book was o f t e r dubbed 'the Bishops' Book'. With the 
exception of t h e i r f i r s t meeting on October 20, 1925, t h e i r 
meetings were i n p r i v a t e and were on most occasions not 
meetings of the House of Bishops as such, but r a t h e r bishops' 
meetings, which were conducted i n a more i n f o r m a l atmosphere. 
The meetings also possessed a g r e a t e r degree of c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y 
and the minutes of the proceedings are s t i l l not a v a i l a b l e 
f o r use by h i s t o r i a n s . I t i s t h e r e f o r e impossible t o c h a r t 
w i t h complete accuracy the course t h a t the discussions took, 
though a number of impressions have been l e f t by those who 
took p a r t and by t h a t time the views of the bishops towards 
r e v i s i o n were w e l l known. The Right Reverend T. B. Strong, 
Bishop of Oxford, wrote an account of the meetings, which i s 
ap p a r e n t l y now l o s t . ^ " I t would probably shed much i n t e r e s t i n g 
l i g h t on the discussions and p o s s i b l y r a t h e r c o l o u r f u l l i g h t , 
as i t has been described as 'not w i t h o u t passages of the 

2 
naughty w i t of which t h a t shy p r e l a t e was c a p a b l e 1 . 

1. See Appendix I I . 
2. C.S. P h i l l i p s ( e d i t o r ) : Walter Howard ffrere, A Memoir, 

London, 1947, p. 136. 
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B e l l estimated t h a t between f o r t y and f i f t y f u l l days 
were spent by the bishops on r e v i s i o n and most of t h e i r 
meetings were h e l d , e v i d e n t l y at Mrs. Davidson's suggestion, 
i n the drawing room of Lambeth Palace. 1 Davidson commented 
i n a p r i v a t e memorandum on the general c o r d i a l i t y of the 
meetings, and on the value of h o l d i n g them at Lambeth: ' I t 
not only softens a s p e r i t i e s , but i t gives o p p o r t u n i t y f o r 
c o n s u l t a t i o n and p r a c t i c a l t a l k which though only side 
dishes, c o n t r i b u t e a great deal t o the c e n t r a l f a r e ' . He 
l a t e r f e l t t h a t Henson, i n p a r t i c u l a r , had been f a v o u r a b l y 
i n f l u e n c e d by the atmosphere of the Lambeth meetings. 

I n connection w i t h Henson's speech at the Convocations 
i n March 1927, Davidson commented: ' I t h i n k , though he d i d 
not suggest or perhaps imagine i t , t h a t the change i n him i s 
r e a l l y a s c r i b a b l e t o the f r i e n d l i n e s s a t Lambeth d u r i n g the 
successive sessions'. 

The bishops were provided w i t h impressive, s o - c a l l e d 
'quarto' books: l a r g e , black-covered volumes i n which the 
t e x t of the N.A. 84 proposals was p r i n t e d down the centre 
and the proposals of the c l e r g y and l a i t y a t e i t h e r s i d e . 
I n the f i r s t i n s t a n c e , Davidson had d i s l i k e d the suggested 
l a y - o u t when i t was put t o him by the Bishop of Chichester, 

1. G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 1330. 
2. P r i v a t e Papers of Randall Davidson, Archbishop of 

Canterbury 1903-23, volume x v i , D i a r i e s and Memoranda, 
1927-1930, Memorandum of February 13, 1927, p. 2. Also 
quoted i n G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 1330. 

3.. I b i d . , Memorandum of A p r i l 23, 1927, p. 9. 
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the Right Reverend W. 0. Burrows, who was chairman of the 
committee t h a t made pr e p a r a t i o n s f o r the bishops' meetings. 
• I do not want the Bishops t o have before them a set of 
papers which w i l l make them t h i n k t h a t the work they have t o 
do has been already done, and t h a t they have l i t t l e t o read 
or study and only t o say Yea or Nay.'"^ But nevertheless the 
columns were p r i n t e d as Burrows intended and he wrote t o 
Davidson t o t h a t e f f e c t a month l a t e r . Copies of the 'quarto' 
book are i n the L i b r a r y a t Lambeth Palace and one of them 
has i n i t notes i n the hand of Dr. Brightman, though 

3 
appar e n t l y l i t t l e a t t e n t i o n was pai d t o what he wrote. I t 
may be t h a t the quarto book was not cast i n the most s u i t a b l e 
form. At l e a s t , t h a t was the o p i n i o n of the Reverend Mervyn 
Haigh, Senior Chaplain t o Davidson and s e c r e t a r y a t the 
bishops' meetings: 'there was no column reminding the 
bishops of the t e x t of the Book of Common Prayer. I t was a 
great mental s t r a i n t o have th r e e sets of suggestions i n 
f r o n t of one and t o be also c o n s t a n t l y r e f e r i n g t o the 
Prayer Book as i t s t i l l was Pew took much, i f any, 
n o t i c e of the Green, Grey and Orange Books w i t h which they 
were also s u p p l i e d ; and few indeed seemed t o have any v i s i o n 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 13, Davidson t o Burrows, J u l y 24,1925. 
2. I b i d . , Burrows t o Davidson, August 25, 1925. 
3. Professor Claude Jenkins has c e r t i f i e d i n the volume 

t h a t the gloss i s i n Brightman's hand. 
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of the Book of' Common P r a y e r 1 . 
I n a d d i t i o n t o the va r i o u s proposals from the Assembly 

and elsewhere, the bishops f e l t some o b l i g a t i o n t o consider 
the l a r g e number of memorials and p e t i t i o n s t h a t they had 
re c e i v e d . Davidson was at a l o s s as t o what t o do w i t h 
these. A l e t t e r t o Burrows i n J u l y 1925 shows h i s concern: 
• I do not t h i n k i t i s p o s s i b l e f o r your committee t o grapple 
w i t h the c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the Memorials or P r o t e s t s which 
have poured i n at Lambeth. Some of these are of vast weight 
both m e n t a l l y and a v o i r d u p o i s , e.g. Bishop Knox's Memorial. 
I fancy I s h a l l somehow or other have t o t r y t o make a f u l l 
statement myself w i t h regard t o these outs i d e Recommendations 

2 
or P r o t e s t s ' . Later Davidson d i d make reference t o them, 
but how much importance was attached t o these p e t i t i o n s i n 
the course of the bishops' discussions i s obscure, and as 
most of the memorials expressed o p p o s i t i o n t o many f e a t u r e s 
of the r e v i s i o n which the bishops e v e n t u a l l y i n c o r p o r a t e d i n 
the Book, i t i s reasonable t o conclude t h a t the p e t i t i o n s 
were i n l a r g e measure ignored. P r o t e s t a n t opponents, such 
as Lord Carson, c e r t a i n l y h e l d t h i s t o have been the case;^ 
and they were probably r i g h t . 

Davidson was a poor chairman i n these d i s c u s s i o n s . The 
records of the meetings of the House of Bishops show only 

1. Quoted i n P.R. Barry: Mervyn Haigh, London, 1964, pp.86-87. 
2. Davidson Papers, Box 13, Davidson t o Burrows, J u l y 24,1925. 
3. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l Record), 69 H.L. Deb., 5s 

column 872. 
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s l i g h t i n i t i a t i v e on h i s p a r t i n the di s c u s s i o n s ; he q u i t e 
c a n d i d l y l e f t Lang t o deal w i t h d i f f i c u l t p o i n t s . I f t h i s 
i s so i n the House of Bishops, t h e r e i s no reason t o b e l i e v e 
h i s performance a t bishops' meetings t o be any d i f f e r e n t . 
Haigh made t h i s p o i n t s t r o n g l y : 'however much I d i s l i k e 
having t o say i t , my Archbishop, the Chairman at a l l these 
debates, who could have done much t o awaken the bishops t o a 
worthy and c o n s t r u c t i v e v i s i o n of t h e i r t a s k and o p p o r t u n i t y , 
had always been, and remained, so lukewarm about the whole 
p r o j e c t as not only t o discourage ardour i n c a r r y i n g i t out 
but even t o allow of h i s t o l e r a t i n g proposals, not because 
he approved them, but because they were so f a r beyond h i s own 
range of i n t e r e s t t h a t he could h a r d l y appreciate what they 
r e a l l y involved'."^" A s i m i l a r view was advanced by B e l l : 

Davidson 'was not r e a l l y s u f f i c i e n t l y i n t e r e s t e d ; he took a 
2 

l a y p o i n t of view'. I n a p r i v a t e memorandum, Davidson 
revealed h i s own d i s l i k e of discussions of t h i s k i n d , a 
f a c t o r which was probably the main cause of h i s weak 
chairmanship. ' I i n t e n s e l y d i s l i k e the wretchedness of 
g e t t i n g these t h i n g s (some of them too sacred and some of 
them too p e t t y f o r p u b l i c d i s c u s s i o n ) bandied about as though 
they were the t h i n g s which absorbed the Church's i n t e r e s t as, 
indeed, f o r the moment they do absorb c l e r i c a l i n t e r e s t t o the 
detriment of wider t h i n g s . I n my heart I cannot h o n e s t l y say 

. 1 . Quoted i n P.R. Barry: Haigh, p. 87. 
2. G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 1331. 
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t h a t I very g r e a t l y l o n g f o r any of the changes, or t h a t 
they are of supreme deep-down importance. I cannot get 
myself t o f e e l warmly about such t h i n g s as order of the 
Canon, or the S a i n t s ' days C o l l e c t s , or other m a t t e r s . ' ^ 

Throughout t h e i r meetings at Lambeth, the bishops 
continued t o r e c e i v e comment on the best means of e f f e c t i n g 
Prayer Book r e v i s i o n , though Davidson had i n f a c t asked 
t h a t comment should cease w h i l e the bishops met. There 
was much s p e c u l a t i o n i n the press about the d e c i s i o n s t h a t 
were being reached and t h e r e was c r i t i c i s m of the ' s e c r e t ' 
nature of the d i s c u s s i o n s . The League of Loyal Churchmen, 
i n one of i t s many t r a c t s , wrote t h a t 'Your Lordships are 
meeting i n p r i v a t e t o r e v i s e the Book of Common Prayer, or 
"open" or p u b l i c Prayer. This secrecy i s abhorrent t o the 
E n g l i s h n a t u r e . The T r u t h loves the l i g h t and cannot be 

2 
s o l d or b a r t e r e d or w h i t t l e d down 1. Some decisions of the 
bishops were i n f a c t made known i n the course of t h e i r work, 
most n o t a b l y t h a t Continuous Reservation was approved by 
them i n June 1926. 

1. P r i v a t e papers of Randall Davidson, Archbishop of 
Canterbury 1903-28, v o l . x v i , D i a r i e s and Memoranda, 
1927-30, Memorandum of February 13, 1927, p. 4. 

2. Davidson Papers, Box 5, A F u r t h e r Appeal t o the Bishops 
w i t h reference t o r e v i s i o n of the Prayer Book, t h i r d i n 
a s e r i e s of f o u r published by the League of Loyal Church­
men. 
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CHAPTER 2. 
THE PRAYER BOOK MEASURE 192- AND THE BOOK, 
PRESENTED TO THE CONVOCATIONS f FEBRUARY 1927 

The r e s u l t s of the l e n g t h y discussions of the bishops 
at Lambeth Palace were f i r s t made known at the s i t t i n g 
t o g e t h e r of the two Houses of Convocation of Canterbury and 
York on February 7, 1927. The session opened w i t h major 
speeches by Davidson and Lang - speeches t h a t were a v a i l a b l e 
s e p a r a t e l y i n pamphlet form - a f t e r which copies of the Book 
and the speeches of the two Archbishops were d i s t r i b u t e d t o 
the members. The purpose of t h i s ' s i t t i n g t o g e t h e r ' of the 
two Convocations was t o allow the Lower Houses the o p p o r t u n i t y 
of c o n s i d e r i n g the bishops' proposals and of s u b m i t t i n g any 
f i n a l p o i n t s t h a t might occur t o them i n such c o n s i d e r a t i o n . 
Six weeks t h e r e a f t e r , commencing on March 29, 1927, t h e r e 
would take place the f o r m a l s a n c t i o n i n g of the Book by the 
Convocations and i t s submission t o the N a t i o n a l Assembly 
would f o l l o w . 

The Archbishops spoke i m p r e s s i v e l y i n thus commending 
the Book t o the Convocations. Davidson concentrated upon the 
h i s t o r i c a l circumstances which had seen the o r i g i n of the 
present r e v i s i o n , c a s t i n g back i n t o the l a t e n i n e t e e n t h 
century i n so doing and drawing much on h i s own i n t i m a t e 
experience of e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a f f a i r s f o r more than h a l f a 
cen t u r y . He concluded on a personal note, reminding h i s 
l i s t e n e r s t h a t he was beginning h i s t w e n t y - f i f t h year as 
Archbishop of Canterbury and t h a t t h i s matter ought now t o 
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be accepted so t h a t 'we as men of one h e a r t and one s o u l , 
and w i t h t h i s work t o a i d us, be now set f r e e , t o discharge 
a r i g h t , a t a great time i n the world's h i s t o r y , the l a r g e r 
tasks which await us on every s i d e , i n promoting the S p i r i t 
of the Lord C h r i s t , and the progress of His Kingdom among 
men*."̂  This theme was o f t e n forwarded by both-Archbishops 
and t o an extent r e f l e c t e d a contemporary f e e l i n g t h a t the 
Church ought t o be concerned w i t h matters of g r e a t e r 
s i g n i f i c a n c e than l i t u r g i c a l r e v i s i o n , which was seen as an 
i r r i t a t i n g n e c e s s i t y t h a t was e l i c i t i n g undue a t t e n t i o n and 
importance. Lang's speech complemented t h a t of Davidson, 
and concentrated upon the Book i t s e l f and upon the way i n 
which the bishops had worked over the e a r l i e r suggestions of 
the c l e r g y and l a i t y and upon the f a c t t h a t the present Book 
was a composite Book, c o n t a i n i n g new m a t e r i a l as w e l l as 

2 
m a t e r i a l from the 1662 Book. 

The session concluded w i t h a speech from the Bishop of 
Chelmsford, the Right Reverend F. S. Guy Warman, who spoke 
on b e h a l f of the episcopal 'members i n charge' of the Measure, 
who had worked under the chairmanship of Burrows, (who was: 
i l l and unable t o be present on February 7) and who also 
i n c l u d e d Strong, Frere and Carr of Coventry. Warman explained 

3 
the major changes t h a t the Book contained. 

1 . C h ronicle of Convocation, February 7, 1927, p. 20. 
2. I b i d • > pp. 21-31. 
3. I b i d • > pp. 34-38. 
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The Book t h a t was then so eagerly scanned by the 
members of Convocation had an i d e n t i c a l t i t l e t o the 1662 
Book and the s u b - t i t l e 'The Book of 1662 w i t h permissive 
a d d i t i o n s and d e v i a t i o n s approved i n 1927'. There were 
only minor t e x t u a l changes t o the p a r t s taken from the 1662 
Book and these aroused v i r t u a l l y no controversy at a l l . I n 
many cases t h e r e was an ' a l t e r n a t i v e order' f o r p a r t s of the 
1662 Book: f o r Morning and Evening Prayer, the Holy Communion, 
Pu b l i c Baptism, C o n f i r m a t i o n , Matrimony and the Communion of 
the Sick. There was a r e v i s e d form of the Quieunque V u l t ; 
i t s r e c i t a t i o n was o p t i o n a l and p r o v i s i o n was made f o r the 
omission of the damnatory clauses. A l l new m a t e r i a l , whether 
i n the form of an e n t i r e ' a l t e r n a t i v e order' or i n the form 
of m a t e r i a l i n t e r p o s e d w i t h i n the 1662 Book was denoted by a 
heavy marginal l i n e . An Appendix was added c o n t a i n i n g 
m a t e r i a l t h a t had no place i n the 1662 Book: an Order f o r 
Prime and Compline, a p r e p a r a t o r y Devotion f o r the Holy 
Communion, p r o v i s i o n f o r s p e c i a l c o l l e c t s , e p i s t l e s and 
gospels on l e s s e r f e a s t days and f a s t days, forms of prayer 
commemorative of the accession of the Sovereign and a form 
f o r the o r d e r i n g of deaconesses. The A l t e r n a t i v e Order f o r 
Morning and Evening Prayer was b r i e f e r than i n the 1662 Book: 
the e a r l i e r m a t e r i a l could be o m i t t e d and a g r e a t e r element 
of freedom was given t o the m i n i s t e r i n h i s use of prayers 
a f t e r the t h i r d c o l l e c t . 

Though many of the p o i n t s other than those connected 
w i t h the Holy Communion caused some con t r o v e r s y , i t was the 
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i n n o v a t i o n s t h a t were s p e c i f i c a l l y provided f o r i n the 
A l t e r n a t i v e Order f o r Holy Communion and the A l t e r n a t i v e 
Order f o r the Communion of the Sick t h a t e l i c i t e d the most 
acute forms of controversy. 

I n the A l t e r n a t i v e Order f o r Holy Communion p r o v i s i o n 
was s p e c i f i c a l l y made f o r the wearing of the E u c h a r i s t i c 
vestments, f o r the use of an E p i c l e s i s i n the Canon, f o r 
the use of a d d i t i o n a l proper prefaces and the anthem 'Blessed 
i s He t h a t cometh...' before the' c o n s e c r a t i o n , as w e l l as 
other minor changes t h a t tended t o r e f l e c t custom found i n 
a number of Anglican churches of the time . The A l t e r n a t i v e 
Order f o r the Communion of the Sick made express p r o v i s i o n 
f o r Reservation of the Sacrament under episcopal permission 
and f o r the purposes only of s i c k communion. Any devotions 
ou t s i d e such need were c l e a r l y and u n e q u i v o c a l l y f o r b i d d e n : 
'The Sacrament so reserved s h a l l not be brought i n t o 
connexion w i t h any s e r v i c e or ceremony, nor s h a l l i t be 
exposed or removed except i n order t o be r e c e i v e d i n 
Communion'.^ I f there was one p o i n t above any other t h a t 
aroused controversy i t was t h i s matter of Reservation. 

On February 22, 1927, the Convocations again met, t h i s 
time s e p a r a t e l y , and importance attached a t t h i s stage t o the 
discussions i n the Lower House. The P r o l o c u t o r , the Venerable 
K. F. Gibbs, explained the scope of t h e i r work and t h a t the 
House of Bishops of the N a t i o n a l Assembly had suspended i t s 

1 . N a t i o n a l Assembly of the Church of England: Book 
Proposed t o be Annexed t o the Prayer Book Measure 192-, 
London, 1927, p. 302. 
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work ' i n order t o c o n s u l t the Convocations of Canterbury and 
York before the Book i s put i n t o i t s f i n a l form' and t h a t 
'We have no power t o amend the Book but we have power t o 
p e t i t i o n f o r a m e n d m e n t 1 G i b b s warmly commended the Book 
and recommended t h a t the Lower House s i t as a committee of 
the whole House t o consider i t , as such an arrangement would 
a f f o r d them g r e a t e r freedom of debate and they would be 
w i t h o u t the press and the p u b l i c . This motion of Gibbs was 
c a r r i e d , but not w i t h o u t o p p o s i t i o n from l e a d i n g opponents 
of the Book. 

Darwell Stone, who by t h i s time was the acknowledged 
leader of Anglo-Catholic o p p o s i t i o n , was concerned t h a t 
d e t a i l should be recorded of what was proposed and l o s t i n 
committee as w e l l as of what was agreed t o . The suggestion 
has been made t h a t Stone's o p p o s i t i o n t o the idea of 
committee disc u s s i o n was i n order t o make c l e a r t h a t 
o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book d i d e x i s t w i t h i n the ranks of the 
c l e r g y and t h a t the bishops' c o n t e n t i o n t h a t the Book would 
be a means of r e s t o r i n g d i s c i p l i n e among the Anglo-Catholic 

2 
c l e r g y was o v e r - o p t i m i s t i c . The Reverend Guy Rogers, f o r 
the E v a n g e l i c a l s , was also opposed t o the idea of committee 
d i s c u s s i o n as there was abroad a general f e e l i n g t h a t too 
many discussions were t a k i n g place behind closed doors, t h a t 
a recent l e t t e r of the Bishop of Worcester t o The Times had 

1. Chronicle of Convocation, Lower House, February 22, 1927, 
p. 44. 

2. F.L. Cross: Stone, p. 179. 
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suggested t h a t episcopal unanimity was not as great as had 
been e a r l i e r suggested and t h a t 'the very people whom we 
want t o persuade i n favour of a settlement w i l l "become 
more restive'."'" P r i n t e d r e c o r d of the committee discussions 
i s t h e r e f o r e n o n - e x i s t e n t , but 67 amendments were proposed 
and c a r r i e d i n the dis c u s s i o n s , mostly on f a i r l y t e c h n i c a l 
p o i n t s . 

The suggestions t h a t were put forward by the Lower 
Houses of Canterbury and York were considered by the bishops 
over the f o l l o w i n g few weeks and on March 29, 1927, th e r e 
was a j o i n t meeting of the Houses of Canterbury and York 
Convocations at Church House. Davidson then f o r m a l l y 
i n t r o d u c e d the Book t h a t bore s l i g h t changes, consequent 
upon the c o n s i d e r a t i o n by the House of Bishops of the 
suggestions made by the Lower Houses of Convocation a f t e r 
the f i r s t appearance of the Book. Davidson explained t h a t 
the meeting togeth e r i n t h i s way was p u r e l y f o r the purposes 
of debate and t h a t the v o t i n g would be separate, i n 
accordance w i t h usual p r a c t i c e . His speech on t h i s occasion 
concentrated upon the manner i n which the Book was one 
'adapted t o the needs of contemporary l i f e w i t h i t s new 
c o n d i t i o n s and sympathies, i t s new a s p i r a t i o n s and endeavours' 

3 
r a t h e r than upon the circumstances of the Book's o r i g i n . 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Chronicle of Convocation, February 22, 1927, pp. 48-49. 
I b i d . , pp. 53-65. 
Chronicle of Convocation, March 29, 1927, p. 75. 
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I n the course of h i s speech he made much of the c o n t i n u i n g 
C a t h o l i c t r a d i t i o n w i t h i n the Church of England, represented 
not only by the men of the Oxford Movement, but by e a r l i e r 
d i v i n e s such as Andrewes, Ken and Thomas Wilson and he 
wondered 'what pages of our proposed Book would, i f the 
general standard, say, of Bishop Andrewes were a p p l i e d , f a l l 
under the condemnation as u n - A n g l i c a n 1 ^ thereby meeting i n 
advance o b j e c t i o n s t h a t he a n t i c i p a t e d on t h a t ground. 

The debate thus i n i t i a t e d by Davidson developed as one 
of the most important and the most d i s t i n g u i s h e d t h a t 
occurred i n the course of the c o n t r o v e r s y , i n which v i r t u a l l y 
a l l the episcopal and c l e r i c a l p r o t a g o n i s t s voiced t h e i r 
o p i n i o n s , i n many cases w i t h s k i l f u l r h e t o r i c . 

Davidson was f o l l o w e d by the Bishop of Norwich, the 
Right. Reverend Bertram P o l l o c k , the acknowledged leader of 
the f o u r episcopal opponents. I n a d d i t i o n t o P o l l o c k , they 
c o n s i s t e d of the Bishop of Birmingham, the Right Reverend 
E. W. Barnes, the Bishop of Exeter, the Right Reverend Lord 
W i l l i a m C e c i l ( the b r o t h e r of Lord Hugh C e c i l ) and the 
Bishop of Worcester, the Right Reverend E. H. Pearce, Davidson, 
i n h i s comments on the l a s t of the bishops' meetings, e a r l y 
i n 1927, presents an i n t e r e s t i n g p i c t u r e of the f o u r d i s s i d e n t 
bishops. 'Birmingham, Worcester and Norwich, s i t t i n g t o g e t h e r 
a t the end of the t a b l e , were q u i t e o b v i o u s l y out of sympathy 
w i t h what we were doing. Birmingham adopted a k i n d of 

1. I b i d . , p. 77. 



48 

s u p e r c i l i o u s aloofness, l i k e a wise man s i t t i n g among 
f o o l i s h people. Vlforcester was q u i t e good-tempered, "but 
e m p h a t i c a l l y P r o t e s t a n t i n the l a r g e sense of the word, or 
a t l e a s t a n t i - H i g h Church. Norwich had i n t i m a t e d t o me t h a t 
he would not be able t o throw i n h i s l o t w i t h us on the 
general question i n the end.'^" 

Pol l o c k ' s o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book had been f i r m and 
c o n s i s t e n t throughout the discussions of the bishops a t 
Lambeth i n the previous two years and, indeed, since before 
t h a t . P o l l o c k was not as p o s i t i v e l y E v a n g e l i c a l as were 
other opponents, nor as was Bishop Drury i n the e a r l i e r 
c o n t r o v e r s i e s . He came from a f a m i l y t h a t had a t r a d i t i o n a l 
i n t e r e s t i n the law; h i s b r o t h e r , Lord Hanworth, was a 
l e a d i n g h i g h c o u r t judge, who espoused s i m i l a r sympathies^ 
and i t was w i t h him l a t e r i n the year t h a t Davidson e x p e r i e n ­
ced one of h i s most t r a u m a t i c i n t e r v i e w s on the s u b j e c t . ' I 
had a r e a l l y f u r i o u s bombardment t h i s a fternoon from Lord 
Hanworth (Norwich's b r o t h e r ) denouncing the Book and the 
Bishops and a l l who are on t h e i r side A l t o g e t h e r h i s 

u t t e r a n c e s about i t were the most vehement I have ever heard 
2 

from anyone 1. Bertram P o l l o c k ' s own i n c l i n a t i o n s had l e d 

1 . P r i v a t e Papers of Randall Davidson, Archbishop of 
Canterbury 1903-28, v o l . x v i , D i a r i e s and Memoranda, 
1927-30, Memorandum of February 13, 1927, pp. 3-4. 

2. Davidson Papers, Box 6,-Davidson t o Hugh C e c i l , J u l y 28, 
1927. 
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him t o a career as a schoolmaster, and he was Headmaster 
of W e l l i n g t o n before he became Bishop of Norwich i n 1910. 
He f e l t t h a t the d e s c r i p t i o n of h i m s e l f as an E v a n g e l i c a l 
Bishop was i n a c c u r a t e , though he acknowledged the support of 
many Evan g e l i c a l s and even a few Anglo-Catholics. ' I 
p r e f e r r e d t o f o l l o w the l e a d of my great master, Bishop 
Westcott of Durham, who, I t h i n k , described h i m s e l f as a 
h i s t o r i c churchman. I t was as an Englishman t h a t I was 
against s a n c t i o n being given t o the new Book; but many of 
those who j o i n e d i n opposing i t were out-and-out E v a n g e l i c a l s . ' 

Pollock's main and unchanging c o n t e n t i o n was t h a t the 
n o n - c o n t r o v e r s i a l aspects of the Book should be accepted and 
t h a t the c o n t r o v e r s i a l aspects ( i . e . Reservation and the 
A l t e r n a t i v e Order of the Holy Communion) should be postponed 
u n t i l f u l l e r agreement w i t h i n the Church could be reached on 
them. This was h i s p o s i t i v e p r o p o s a l , and one which found 
l i t t l e support among h i s episcopal colleagues. His o b j e c t i o n s 
t o the Book were expressed on numerous occasions throughout 
the controversy and a summary e x i s t s i n h i s biography. 
Foremost among h i s o b j e c t i o n s was the f a c t t h a t the Book was 
not i n the t r a d i t i o n of E n g l i s h d e v o t i o n ; he considered t h a t 
'Though not intended t o do so', i t d i d a l t e r 'the d o c t r i n e of 
the present Book*, t h a t the bishops would be unable t o enforce 
the r e g u l a t i o n s on Reservation, t h a t the Book ' r e s u s c i t a t e d 

1. B. P o l l o c k : A Twentieth-Century Bishop, R e c o l l e c t i o n s 
and R e f l e c t i o n s , London, 1944, pp. 154-155. 
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ways of devotion which Englishmen had discarded', t h a t i t 
would be u n f o r t u n a t e t o change the 1662 Book 'beyond r e c a l l ' 
(something which was i n f a c t not intended) o n l y t o discover 
t h a t the bounds of the new Book were being over-stepped. His 
f i n a l o b j e c t i o n - w i t h which he met the c o n t e n t i o n t h a t the 
Book had secured thorough e c c l e s i a s t i c a l approval - was t h a t 
'the Church Assembly does not as y e t adequately represent 
the mind of the Church of England.*^ 

Many of these p o i n t s were brought f o r w a r d i n Pol l o c k ' s 
speech t o Convocation on March 29, 1927. He placed 
p a r t i c u l a r a t t e n t i o n upon the f a c t t h a t the Book would b r i n g 
d i s c o r d t o the Church, e s p e c i a l l y i n r u r a l areas, and he 
a l l e g e d an i l l o g i c a l i t y i n at once a l l o w i n g Reservation but 

2 
f o r b i d d i n g a d o r a t i o n of the reserved Sacrament. 

The immediate response t o P o l l o c k came from the Bishop 
of Durham, the Right Reverend H. H. Henson who, apart from 
the two Archbishops, has c l a i m t o be regarded as the most 
s t a l w a r t of the Book's episcopal supporters. He possessed a 
s t y l e of w r i t i n g and speech t h a t was both v i v i d and g r a c e f u l , 
based on eig h t e e n t h - c e n t u r y forms; indeed, he had about him 
something of the manner and a t t i t u d e of an ei g h t e e n t h - c e n t u r y 
p r e l a t e . His career as c l e r i c and bishop was marked by 
con t r o v e r s y , the most acute having been t h a t which surrounded 
h i s appointment t o the See of Hereford i n 1917 and which had 

1. I b i d . , p. 154. 
2. Chronicle of Convocation, March 29, 1927, pp. 81-91. 
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been brought about by the a l l e g a t i o n t h a t h i s views on some 
d o c t r i n a l p o i n t s were modernist; h i s three-volumed 
autobiography, Retrospect of An Unimportant L i f e , abounds 
i n instances of f u r t h e r c o n t r o v e r s y . I n t o the issue of the 
Prayer Book, Henson threw h i m s e l f w i t h v i g o u r and c o n v i c t i o n , 
though some had expected him t o oppose the idea of r e v i s i o n 
and he had shown a lukewarm approach i n the e a r l y t w e n t i e s . 
He d i s l i k e d f e a t u r e s of the new Prayer Book - most e s p e c i a l l y 
Reservation - but l i k e other episcopal s u p p o r t e r s , he valued 
a s p i r i t of compromise: ' I f vestments are t o remain i l l e g a l , 
no Reservation f o r the Sick i s t o be p e r m i t t e d , no Unction 
of the Sick, and, i n the case of the Holy Communion, no 
change i s t o be t o l e r a t e d , what k i n d of an o l i v e branch i s 
o f f e r e d t o the High Church P a r t y ? ' 1 On t h i s occasion Henson 
spoke s t e r n l y a gainst the Bishop of Norwich, whom he l i n k e d 
t o a movement which he c a l l e d the 'Protestant Underworld'. 
His own words convey most v i v i d l y the s t r e n g t h of h i s f e e l i n g 
on t h i s i s s u e : 

•The Bishop of Norwich reminds me of t h a t r a t h e r 
enigmatic but extremely i n t e r e s t i n g f i g u r e , the S t y l i t e s or 
P i l l a r S a int of the P r i m i t i v e Church, whose aloofness was as 
impressive as h i s a l t i t u d e was apparent. His Lords h i p , I 
know, w i l l f o r g i v e me i f I say t h a t he u n i t e s the remoteness 
of the s a i n t w i t h the r i g i d i t y of h i s p i l l a r . About the 
base of the column a mingled crowd has c o l l e c t e d , which the 

1. Henson t o S i r Edward C l a r k , November 12, 1926, quoted i n 
H. H. Henson: Retrospect of an Unimportant L i f e , v o l . i i , 
p. 157. 
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Bishop h i m s e l f i s so f a r removed from t h a t he h a r d l y 
understands i t s composition, f o r i n t r u t h what I w i l l take 
leave t o c a l l the P r o t e s t a n t underworld has been p r o f o u n d l y 
s t i r r e d , and a number of moribund P r o t e s t a n t S o c i e t i e s 
whose very names are passing out of memory have suddenly 
blossomed i n t o prominence. They perpetuate i n the t w e n t i e t h 
century the c o n f l i c t s of the s i x t e e n t h , and they echo the 
h a l f f o r g o t t e n , almost u n i n t e l l i g i b l e s h i b b o l e t h s of the 
seventeenth. These men cannot be argued w i t h ; they must be 
l e f t t o the sure but slow process of e x t i n c t i o n through 
moral and i n t e l l e c t u a l penury. Prom my h e a r t I compassionate 
the Bishop of Norwich f o r being d r i v e n t o accept the support 
and endure the applause of these deplorable f a n a t i c s . ' ^ " 

Henson then argued t h a t the new Book was r e q u i r e d i n 
order both t o r e s t o r e d i s c i p l i n e i n the Church of England and 
t o a f f i r m the a c t u a l character of the Church of England i w h i c h 

2 
the e x i s t i n g anarchy had p e r i l o u s l y obscured 1. He also 
countered the c r i t i c i s m t h a t P o l l o c k had l e v i e d a t him, on 
the ground of h i s i n c o n s i s t e n c y i n recent years, by suggesting 
t h a t the s i t u a t i o n had changed since 1923 and t h a t he had 
subsequently been drawn i n t o agreement w i t h h i s f e l l o w bisho.ps. 
To f o l l o w Pollock's suggestion would imply abandonment of the 
idea of the r e s t o r a t i o n of d i s c i p l i n e and would be a heavy 
blow at episcopal a u t h o r i t y which Henson, i n common w i t h the 

1 . Chronicle of Convocation, March 29, 1927, p. 92. 
2. I b i d . , p. 93. 
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other bishops, valued and which he f e l t was 'the only 
a u t h o r i t y at present a v a i l a b l e f o r the maintenance of 
d i s c i p l i n e 1 

Darwell Stone had what he c a l l e d the 'hard task* of 
f o l l o w i n g Henson i n the debate. On t h i s occasion he spoke 
of 'two f e a t u r e s i n which my d i f f i c u l t y reaches i t s g r e a t e s t 
h e i g h t : the form of the Canon and the r u b r i c s on Reservation'. 
The Canon presented d i f f i c u l t i e s t o him as i t departed 
markedly from the t r a d i t i o n of the h i s t o r y of l i t u r g y i n the 
E n g l i s h Church. Reservation he regarded as 'part of the 
immemorial Common Law of the Church 1 f o r which the permissive 
f e a t u r e s t h a t the Book contained w e r e . i n a p p r o p r i a t e . Somewhat 
i n the v e i n of P o l l o c k , he placed s t r e s s on the l a c k of ' 
unanimity w i t h i n the Church about the proposals and r e f e r r e d 
i n p a r t i c u l a r t o the very small m a j o r i t i e s t h a t were obtained 
f o r c e r t a i n proposals.- He also made what was f o r an advanced 
Anglo-Catholic a somewhat curious appeal t o 'old-fashioned 
Churchpeople* who were d i s t r e s s e d at the changes, an appeal 
which reminded Lang l a t e r i n the debate of the ' s o l i c i t u d e 
of the Wolf f o r L i t t l e Red R i d i n g Hood'. 5 Stone's f i n a l 
proposal was t h a t there should be progressive r e v i s i o n and 
t h a t 'a f a i r measure of agreement' be found on one p o i n t 
before another was taken i n hand. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

I b i d . , p. 94. 
I b i d . , p. 96. 
I b i d . , p. 156. 
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The speeches of Davidson, P o l l o c k , Hensoh and Stone 
thus a f f o r d e d expression of view by two l e a d i n g p r o t a g o n i s t s 
on e i t h e r s i d e . A f t e r Stone's speech, Davidson made a 
request f o r b r e v i t y , so t h a t i t would be p o s s i b l e t o take 
a vote on the f o l l o w i n g day. Strong spoke of h i s l o n g 
a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h Prayer Book r e v i s i o n and of h i s support o f 
the present p r o j e c t . Prere spoke of the need t o provide f o r 
the r e v i v e d thought t h a t occurred i n the Church of England 
i n the nineteenth century, 'a sudden f e r t i l i z i n g of a garden 
t h a t had l a i n a great time f a l l o w 1 . 1 But support f o r 
P o l l o c k ' s p o s i t i o n came from C e c i l , who advised the p a r t i a l 
approach commended by P o l l o c k and Stone, and who spoke 
g e n e r a l l y about the danger of changing t h i n g s of t h i s k i n d , 

2 
thereby causing the unsettlement of people. 

Barnes also spoke against the Book, though he was not 
p o s i t i o n e d so c l o s e l y behind P o l l o c k as was C e c i l . He had 
some time p r e v i o u s l y made h i m s e l f h i g h l y unacceptable among 
Anglo-Catholics by h i s s t r i c t p r o h i b i t i o n of Reservation arid 
had offended many by h i s occasional crude expressions of 
op i n i o n about the nature of the sacramental presence. He 
was probably s u r p r i s e d t o be taken t o ta s k i n Convocation 

1 * 
i t s e l f f o r h i s a t t i t u d e s ,j^the Reverend Canon C. N. Long, 
Pr o c t o r f o r the Birmingham Diocese, who s a i d t h a t he was 
happier t o be s t a t i n g these matters i n Barnes' presence 
1. I b i d . , p. 114. 
2. I b i d . , pp. 103-106. 
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r a t h e r than i n h i s absence, and who d i s l i k e d the power 
t h a t the new Book proposed t o place i n the hands of 
i n d i v i d u a l bishops so f a r as Reservation was concerned.^* 
Dr. Sparrow Simpson also supported Long's p o i n t . Barnes 
had c l e a r l y not a n t i c i p a t e d t h i s onslaught i n Convocation 
i t s e l f and expressed the wish t h a t Long had given him advance 
n o t i c e of i t . The b u l k of h i s speech was taken i n j u s t i f y i n g 
h i s p o l i c i e s on Reservation and i n e x p l a i n i n g t h a t the 

2 
precautions he took were t o prevent a d o r a t i o n . He s a i d 
l i t t l e else i n o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book, though h i s d i s l i k e o f 
i t and h i s o p p o s i t i o n t o i t were w e l l known. 

On March 30, 1927, Davidson again appealed f o r b r e v i t y , 
an appeal t h a t was not popular w i t h some speakers, n o t a b l y 
the E v a n g e l i c a l Guy Rogers, who f e l t t h a t an u n f o r t u n a t e 
impression would be conveyed i f undue haste was shown. At 
r a t h e r g r e a t e r l e n g t h than most he explained h i s acceptance 
of the Book as a ' L i b e r a l E v a n g e l i c a l ' and t h a t , c o n t r a r y t o 
the o p i n i o n of the D a i l y Express, he was not i n touch w i t h 
opponents such as Bishop Knox and S i r W i l l i a m Joynson-Hicks: 
' I am not t o be associated w i t h those g i a n t s of the 

3 
P r o t e s t a n t P a r t y 1 . F u r t h e r support came from the Reverend 
Canon H. A. Wilson f o r the E v a n g e l i c a l s and from the Reverend 
Dr. Charles H a r r i s and the Reverend Dr.B.:«L Kidd f o r the 
1. I b i d . , pp. 106-108. 
2. I b i d . , pp. 111-113. 
3. I b i d . , March 30, 1927, p. 133. 
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A n g l o - C a t h o l i c s . 
A f i n e speech of support came from the Bishop of 

Gloucester, the Right Reverend A. C. Headlam. He covered 
f a m i l i a r ground i n h i s speech and at the end appealed t o 
those who had shown o p p o s i t i o n up t o t h a t p o i n t t o give 
t h e i r support. 'Those who have fought against i t have 
fought against i t i n a very s p o r t i n g and admirable way, and 
I would appeal t o them now t o recognise t h a t the time has 
come f o r them t o j o i n i n accepting i t unanimously.'^" Headlam 
had devoted much time and thought t o l i t u r g i c a l r e v i s i o n i n 
the l a t e t w e n t i e s , though i t had not been an e a r l i e r i n t e r e s t 
of h i s and i t was one t h a t he appears t o have taken t o w i t h 
no great love of the study, but r a t h e r as an inescapable 

2 
o b l i g a t i o n . He was much concerned a t t h i s time and 
throughout the controversy t h a t the vo i c e of the Church, as 
expressed i n Convocation and the N a t i o n a l Assembly should be 
accepted and t h a t other views should be r e j e c t e d . As the 
controversy wore on, Headlam became i n c r e a s i n g l y convinced 
of the accuracy of h i s p o i n t of view i n t h i s respect and h i s 
language i n some of h i s l e t t e r s surrounding the second 
r e j e c t i o n i n June 1928 was extravagant. Around the time of 

1. I b i d . , p. 131. 
2. R.C.D. Jasper: A r t h u r Cayley Headlam, The L i f e and L e t t e r s 

of a Bishop, London, 1960, p. 183. 
3. Example of t h i s i s provided i n two l e t t e r s , both dated 

September 18, 1928, addressed t o Darwell Stone and t o the 
Reverend Canon A. Linwood Wright, found a t LPL among the 
Headlam Papers, MSS. 2625. Reference i s made t o the 
l e t t e r t o Darwell Stone i n R.C.D. Jasper: Headlam, p. 189. 
The l e t t e r s are s t a r t l i n g i n t h e i r d i r e c t n e s s . 
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the Convocation discussions i n March 1927 t h i s view r e c e i v e d 
s t r o n g expression i n h i s correspondence, w e l l i l l u s t r a t e d by 
a l e t t e r t o Lord H a l i f a x i n which he asked 'Don't you t h i n k 
t h a t i t i s time t h a t people who are c a l l e d the extreme Anglo-
C a t h o l i c s should get out of t h e i r P r o t e s t a n t mental a t t i t u d e ? 

T h e i r whole mental a t t i t u d e i s t h a t of p u t t i n g t h e i r 
i n d i v i d u a l opinions against t h a t of the Church t o which they 
owe corporate loyalty'."*" L a t e r i n 1927, Headlam was t o giv e 
h i m s e l f f u l l y t o the cause of the Prayer Book and wrote and 
spoke f u l l y i n i t s support, though never w i t h q u i t e the 
pungency employed by Henson, w i t h whom he shared many 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ; and as he was not a member of the House of 
Lords he d i d not p a r t i c i p a t e i n the debates t h e r e i n December 
1927. 

The f i n a l speech on the second and l a s t day of the 
Convocation debate came from the Archbishop of York, the Most 
Reverend C. G. Lang, the f i r m a l l y of Davidson throughout 
the e n t i r e controversy and h i s successor t o the See of 
Canterbury a few months a f t e r the second r e j e c t i o n . Davidson 
r e l i e d g r e a t l y upon Lang at a l l stages. Correspondence a t 
Lambeth shows a de s i r e on Davidson's p a r t t o secure the 
approval of Lang f o r proposed courses of a c t i o n ; minutes of 
meetings o f the House of Bishops r e v e a l a keener p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
i n proceedings by Lang than t h e r e was by Davidson; and Lang's 
i n t e r e s t i n l i t u r g y was more wholehearted than was t h a t of 

1. Headlam Papers concerning r e v i s i o n of the Book of Common 
Prayer, MSS. 2624, Headlam t o H a l i f a x , A p r i l 14, 1927. 
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Davidson. I t was f e l t t h a t Lang's sympathies l a y somewhat 
i n a High Church d i r e c t i o n and he had i n the e a r l i e r stages 
of r e v i s i o n advocated, somewhat t o the concern of Davidson, 
the adoption by the Church of England of the L i t u r g y of 1549, 
a course of a c t i o n i n which he appears t o have been s t r o n g l y 
i n f l u e n c e d by the Reverend Dr. Charles H a r r i s i n the Autumn 
of 1925. 1 The p r i v a t e memoranda of Davidson suggest t h a t 
the degree of harmony between h i m s e l f and Lang was not perhaps 
as great as was p o p u l a r l y supposed. Davidson found d i f f i c u l t y 
i n understanding some of the approaches t h a t Lang adopted: 
'The Archbishop of York sometimes puzzled me by h i s d e s i r e t o 
b u i l d a bridge f o r the extreme High-Churchmen i n such f a s h i o n 
as would I h o n e s t l y t h i n k render the proposals u n l i k e l y t o 
c a r r y l a y o p i n i o n i n the country, or i n Parliament, or perhaps 

2 
even i n the Church Assembly 1. Lord Stamfordham c l e a r l y 
conceived Lang's i n f l u e n c e t o be considerable and wrote a 
l e t t e r t o him from Buckingham Palace a month a f t e r the f i r s t 
r e j e c t i o n , r e q u e s t i n g Lang's i n f l u e n c e on concessions over 

3 
Reservation i n order t o prevent a second r e j e c t i o n . 

Lang t h e r e f o r e brought t o the cause of Prayer Book 
r e v i s i o n a degree of involvement and i n t e r e s t which Davidson 
la c k e d , and which had already become apparent i n the e a r l i e r 
1 . Don Deposit, Lang Papers 5, Prayer Book Measure, L e t t e r s 

between Lang and H a r r i s , Autumn 1925, passim. 
2. P r i v a t e Papers of Randall Davidson, Archbishop of 

Canterbury 1903-28, v o l . x v i . D i a r i e s and Memoranda, 
1927-30, Memorandum of February 13, 1927, p. 9. 

3. Don Deposit, Lang Papers 5, Prayer Book Measure, 
Stamfordham t o Lang, January 22, 1928. 
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d i s c u s s i o n s . He also brought a f i n e speaking a b i l i t y , and 
he was able t o i n s p i r e the d o u b t f u l ; some of the f i n e s t 
speeches i n the whole controversy are by Lang. I n the 
debates i n Convocation, N a t i o n a l Assembly and the House of 
Lords i t was always Davidson who spoke f i r s t and always Lang 
who gave the f i n a l speech. I n the concluding speech t o the 
Convocations, Lang put c l e a r l y the r o l e of Convocation i n 
c o r r e c t p e r s p e c t i v e . ' I t was a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l p r i n c i p l e 
o l d and s e t t l e d t h a t l e g i s l a t i o n a f f e c t i n g the d o c t r i n e or 
ceremonies of the Church comes t o Parliament only w i t h the 
consent of the Convocations* but he added t h a t ' I t i s t r u e 
t h a t the d e c i d i n g vote w i l l be given not here but i n the 
Church Assembly'.^ He commended the Book t o the Convocations 
i n general terms: d o c t r i n e was not changed, c a t h o l i c 
p r i n c i p l e s were not compromised and Reservation would now 
be brought i n t o the ' s e t t l e d order of the Church'. He 
concluded w i t h an appeal t o the Convocations t o g i v e a 
d e c i s i v e m a j o r i t y f o r the Book and suggested t h a t t h i s would 

2 
have a 'moral e f f e c t ' upon the Church. 

The v o t i n g was taken then and there by both Upper Houses 
and by the Lower House of the Canterbury Convocation; the 
Lower House of York Convocation p r e f e r r e d t o withdraw and 
take i t s vote s e p a r a t e l y . The v o t i n g f i g u r e s showed d e c i s i v e 
m a j o r i t i e s i n favour of the Measure and the Book. 

1. Chronicle of Convocation, March 30, 1927, p. 152. 
2. I b i d . , p. 158. 
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For Against 

Upper House of Canterbury-
Lower House of Canterbury 

21 
168 

4 
22 

Upper House of York Uns 
Lower House of York 

inimously i i 
68 

n f a v o u r . 
10. 

1. I b i d . , pp. 158-161, passim. 
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CHAPTER 3. 
ANGLO-CATHOLIC OPINION OF THE 1927 BOOK 
Opinion among Anglo-Catholics on the proposed Prayer 

Book of 1927 lacked u n i t y . Most s o c i e t i e s , newspapers and 
j o u r n a l s t h a t gave expression t o Anglo-Catholic thought 
wrote i n guarded terms about the Book's advantages and l o s t 
few o p p o r t u n i t i e s of e x p l a i n i n g also i t s disadvantages. 
Beneath the d i v i s i o n of o p i n i o n thus shown there can be 
discerned an a n x i e t y h e l d by many Anglo-Catholics t h a t 
t h e i r movement was unable t o speak w i t h one v o i c e on the 
matter and the e n t i r e c ontroversy gave f u r t h e r i l l u s t r a t i o n 
t o the f a c t t h a t Anglo-Catholicism of the e a r l y t w e n t i e t h 
century lacked a cohesive u n i t y and t h a t i t s o n l y home was 
w i t h i n the broad bounds of the Church of England. 

The E n g l i s h Church Union was the o l d e s t and most 
s i g n i f i c a n t of the o r g a n i s a t i o n s r e p r e s e n t i n g Anglo-Gatholic 
o p i n i o n , both c l e r i c a l and l a y . The Acta of the Council o f 
the E.C.TJ. r e v e a l the sharp c o n f l i c t of o p i n i o n w i t h i n the 
Council and the d i s t r e s s t h a t t h i s c o n f l i c t caused t o members. 
The f i r s t meeting a f t e r the p u b l i c a t i o n of the Book was on 
February 16, 1927, and i t considered a d r a f t submitted by 
the C e n t r a l Council of C a t h o l i c S o c i e t i e s , on which the E.C.TJ. 
was represented. The d r a f t , w h i l e making the usual references 
t o the gains t h a t the Book a f f o r d e d , also noted t h a t 'having 
regard t o the s t a t e of the Church of England, i t i s u n l i k e l y 
t h a t any Book (which i s i n any way p o s s i b l e ) could be. made 
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the basis of r i g i d d i s c i p l i n e w i t h o u t grave d i s a s t e r * . 
Various p o i n t s of o b j e c t i o n , f o c u s i n g upon the Holy Communion 
and the proposed r e s t r i c t i o n s upon the mode and purpose of 
Reservation, were then l i s t e d and Darwell Stone spoke t o 
most of these. No communication was made t o the press, but 
the atmosphere at t h i s f i r s t meeting was c l e a r l y h o s t i l e t o 
the Book. A s p e c i a l Council meeting was h e l d on March 1 , 1927, 
which members of the Executive of the Fe l l o w s h i p of C a t h o l i c 
P r i e s t s j o i n e d a t a l a t e r stage i n the day, and a memorandum 
was accepted and sent t o the bishops above the s i g n a t u r e s of 
Lord Shaftesbury, President of the E.C.U., Darwell Stone, 
Chairman of the Fel l o w s h i p of C a t h o l i c P r i e s t s , and the 
Reverend C. P. Shaw, Superior General of the C o n f r a t e r n i t y of 
the Blessed Sacrament. The memorandum contained two b o l d 
suggestions: t h a t l i t u r g i c a l r e v i s i o n was preceding and not 
f o l l o w i n g agreement i n the Church of England on the matters 
i n v o l v e d i n the Prayer Book, and t h a t a pa r l i a m e n t a r y debate 

2 
on d o c t r i n a l issues was u n s u i t a b l e . So f a r as l i t u r g i c a l 
r e v i s i o n was concerned, the Council f e l t t h a t the t r u t h of 
t h e i r c o n t e n t i o n was proved by the f a c t t h a t 'the proposals 
i n question f a i l t o commend themselves i n important 
p a r t i c u l a r s both t o much P r o t e s t a n t and t o much Anglo-

"5 
C a t h o l i c o p i n i o n ' . ^ 

1 . E.C.U. Papers, Acta of Council of the ECU., February 16, 
1927. 

2. E.C.U. Papers, Special Council Meeting of the E.C.U*, 
March 1, 1927. 

3. I b i d . 
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But the problems t h a t Prayer Book r e v i s i o n posed t o the 
E.C.U. appear t o have been h i g h l i g h t e d most v i v i d l y a t a 
meeting of A p r i l 27, 1927, the minutes of which suggest t h a t 
the atmosphere was very f a r from harmonious. Before t h a t 
meeting there had taken place the important debates i n 
Convocation on March 29 and 20, 1927, i n which the d i v i s i o n 
of thought among Anglo-Catholics had been made c l e a r t o a l l . 
An important attendant problem was posed by the l a r g e 
Convocation m a j o r i t i e s i n favour of the Book: should Anglo-
C a t h o l i c s accept the d e c i s i o n of Convocation as the 'Sacred 
Synod 1, s i n k t h e i r d i f f e r e n c e s and accept the Book even 
though w i t h o u t enthusiasm? Stone considered t h i s problem 
c a r e f u l l y and concluded t h a t continued o p p o s i t i o n t o the 
Book was j u s t i f i a b l e , " ' " but t h i s matter was h e n c e f o r t h a 
f u r t h e r cause of f r i c t i o n among Anglo-Catholics and of 
a t t a c k upon them from outs i d e t h e i r own ranks. 

The meeting on A p r i l 27, 1927, must have been most 
u n s a t i s f a c t o r y from the p o i n t of view of those E.C.U. 
mambers who valued the movement's u n i t y . The two l e a d i n g 
views a t the meeting were expressed by Shaftesbury and Stone. 
Shaftesbury t r a c e d the h i s t o r y of the E.C.U.'s work of 
r e v i s i o n , r e g r e t t e d t h a t the Book had not f o l l o w e d more 
c l o s e l y the form of the Green Book and concluded somewhat 
e q u i v o c a l l y , t h a t as Convocation had approved- the Book 
'the r e , he proposed, the Union should leave i t , t a k i n g no 

1 . F. L. Cross: Stone, p. 185. 



64 

f u r t h e r a c t i o n 1 and assuring members t h a t they should f e e l 
f r e e t o vote as they wished."'" A s t e r n e r view was taken by 
Stone, though he welcomed the freedom of approach t h a t 
Shaftesbury commended. Stone opposed the Book per se 
because 'there were elements i n the proposals which i f 
c a r r i e d i n t o law were l i k e l y t o be mischievous and even so 
di s a s t r o u s t h a t whatever good there might be i n some other 
p a r t s of the proposals, he and others would deem i t t h e i r 
duty t o oppose the proposals as s t e a d f a s t l y and as f o r c i b l y 
as they could through a l l the stages t h a t remained open t o 
them'. A second issue t h a t Stone d e a l t w i t h was t h a t of the 
Convocation v o t e . He de f i n e d the nature of the Convocation 
motion s t r i c t l y as one assenting t o the Measure and the Book 
being sent t o the Assembly f o r f i n a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n . 
Synodical r a t i f i c a t i o n by the Convocations would f o l l o w the 

2 
co n s i d e r a t i o n which the N a t i o n a l Assembly would g i v e . 

Stone's speech was f o l l o w e d by a 'considerable d i s c u s s i o n ' 
i n which 'Lord P h i l l i m o r e and Dr. Stone took p a r t ' . This 
unrecorded d i s c u s s i o n was i n a l l p r o b a b i l i t y a l i v e l y one, 
as the views of P h i l l i m o r e , Vice President of the E.C.U., 
were d i f f e r e n t t o those of Stone and a t an e a r l i e r meeting 
on March 16, 1927, he had s t a t e d h i s i n t e n t i o n , as the 
acknowledged leader of Anglo-Catholics i n the N a t i o n a l 

1. E.C.U. Papers Acta of Council of the E.C.U., A p r i l 27, 
1927. 

2. I b i d . 
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Assembly, of su p p o r t i n g the Book. Even at t h a t stage he 
had r e a l i s e d the u n p o p u l a r i t y t h a t h i s a t t i t u d e would evoke 
i n c e r t a i n s e c t i o n s of the E.C.U., as he f o l l o w e d i t by 
saying t h a t 'he should be s o r r y i f the Council f e l t t h a t 
as a Vice President h i s conduct m e r i t e d censure, and s a i d 
t h a t he d i d not propose t o r e s i g n h i s p o s i t i o n as leader of 
the group i n the Assembly, unless he should be asked t o do 
s o ' T h e discu s s i o n between P h i l l i m o r e and Stone must 
t h e r e f o r e have confused s t i l l f u r t h e r the many members of the 
Union who, the s e c r e t a r y s a i d , had w r i t t e n t o him t o request 
guidance from the Council of t h e E.C.U. and i t i s most 
d o u b t f u l t h a t they were s a t i s f i e d w i t h the bland suggestion 
t h a t the two speeches be published and the freedom of vote 
by members of the E.C.U. r e i t e r a t e d . Dr. Sparrow Simpson 
r e g r e t t e d the Council's i n a b i l i t y t o agree a u n i t e d p o l i c y , 
and he had a s p e c i a l regard f o r members of the Union who 
could not accept the proposals and who might f e e l t h a t they 
were being l e f t i n the l u r c h . The meeting concluded w i t h a 
speech from P h i l l i m o r e i n which, d e s p i t e h i s own support of 
the Book, he supported the non-commital l i n e t h a t most 
members of the Council appeared t o take . 'Lord P h i l l i m o r e 
explained t h a t the Union could not take a l i n e f o r or again s t 
the new Prayer Book. The Union was a gre a t body of i n d i v i d u a l s . 
The Secretary's answer t o those who wrote saying t h a t they 
wished t o be l o y a l t o the Union but they wished t o take t h i s 

1. I b i d . , March 16, 1927. 
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or t h a t l i n e , should be "You can be p e r f e c t l y l o y a l t o the 
Union and take w i t h e v e r course you t h i n k b e s t, as the Union 
qua Union i s not going t o commit i t s e l f t o e i t h e r view".'^" 

A f t e r the A p r i l meeting, the issue of the Prayer Book f a i l s 
t o a t t r a c t very much a t t e n t i o n i n the Council minutes and the 
stance then p r e c a r i o u s l y adopted was maintained f o r the r e s t 
of the year. The E.C.U.'s r e p l y t o the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
Committee's i n v i t a t i o n t o submit views on the Prayer Book 
Measure was approved at a meeting on October 19, 1927, and 
was s t u d i o u s l y negative: 'The President and Council do n o t . . 
. . . i n the circumstances, d e s i r e t o o f f e r any observations 
upon the Book and Measure, though they are s e n s i b l e of the 
courteous i n t e n t i o n of the Sub-Committee of the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
Committee of Parliament i n t h i s d e s i r e t o c o n s u l t the Union 
on the m a t t e r . 1 . Such phrases i n the minutes as 'a 
considerable d i s c u s s i o n f o l l o w e d ' and ' u l t i m a t e l y i t was 
agreed, almost unanimously 1 suggest t h a t the matter 

2 
was s t i l l capable of arousing s t r o n g f e e l i n g s . 

No other Anglo-Catholic o r g a n i s a t i o n h e l d the p o s i t i o n 
enjoyed by the E.C.U. and the approach of such other 
o r g a n i s a t i o n s as the Anglo-Catholic Congress, the F e l l o w s h i p 
of C a t h o l i c P r i e s t s and the C o n f r a t e r n i t y of the Blessed 
Sacrament tended t o f o l l o w the non-commital l e a d t h a t the 
E.C.U. gave. Indeed, t o an o r g a n i s a t i o n such as the Anglo-

!• I b i d . , A p r i l 27, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , October 19, 1927. 
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C a t h o l i c Congress, the main c o n s i d e r a t i o n was the e f f e c t i n g 
of c l o s e r r e l a t i o n s between the C a t h o l i c s o c i e t i e s and i t 
wished t o do n o t h i n g t h a t might hinder the i d e a l or c r e a t i n g 
•one gr e a t c a t h o l i c o r g a n i s a t i o n 1 T h e C a t h o l i c s o c i e t i e s 
were not so numerous and p o s s i b l y not so s t r o n g f i n a n c i a l l y 
or n u m e r i c a l l y as were the P r o t e s t a n t s o c i e t i e s , which i n 
any case were able t o cast t h e i r net beyond the bounds of the 
Church of England towards nonconformity, i n a way t h a t was 
q u i t e ' i m p o s s i b l e t o the C a t h o l i c s o c i e t i e s . T h e i r u n i t y of 
purpose - c e r t a i n l y s t r o n g e r than t h a t possessed by the 
P r o t e s t a n t s o c i e t i e s - may have been a t t r i b u t a b l e both t o 
t h e i r comparatively small s i z e as w e l l as t o the weak 
formulae t o which they pledged themselves. 

I f the e x i s t i n g C a t h o l i c s o c i e t i e s and the High Church 
press f e l t unable t o take a l i n e of p o s i t i v e commitment f o r 
or against the Book, t h i s f a c t d i d not i n h i b i t High 
Churchmen from s u p p o r t i n g the Book. Many High Churchmen, 
who might not have appreciated being accorded the d e s c r i p t i o n 
of ' A n g l o - C a t h o l i c 1 , w i t h the Romeward suggestion t h a t i t 
c a r r i e d i n the 1920s, but who had been n u r t u r e d on High 
Church, T r a e t a r i a n t r a d i t i o n s , were throughout advocates of 
the Book. Amongst l e a d i n g f i g u r e s i n L i b e r a l C a t h o l i c i s m i n 
these years was Gore, who had e a r l i e r worked upon r e v i s i o n 
w h i l e he was Bishop of Oxford (1911-19), who had r e f u s e d an 
i n v i t a t i o n t o examine the bishops' proposals before the 

1 . E.C.U. Papers, Anglo-Catholic Congress Executive 
Meeting, October 26, 1927. 
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p u b l i c a t i o n , on the grounds t h a t he possessed no a c t u a l 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i n the matter, and who welcomed the Book as 
r e p r e s e n t i n g 'on the whole an advance a l t o g e t h e r beyond what 
I had dared t o exp e c t ' . 1 Gore took l i t t l e immediate p a r t i n 
the events of 1927, but he s t r o n g l y advocated acceptance of 
the Book by the Convocations and the N a t i o n a l Assembly and 
remained v i r t u a l l y unmoved by such issues as the new Prayer 
of Consecration and the r e s t r i c t i o n s on Reservation, which 
e x c i t e d so much of the C a t h o l i c o p p o s i t i o n . Gore's approach 
had changed l i t t l e since the p u b l i c a t i o n of h i s The Body of 
C h r i s t , j u s t a f t e r he had attended as one of f i f t e e n members 
of Bishop Creighton's Round Table Conference on e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
d i s o r d e r s i n October 1900, and i n which he pleaded f o r *a 
measure of h e a l t h y agnosticism about questions which are a t 
present arousing considerable f r e n z y , were r e a l l y quite" 

2 
secondary and perhaps d i d not admit of any c e r t a i n answer'. 
Por Gore, then and l a t e r , ' l o y a l t y , t o l e r a t i o n and moderation' 
were needed i f the Church of England were t o solve her 
l i t u r g i c a l problems and the 1927 Book provided a s a t i s f a c t o r y 
framework i n which these q u a l i t i e s could be developed. The 
advocacy of t h i s revered e l d e r statesman of the High Church 
school would not have been w i t h o u t i t s e f f e c t . 

1. G.L. P r e s t i g e : L i f e of Charles Gore, A Great Englishman, 
London, 1955, pp. 504-505. 

2. R.G.D. Jasper: 'Gore on L i t u r g i c a l R e v i s i o n ' , i n The 
Church Q u a r t e r l y Review, v o l . c l x v i , S.P.C.K., 1965, p. 24. 

3. I b i d . , p. 21. 
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F r e r e , who s t i l l r e t a i n e d h i s connections w i t h the 
Community of the Res u r r e c t i o n a t M i r f i e l d , was acknowledged 
as the l e a d i n g High Churchman among the diocesan bishops and 
as a l e a d i n g a u t h o r i t y on l i t u r g y , of which he made a 
l i f e t i m e ' s study. His appointment as Bishop of Truro i n 
1923 had aroused v o c i f e r o u s P r o t e s t a n t o p p o s i t i o n and had 
been i n i t i a t e d by Davidson w i t h the express purpose of 
r a i s i n g t o the bench of bishops a man of d e f i n i t e Anglo-
C a t h o l i c commitment.^" Frere had t h e r e f o r e a unique 
c o n t r i b u t i o n t o make i n the bishops' meetings, 1925-27. His 
advocacy of the 1927 Book brought many Anglo-Catholics t o 
the support of the Book; j u s t as h i s o p p o s i t i o n t o the 1928 
Book turned many away. 

Other High Churchmen made c l e a r t h e i r support of the 
Book. Kidd, Warden of Keble College, H a r r i s of C h r i s t Church, 
the Reverend A. S. Duncan-Jones, V i c a r of St Mary's, Primrose 
H i l l and the Reverend Francis U n d e r h i l l , Warden of Liddon 
House, were among High Churchmen who took a view of the 
Prayer Book very s i m i l a r t o t h a t of Gore and F r e r e . T h e i r 
advocacy was given expression i n a r t i c l e s and l e t t e r s i n the 
secular and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l press, i n pamphlets and books, and 
i n p r i v a t e correspondence. 

Concern was f e l t throughout 1927 by supporters of the 
Book t h a t the extent of Anglo-Catholic support was remaining 

1. R.C.D. Jasper: 'On Some Episcopal Appointments: The 
Comments of a Biographer', Friends of Lambeth Palace 
L i b r a r y , Annual Report, 1971, pp. 10-12. 
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i n a r t i c u l a t e and was f a i l i n g t o r e v e a l the s t r e n g t h which 
the Book's advocates o f t e n suggested i t possessed among 
Anglo-Catholics. Thus, The G-uardian i n March 1927 countered 
a suggestion of the D a i l y Telegraph t h a t Anglo-Catholic 
o p p o s i t i o n was widespread, by suggesting t h a t i t was not 
easy t o d e f i n e the term 'Anglo-Catholic' and many who might 
be thus described were not members of C a t h o l i c s o c i e t i e s . 
The Guardian appealed t o 'these unorganized Anglo-Catholics* 
t o ensure t h a t the others came t o the support of the Book."'" 

An ad hoc o r g a n i s a t i o n came i n t o being i n the Summer 
of 1927 around which Anglo-Catholic support f o r the Book was 
able t o gather. No s p e c i f i c name was given t o t h i s 
o r g a n i s a t i o n and i t became g e n e r a l l y and p o p u l a r l y known as 
the '1,300 Anglo-Catholics' from the number of supporters 
t h a t i t a t t r a c t e d . The o r i g i n of the group l a y i n a meeting 
h e l d d u r i n g the week of the Anglo-Catholic. Congress, i n J u l y 
1927, a t Liddon House, where Anglo-Catholic supporters of the 
Book met t o g e t h e r , Gore also being present. As a r e s u l t of 
the meeting, Gore, U n d e r h i l l and the Reverend. Canon A. Linwood 
Wright, V i c a r of St Mark's, L e i c e s t e r , who became s e c r e t a r y 
t o the o r g a n i s a t i o n , drew up a s e r i e s of r e s o l u t i o n s and 
submitted them t o c l e r g y f o r s i g n a t u r e . The f o u r p o i n t s of 
the r e s o l u t i o n were: 

1. The Guardian, March 11, 1927, p. 194. 
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1 . A pledge 'as C a t h o l i c p r i e s t s t o give l o y a l 
acceptance t o the Deposited Book', though also . 
r e t a i n i n g the r i g h t t o continue t o use the Book 
of 1662. 

2. A request t h a t the bishops deal s y n o d i c a l l y 
w i t h d i f f i c u l t i e s t h a t may a r i s e i n connection 
w i t h the eventual use of the Deposited Book. 

3. A promise t h a t the s i g n a t o r i e s would seek 
common counsel i n connection w i t h the manner of 
c e l e b r a t i n g the Communion Service and the matter 
of e piscopal permission f o r Reservation. 

4. Plans f o r an eventual d e p u t a t i o n t o each 
Archbishop i n order t o make known the corporate 
p o s i t i o n of the s i g n a t o r i e s . 1 

This l i s t of r e s o l u t i o n s was sent by Linwood Wright, 
w i t h a covering l e t t e r , above the s i g n a t u r e s of an impressive 
l i s t of seventeen High Churchmen who c o n s t i t u t e d themselves 
'a temporary c o n s u l t a t i v e committee' and who had e v i d e n t l y 
approved the f o u r r e s o l u t i o n s . They were headed by Gore, and 
i n c l u d e d the Reverend E. J. B i c k n e l l (Vice P r i n c i p a l , 
Cuddesdon), the Reverend P. L. Donaldson (Canon of Westminster), 
the Reverend E. K. C. Hamilton ( V i c a r of C h i s w i c k ) , the 
Reverend T. A. Lacey, (Canon of Worcester), the Reverend S. 
R. P. Moulsdale ( P r i n c i p a l , St Chad's College, Durham) and 
the Reverend Francis U n d e r h i l l (Warden, Liddon House). 

1 . Davidson Papers, Box 12, A p r i n t e d copy of the 
r e s o l u t i o n s . 
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The covering l e t t e r , dated August 1927, touched upon 
an issue t h a t became i n c r e a s i n g l y important between the 
s u c c e s s f u l passage through the N a t i o n a l Assembly i n J u l y 
and the p r e s e n t a t i o n i n parliament i n December 1927: the 
i s s u e , not only of the Book's general a c c e p t a b i l i t y , but 
of consequences, f r a u g h t w i t h s i n i s t e r though i l l - d e f i n e d 
d i s a s t e r , of the r e j e c t i o n by parliament of a matter t h a t 
had obtained the approval of Convocation and the N a t i o n a l 
Assembly. The d e c l a r a t i o n c o n t a i n i n g the r e s o l u t i o n s was 
commended important 'not only because of the p r i n c i p l e s i t 
c o n t a i n s , but because the support of the Deposited Book i n 
i t s present stage by a group of C a t h o l i c p r i e s t s might have 
some i n f l u e n c e i n p r e v e n t i n g the r e j e c t i o n by e i t h e r House 
of Parliament of the considered proposals of the Bishops, 
accepted by the Convocations and the Church Assembly. 
Whatever view we may have of the value of the Deposited 
Book, y e t most of us w i l l agree t h a t such a c t i o n on the 
p a r t of Parliament would be a serious d i s a s t e r , t h r e a t e n i n g 
the whole r e l a t i o n of Church and State as r e c e n t l y amended'. 

The 1,300 c l e r g y who signed the d e c l a r a t i o n represented 
a body of considerable weight i n the Church of England. 
Linwood Wright thus summarised i t s composition i n a v e r b a l 
statement t o Davidson: 'The s i g n a t o r i e s are c h i e f l y from 
incumbents i n parishes, many of whom are of l a r g e experience 
and i n f l u e n c e i n the Anglo-Catholic movement, and of h i g h 

1. I b i d . , C i r c u l a r l e t t e r sent by Linwood Wright. 
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p o s i t i o n i n the Church. There i s also a f a i r p r o p o r t i o n of 
j u n i o r or a s s i s t a n t c l e r g y . Our s i g n a t o r i e s i n c l u d e a 
number of s c h o l a r s , p u b l i c schoolmasters, examining chaplains 
and Proctors i n Convocation. We have, moreover, obtained 
the s i g n a t u r e s of the P r i n c i p a l s and Vice P r i n c i p a l s of 
most of the T h e o l o g i c a l Colleges i n England, namely, E l y , 
Cuddesdon, S a l i s b u r y , St. Chad's, Durham, L i n c o l n , Chichester, 
Dorchester, Warminster, St Oswald's, Manchester and the C.R. 
H o s t e l , Leeds, the C.R. Prep School of Ordinands, L i c h f i e l d 
and Burgh'. Linwood Wright added t h a t the s i g n a t o r i e s 
'express r e l i e f and g r a t i t u d e t h a t a t l e n g t h a u n i t e d act 
of support f o r the new Prayer Book has been made po s s i b l e 
f o r c l e r g y who genuinely c a l l themselves adherents of the 
Anglo-Catholic movement'.''" 

Davidson welcomed the support o f the 1,300 Anglo - C a t h o l i c s . 
He r e c e i v e d a number of them, l e d by U n d e r h i l l , i n an hour-
l o n g meeting at Lambeth Palace on September 26, 1927, and 
r e g r e t t e d t h a t f o r p r a c t i c a l reasons i t had not been p o s s i b l e 
f o r Lang also t o a t t e n d . I n a l e t t e r t o Lang j u s t a f t e r 
t h e i r departure from the Palace, Davidson wrote 'Nothing 
could have been more f r i e n d l y or more reasonable than t h e i r 

2 
a t t i t u d e 1 . A ve r b a t i m r e p o r t of the meeting was made and 
the impression i t conveys i s of a thoroughly agreeable hour. 
U n d e r h i l l had forewarned the Archbishop t h a t the major p o i n t 

1 . I b i d . . Box 8, Deputation on. b e h a l f of c e r t a i n Anglo-
C a t h o l i c Clergy Concerning the Deposited Book, Monday 
26th September. 1927. 

2. I b i d . , Box 13, Davidson t o Lang, September 26, 1927. 



74 

they wished t o discuss w i t h him was the s i g n i f i c a n c e of 
r e s o l u t i o n s 2 and 3 i n t h e i r d e c l a r a t i o n and i n p a r t i c u l a r 
the eventual employment of sy n o d i c a l a c t i o n by the bishops 
when a d m i n i s t e r i n g the Book i n t h e i r dioceses, a matter on 
which the Reverend E. Gordon Selwyn, E d i t o r of Theology and 
Rector of Red H i l l , Portsmouth, was t o speak d u r i n g the 
deputation's r e c e p t i o n . A f t e r an i n t r o d u c t o r y r e - a f f i r m a t i o n 
of support f o r the Book by U n d e r h i l l and a synopsis of the 
h i s t o r y of the group and the ext e n t and nature of i t s support 
by Linwood Wright, Selwyn embarked upon a j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r 
the employment of sy n o d i c a l a c t i o n by the bishops, not only 
on the ground of the s u i t a b i l i t y o f such a c t i o n i n the l i g h t 
of precedent i n the h i s t o r y of the e a r l y church, but on the 
ground t h a t such a c t i o n would b r i n g about the atmosphere of 
'confidence and concord' f o r which the supporters of the 
Book hoped.^ Davidson, as u s u a l , p r e f e r r e d not t o commit 
h i m s e l f too s t r o n g l y on a s o l u t i o n t o t h i s problem, though 
he made f a i r l y c l e a r h i s l i k i n g f o r the general conception 
of s y n o d i c a l a d m i n i s t r a t i o n , but E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Courts might 
be needed. I n h i s l e t t e r l a t e r i n the day t o Lang, he made 
much of the delegation's suggestions about s y n o d i c a l 
government and added 'We are not going t o be b u l l i e s , but we 
do "mean business" and i n t e n d t o press f o r obedience t o the 

2 
Revised Prayer Book'.. 

1. I b i d . , Box 8, Deputation on be h a l f of c e r t a i n Anglo-
'Sa'EEolic Clergy""Concerning the Deposited Book, Monday 
26th September, 1927. ' 

2. I b i d . , Davidson t o Lang, Box 13, September 26, 1927. 
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The group of 1,300 Anglo-Catholics t h e r e f o r e i l l u s t r a t e d 
the e x tent of moderate Anglo-Catholie support and the 
i n f l u e n c e of the c l e r g y "belonging t o the group could not 
have been w i t h o u t e f f e c t upon those t o whom they m i n i s t e r e d . 
I t s existence must f u r t h e r have encouraged the bishops t h a t 
t h e i r p o l i c y of s a t i s f y i n g reasonable demands from Anglo-
C a t h o l i c s might w e l l work. A number of references t o the 
group were made i n the pa r l i a m e n t a r y debates i n December 1927. 

But Anglo-Catholic o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book also formed 
i t s e l f i n t o groups, s i m i l a r l y described by the approximate 
number of t h e i r adherents. A l e t t e r from the Reverend E. A. 
Cornibeer, V i c a r of St Matthew's, Westminster, informed 
Davidson of an Anglo-Catholic o p p o s i t i o n group which by June 
29, 1927, numbered some seven hundred. This group o f seven 
hundred found the Book 'subversive of C a t h o l i c p r i n c i p l e s i n 
c e r t a i n m atters' and s p e c i f i e d the treatment the Book 
accorded 'the t r a d i t i o n a l standing of the p a r i s h p r i e s t * . 
These uncongenial f e a t u r e s had been discussed a t a conference 
of p r i e s t s from every diocese h e l d a t Trevelyn H a l l , 
Westminster, on June 8 and 9> 1927, as a r e s u l t of a l e t t e r 
from Prebendary Mackay, V i c a r of A l l S a i n t s , Margaret S t r e e t 
and the Reverend Henry Ross, V i c a r of St. Alban's, Holborn, 
t o The Times on A p r i l 28, 1927. The l i s t of seven hundred 
supporters was a p r a c t i c a l one t o f a c i l i t a t e the c a l l i n g of 
meetings ' i n the event of f u r t h e r a c t i o n becoming necessary'. 1 

1 . I b i d . , Box 8, Cornibeer t o Davidson, June 29, 1927. 
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I n e a r l y J u l y , the main contents of the l e t t e r t o Davidson 
were sent t o every diocesan b i s h o p ^ This group of seven 
hundred, the f i r s t ad hoc body of Anglo-Catholic o p i n i o n t o 
r e v e a l i t s e l f , a t t r a c t e d comparatively s l i g h t a t t e n t i o n , and 
many of i t s members were doubtless i n c o r p o r a t e d i n the 1,400 
Anglo-Catholic opponents l a t e r i n the year. I t s existence 
was however employed by Stone i n the N a t i o n a l Assembly debate 
on J u l y 6, 1927, only a few days a f t e r the o p p o s i t i o n of the 
group was known. Stone r e f e r r e d t o the group's 'most complete 
and uncompromising o p p o s i t i o n t o what was proposed 1 and l i n k e d 
i t w i t h E v a n g e l i c a l and Modernist o p p o s i t i o n i n an attempt t o 
i l l u s t r a t e the inadequacy of the Book i n forming the basis of 

2 
a s e t t l e m e n t . Selwyn, i n the Lambeth discussions of the 
1,300 supporters on September 26, 1927, c l e a r l y envisaged the 
seven hundred as the opposing group w i t h i n the Anglo-Catholic 

3 
f o l d and he expressed a wish t o avoid 'warfare' w i t h them. 

The group of 1,400 Anglo-Catholics opposed t o the Book 
a t t r a c t e d c o n s i d e r a b l y more a t t e n t i o n and the numerical 
extent of i t s support was, r i g h t l y , cast i n t o some doubt. 
The F e l l o w s h i p of C a t h o l i c P r i e s t s c o n s i s t e d of about 1,400 
p r i e s t s and i t s executive passed a r e s o l u t i o n t h a t was 
g e n e r a l l y c i r c u l a t e d on November 7, 1927, i n which they 
1 . I b i d . , Copy of c i r c u l a r l e t t e r t o diocesan bishops, 

J u l y 2, 1927. 
2. Church Assembly, Report of Proceedings, v o l . v i i i , no. 2, 

Summer session, 1927, p. 105. 
3. Davidson Papers, Box S, Deputation on b e h a l f of c e r t a i n 

Anglo-Catholic Clergy Concerning the Deposited Book, 
Monday 26th September, 1927. 
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s t a t e d t h a t i n the event of the Prayer Book being l e g a l i s e d , 
i t s members would continue t o maintain p e r p e t u a l Reservation 
i n s p i t e of the p o s s i b l e o p p o s i t i o n of the diocesan bishop, 
t h a t they would give Communion from the Reserved Sacrament 
t o the whole as w e l l as t o the s i c k , t h a t they would 
encourage corporate acts of Devotion t o the Sacrament and t h a t -
they would encourage Reservation i n one k i n d . A l l f o u r 
p r o p o s i t i o n s were acts of r e b e l l i o n against the bishops. 
Davidson was sent a p r i n t e d copy of t h i s r e s o l u t i o n on 
November 7, 1927, by the s e c r e t a r y of the Fel l o w s h i p of 
C a t h o l i c P r i e s t s , the Reverend W. Dudley Dixon, and i t drew 
from him a sharp l e t t e r of rebuke i n which, w h i l e f o r b e a r i n g 
t o comment upon the nature of the r e s o l u t i o n s , he expressed 
h i s d i f f i c u l t y i n understanding 'the a t t i t u d e of a C a t h o l i c 
P r i e s t who declares beforehand t h a t he intends t o support 
those who defy the i n j u n c t i o n s of the Diocesan Bishop t o whom 
they have sworn canonical obedience'."'* 

The existence of t h i s o p p o s i t i o n from the Fel l o w s h i p of 
C a t h o l i c P r i e s t s , p o p u l a r l y known as the 1,400 Ang l o - C a t h o l i c s , 
a t t r a c t e d a good deal of a t t e n t i o n : , as i t entered the arena 
of controversy only a l i t t l e more than a month before the 
par l i a m e n t a r y debates of December 1927. The existence of 
the '1,400' was employed by a number of speakers i n both 
houses, as r e v e a l i n g t h a t there were elements among the 
Anglo-Catholie c l e r g y who would not accept the concessions 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 13, Davidson t o Dixon, November 12, 
1927. 
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t o Anglo-Catholicism t h a t the Book made. Lord Danesfort's 
speech on December 13, 1927, made p a r t i c u l a r use of t h i s 
information."^ But the nature and extent of t h i s o p p o s i t i o n 
was i n f a c t not as great as was suggested by the Book's 

being only i n the case of a bishop's p r o h i b i t i o n of 
Reservation and th e r e was at t h a t stage no c e r t a i n t y of how 
the bishops might act on t h a t i s s u e . F u r t h e r , the 
r e s o l u t i o n s had no b i n d i n g f o r c e upon the members of the 
Fede r a t i o n , a p o i n t seized upon by The Guardian i n a s h o r t 
a r t i c l e e n t i t l e d 'A Mis l e a d i n g Statement', though The Guardian 
may have been f o l l o w i n g too c l o s e l y the o p t i m i s t i c approach 
t h a t i t cherished throughout 1927 i n s t a t i n g t h a t 'There i s 
l i t t l e doubt t h a t a l a r g e m a j o r i t y of the f e d e r a t i o n w i l l 
obey the decisions of the Church i n which they are p r i e s t s , 

2 
when these decisions are c l e a r l y and c a n o n i c a l l y u t t e r e d * . 
F u r t h e r evidence of the u n r e l i a b i l i t y of the f i g u r e 11,400' 
i s a f f o r d e d by a telegram from the c l e r g y of St Batholomew*s, 
B r i g h t o n , whose V i c a r was among the leaders of the group of 
1,300 Anglo-Catholic s u p p o r t e r s , t o Burrows on December 13, 
1927, r e f e r r i n g t o Lord Hanworth's easy use of the f i g u r e 
1,400 i n h i s speech on the f i r s t day of the House of Lords 
debate, 'Re. Ld. Hanworth's statement t h a t 1,400 p r i e s t s r e f u s e 
obedience t o Bishops based presumably on F.C.P. r e s o l u t i o n s 

1 . Parliamentary Debates, ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) . 69 H.L.Delj.., 5s f 

opponents. The o p p o s i t i o n t o Reservation was t o come i n t o 

2. The Guardian, November 18V 1927, p. 855. 
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at Chelsea subsequent referendum t o whole membership 
revealed only 700 against new Bk'.^" The telegram was 
presumably passed t o Lang and the i n f o r m a t i o n t h a t i t 
contained was employed by him i n h i s concluding speech i n 
the House of Lords on December 14, 1927. I t was l a t e r 
considered by Warman t h a t the P.CP. memorial d i d much 

2 
harm before the Commons debate. 

1 . Don Deposit, Lang Papers 5, Prayer Book Measure, Clergy 
of St Bartholomew's, B r i g h t o n , t o Burrows, December 13, 
1927. 

2. I b i d . , Warman t o Lang, January 28, 1928. 
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CHAPTER 4. 
PROTESTANT OPINION OF THE 1927 BOOK 

Pr o t e s t a n t o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book was str o n g e r and 
more v o c i f e r o u s than was Anglo-Catholic o p p o s i t i o n and i t 
was h e l d a f t e r the r e j e c t i o n of December 1927 t o have been 
the major reason f o r the Book's defeat i n par l i a m e n t ; a 
number of peers and M.P.s spoke again s t the Book from a 
Pr o t e s t a n t s t a n d p o i n t , and a few r e f e r r e d t o the Anglo-
C a t h o l i c o p p o s i t i o n , but t h e i r o p p o s i t i o n i n a l l cases was 
on P r o t e s t a n t and not on C a t h o l i c grounds. P r o t e s t a n t 
s o c i e t i e s were more numerous, were more e f f e c t i v e l y organised 
and presented a more s o l i d l y u n i t e d f r o n t than d i d the Anglo-
C a t h o l i c s . The main s o c i e t i e s i n v o l v e d i n o p p o s i t i o n t o the 
Prayer Book were the Church A s s o c i a t i o n , the N a t i o n a l Church 
League, the P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h S o c i e t y , the League of Loyal 
Churchmen and P r o t e s t a n t A l l i a n c e and the Fe l l o w s h i p of 
Ev a n g e l i c a l Churchmen. Two ad hoc o r g a n i s a t i o n s of importance 
came i n t o e x i s t e n c e : the Committee f o r the Maintenance of 
T r u t h and F a i t h on which were represented almost a l l the 
Pr o t e s t a n t s o c i e t i e s and the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons P i l g r i m a g e , 
which d i d much t o spread o p p o s i t i o n t o the proposals i n 
d i f f e r e n t p a r t s of the cou n t r y . The Anglican E v a n g e l i c a l 
Group Movement, though i t shared some of the f e a r s of the 
Pr o t e s t a n t s o c i e t i e s , adopted an a t t i t u d e towards the Book 
not d i s s i m i l a r t o t h a t of the 1,300 Anglo-Catholic s u p p o r t e r s : 
l i b e r a l E v a n g e l i c a l s and l i b e r a l C a t h o l i c s were t h e r e f o r e able 
t o f i n d some important common ground i n the con t r o v e r s y . 
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The Church A s s o c i a t i o n was the o l d e s t and i n many ways 
the most s i g n i f i c a n t and "best organised of the P r o t e s t a n t 
s o c i e t i e s , m a i n t a i n i n g a p o s i t i o n among Eva n g e l i c a l s s i m i l a r 
t o t h a t of the E n g l i s h Church Union among Ang l o - C a t h o l i c s . 
Both o r g a n i s a t i o n s had v i g o r o u s l y championed t h e i r 
r e s p e c t i v e causes w i t h i n the Church of England since the 1860s, 
when they o r i g i n a t e d i n an atmosphere of r i t u a l i s t i c 
c o n t r o v e r s y , and though the E.C.U. gave u n c e r t a i n l e a d i n 
1927, the same could not be s a i d of the Church A s s o c i a t i o n . 
A f t e r the r e j e c t i o n . . i n June 1928, the Church A s s o c i a t i o n , 
w h i l s t paying t r i b u t e t o the work of the other P r o t e s t a n t 
s o c i e t i e s , made c l e a r t h a t i t h e l d i t s e l f s t i l l i n a p o s i t i o n 
of l e a d e r s h i p among them: 'the f i n a l defence of the 
Reformation p r i n c i p l e s i n the House of Commons f e l l n a t u r a l l y 
t o the Church A s s o c i a t i o n . We alone possessed a s t a f f w i t h 
the necessary q u a l i f i c a t i o n s and e x p e r i e n c e 1 . ^ 

The views of the Church A s s o c i a t i o n were broadcast i n 
the s h a r p l y composed monthly e d i t i o n s of the Church I n t e l l i g ­
encer, and i n a l l the issues of 1927 and 1928 the Prayer Book 
i s given prominence over a l l other m a t e r i a l . The appeal, 
u n l i k e t h a t of some other s o c i e t i e s , was s t r i e i l y t o members 
of the Church of England. The A s s o c i a t i o n ' s immediate 
r e a c t i o n t o the Book was h i g h l y unfavourable, and c r i t i c i s m 
was d i r e c t e d against the inadequate d i s c i p l i n e asserted by 
the bishops who 'To cover t h e i r own u n f a i t h f u l n e s s i n the 

1 . Church A s s o c i a t i o n , 64th Annual Report, 1928, p. 14. 
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past and t o secure the p o s i t i o n of t h e i r law breaking 
p r o t ^ g i s i n the f u t u r e , now propose a r e v i s i o n of the 
Prayer Book which would render l e g a l the more common forms 
of Romanising i l l e g a l i t y ' . ^ " P a r t i c u l a r d i s l i k e was 
expressed against such f e a t u r e s as the a l t e r n a t i v e 
c onsecration prayer, vestments, prayers f o r the dead and 
Reservation. The bishops' a s s e r t i o n t h a t the 1662 Book 
would continue as the standard of l i t u r g y of the Church of 
England and the a l t e r n a t i v e Book would simply be a 
concession t o those who wished t o use i t , was regarded as 
'misleading* and the abandonment of the p r i n c i p l e of 
u n i f o r m i t y by the adoption of two Prayer Books was r e g r e t t e d . 
There was v i r t u a l l y n o t h i n g i n the r e v i s i o n , apart from some 
aspects of the modernisation of language, t h a t the Church 
A s s o c i a t i o n was able t o welcome and i t s catalogue of 

2 
condemnation could s c a r c e l y have been more e n t i r e . But the 
Church A s s o c i a t i o n was not w i t h o u t i t s own proposals f o r the 
r e v i s i o n of the Prayer Book, even though these proposals 
were marked by extreme c a u t i o n . Thus, a t the Ass o c i a t i o n ' s 
Spring Conference a t Worthing, March 20-25, 1927, at the 
f i n a l meeting the main speech was given by S i r Malcolm 
Macnaghten, who suggested t h a t the model of the r e v i s e d 
I r i s h Prayer Book of 1869 might have been employed by the 

1. Church I n t e l l i g e n c e r , March 1927, p. 25. 
2. I b i d . , March 1927, pp. 25-27. 

A 
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bishops as a model on which t o base t h e i r work. That Book, 
needless t o say, would not have met the demands of the 
Church of England i n the 1920s. 

Throughout 1927 the Church A s s o c i a t i o n kept up a constant 
campaign against the Book and i t s supporters. The a c t i v i t i e s 
of other P r o t e s t a n t groups r e c e i v e d encouragement i n the 
Church I n t e l l i g e n c e r : the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage was 

2 
commended i n warm tones; a demonstration o u t s i d e Lambeth 
Palace by the League of Loyal Churchmen and o t h e r s , i n which 
a banner exhorted the bishops t o 'Remove not the ancient 
landmarks which t h y f a t h e r s have set* (Proverbs x x i i ) was 
f a v o u r a b l y r e p o r t e d ; and advertisements were c a r r i e d i n 
many issues f o r The E n g l i s h Churchman, described as 'the 
best P r o t e s t a n t and E v a n g e l i c a l newspaper'. 

C r i t i c i s m was made of the f a c t t h a t the Prayer Book 
Measure presented t o the N a t i o n a l Assembly at the end of 
March 1927 was not i d e n t i c a l t o the bishops' proposals as 
publis h e d on February 7, 1927, and the Church A s s o c i a t i o n 
was e s p e c i a l l y anxious about the e x c l u s i o n of the Act of 
U n i f o r m i t y from l a t e r proposals.^ An a r t i c l e by Hugh C e c i l 
i n the May iss u e : o f the N a t i o n a l Review, 'an a r t i c l e which 

1 . I b i d . , May 1927, p. 59-
2. I b i d . , February 1927, pp. 15-16. 
3. I b i d . , p. 17. 
4. I b i d . , A p r i l 1927, pp. 41-42. 
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c e r t a i n l y expounds the case put f o r t h by most defenders of 
the Deposited Book, i f indeed i t may not be regarded as i t s 
o f f i c i a l a p o l o g i a ' , was c r i t i c i s e d i n p a r t i c u l a r due t o the 
f a c t t h a t the f i r s t recommendation of the Royal Commission's 
r e p o r t i n 1906, t h a t i l l e g a l p r a c t i c e s be made t o cease, had 
not been accorded adequate place i n the bishops' proposals; 
Hugh C e c i l f e l l down on 'the badness of the cause he has 
had t o defend'. 1 The v o t i n g f i g u r e s i n the v a r i o u s diocesan 
conferences i n the Summer of 1927 were h e l d t o present a f a r 
from accurate p i c t u r e of the p o s i t i o n i n the dioceses; b o t h 
the means by which the votes were obtained and the matter of 
abstentions were t r e a t e d i n a h i g h l y c r i t i c a l a r t i c l e t h a t 
dwelt e s p e c i a l l y upon the London Diocesan Conference and 
which was e n t i t l e d 'The Bishop of London's F i a s c o 1 . Of the 
diocesan conferences i n general i t was s a i d t h a t 'A vote 
secured i n a conference by the Bishop u s i n g the whole weight 
of h i s personal and o f f i c i a l i n f l u e n c e , sometimes backed by 
two or three curate-Bishops, by d i n t of p a r t i s a n m a n i p u l a t i o n 
of the case and d i r e t h r e a t s of the mysterious h o r r o r s which 
must supervene i f the Book be not passed, i s not very imposing. 
When we also f i n d t h a t about h a l f the persons e n t i t l e d t o vote 
abstained from e x e r c i s i n g t h e i r p r i v i l e g e , and t h a t a b s t e n t i o n s 
by the c l e r g y a c t u a l l y a t t e n d i n g the conferences were very 
n o t i c e a b l e , our suspicions are aroused, and are c e r t a i n l y not 
a l l a y e d by the f a c t t h a t i n the P r o t e s t a n t diocese of L i v e r p o o l -

1. I b i d . , June 1927, pp. 65-67. 
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where the Bishop would not allow a vote on the Book - an 
o f f i c i a l postcard b a l l o t of the members of the conference 
gave the r e s u l t of 46 f o r and 172 against the Deposited 
Book'. 1 

Despite the s t r o n g e f f o r t s t h a t were made, the Church 
A s s o c i a t i o n h e l d out l i t t l e prospect f o r the success of 
t h e i r cause on the eve of the p a r l i a m e n t a r y debate of 
December 1927. The r e p o r t of the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee 
depressed the A s s o c i a t i o n and though hope was s t i l l h e l d 
out t h a t parliament might 'save our Church and country from 
the catastrophe by which they are threatened' i t was but a 
slender hope and the A s s o c i a t i o n was possessed of the f e a r 
t h a t 'our N a t i o n a l Church may no longer be the s p i r i t u a l 
home of numbers who h i t h e r t o have h i g h l y valued the impress 

p 

of t r u t h and p i e t y which the Reformers stamped upon i t 1 . 
But the Church A s s o c i a t i o n had i n the months before 

December 1927 conducted a vigorous campaign among M.P.s t o 
persuade them of the i l l s they conceived t o be a p a r t of the 
Prayer Book Measure. Mr. P a t r i c k White, an o r g a n i s i n g 
s e c r e t a r y of the Church A s s o c i a t i o n , was appointed Honorary 
Secretary t o the Parliamentary Sub-Committee of the Church. 

3 

A s s o c i a t i o n and worked f u l l - t i m e i n t h a t c a p a c i t y . The 
Church A s s o c i a t i o n i n a d d i t i o n encouraged i t s members t o 

1. I b i d . , J u l y 1927, p. 77-
2. I b i d . . December 1927, p. 137. 
3. Church A s s o c i a t i o n , 63rd Annual Report, 1927, p. 19. 
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w r i t e t o t h e i r M.P.s against the Prayer Book and d i s t r i b u t e d 
5,000 p e t i t i o n forms and 25,000 postcards t o a s s i s t i n t h i s 
process. D i s t r i c t s e c r e t a r i e s were encouraged t o arrange 
p r o t e s t meetings which were t o conclude w i t h the passing of 
motions against the Prayer Book and the sending of the 
r e s u l t s of t h i s motion t o M.P.s. Contact was made w i t h 
15>000 P a r o c h i a l Church Council s e c r e t a r i e s who might be 
expected t o favour r e j e c t i o n of the Book and they were 
s i m i l a r l y encouraged t o arrange f o r motions t o be passed 
and forwarded t o M.P.s."'" 

The Church A s s o c i a t i o n continued t o r e c e i v e generous 
f i n a n c i a l assistance from i t s supporters and thus the 

2 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of these l a r g e tasks was eased. The success 
of a l l t h i s a c t i v i t y depended much on the permanent s e c r e t a r y 
of the Church A s s o c i a t i o n , Captain J.W.D. Barron who, i t was 
remarked at the annual meeting on May 2, 1927, 'did not giv e 
them much r e s t , whether i t were i n connection w i t h the Roman 
Ca t h o l i c R e l i e f B i l l , or w i t h Prayer Book Revision or any 
other matter w i t h which he thought i t was t h e i r duty t o deal 
i n support of the P r o t e s t a n t cause'. S i r John Pennefather, 
who p a i d t h i s generous t r i b u t e t o the work of Captain Barron, 
s a i d t h a t he 'did not q u i t e know where the Church A s s o c i a t i o n 
would be w i t h o u t Capt. Barron'. 

1. I b i d . , pp. 19-20. 
2. I b i d . , L i s t of S u b s c r i p t i o n s and Donations, pp. 40-61. 
3. Church I n t e l l i g e n c e r , June 1927, p. 68. 
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The N a t i o n a l Church League worked i n q u i t e close 
cooperation w i t h the Church A s s o c i a t i o n and there was l i t t l e 
t h a t d i f f e r e n t i a t e d the two o r g a n i s a t i o n s ."̂  The League's 
ou t l o o k was l e s s s t r i n g e n t than t h a t of the Association., a 
f a c t o r p o s s i b l y a t t r i b u t a b l e t o the circumstances and p e r i o d 
of i t s o r i g i n as the N a t i o n a l P r o t e s t a n t Ladies' League i n 

p 
1899, and t o the f a c t t h a t i t was i n f l u e n c e d more r e a d i l y 
than was the A s s o c i a t i o n by the more l i b e r a l t h i n k i n g on 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l issues i n the 1920s. I t s general a t t i t u d e was 
shown i n June 1927 i n the Church Gazette when referen c e was 
made t o the f a c t t h a t the sermon a t the annual s e r v i c e at 
St Dunstan-in-the-West was preached by P o l l o c k , a non-party 
bishop, 'whose presence on such an occasion was an ample 
i n d i c a t i o n of our c o n t e n t i o n f o r many years past t h a t the 
N a t i o n a l Church League i s not a p a r t y s o c i e t y i n the sense 
of d e s i r i n g t o make the whole Church conform t o the te a c h i n g 
and worship of any one s e c t i o n of the Church i n every d e t a i l , 
but t h a t i t welcomes a l l who are prepared t o maintain the 
o l d p o s i t i o n of our church as i t has been presented f o r 
n e a r l y f o u r c e n t u r i e s , and t o support the broad p r i n c i p l e s 

•5 

of the Reformation'. Such a d e f i n i t i o n of aim represented 
a more l i b e r a l a t t i t u d e than was shown by the Church 
A s s o c i a t i o n . 
1. I n 1950 they were amalgamated as the Church Society. 
2. G.R. B a l l e i n e : A H i s t o r y of the E v a n g e l i c a l Party i n 

the Church of England, London, 1908, p. 294. 
3. Church Gazette, June 1927, p. 61. 
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The N a t i o n a l Church League had the advantage of some 
adherents who were d i s t i n g u i s h e d f o r t h e i r work i n Church 
and S t a t e : S i r W i l l i a m Joynson-Hicks was i t s p r e s i d e n t , 
Bishop Knox was i t s chairman and S i r Thomas I n s k i p was i t s 
t r e a s u r e r . S i r W i l l i a m Joynson-Hicks had h e l d minor o f f i c e 
i n the Conservative governments e a r l i e r i n the 1920s and had 
been appointed Home Secretary by Baldwin i n October 1924; 
t h i s p o s i t i o n alone gave him a c e r t a i n p o s i t i o n of moral 
l e a d e r s h i p i n the country and was t o h i s advantage i n h i s 
Prayer Book campaigns. I t f e l l t o him t o act as the v i r t u a l 
l a y l eader of E v a n g e l i c a l o p i n i o n i n o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book. 
He spoke at many meetings t h a t were designed t o demonstrate 
o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book, he employed w i t h e f f e c t h i s p o s i t i o n 
as p r e s i d e n t of the N a t i o n a l Church League, he gave impressive 
speeches i n the N a t i o n a l Assembly and i n Parliament, and i n 
1928 he wrote a book about the con t r o v e r s y . By c o n t r a s t w i t h 
Joynson-Hicks, other prominent opponents f a l l i n t o a d i f f e r e n t 
category. Knox and P o l l o c k were bishops and I n s k i p was never 
acknowledged t o have the same standing as a leader of 
o p p o s i t i o n : d u r i n g important debates i n which both of them 
spoke, i t was always Joynson-Hicks who spoke f i r s t and I n s k i p 
who wound up. 

Joynson-Hicks was throughout conscious of the need not 
t o a l i e n a t e h i s support by a s s o c i a t i n g h i m s e l f w i t h the 
more e x t r e m i s t P r o t e s t a n t p o s i t i o n , the "Protestant Underworld* 
made famous by Henson. Thus, he was nervous of a l l o w i n g h i s 
name t o be too c l o s e l y l i n k e d w i t h t h a t of the P r o t e s t a n t 
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T r u t h S o c i e t y , when i t planned a l a r g e meeting i n May 1928. 
Joynson-Hieks wrote t o Prebendary Hinde, Secretary t o the 
Committee f o r the Maintenance of T r u t h and F a i t h t h a t 'while 
I have n o t h i n g but good t o say of Mr. Kensit and h i s crusade, 
I have c a r e f u l l y abstained from ever going on h i s p l a t f o r m , 
because the campaign i s conducted on d i f f e r e n t l i n e s from 
my own you w i l l understand t h a t , as the Leader of our 
cause i n the House of Commons, I have t o be exceedingly 
c a r e f u l , as our success depends e n t i r e l y upon g e t t i n g the 
moderate vote on our side*.^" 

I t i s s u r p r i s i n g t h a t t h e r e are comparatively few 
l e t t e r s from Joynson-Hicks among the Davidson papers and the 
only correspondence t h a t can be found r e l a t e s t o February-
March 1927; i t was i n any case made p u b l i c , and i s l o c a t e d 
among the Davidson papers i n a most obscure and unexpected 

2 
place. Joynson-Hicks* concern about Prayer Book r e v i s i o n 
had been expressed t o Davidson s h o r t l y a f t e r the p u b l i c a t i o n 
of N.A. 84, and when the f i n a l v e r s i o n of the Book was known, 
Joynson-Hicks once more took up the a t t a c k . His l e t t e r of 
February 24, 1927 shows h i s concern over f o u r m a t t e r s : 
f i r s t l y , the steps t h a t bishops might take i n order t o secure 
obedience t o the new Book; secondly, whether the Book was t o 
be regarded as a f i n a l or as an i n t e r i m s e t t l e m e n t ; t h i r d l y , 
how f a r the Book excluded 'unauthorised te a c h i n g and p r a c t i c e ' 
t h a t was not e x p l i c i t l y condemned by the Book; f o u r t h l y , 

1. CSA, FCTF, Joynson-Hicks t o Hinde, May 11, 1928. 
2. Davidson Papers, Box 13, The l e t t e r s are at the back of 

an u n e n t i t l e d f i l e i n t h a t box. 
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whether the Book would continue t o sa n c t i o n i l l e g a l 
practices."*" Davidson r e p l i e d the next day and suggested a 
meeting w i t h Joynson-Hicks. He c l e a r l y envisaged being able 
t o win him over. * I t h i n k the q u o t a t i o n s you make i n your 
l e t t e r are q u i t e f a i r , 1 he wrote, 'and I hope t o f i n d t h a t 

p 

we are not i n much disagreement, i f any.' Delay occurred, 
due t o i l l n e s s , and the meeting between the two men e v e n t u a l l y 
took place on March 7, 1927. Davidson's own memorandum of 
t h i s meeting gives f u r t h e r evidence of h i s hope t h a t he 
would succeed w i t h Joynson-Hicks. 'He l e d me t o t h i n k t h a t 
he regarded my answers as s a t i s f a c t o r y t o h i s mind tie d i d 
not g i v e me t o understand t h a t i t i s h i s i n t e n t i o n 

3 
n e c e s s a r i l y t o vote against the a u t h o r i s a t i o n of the Book. 1 

Davidson made also an o f f i c i a l r e p l y t o Joynson-Hicks, f o r 
p u b l i c a t i o n , but t h i s was f a r from s a t i s f a c t o r y . I n 
acknowledging i t , Joynson-Hicks f e l t compelled t o w r i t e ' W i l l 
you f o r g i v e me i f I say i t does not seem t o deal w i t h the 
matter q u i t e as f u l l y as you d i d i n your conversation w i t h 
me l a s t week'.^ I t c e r t a i n l y was a vague document; Davidson 
n e c e s s a r i l y had t o be cautious about what he wrote i n a 
l e t t e r t h a t w'as t o become p u b l i c . On the issue of d i s c i p l i n e , 
he f e l t t h a t the Book would a s s i s t and t h a t these matters 
1. I b i d . , Joynson-Hicks t o Davidson, February 24, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , Davidson t o Joynson-Hicks, February 25, 1927. 
3. I b i d . , Davidson's memorandum, March 7, 1927. 
4. I b i d . , Joynson-Hicks t o Davidson, March 18, 1927. 
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' w i l l be more h a p p i l y and harmoniously handled'; on the 
issue of the Book being a f i n a l s e t t l e m e n t he would not be 
p o s i t i v e , but he d i d not a n t i c i p a t e 'any re-opening of the 
matter at any e a r l y p e r i o d i n our f u t u r e h i s t o r y ' ; Joynson-
Hicks' t h i r d and f o u r t h p o i n t s were h e l d t o have been 
answered by Davidson i n h i s answers t o the f i r s t t w o . 1 Prom 
Joynson-Hicks.' p o i n t of view i t was an u n s a t i s f a c t o r y r e p l y 
and he was p a r t i c u l a r l y concerned at the l a c k of assurance 
on d i s c i p l i n e ; he d i d not want 'wholesale pr o s e c u t i o n s ' but 
he d i d f e e l t h a t o ffenders should not be promoted. ' I am 
deeply s o r r y ; ' he concluded, ' I thought t h e r e might have 
been i n the outcome of our i n t e r v i e w and our correspondence 

a hope f o r peace i n the Church, but as I w r i t e i t seems t o 
2 

me t o recede i n t o the d i s t a n c e . ' The correspondence 
continued a l i t t l e a f t e r t h a t , but i t was apparent t h a t the 
hope of an understanding had broken down. T h e r e a f t e r 
Joynson-Hicks pursued against both the 1927 Book and the 
1928 Book a p o l i c y of complete o p p o s i t i o n and there i s no 
evidence of h i s resuming contact of t h i s k i n d w i t h Davidson. 

Another member of the N a t i o n a l Church League who played 
a p a r t i n the co n t r o v e r s y , v i r t u a l l y i n h i s own r i g h t , was 
Bishop Knox. He had e a r l i e r been r e s p o n s i b l e f o r the 
l a r g e s t of a l l the memorials presented t o the bishops, s a i d 
t o c o n t a i n 303,211 si g n a t u r e s of which 2,628 were of c l e r g y ; 

1 . I b i d . , Davidson t o Joynson-Hicks, March 12, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , Joynson-Hicks t o Davidson, March 18, 1927. 
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i t was presented t o Davidson i n J u l y 1924. Knox had been 
Bishop of Manchester from 1903 t o 1920 and was acknowledged 
as a l e a d i n g E v a n g e l i c a l bishop, who i n v o l v e d h i m s e l f i n 
c o n t i n u i n g o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book, not only by h i s work on 
the N a t i o n a l Church League but by the p u b l i c a t i o n of t r a c t s 
and the w r i t i n g of l e t t e r s , many of which were intended f o r 
p u b l i c consumption. I t i s d o u b t f u l whether h i s r o l e was by 
any means as important as t h a t of Joynson-Hicks. He c e r t a i n l y 
occasioned Davidson considerable i r r i t a t i o n and there i s 
evidence t o suggest t h a t he produced a s i m i l a r e f f e c t on 
o t h e r s . A l e t t e r of Davidson t o Knox i n l a t e A p r i l 1927 
i l l u s t r a t e s the s o r t of i r r i t a t i o n t h a t Knox was capable of 
arousing. Knox had w r i t t e n t o Davidson on b e h a l f of the 
N a t i o n a l Church League t o express the League's sorrow a t the 
i n t e r r u p t i o n s t h a t Davidson had s u f f e r e d a t a meeting of the 
R e l i g i o u s Tracts Society at the Queen's H a l l on A p r i l 26, 
1927, when the Archbishop was v i r t u a l l y shouted down by 
P r o t e s t a n t demonstrators. Davidson took the o p p o r t u n i t y o f 
w r i t i n g t o Knox the 'T do not t h i n k you w r i t e f a i r l y about 
what I myself at l e a s t am t r y i n g t o do i n s t e e r i n g a d i f f i c u l t 
course through a most anxious and t r o u b l e d b i t of water w i t h 

2 
shoals and b r e a k e r s 1 . I n a l a t e r exchange between the two 
men - i n t h i s instance commenced by Knox on the issue o f 
o r d i n a t i o n and the 1927 Book - Davidson wrote t h a t he could 

1 . I b i d . , F i l e : Prayer Book Revision Memorials. 
2. I b i d . " , Davidson t o Knox, Box 6, A p r i l 28, 1927. 
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not 'undertake at present the d i s c u s s i o n by correspondence 
of such questions as your l e t t e r r a i s e s or w r i t e my views 
upon quo t a t i o n s which you make from u t t e r a n c e s of former 
days. Perhaps i n what i s now your comparatively l e i s u r e d 
l i f e you s c a r c e l y r e a l i s e what i s the h o u r l y s t r e s s of weeks 
l i k e these upon those of us who are c a r r y i n g c e n t r a l 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ' 

Some observers d i d not r a t e Knox's c o n t r i b u t i o n as 
being at a l l s i g n i f i c a n t . Thus, the Reverend E. L. Macassey, 
V i c a r of St Andrew's, Stoke Newington, a correspondent o f 
B e l l and Winnington-Ingram and a most a s t u t e observer of t h e 
e n t i r e c o n troversy, wrote a f t e r the December r e j e c t i o n ' i f we 
had l e f t the propaganda t o Bishop Knox we should have won 

2 
through'. 

The immediate r e a c t i o n of the N a t i o n a l Church League t o 
the 1927 Book was unfavourable, though i t was able t o see 
more good i n the proposals than could the Church A s s o c i a t i o n : 
i t welcomed the a l t e r n a t i v e orders of Morning and Evening 
Prayer, the r e s t r i c t i o n s on the use of the Quicunque Y u l t , the 
d i v i s i o n s of the L i t a n y and the changes i n the s e r v i c e s of . 
Baptism, Confirmation and Matrimony. But i t h e l d t h a t the 
changes i n the Holy Communion and the r e s u s c i t a t i o n of such 
f e s t i v a l s as A l l Souls and Corpus C h r i s t i were concessions t o 
Anglo-Catholics, and i t was c r i t i c a l of the inadequate 

1. I b i d . , Box 12, Davidson t o Knox, October 25, 1927. 
2. B e l l Papers, Pink f i l e , Macassey t o B e l l , January 6, 1928. 



94 

safeguards f o r Reservation. 
The Church Gazette gives evidence of c o n t i n u i n g 

o p p o s i t i o n throughout 1927, though the issue a t t r a c t s 
p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y l e s s space than i t does i n the Church 
I n t e l l i g e n c e r . Members of the League were urged t o support 
the Committee f o r the Maintenance of T r u t h and F a i t h by-
sending t h e i r names t o the s e c r e t a r i e s and by sending t o 
them r e s o l u t i o n s of o p p o s i t i o n , passed.by Easter V e s t r i e s , 

2 
Church Councils, Meetings and Conferences. The League 
provided an important p l a t f o r m from which Joynson-Hicks, as 
p r e s i d e n t , could speak, as he d i d a t the annual meeting i n 
May 1927, when he made c r i t i c a l reference t o h i s 
correspondence w i t h Davidson: ' A l l the g i v i n g up i s t o be 
on our s i d e , ' he assured h i s audience, 'there i s no 

3 
suggestion of g i v i n g up on the other s i d e ' . Encouragement 
was f u r t h e r given f o r s u b s c r i p t i o n t o the 'Forward Movement', 
and p a r t of i t s funds were employed i n f i n a n c i n g ventures of 
o p p o s i t i o n t o the Prayer Book. 

The Executive Committee Minute Book of the N a t i o n a l 
Church League r e v e a l s more c l e a r l y the work t h a t the League 
d i d i n f r u s t r a t i n g the bishops! i n t e n t i o n s . The f i n a n c i a l 
s i t u a t i o n w i t h which t o develop such work was sound and i t s 
h e a l t h may w e l l f u r t h e r , r e f l e c t the e n t h u s i a s t i c o p p o s i t i o n 
1 . Church Gazette, March 1927, pp. 25-26. 
2. I b i d . , A p r i l 1927, p. 42. 
3. Church Gazette, June 1927, p. 67. 
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of many league members t o the proposals: i n October 1927, 
at the h e i g h t of a c t i v i t y against the Book, the P r o t e s t a n t 
Forward Movement stood at £8,168-15-0 and t h i s i n c l u d e d one 
i n d i v i d u a l donation of £1,000.^" But a g r e a t deal of the 
work of the Executive Committee so f a r as the Prayer Book 
was concerned, was d i r e c t e d towards s u p p o r t i n g , p a t r o n i s i n g 
and encouraging other bodies on which a more u n i t e d P r o t e s t a n t 
stand might be made. The n a t i o n a l Church League c e r t a i n l y 
produced i t s own manifesto of o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book and had 
i t s annual meeting at which o p p o s i t i o n was v e n t i l a t e d , but 
work s p e c i f i c a l l y by the N a t i o n a l Church League i n a d d i t i o n 
t o a c t i v i t i e s such as t h a t - which i n any case were only 
n a t u r a l i n such a body - was s l i g h t . 

The P r o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage was i n the category 
of o r g a n i s a t i o n s encouraged by the League; indeed, i t was 
v i r t u a l l y the League's o f f s p r i n g . I t s o r i g i n s ante-date the 
p u b l i c a t i o n of the Prayer Book and were the r e s u l t s of the 
i n d e f a t i g a b l e enthusiasm of the Reverend George Denyer, 
Rector of High Roding, who i n the Summer of 1926 sent out a 
l e t t e r t o e x p l a i n the f e a r s he h e l d about the progress of 
Prayer Book r e v i s i o n and the a c t i o n t h a t he proposed. A copy 
of t h i s c i r c u l a r l e t t e r , marked ' S t r i c t l y P r i v a t e 1 i s 
i n c l u d e d i n the Minute Book of the N a t i o n a l Church League and 
gives a p i c t u r e of Denyer's conception of the work of the 
movement he was t o l e a d , J o i n t l y w i t h the Reverend P. Martyn 

1. CSA, N a t i o n a l Church League, Executive Committee Minutes, 
October 26, 1927. 
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Gundy, V i c a r of New F e r r y , Birkenhead. His l e t t e r r e f e r s 
t o 'a l i t t l e group of Conservative E v a n g e l i c a l Incumbents' 
wlio had f o r some time been meeting t o prepare plans of 
o p p o s i t i o n should the bishops', proposals show concession t o 
Anglo-Catholie or Modernist thought. W h i l s t e n t e r t a i n i n g 
l i v e l y f e a r s about the nature of the eventual proposals, he 
r e a l i s e d t h a t they may p o s s i b l y prove i l l - f o u n d e d and ' i n 
t h a t u n l i k e l y case we s h a l l thank God and s h a l l I hope 
proceed t o use the machinery thus created as an instrument i n 
God's hands f o r the promotion of t h a t s p i r i t u a l r e v i v a l f o r 
which we have so lo n g been looking*.^" I n the event, Denyer's 
f e a r s proved j u s t i f i e d , but i n A p r i l 1928, the P r o t e s t a n t 
Parsons Pilgrimage d i d f o l l o w t h i s u l t i m a t e d i r e c t i o n , 

2 
changed i t s name t o 'Britons Back t o the B i b l e ' , and 
supported the 'Back t o the B i b l e 1 campaign t h a t caught the 
a t t e n t i o n of many of the E v a n g e l i c a l opponents t o the Book, 
and t h a t s t r e s s e d the need f o r a r e t u r n t o a s t r i c t l y 
b i b l i c a l form of C h r i s t i a n i t y . 

Denyer's l e t t e r gives d e t a i l of the general and 
p a r t i c u l a r plans t h a t the small group of incumbents had 
considered. ' I t i s proposed t h a t a campaign of i n s t r u c t i o n 
be c a r r i e d on throughout the country by a group of not l e s s 
than 20 Incumbents, who w i l l v i s i t the p r i n c i p a l towns i n 

1. I b i d . , June 23, 1926, p. 74. C i r c u l a r l e t t e r of the 
Reverend George Denyer, undated. 

2. I ...am indebted t o Professor H, Martyn Cundy, U n i v e r s i t y 
of Malawi, f o r g i v i n g me a piece of notepaper thus 
headed. The matter i s r e p o r t e d i n The Record, A p r i l 5 } 

1928, p. 246. 
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groups of 2 or 3, and place before the l a i t y the r e a l 
p o s i t i o n w i t h regard t o the Anglo C a t h o l i c and Modernist 
a t t a c k s upon our Prayer Book. P u b l i c h a l l s would be h i r e d 
f o r t h i s purpose, and w h i l e the help of sympathetic c l e r g y 
would be warmly welcomed we should not seek f o r l o c a l 
c l e r i c a l s a n c t i o n . ' Such a programme would i n v o l v e an 
incumbent i n absence from h i s p a r i s h f o r a p e r i o d of f o u r 
weeks and the need f o r a ' s u b s t a n t i a l fund' was acknowledged."*" 

Denyer was a member of the N a t i o n a l Church League, as 
' w e l l as of other E v a n g e l i c a l s o c i e t i e s . The need f o r f i n a n c i a l 
support f o r such an ambitious p r o j e c t , as w e l l as the value 
t h a t would f a l l t o the movement by the patronage of a w e l l -
known and w e l l - e s t a b l i s h e d E v a n g e l i c a l s o c i e t y , may have 
been the t w i n motives t h a t caused Denyer t o approach the 
N a t i o n a l Church League, through the League's chairman, 
Bishop Knox. Denyer was i n v i t e d t o e x p l a i n h i s plans a t the 
Executive Committee meeting on June 23, 1926, and a t t h a t 
meeting h i s p a r t i c u l a r suggestion was t h a t the P r o t e s t a n t 

Parsons Pilgrimage sould be l i n k e d w i t h the proposed Forward 
2 

Movement of the League. The League took care before 
committing i t s e l f t o patronage of t h i s new o r g a n i s a t i o n . 
The chairman and s e c r e t a r y were requested t o i n t e r v i e w 
Denyer and h i s companions more c l o s e l y and t o r e p o r t at the 

1. CSA, N a t i o n a l Church League, Executive Committee Minutes, 
June 23, 1926, p. 74. C i r c u l a r l e t t e r of the Reverend 
George Denyer, undated. 

2. I b i d . , p. 73. 
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next meeting. A favo u r a b l e impression was e v i d e n t l y made 
thereby, and at the next meeting on J u l y 2 1 , 1926, the c h a i r ­
man and s e c r e t a r y gave s t r o n g support f o r Denyer's movement 
and recommended the committee t o f i n a n c e i t from the new 
Forward Movement. But the committee would not accept the 
f i n a n c i a l recommendations p a r t l y , perhaps, because the 
Forward Movement was s t i l l i n i t s e a r l y days. Denyer and 
h i s companions were t o be informed ' t h a t the N.C.L. s e r i o u s l y 
i n t e n d as soon as p o s s i b l e t o issue the appeal of the Forward 
Movement, and w i l l a s s i s t them as l i b e r a l l y as they can out 
of the funds so c o l l e c t e d ' . 1 

The minutes of the meetings l a t e r i n 1926 suggest t h a t 
t h e r e was by no means unanimity among members of the committee 
on t h i s matter of f i n a n c i n g the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons P i l g r i m a g e . 
On September 22, 1926, a motion was proposed by Mr. E. A. 
Denyer, b r o t h e r of the Reverend George Denyer, from the 
Finance Committee of the N a t i o n a l Church League, u r g i n g t h a t 

2 
£500 be a l l o c a t e d at once t o the incumbents campaign. The 
next month o b j e c t i o n t o the general idea of f i n a n c i n g the 
P r o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage was made by Mr. Clarence Hooper, 
who f e l t compelled t o r e s i g n h i s membership of both the 
Finance and Executive Committee as he was unable t o agree t o 
'the f i n a n c i n g by the League of an outsi d e body over whose 

1. Ibid..;: J u l y 2 1 , 1926, p. 81. 
2. I b i d . , September 22, 1926, p. 94. 
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expenditure and methods of work i t would have no d i r e c t 
control.;!... ̂  At the same meeting the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons 
Pilgrimage b e n e f i t t e d , as i t d i d on other occasions, by the 
warm support of Knox, who urged t h a t the League should 
f i n a n c e the venture. Knox l e f t the room w h i l e the matter 
was discussed and a compromise arrangement was worked o ut, 
t o which Knox subsequently agreed. The committee was 
prepared t o do i t s utmost t o r a i s e funds but was 'unable and 
does not pledge or b i n d i t s e l f t o the guarantee of the 
payment of any s p e c i f i c or i n d e f i n i t e sum t o such Campaign 1. 
I t a lso proposed t h a t Dr. Downer j o i n Guy Johnson and Knox 
as r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the League on the committee of the 

p 
P r o t e s t a n t Parsons P i l g r i m a g e . 

A f t e r the i n i t i a l u n c e r t a i n t y t h a t surrounded the 
League's f i n a n c i n g of the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons P i l g r i m a g e , a 
he a l t h y f i n a n c i a l s i t u a t i o n e x i s t e d throughout 1927 and 
there i s evidence of a degree of g e n e r o s i t y b o t h i n the 
grants made by the League t o the P.P.P. and by the r e t u r n 
of funds by the P.P.P. t o the League, obtained from 
c o l l e c t i o n s taken a t meetings and i t s e l f a measure of success. 

Thus i n March 1927 the League's appeal f o r the 
Pr o t e s t a n t Forward Movement had r e s u l t e d i n g i f t s and 
promises t o t a l l i n g £7,100 and of t h i s amount grants t o t a l l i n g 

1 . I b i d . , October 27, 1926, p. 106. 
2. I b i d . , p. 108. 
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£3,950 had been made t o the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons P i l g r i m a g e . 
Three months l a t e r £2,102-4-4- of t h i s l a t t e r f i g u r e had been 
r e t u r n e d t o the League by the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons P i l g r i m a g e . 

How e f f e c t i v e was the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage? 
Evidence suggests t h a t i t d i d a very great deal t o rouse 
o p i n i o n among the l a i t y a gainst the Book and i t i s p o s s i b l e 
t h a t through i t s s p e c i f i c approach t o and by the l a i t y , i t 
touched upon the A c h i l l e s heel of the whole Prayer Book 
ven t u r e , the comparatively minor r o l e played i n the 
s t r u c t u r e of the new Prayer Book by the l a i t y . Denyer and 
Martyn Cundy were the j o i n t s e c r e t a r i e s and messages and 
l e t t e r s i n 1927 proceeded above the s i g n a t u r e s of these two 
men. An e x p l a n a t i o n i n February 192.7 of the approach of the 
P r o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage emphasised t h i s s p e c i f i c 
approach t o the l a i t y . 'Public Meetings are being organised 
i n Town H a l l s and other n e u t r a l b u i l d i n g s i n n e a r l y 100 of 
the p r i n c i p a l c i t i e s and towns of England", t o which the 
l a i t y are warmly i n v i t e d , and these meetings w i l l (D.V.) be 
addressed by these incumbents who w i l l f o r the time being 
leave t h e i r Parishes t o go on Pilgrimage throughout the l a n d 
i n l i t t l e companies of two or t h r e e , w i t h , wherever p o s s i b l e 

3 
a Layman t o preside over t h e i r g a t h e r i n g s . * 

1. 
2. 
3. 

I b i d . , March 23, 1927, p. 145. 
I b i d . , June 22, 1927, p. 167. 
Church I n t e l l i g e n c e r , February 1927, p. 15-
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The P r o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage d i d not r e s t r i c t i t s 
appeal t o the l a i t y of the Church of England alone. The 
same account, of February 1927, shows t h a t the appeal was also 
t o Nonconformist o p i n i o n . The movement was t o put i t s ease 
•before the L a i t y of England - Churchmen and Nonconformists 
a l i k e ' But i t d i d not prove at a l l easy t o persuade 
laymen t o p a r t i c i p a t e . Denyer wrote almost weekly r e p o r t s 
about the success of the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage f o r 
The Record and i n l a t e February 1927 he noted t h a t 'Our 
c h i e f d i f f i c u l t y has been i n se c u r i n g l a y chairmen, f o r 
although the l a i t y are on the whole t h o r o u g h l y w i t h us, y e t 
comparatively few are w i l l i n g t o accept a p o s i t i o n of 

? 
l e a d e r s h i p 1 . 

The Guardian i n an a r t i c l e on P r o t e s t a n t a g i t a t i o n 
against the Book, informed i t s readers t h a t 'By those who 
understand the weight of i n f l u e n c e t o be attached t o t h e i r 
e f f o r t s , such bodies as the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons' Pilgrimage 
are not taken s e r i o u s l y ' though i t r e g r e t t e d the f a c t t h a t 
•these meetings make good "copy" f o r the l o c a l Press, and 

3 
some of them f i n d t h e i r way i n t o more important newspapers'. 
This was i n f a c t evidence of success i n a key aim t h a t the 
Pr o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage gave i t s e l f and Denyer i n a 
r e p o r t i n March 1927 t o the N a t i o n a l Church League about 
1. I b i d . , February 1927, p. 15. 
2. The Record, February 24, 1927, p. 138. 
3. The Guardian, February 25, 1927, p. 147. 
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the work of the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage s t a t e d 
s p e c i f i c a l l y , a f t e r a catalogue of the number of meetings 
r e c e n t l y h e l d , t h a t 'Newspaper r e p o r t s , o u t s i d e of London, 
had been e x c e l l e n t ' . 1 Evidence suggests t h a t of a l l the 
o r g a n i s a t i o n s , the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage reached the 
g r e a t e s t number of people i n the country. An estimate by 
the s e c r e t a r y of the N a t i o n a l Church League i n December 1927 
of the attendance a t meetings organised by t h r e e groups, 
gives the f o l l o w i n g f i g u r e s : 

N a t i o n a l Church League 33,125 
P r o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage 100,000 
Committee f o r the Maintenance of 
T r u t h and F a i t h 23,370 

156,495 

2 
With the very considerable l e a d t h a t the P r o t e s t a n t 

Parsons Pilgrimage had i n t h i s way, i t i s s u r p r i s i n g t h a t 
not more of i t has been heard i n accounts of the Prayer Book 
controversy. References t o i t s a c t i v i t i e s i n secondary 
works are s l i g h t . I s one of the reasons f o r t h i s the appeal 
t h a t i t appears t o have made q u i t e s p e c i f i c a l l y t o working 
people? Knox pays t r i b u t e t o i t s work i n h i s autobiography 

1 . CSA, N a t i o n a l Church League, Executive Committee 
Minutes, March 23, 1927, p. 150. 

2. I b i d . , December 14, 1927, p. 200. 



103 

and describes i t b r i e f l y as an o r g a n i s a t i o n t h a t 'reached 
the masses of our poorer churchmen*.^ I t appears t o have 
done so on a wider scale than many other o r g a n i s a t i o n s and 
i t s work cannot have been w i t h o u t e f f e c t i n s t i m u l a t i n g 
much P r o t e s t a n t f e e l i n g against the Book. I t s s p e c i f i c 
appeal t o the L a i t y may have touched upon the issue of 
a n t i - c l e r i c a l i s m , t h a t was a f a c t o r u n d e r l y i n g some of the 
o p p o s i t i o n . There i s l i t t l e evidence t o suggest t h a t the 
P r o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage i n v o l v e d i t s e l f i n approaches 
t o M.P.s or i n other more s o p h i s t i c a t e d forms of o p p o s i t i o n . 

B e t t e r known, and of f a r g r e a t e r s i g n i f i c a n c e so f a r 
as approaches t o M.P.s were concerned, was the other ad hoc 
P r o t e s t a n t o r g a n i s a t i o n , the Committee f o r the Maintenance 
of T r u t h and F a i t h . I t was simply an o r g a n i s a t i o n of 
E v a n g e l i c a l s o c i e t i e s t h a t were pledged t o oppose the Book 
and there appears t o have been comparatively l i t t l e t h a t 
caused d i v i s i o n w i t h i n the ranks of i t s membership. 
Cooperation among the E v a n g e l i c a l s o c i e t i e s e x i s t e d before 
the Prayer Book controversy i n f u s e d a c l e a r goal i n t o t h e i r 
j o i n t a c t i v i t i e s : t here had e x i s t e d f o r a few years previous 
t o 1927 a J o i n t Committee of E v a n g e l i c a l S o c i e t i e s , formed 
by the Reverend A. E. Hughes, V i c a r of St James, Clapham 
Park, and s e c r e t a r y t o the Fellowship of E v a n g e l i c a l Churchme 
on which were represented i n a d d i t i o n t o Hughes' own 
o r g a n i s a t i o n , the Church A s s o c i a t i o n , the P r o t e s t a n t A l l i a n c e 

1 . E. A. Knox: Reminiscences of an Octogenarian, 1847-1934, 
London, 1935, p. 322. 
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the P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h Society and the N a t i o n a l Church League. 
This vague o r g a n i s a t i o n had some l i f e i n i t at the end of 
1926. 1 

I t f e l l t o the V i c a r of I s l i n g t o n , the Reverend H. W. 
Hinde, t o take the i n i t i a t i v e i n u n i t i n g the E v a n g e l i c a l 
s o c i e t i e s more p o s i t i v e l y against the 1927 Book. Hinde 
occupied, as V i c a r of I s l i n g t o n , w i t h i t s s t r o n g E v a n g e l i c a l 
t r a d i t i o n s s t r e t c h i n g back f o r w e l l over a ce n t u r y , a 
p o s i t i o n of l e a d e r s h i p among Ev a n g e l i c a l s t h a t could be 
equ a l l e d by few other c l e r g y of the Church of England, and 
h i s f u n c t i o n by v i r t u e of h i s l i v i n g , as President of the 
I s l i n g t o n C l e r i c a l Conference, enhanced t h i s p o s i t i o n of 
l e a d e r s h i p . Hinde proposed i n January 1927 t h a t a small 
conference should be h e l d t o consider steps t o be taken i n 
regard t o the bishops 1 r e p o r t on Prayer Book r e v i s i o n and he 

2 
i n v i t e d sympathetic s o c i e t i e s t o send r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s . But 
the Committee f o r the Maintenance of T r u t h and F a i t h , as 
such, was c l o t h e d w i t h i t s f u l l a u t h o r i t y only i n March 1927 
and i t appears t o have been prompted t o take upon i t s e l f t h i s 
a u t h o r i t y by knowledge of the establishment of the League 
of L o y a l t y and Order, whose aim was summarised i n i t s pithyvilaiy**. 
'Pass the Prayer Book'. The s e c r e t a r y t o the N a t i o n a l Church 
League, Mr. W. Guy Johnson, r e p o r t e d at a meeting of the 
Executive Committee of the N a t i o n a l Church League on March 23, 

1 . CSA, N a t i o n a l Church League, Executive Committee Minutes, 
December i 5 , 1926, p. 122. 

2. I b i d . , January 26, 1927, p. 130. 
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1927, t h a t 'On l e a r n i n g of t h i s , ' / " i . e . the establishment 
of the League of L o y a l t y and Order_/ Hinde and he 'had 
arranged f o r the c a l l i n g t o g e t h e r of a small Committee, 
which had met t h a t morning at Dean Wace House, when i t was 
r e s o l v e d t h a t a Committee of an independent k i n d should be 
immediately c a l l e d i n t o being as a c o u n t e r a c t i o n w i t h the 
aim of opposing the p r o v i s i o n of a l t e r n a t i v e forms of s e r v i c e 
f o r Holy Communion and Reservation of any k i n d . The t i t l e 
of the Committee was t o be "The Committee f o r the Maintenance 
of T r u t h and F a i t h " . A s h o r t statement had been drawn up, 
and i t was proposed t o get a f i r s t l i s t of i n f l u e n t i a l names 
and send them t o the press w i t h i t 1 . The N a t i o n a l Church 
League approved p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the new committee and allowed 
i t up t o £500 from the P r o t e s t a n t Forward Movement."^" 

Hinde's was the c h i e f i n s p i r a t i o n t h a t underlay the 
c o n t i n u i n g and w h o l l y s u c c e s s f u l work of the i n f l u e n t i a l 
committee of which he was chairman. There i s i n the 
possession of the Church Society a f i l e of correspondence 
r e l a t i n g t o the committee i n 1927 and 1928 and i t a f f o r d s 
s t r i k i n g testimony t o the o r g a n i s a t i o n a l and t a c t i c a l 
a b i l i t i e s t h a t Hinde possessed and t h a t he z e a l o u s l y developed 
i n the cause he h e l d t o be so v i t a l f o r the maintenance of 
the d o c t r i n e and formulae of the Church of England as he 
conceived them t o be. A f t e r the r e j e c t i o n of the Book i n 
December 1927, Knox wrote t o Hinde i n a d m i r a t i o n and 

1. I b i d . , March 23, 1927, pp. 144-146. 
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g r a t i t u d e f o r 'The way i n which you have so nobly c a r r i e d 
on when you might q u i t e j u s t l y have withdrawn from the 
f i g h t i n g l i n e and l e f t the b a t t l e t o younger men*̂ " and Knox 
was not alone i n paying t r i b u t e of t h a t k i n d . The stamina 
t h a t Hinde possessed drew s p e c i a l a d m i r a t i o n from the 
Reverend T. J. P u l v e r t a f t , a leader w r i t e r f o r The Record: 
•How you stand the s t r a i n I know not. I am about done up 
between a n x i e t y and the many claims on my not too powerful 

2 
physique & t i r e d b r a i n ' . But i n s p i t e of the undoubted 
f o r c e of h i s o p p o s i t i o n , Hinde d i s p l a y e d a q u a l i t y of 
reasoning t h a t not a l l h i s f e l l o w - t r a v e l l e r s were able t o 
share. He acknowledged t h a t p a r t s of the proposed Book 
were sound and should be kept, and i n a l e t t e r t o the 
Reverend G. M. Chavasse, not a month a f t e r the p u b l i c a t i o n 
of the Book, he wrote t h a t 'When the Book i s f i n a l l y 
shipwrecked we must t r y hard t o salvage p a r t s of i t . Some 
p a r t s are too good t o be l o s t . I f only they would throw 
over t h e i r Jonahs the h u l k might be saved but they do not 
seem t o have the sense of those ancient m a r i n e r s . 1 He was 
able also t o pay generous t r i b u t e t o those E v a n g e l i c a l s who 
f e l t cause t o support the Book and s a i d of the Reverend H. A. 
Wilson's speech of support i n Convocation t h a t ' I thought 
Wilson spoke w i t h great t a s t e , however much I r e g r e t 

1. CSA, PCTP, Knox t o Hinde, December 16, 1927-
2. I b i d . , P u l v e r t a f t t o Hinde, November 18, 1927. 
3. Ibid :.,. Hinde t o Chavasse, March 4, 1927. 
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the l i n e he t o o k 1 . 
So f a r as the f e d e r a l s t r u c t u r e of the Committee was 

concerned, Hinde conceived t h a t progress would be best 
f o s t e r e d by h o l d i n g i t on a s l a c k r e i n . I t s composition, 
though u n i t e d i n i t s immediate purpose, r e q u i r e d cautious 
h a n d l i n g , and i t s r e c o r d i s not w i t h o u t some instances of 
s t r a i n e d r e l a t i o n s between the Committee and i t s member 
o r g a n i s a t i o n s . The Church A s s o c i a t i o n was n a t u r a l l y 
approached as a p o s s i b l e member of the Committee, but Hinde 
was disappointed by the comparatively f e e b l e form of the 
r e s o l u t i o n of support t h a t the Church A s s o c i a t i o n gave. 
' I t i s not "ex-animo",' wrote Hinde, 'but reads as though 

2 
t h e i r cooperation were c o n d i t i o n a l ' . Was the Church 
A s s o c i a t i o n conscious of the h i s t o r i c l e a d i t had taken i n 
the r i t u a l i s t i c s t r u g g l e s i n e a r l i e r decades and nervous 
t h a t t h i s lead and i t s i n f l u e n c e i n parliament might be 
undone by t h i s new and l e s s w e l l d i s c i p l i n e d o r g a n i s a t i o n ? 
That such was the a t t i t u d e of the Church A s s o c i a t i o n i s 
f u r t h e r suggested by c r i t i c i s m made i n January 1928 against 
the Committee by the United P r o t e s t a n t Council on which the 
Church A s s o c i a t i o n and the P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h Society were 
represented. The s e c r e t a r i e s of the o r g a n i s a t i o n s forming 
the u n i t e d P r o t e s t a n t Council wrote t h a t 'We h a r d l y t h i n k 
t h a t the Committee of T r u t h and F a i t h have given s u f f i c i e n t 

1 . I b i d . , Hinde t o Chavasse, March 30, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , Hinde t o Lunn, September 14, 1927. 
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weight t o the f a c t t h a t f o r over t w e n t y - f i v e years t h i s 
Council has been i n existence and has l e d p u b l i c o p i n i o n 
on numerous matters associated w i t h the maintenance of 
Reformation P r i n c i p l e s ' . The s e c r e t a r i e s continued by 
paying t r i b u t e t o the work of the Committee but they also 
made a request f o r f u l l e r and b e t t e r d e f i n e d p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
by member o r g a n i s a t i o n s . 1 Hinde's r e p l y t o t h i s request 
r e v e a l s h i s cautious approach t o the matter of r e l a t i o n s 
between the Committee and member o r g a n i s a t i o n s and h i s 
f e e l i n g against d i r e c t r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . 

By June 1927 the Committee had a t t r a c t e d 1,710 c l e r i c a l 
2 

members and over 9,000 l a y s u p p o r t e r s , and i t was apparent 
t h a t i t was c o n t i n u i n g t o re c e i v e support from the s t a f f of 
the N a t i o n a l Church League. The l i n k s w i t h the League appear 
t o be the f i r m e s t t h a t the Committee was able t o f o r g e and i n 
J u l y 1927 the League unanimously assured the Committee t h a t 
i t would be consulted before any independent a c t i o n i n the 
campaign was taken; at the same time, the League advised the 
Committee of the value t h a t might e x i s t i n the sending of 
deputations t o M.P.s and t h a t the League would a s s i s t i n the 
o r g a n i s a t i o n of such d e p u t a t i o n s . 

Despite the suggestion of contact w i t h M.P.s, the 
Committee kept as i t s main o b j e c t i n the e a r l y stages of 1927 
the f o r m u l a t i o n of r e s o l u t i o n s of o p p o s i t i o n focused upon 

1 . I b i d . , U nited P r o t e s t a n t Council t o Hinde, January 31, 
1928. 

2. CSA, N a t i o n a l Church League, Executive Committee Minutes, 
June 22, 1927, p. 172. 
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the d i f f e r e n t stages of Church r a t i f i c a t i o n . Thus Hinde 
i n March 1927 conceived what at f i r s t s i g h t appears t o he 
a comparatively l i m i t e d r o l e f o r the Committee. 'My 
suggestion i s t h a t we should seek diocesan or more r e s t r i c t e d , 
s e c r e t a r i e s , and t h a t o r d i n a r i l y these should be the same 
as represent the N.C.L., t o avoid f r i c t i o n . That we should 
take d e f i n i t e steps t o work the p r o v i n c i a l press. That we 
should supply copies of r e s o l u t i o n s . That we should take some 
steps t o help w i t h regard t o the Diocesan Conference e l e c t i o n s . 
That we should supply posters a f t e r the type of the Wayside 
P u l p i t , w i t h c a r e f u l , r e v e r e n t statements on the burning 
t o p i c s . That meetings be h e l d i n c e r t a i n a r e a s . H e 
expressed at the same time much g r a t i t u d e t h a t The Record 
was g i v i n g f i r m support t o the Committee's stand. There i s 
evidence of c o n t i n u i n g c o n t a c t between Hinde and P u l v e r t a f t , 
a leader w r i t e r of The Record. 

One of the most important moves of o p p o s i t i o n made by 
the Committee was i t s submission t o the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
Committee i n September 1927. At t h a t time the Committee 
claimed the adhesion of 1,700 c l e r i c a l members and 22,000 
l a y members, which shows a doubling of the l a y membership i n 

2 
l e s s than two months; i t s e l f f u r t h e r evidence of the l a y 
o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book, of which M.P.s were becoming 
i n c r e a s i n g l y aware. The Committee's submission t o the 

1. CSA, PCTP, Hinde t o Chavasse, March 30, 1927. 
2. These f i g u r e s form p a r t of the submission t o the 

E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee by the Committee f o r the 
Maintenance of T r u t h and P a i t h . 
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E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee revealed oppositon on many grounds: 
the a l l e g e d l y u n s e r i p t u r a l nature .of some of the changes, 
the f a c t t h a t i n c a t h e d r a l s and c o l l e g i a t e churches no 
P a r o c h i a l Church Council would e x i s t t o be i n a p o s i t i o n t o 
oppose the i n t r o d u c t i o n of the Book, the wide d i s c r e t i o n 
given t o the bishops i n the Book's a d m i n i s t r a t i o n , the 
offence caused t o Ordinands by reason of t h e i r o r d i n a t i o n 
vows, the f a c t t h a t the Book d i f f e r e d from I.A. 84, C.A. 158 
and G.A. 169, a l l of which had r e c e i v e d c l e r i c a l and l a y 
support i n the N a t i o n a l Assembly, and t h a t there was now 
produced a 'composite' and not an ' a l t e r n a t i v e ' Book."'" 
Throughout, the burden of the o p p o s i t i o n was upon the 
comparative e x c l u s i o n of the l a i t y from the key p o i n t s i n 
d e c i s i o n making. 

The Committee took s e r i o u s l y t o the work of i n f l u e n c i n g 
M.P.s i n J u l y 1927. Hinde revealed the Committee's f e e l i n g s 
on t h i s matter i n a l e t t e r t o I n s k i p , when he explained t h a t 
the Committee proposed t o appoint a Parliamentary Committee 
which would d i r e c t ' a l l t h a t i s done by way of approach t o 
P a r l i a m e n t 1 and t o which i t was hoped the v a r i o u s P r o t e s t a n t 
o r g a n i s a t i o n s would give t h e i r support and would take no 
a c t i o n except w i t h the approval of t h i s P arliamentary 

p 
Committee. I n s k i p f e l t t h a t the approaches t o M.P.s ought 
t o be conducted w i t h considerable c a u t i o n and t h a t t h e r e 

1 . CSA, PCTP, Submission t o the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee by 
the Committee f o r the Maintenance of T r u t h and F a i t h . 

2. I b i d . , Hinde t o I n s k i p , J u l y 20, 1927. 
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was danger i n bombarding them w i t h l i t e r a t u r e . 'We s h a l l 
have t o prepare our own l i t e r a t u r e f o r the i n f o r m a t i o n of 
members and t h i s can only be done by those who know t h e i r 
temper and can appreciate the p o i n t s which i n t e r e s t them.'^" 
I n a subsequent l e t t e r he expressed s t r o n g e r r e s e r v a t i o n s 
about the proposed Parliamentary Committee. He h i m s e l f - f o r 
p r a c t i c a l reasons - would f i n d d i f f i c u l t y i n a t t e n d i n g i t 
and i n any case he stressed t h a t 'the Chief n e c e s s i t y at 
the moment i s t o keep the P r o t e s t a n t o r g a n i s a t i o n s q u i e t so 
f a r as d i r e c t communication w i t h Members of Parliament i s 
concerned*. He also appears t o have been jea l o u s of the 
p o s i t i o n of a committee e v i d e n t l y already i n existence and 
pledged t o the same g o a l : 'whatever i s done ought t o be done 

2 
through them or at any r a t e w i t h t h e i r concurrence 1. 

The f i n a l acceptance of the Book by the N a t i o n a l 
Assembly i n J u l y 1927 was f o l l o w e d by approaches from the 
League of L o y a l t y and Order t o the Committee. A plea was 
made f o r an end t o the Committee's o p p o s i t i o n , as the Book 
was by then accepted by the Church's own l e g i s l a t i v e 
machinery; Colonel Oldham of the League of L o y a l t y and Order 
asked i f a Round Table Conference would be of any use. This 
approach was unanimously r e j e c t e d by the Committee; as the 

1 . I b i d . , I n s k i p t o Hinde, J u l y 21, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , I n s k i p t o Hinde, J u l y 22, 1927. 
3. I b i d . , Oldham t o Hinde, undated l e t t e r . 



112 

Book i n v o l v e d d o c t r i n a l changes, the Committee f e l t bound 
t o continue o p p o s i t i o n t o i t . " ' " 

P r o t e s t a n t o r g a n i s a t i o n s other than the Church 
A s s o c i a t i o n , the N a t i o n a l Church League, the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons 
Pilgrimage,.the Committee f o r the Maintenance of T r u t h and 
F a i t h tended t o perform, by comparison, a minor r o l e . 
C e r t a i n l y many of the other o r g a n i s a t i o n s were v o c i f e r o u s i n 
t h e i r o p p o s i t i o n and may w e l l have been i n s t r u m e n t a l i n 
arousing o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book, but i t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t they 
possessed the degree of i n f l u e n c e i n Church c i r c l e s and among 
M.P.s h e l d by the major o r g a n i s a t i o n s . 

The P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h Society was under the l e a d e r s h i p 
of Mr. John A l f r e d K e n s i t , son of Mr. John K e n s i t , the 
leader of the vigorous demonstrations against r i t u a l i s m a t 
the t u r n of the cen t u r y , i n the course of which programme he 
had been k i l l e d at the hands of a L i v e r p o o l mob i n 1902. 
I t s appeal was i n t e r - d e n o m i n a t i o n a l and though i t s l e a d e r s h i p 
was An g l i c a n , i t drew on Nonconformity f o r much of i t s 
g r a s s - r o o t s support. I t s monthly j o u r n a l , The Churchman 1s 
Magazine and W i c k l i f f e Preacher's Messenger gives evidence 
of the s t r e n g t h of f e e l i n g t h a t the o r g a n i s a t i o n i n s p i r e d 
and of the a c t i v i t i e s i t encouraged i n making o p p o s i t i o n t o 
the Prayer Book. The Society h e l d t o the 1662 Book, which 
i t regarded as the key standard f o r the d o c t r i n e of the 
Church of England and i t s t r o n g l y opposed the concession t o 

1. I b i d . , Hinde t o Oldham, J u l y 26, 1927. 
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bot h Anglo-Catholicism and t o Modernism t h a t were, the 
Society b e l i e v e d , i m p l i c i t i n the Book as published i n 
February 1927. The i n i t i a l p r o t e s t against the Book revealed 
the atmosphere of the Society's campaign: 'A C a l l t o A c t i o n ' , 
s u b - t i t l e d 'Shall Cranmer's Prayer Book be s a c r i f i c e d on the 
Anglo-Catholic A l t a r ? 1 I t a l l e g e d t h a t the new Book 
int r o d u c e d a v a r i e t y of Roman p r a c t i c e s and t h a t these p o i n t s 
changed the character of the Church of England 'from 
P r o t e s t a n t t o a n t i - P r o t e s t a n t , and by so doing undermine the 
r i g h t of the Church of England t o be. regarded as t h e . N a t i o n a l 
Church of a P r o t e s t a n t people'.^ I t was the Society's view 
t h a t the 'Anglo-Romans are bigger d i s s e n t e r s than the 
Nonconformists' and t h a t r e v i v e d s a c e r d o t a l i s m was a challenge 

2 
t o the work of Nonconformists. The p o i n t i s thus s t r e s s e d 
t h a t the.Prayer Book was not j u s t a matter f o r the Church of 
England and t h a t P r o t e s t a n t s should combine t o press t h e i r 

3 
o p p o s i t i o n upon M.P.s - and t h i s suggestion i s made j u s t 
a f t e r the p u b l i c a t i o n of the Book and some months before i t s 
f i n a l acceptance by the Church; u n l i k e most other 
o r g a n i s a t i o n s , the Society looked ahead t o the u l t i m a t e stage. 

The metaphor t h a t i s given the g r e a t e s t prominence i n 
the Society's campaigning i s t h a t of war. Thus i n March 1927 
the c o n t e n t i o n t h a t 'The proposed Prayer Book i s a d e c l a r a t i o n 
1. Churchman's Magazine, March 1927, pp. 56-57. 
2. I b i d . , June 1927, p. 147. 
3. I b i d . , March 1927- p. 58. 
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of war 1 was p r i n t e d i n heavy ty p e . The Book was t o be met 
as such and 'may God give us the v i c t o r y * . ^ " Prom the s t a r t , 
opponents of the Book were urged t o w r i t e t o t h e i r M.P.s. 
Meetings were organised by the Society a l l over the country 
and a considerable emphasis was placed on the p r o d u c t i o n of 
l i t e r a t u r e . I t was r e p o r t e d i n A p r i l 1927 t h a t ' I n the 
attempt t o f l o o d the country w i t h p r i n t e d messages concerning 
the present c r i s i s , our Society's Press has been working a t 
the utmost speed w i t h many hours' overtime. We have now 
t h r e e presses t u r n i n g out n o t h i n g but P r o t e s t a n t l i t e r a t u r e 
and n o t i c e s of our never ceasing P r o t e s t a n t demonstrations 
and W i c k l i f f e Preachers' missions'. There were a t t h a t time 
twelve t r a c t s a l l devoted t o o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book and a l l 
of them bearing flamboyant t i t l e s such as 'Does i t Matter 
whether our N a t i o n a l Church i s P r o t e s t a n t or Soman?', 'Why 
Reservation I m p l i e s I d o l a t r y 1 , 'The Bishops' Pen-Knife' and 
'Keep your eye on the Father Confessor'. The c r u c i a l t r a c t 
i n the e a r l y stages was 'A C a l l t o A c t i o n ' , reproduced i n 
the Churchman's Magazine i n March 1927. 1,000 assorted t r a c t s 
could be bought f o r 10/6 and readers were urged t o purchase 
t h a t number and gather t o g e t h e r ten f r i e n d s t o d i s t r i b u t e 
the t r a c t s among 1,000 houses: then 'the country would soon 
lose i t s apathy, and i n d i f f e r e n c e would be d i s p e l l e d ' . I t was 
also suggested t h a t the ten f r i e n d s should form a prayer c i r c l e . ' 

1 . I b i d . , p. 58. 
2. I b i d . , A p r i l 1927, p. 88. 
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Though the spread of l i t e r a t u r e was a fundamental means 
of o p p o s i t i o n pursued by the S o c i e t y , the h o l d i n g of meetings 
- some of them very l a r g e - appears t o have been another. 
Issues of the Churchman 1s Magazine throughout 1927 c o n t a i n 
many instances of meetings throughout the country and 
e s p e c i a l l y meetings connected w i t h what was known as the 
'All-Round London Campaign' which began i n J u l y , was suspended 
i n August and resumed i n September, reaching i t s climax i n a 
l a r g e meeting at the A l b e r t H a l l on October 10, 1927. The 
purpose of t h i s very w e l l attended meeting was t o pay t r i b u t e 
t o the memory of John Kensit as w e l l as t o ' c a l l l o u d l y t o 
Parliament t o veto the new Prayer Book' A d i s t i n g u i s h e d 
p l a t f o r m spoke against the Book. Amongst other meetings t h a t 
a t t r a c t e d a t t e n t i o n was one of 3,000 people a t the Free Trade 
H a l l , Manchester on September 26, 1927. A meeting had also 
been h e l d at Ipswich on October 12 d u r i n g the meeting of the 
Church Congress, 'but the P r o t e s t a n t meeting surpassed i n 
numbers and enthusiasm any of the Congress sessions', 

2 
according t o the Churchman's Magazine. The Church Congress 
of 1927, s u r p r i s i n g l y , had almost n o t h i n g t o do w i t h Prayer 
Book r e v i s i o n . 

The Society also employed the more orthodox means of 
o p p o s i t i o n by p r e s e n t i n g submissions t o the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
Committee, though i t d i d so i n c o n j u n c t i o n w i t h others 

1.. I b i d . . November 1927, p. 275. 
2. I b i d . , December 1927, p. 308. 
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forming the United P r o t e s t a n t C o u n c i l , c o n s i s t i n g of a 
f e d e r a t i o n of about t h i r t y P r o t e s t a n t s o c i e t i e s . Amongst 
the many reasons f o r opposing the Book, the Societ y put 
forward the f a c t t h a t the Book was, so the Societ y h e l d , 
opposed by Nonconformists, who were unable t o give expression 
t o t h e i r views through the c o n s t i t u t i o n a l machinery of the 
Church of England; t h a t i t made f o r d i f f i c u l t i e s t o those 
c l e r g y who had sworn a l l e g i a n c e t o the o l d Book; t h a t i t was 
inadequate as a means of r e s t o r i n g d i s c i p l i n e w i t h i n the 
Church of England; and t h a t the r e d u c t i o n i n the number of 
prayers f o r the King was ' i n d i c a t i v e of an attempt t o 
overthrow the r o y a l supremacy*.^" 

As the important p a r l i a m e n t a r y debate of December 1927 
drew nearer, the Society continued t o pursue i t s o p p o s i t i o n 
through the three broad methods i t had f o s t e r e d throughout 
the year: the disse m i n a t i o n of l i t e r a t u r e , the o r g a n i s a t i o n 
of meetings and the approaches t o M.P.s. A l l continued t o 
be encouraged - l i t e r a t u r e was a v a i l a b l e i n packets of a 
hundred f o r 1/2 i n October 1927 - but the approaches t o M.P.s 
rece i v e d g r e a t e r a t t e n t i o n a t t h i s stage. Opponents of the 
Book were c o n s t a n t l y encouraged t o do t h i s and t o ' w r i t e 

2 
p e r s o n a l l y i n t h e i r own way, and w i t h o u t any set form', an 
approach which must s u r e l y have been more convincing t o M.P.s 

1. I b i d . , October 1927, p. 253. 
2. I b i d . , October 1927, p. 253. 
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than the stereotyped approaches used by some other 
o r g a n i s a t i o n s , such as the Royal Orange Order. There seems 
l i t t l e doubt t h a t the pressure thus asserted by the Society 
had impact, even though i t p o s s i b l y r a r e l y went so f a r as 
the pressure asserted by the Reverend H. J. Bryan, V i c a r of 
St N a t h a n i e l ' s , L i v e r p o o l , who h i m s e l f acknowledged t h a t 
'some had commented t h a t he had gone mad on the new Prayer 
Book' and who challenged the Conservative M.P.s of L i v e r p o o l 
t o 'Help us or go*."*" 

The Fellowship of E v a n g e l i c a l Churchmen was Anglican and 
l a r g e l y c l e r i c a l i n composition and was throughout pledged t o 
oppose the Book. The general committee of the F e l l o w s h i p 
issued a statement on February 18, 1927, i n which o p p o s i t i o n 
was based upon the ' r a d i c a l change i n the d o c t r i n a l p o s i t i o n 
of the Church of England' which the Book represented by 
reason of i t s possessing i n p a r t i c u l a r p r o v i s i o n f o r such 
f e a t u r e s as an A l t e r n a t i v e Communion s e r v i c e , Reservation, 
vestments and prayers f o r the dead. F u r t h e r , the Book made 
f o r confusion i n men's minds and i n the Church where there 
were 'two diverse bodies p r a c t i s i n g d i f f e r e n t R e l i g i o n s 

2 
w i t h i n the same N a t i o n a l Church*. The Secretary t o the 
F e l l o w s h i p was the Reverend A. E. Hughes, V i c a r of St James, 
Clapham Park and the statement of o p p o s i t i o n of February 18, 

1 . I b i d . , December 1927, p. 311. 
2. Davidson Papers, Box 8, F e l l o w s h i p of E v a n g e l i c a l 

Churchmen; Statement by the General Committee concerning 
the Proposed New Prayer Book, 
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1927, was accompanied by a p r i n t e d l e t t e r from him, i t s e l f 
h i g h l y c r i t i c a l of the Book t h a t ' w i l l b r i n g no peace t o our 
t r o u b l e d Church'. The statement and l e t t e r were presumably 
sent t o those whom the F e l l o w s h i p f e l t would p r o f i t by t h e i r 
r e c e i p t . Among them was Davidson, who wrote t o Hughes' 
diocesan bishop, the l i g h t Reverend C. F. Garbett, Bishop of 
Southwark, t o ask i f Hughes was 'a man t o whom I ought t o 
w r i t e on the su b j e c t or i s he. one of the hopeless men who 
must simply be regarded as opponents t o be reckoned w i t h as 
best we can?'^" Garbett r e p l i e d w i t h h i s h a b i t u a l frankness 
t h a t 'no advantage would be gained through correspondence 
w i t h Mr. Hughes on the su b j e c t of Prayer Book r e v i s i o n . He 
i s a good man, and a gentleman, but q u i t e hopeless on matters 

2 
of t h i s k i n d 1 . 

Nevertheless i n the Summer of 1927, Davidson went 
f u r t h e r than mere correspondence w i t h Hughes, and re c e i v e d a 
small E v a n g e l i c a l d e p u t a t i o n , which i n c l u d e d Hughes, a t 
Lambeth Palace on J u l y 1 1 , 1927. I t is.apparent t h a t 
r e l a t i o n s between the Fellowship of E v a n g e l i c a l Churchmen 
and the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons Pilgrimage became i n c r e a s i n g l y 
close on the issue of the Prayer Book and they amalgamated 
i n May 1927 i n order b e t t e r t o pursue t h e i r common o b j e c t i v e . 
Hughes thus went t o Lambeth Palace on J u l y 11, 1927, w i t h 

1 . I b i d . , Davidson t o Garbett, February 26, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , Garbett t o Davidson, February 28, 1927. 
3. The Record, May 12, 1927, p. 367, an account of the 

Annual Meeting of the Fellowship of E v a n g e l i c a l Churchmen 
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the Reverend George Denver and Mr. E. A. Denyer, a member of 
the House of L a i t y , and the Reverend F. A. Roughton, V i c a r of 
Galleywood, Chelmsford. The Reverend F. D. V. Uarborough, 
Chaplain t o Davidson, wrote a memorandum of t h i s d e p u t a t i o n . 
Hughes played only a s l i g h t r o l e i n i t ; indeed, l i t t l e was 
discussed t h a t was nov e l , apart from an e x t r a o r d i n a r y 
suggestion by Denyer t h a t the Archbishop should create 'a 
s p e c i a l set of Bishops w i t h a r o v i n g commission t o enter any 
Diocese and conduct Services s t r i c t l y and e x c l u s i v e l y along 
the l i n e s of the present Prayer Book'. The Archbishop found 
t h i s suggestion 'new and s u r p r i s i n g ' and f e l t i t s 
implementation extremely u n l i k e l y , due t o the d i v i s i v e e f f e c t 
t h a t i t would i n e v i t a b l y c a r r y . ^ Subsequent correspondence 
between the Archbishop and Denyer, on b e h a l f of the delegates, 
f a i l e d t o get very f a r and i t s main i n t e r e s t l i e s i n Denyer's 
a s s e r t i o n of an E v a n g e l i c a l secession i n the event of the 
Book's passage. 

The r o l e of the B i b l e Churchmen's Missionary Society 
receives l i t t l e mention among the main accounts of the 
controversy, but both the Annual Reports of the Society and 
the monthly j o u r n a l , The B i b l e Churchmen's Missionary 
Messenger, suggest t h a t i t s r o l e was one of s i g n i f i c a n c e 
i n the s p i r i t e d E v a n g e l i c a l s t r u g g l e against the Book and a l l 
f o r which i t was b e l i e v e d t o stand. 

The B i b l e Churchmen's Missionary Society had s t a r t e d i n 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 8, Memorandum by Narborough, J u l y 
11, 1927. 
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October 1922 as an o f f s h o o t of the Church Missionary S o c i e t y , 
whose views at t h a t time were h e l d by the s e c e s s i o n i s t s t o 
be inadequately grounded i n b i b l i c a l t r u t h . Dean Wace, on 
becoming i t s Vice President a year l a t e r , s t a t e d the need t o 
d i s t i n g u i s h between 'a vague C h r i s t i a n i t y and a B i b l e 
C h r i s t i a n i t y 1 f o r which he b e l i e v e d the new B i b l e Churchmen's 
Missionary Society stood. The Honorary Secretary since i t s 
f o u n d a t i o n was the Reverend D. H. C. B a r t l e t t and i t was 
he who l e d and s t i m u l a t e d o p p o s i t i o n from the Society t o 
the Book, the course of which i s r e f l e c t e d i n the monthly 
issues of the Missionary Messenger. On the Executive 
Committee of the Society there served a number of E v a n g e l i c a l s 
prominent i n other s o c i e t i e s : thus Barraclough of the Church 
A s s o c i a t i o n , Deny'er, and Martyn Cundy of the P r o t e s t a n t Parsons 
P i l g r i m a g e , Hughes of the F e l l o w s h i p of E v a n g e l i c a l Churchmen 
a l l served upon i t , a f f o r d i n g f u r t h e r evidence of the u n i t y 
of purpose t h a t the E v a n g e l i c a l opponents possessed, even 
when not i n v o l v e d i n o r g a n i s a t i o n s t h a t were s p e c i f i c a l l y 
d i r e c t e d at c r e a t i n g u n i t y of approach. 

The approach of the B i b l e Churchmen's Missionary S o c i e t y 
d i f f e r e d from the approaches of the other s o c i e t i e s , i n t h a t 
i t s o b j e c t i v e s were thought out against a background of 
missionary work, the primary o b j e c t of the S o c i e t y . The 
o p p o s i t i o n t h a t i t almost at once gave t o the proposals of 
February 1927 f u r t h e r r e f l e c t e d the circumstances of i t s 
o r i g i n s and the Society h e l d t h a t ' I n the proposed new book 
the governing p r i n c i p l e seemed t o be the c o n c i l i a t i o n of 
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L i b e r a l Thought concerning the B i b l e , and of Anglo-Catholic 
Thought concerning D o c t r i n e ' . 1 Opposition continued 
throughout t o be focused more c l e a r l y on the t w i n o b j e c t i o n s 
of Modernism and Anglo-Catholicism than i t was by the other 
s o c i e t i e s . The Society i s noteworthy also f o r the manner i n 
which i t h e l d secession of Evang e l i c a l s t o be a r e a l t h r e a t . 
At the Annual Meeting on May 2, 1927, i t was re s o l v e d t h a t 
' I f the t w e n t i e t h century Church of England were t o secede 
from a w h o l l y B i b l i c a l f o u n d a t i o n , B.C.M.S. would not f o l l o w 
her i n t h a t secession. She would remain w i t h . t h e Church of 
England as r e s t o r e d t o A p o s t o l i c s i m p l i c i t y a t the Reformation, 
thus i m p l y i n g a secession by B.C.M.S. members from the Church 

2 
of England. 

I t i s c l e a r t h a t the Society asserted some p o s i t i o n of 
le a d e r s h i p i n the controversy and t h a t t h i s was recognised 
by other opponents; thu s , reference i s made to. the adhesion 
of new members i n the N a t i o n a l Assembly, people who had 
e a r l i e r h e l d a l o o f but who were now 'convicted of the 

•5 

righteousness of the stand which has been taken'. Comment 
i s made l a t e r of the numerous conferences t h a t had been h e l d 
'but i t has been l e f t t o the Society not y e t f i v e years o l d 
t o take d e f i n i t e a c t i o n ' . ^ What was t h i s ' d e f i n i t e a c t i o n ' ? 
1 . B i b l e Churchmen's Missionary Society: Record of a F i f t h 

Year, 1927, p. 41. 
2. Missionary Messenger, June 1927, p. 71. . 
3. I b i d . , August 1927, p. 99-

4. I b i d . , November 1927, p. 141. 



122 

I t i s impossible t o be p r e c i s e i n answer t o t h i s important 
question. The w r i t t e n records of the Society were destroyed 
by war-time bombing and the p r i n t e d sources which have 
s u r v i v e d c o n t a i n comparatively s l i g h t r e f e r e n c e t o p o s i t i v e 
a c t i o n , a f e a t u r e u n t y p i c a l of the j o u r n a l s of other 
P r o t e s t a n t s o c i e t i e s . Among the few examples of p r a c t i c a l 
a c t i o n t h a t are recorded was the sending out of 192 personal 
cards t o s e l e c t e d Members of Parliament, p r i n c i p a l l y i n the 
House of Lords, t h r e e days before the p a r l i a m e n t a r y debates 
of December 1927 and the a s s e r t i o n t h a t Lord Carson brought 
h i s speech i n the House of Lords t o 'a convincing climax by 
reading the l e t t e r he had r e c e i v e d ' . 1 The o f f i c i a l l i f e of 
B a r t l e t t s t a t e s t h a t 'at l e a s t ten Members were known t o have 
changed t h e i r minds from m i l d approval t o d e f i n i t e o p p o s i t i o n 

2 
through the i n f l u e n c e which the Society was able t o e x e r t 1 , 
but the basis of t h i s c o n t e n t i o n i s obscure. I t i s 
u n f o r t u n a t e t h a t c l e a r e r evidence of the Society's work i n 
o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book i s l a c k i n g , but there i s reason t o 
b e l i e v e t h a t i t s own estimate of the importance of i t s work, 
i n c o n t r a s t t o t h a t of the other P r o t e s t a n t o r g a n i s a t i o n s , 
l a c k s a r e a l sense of p r o p o r t i o n , when the tremendous 
a c t i v i t y elsewhere i s r e c a l l e d . 

Amongst the E v a n g e l i c a l groups, the Anglican E v a n g e l i c a l 

1 . B i b l e Churchmen's Missionary Society: Record of a F i f t h 
Year, 1927, p. 42. 

2. G.W. Bromiley: Daniel Henry Charles B a r t l e t t , A memoir, 
Burnham-on-Sea, 1959, p. 69. 
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Group Movement adopted a unique p o s i t i o n : the Movement 
had r e s e r v a t i o n s about the scope and nature of the r e v i e i o n , 
but i t s a d d i c t i o n t o L i b e r a l E v a n g e l i c a l i s m caused i t t o 
adopt a p o l i c y of c o n c i l i a t i o n and cautious welcome t o the 
1927 proposals. The Movement's o r i g i n s l a y i n the 'Group 
Brotherhood' of pre-1914 days, i n which the l e a d i n g t h i n k e r s 
were men such as the Reverend J.E. W a t t s - D i t c h f i e l d , l a t e r 
f i r s t Bishop of Chelmsford, and the Reverend F.S. Guy Warman, 
who f o l l o w e d him t o the same p o s i t i o n , and the Reverend J.C. 
Wright, then Canon of Manchester and l a t e r Archbishop of 
Sydney. The group was conscious of. the negative c h a r a c t e r 
of much Evangelicalism at t h a t time and of i t s f a i l u r e t o 
keep abreast w i t h recent s c h o l a r s h i p . The 'Group Brotherhood' 
gathered s t r e n g t h a f t e r the War, s t i m u l a t e d by the p u b l i c a t i o n 
of the j o u r n a l L i b e r a l E v a n g e l i c a l i s m , and f i n d i n g i n the 
issue of Prayer Book r e v i s i o n a f o c a l p o i n t of u n i t y . A 
Conference at Birmingham Diocesan House i n 1923 l e d t o a 
pronouncement i n favour of the r e c e n t l y p u b l i s h e d N.A. 84 
and t o the f o r m a t i o n of the Anglican E v a n g e l i c a l Group 
Movement, w i t h the Reverend V.P. S t o r r , Canon of Westminster, 
as the Honorary Organising Secretary, and a f t e r 1930, 
P r e s i d e n t . Throughout the i n t e r - w a r years the Movement 
proved i t s e l f t o be one of the most forward l o o k i n g , s c h o l a r l y 
and t h o u g h t f u l groups w i t h i n the Church of England, owing 
much t o the work of S t o r r . Davidson i s s a i d t o have f e l t 
t h a t i t s i d e a l s best represented what, was r e q u i r e d i n the 
Church of England i n the f u t u r e and there i s no doubt t h a t 
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S t o r r ' s approach co i n c i d e d very much w i t h t h a t of Davidson; 
t h e i r correspondence r e v e a l s an uncommon harmony of thought.*'* 
The Movement was f o s t e r e d by the p u b l i c a t i o n of a s e r i e s of 
Blue Pamphlets, by the f o r m a t i o n of a number of l o c a l groups 
c o n s i s t i n g mainly of c l e r i c a l members and by the h o l d i n g of 
an annual convention at Cromer i n and a f t e r 1928, designed t o 
be 'more e v a n g e l i s t i c i n i t s message than Swanwick and more 

2 
i n t e l l e c t u a l i n i t s o u t l o o k than Keswick'. C l e a r l y an 
o r g a n i s a t i o n t h a t placed such emphasis upon i n t e l l e c t u a l 
a c t i v i t y drew very near t o the moaernism t h a t the Conservative 
Eva n g e l i c a l s regarded w i t h h o r r o r ; S t o r r h i m s e l f acknowledged • 

•5 

t h a t the two had much i n common^ and i t was perhaps t h i s 
f a c t o r t h a t l e d t o somewhat of a weakly d e f i n e d approach t o 
issues by the movement. The A.E.G.M. had much i n common w i t h 
L i b e r a l C a t h o l i c i s m as represented by such men as the Dean 
of King's College, Cambridge, the Very Reverend E r i c M i l n e r -
White; t h a t was a school of thought which S t o r r saw as 'also 

4 
a movement of mediation and c o n c i l i a t i o n ' . Thus the 
' l i b e r a l ' wings of both major schools of thought w i t h i n the 
Church of England f e l t able t o accept the proposed r e v i s i o n 
of the Prayer Book. 
1. Davidson Papers, passim. 
2. G.H. H a r r i s : Vernon F a i t h f u l l S t o r r , A Memoir, London, 

1943, p. 54. 
3. I b i d . , p. 61. 
4. V.F. S t o r r : S p i r i t u a l L i b e r t y , quoted i n G.H. H a r r i s , 

S t o r r , p. 72. 
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I n the mid-1920s, w h i l s t p u t t i n g f o r w a r d a c o n c i l i a t o r y 
a t t i t u d e , the Movement was able t o act i n c l o s e r harmony 
w i t h the other E v a n g e l i c a l s o c i e t i e s than was t o be p o s s i b l e 
at a l a t e r stage. S t o r r f e l t able t o a s s i s t i n the 
composition of 'A C a l l t o A c t i o n 1 i n the Summer of 1925, the 
product of j o i n t work by r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the Churchmen's 
Union, the L i b e r a l E v a n g e l i c a l s , the A.E.G.M., the N a t i o n a l 
Church League and the Fel l o w s h i p of E v a n g e l i c a l Churchmen, 
though those who signed the document d i d so as p r i v a t e 
i n d i v i d u a l s and S t o r r was j o i n e d by such f e l l o w - t h i n k e r s as 
Guy Rogers, Wilson and the Very Reverend W. R:; Inge, Dean of 
St Paul's. Though 'A C a l l t o A c t i o n ' contained some s p e c i f i c 
o b j e c t i o n s , caused e s p e c i a l l y by the recent debates i n the 
House of Clergy, the burden of i t s message was the need f o r 
Englishmen t o 'maintain i n her i n t e g r i t y the Church of t h e i r 
f a t h e r s ' and t h a t i f .they were t o do t h i s 'They must awake 
from t h e i r t o r p o r ; they must care more f o r t r u t h than f o r 
peace; they must waive l e s s e r d i f f e r e n c e s and u n i t e i n 
defence of basic p r i n c i p l e s ' . There was i n a d d i t i o n need t o 
de f i n e more c l e a r l y what was i m p l i e d by the term 'Catholic 
Church 1 which, i t was asserted, was employed by Anglo-
C a t h o l i c s as 'a nebulous something which i s not represented 
by any a c t u a l community1."'" But even a t t h a t stage, i n a 
p r i v a t e l e t t e r t o Davidson, subsequent upon a conversation 
between the two, S t o r r made c l e a r t h a t he could not agree 

1 . Davidson Papers, Bax 14, A C a l l t o A c t i o n . 
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e n t i r e l y w i t h the approach of the National Church League and 
that he would not object to Reservation f o r the sick provided 
there were adequate' safeguards against i t s misuse.^" I n a 
subsequent l e t t e r , asking Davidson to receive a deputation 
from the Council that drafted 'A Call to Action'., Storr stated 
that 'Our r e a l purpose would be to emphasise the dangers 
which exist that the t r a d i t i o n a l character of the Church of 

p 
England s h a l l be l o s t * . 

Storr had implied i n his correspondence w i t h Davidson 
that the l i n k s between the Movement and the other Evangelical 

•5 

societies might not l a s t long, and by February 1927 the 
Movement had parted company w i t h them. Af t e r the publ i c a t i o n 
of the Book, a l e t t e r was sent by Storr and the Reverend H. 
Montague Dale, Vicar of Holy T r i n i t y , ' T u l s e Hill.,: to l o c a l 
groups, both to request t h e i r views on the Book and to suggest 
that the Movement ought to be able to see i t s way to an 
acceptance of i t . The l e t t e r took a s t r i c t l y p r a c t i c a l and 
sensible view of the s i t u a t i o n . The plea was made that 
nothing ought to be rejected that might be capable of use i n 
an Evangelical way: i t would, f o r example, be a mistake t o 
regard the Canon as e s s e n t i a l l y Anglo-Catholie, as 
Evangelicals ought to be able to use i t . The d i v i s i o n of the 
Measure - the Pollock scheme - was not p r a c t i c a l p o l i t i c s , 
1. I b i d . , Storr to Davidson, May 5, 1925-
2. I b i d . , Storr to Davidson, May 21, 1925. 
3. I b i d . , Storr to Davidson, May 5, 1925-
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as without r e v i s i o n of the Communion Service order could 
not be restored and 'what guarantee have we that a subsequent 
rev i s i o n of the Communion Office (which must come) w i l l not 
be more Anglo-Catholic? 1 I t was u n r e a l i s t i c to expect that 
order could be restored on the basis of the 1662 Book but i t 
was r e a l i s t i c to expect that order might be restored w i t h the 
new Book i f the bishops exercised the d i s c i p l i n e that they 
promised. Vestments were placed i n the category of 
comparatively unimportant matters: 'To f i g h t t h i s i s useless. 
They are here. We must face f a c t s ' . As f o r the more 
important issue of Reservation, t h i s need not necessarily imply 
a doctrine of Presence and the novel suggestion was made that 
Evangelicals might reserve the Sacrament 'merely f o r p r a c t i c a l 
u t i l i t y ' ; by so doing they would be able to teach that 
Reservation by i t s e l f 'implies no doctrine of the Presence'..'*" 
A covering, p r i v a t e , note to these suggestions stated that 
'We believe that the great majority of the eight hundred 
c l e r i c a l members of the A.E.G.M. w i l l sympathise w i t h the 
views set out i n t h i s l e t t e r ' and r e i t e r a t e d the points of 
ac c e p t a b i l i t y , g i v i n g f i r s t a t t e n t i o n to 'the r e l i e f of 
conscience given i n the question about Scripture asked of 
the deacon at his ordi n a t i o n ' , a point of importance to the 
Movement that sharply d i f f e r e n t i a t e d i t from other Evangelical 
s o c i e t i e s . In addi t i o n , features of 'enrichment' were 
welcomed, as were the beauty of the a l t e r n a t i v e Communion 
service and 'the broad attempt to reach an honourable 
settlement which s h a l l be i n keeping w i t h the h i s t o r i c 

1. . CSA, PCTP, Suggestions to l o c a l A.E.G.M. groups. 
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comprehensiveness of the Church of England'. Nevertheless, 
grave concern about Reservation was expressed and the need 
stressed to secure f u r t h e r safeguards. I t i s a matter of 
considerable i n t e r e s t and a f u r t h e r suggestion of the 
importance attached to the Movement that t h i s one key demand -
safeguards on Reservation - was l a t e r i n the year to be the 
one key concession that the bishops made to Evangelical 
opinion. Even before the publication of the Book, Storr and 
other leaders of the Movement wrote to Davidson on January 
14, 1927, as i n d i v i d u a l s but expressing the feelings of the 
Movement, to emphasise the need f o r close rules i f 
Reservation was allowed and f o r a statement that Reservation 
implied no change i n the Church's d o c t r i n e . 1 

The s p i r i t of compromise that the Movement showed was 
much commended by The Guardian, and on March 4, 1927, s p e c i f i c 
reference was made to the Movement's demands on Reservation 
and the Communion of the Sick and that 'As.emphasis was l a i d 
on both these points i n the recent debates i n .Convocation, we 
f e e l sure that the bishops w i l l give them t h e i r f u l l e s t 
consideration during t h e i r deliberations at Lambeth t h i s week' 
In the same issue, Wilson contributed an a r t i c l e i n a series 
i n which churchmen were commending the Book from d i f f e r e n t 
party standpoints and put forward the essential views of the 
Movement: i f i t were a r e a l settlement and not a point d'appui 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 6, Storr and others to Davidson, 
January 14, 1927. 

2. The Guardian, March 4, 1927, p. 167. 
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the Evangelicals would accept i t ; i n order to be ce r t a i n 
that i t was a r e a l settlement, the rules f o r Reservation 
ought to be made clearer and some minor points adjusted, 
such as the danger of associating Corpus C h r i s t i and A l l 
Souls w i t h t h e i r t r a d i t i o n a l days i n the Church's calendar. 
He would welcome the use of vestments at Baptism as w e l l as 
at the Eucharist, as they have 'no s a c r i f i c i a l or other 
d o c t r i n a l significance'."'' Thus Wilson adopted an approach 

i 

that wasj not untypical of the A.E.G.M and that was shown i n 
the Movement's immediate reaction on the publi c a t i o n of the 
Book, of urging Evangelicals to adopt at least some features 
of Anglo-Catholicism i n order to emphasise the f a c t that 
d o c t r i n a l significance was not necessarily l i n k e d to 
l i t u r g i c a l practice. 

There i s no evidence that the Movement made sp e c i f i c 
I 

approaches to M.P.s or that as a Movement i t encouraged 
members to do so. Neither i s there evidence of public 
meetings organised by the Movement to f o s t e r support f o r 
the Book. As i s to be expected of a Movement of t h i s kind, 
support f o r the Book was expressed strongly through the 
the established e c c l e s i a s t i c a l machinery: Convocation and I • 
the National Assembly. I n both bodies the Movement was ably 
represented by men such as Guy Rogers and Wilson, who put forward the Movement's acceptance of the Book and t h e i r 
continuing concern about Reservation. Some other of the 

1. Ibi!d., March 4, 1927, p. 178. 
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Book's supporters were i n c l i n e d to take a s i m i l a r view, not 
least Warman, also a supporter of the Movement. 

In the Autumn of 1927 the issue of d i s c i p l i n e became a 
f o c a l point of concern among opponents and supporters. 
Davidson's only f i r m statement on t h i s increasingly 
s i g n i f i c a n t and dangerous issue was made i n a l e t t e r to Storr 
on October 27, 1927, made public i n The Times two days l a t e r . 
The immediate o r i g i n of that important public l e t t e r by 
Davidson on the issue of d i s c i p l i n e appears to l i e i n a 
j o i n t meeting of the leaders of the Movement and of the 
Churchmen's Union and the sending of a c i r c u l a r l e t t e r to the 
diocesan bishops on October 10, 1927, pledging t h e i r known 
general support f o r the Book but s t a t i n g that there was 
'much anxiety among us, as among other members of the Church, 
as to whether the provisions of the Book, assuming that i t 
i s accepted by Parliament, w i l l be s t r i c t l y administered by 
the Bishops'. 1 This l e t t e r was signed by Inge and Douglas-
White of the Churchmen's Union and by Montague Dale and Storr 
of the Movement. But i t was to Storr personally that 
Davidson r e p l i e d and made the statement which th e r e a f t e r 
a t t r a c t e d a t t e n t i o n , even though i t lacked the firmness f o r 
which many hoped. 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 13, Circular l e t t e r to diocesan 
bishops, October 10, 1927. 
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CHAPTER 5. 
THE LAITY AND THE 1927 BOOK. 

The f i n a l stage f o r approval of the Book was at the 
session of the National Assembly on July 5 and 6, 1927. I t 
was not possible f o r f u r t h e r changes to be made at that 
stage and the Book was to be accepted or rejected i n i t s 
e n t i r e t y ; the process was governed by Standing Order XXXII. 
Much of the detailed arrangement was in.the hands of the 
secretary to the National Assembly, S i r P h i l i p W. Baker-
Wilbraham and the assistant secretary, Guy H. Guillum Scott. 

The f i r s t morning was taken up by speeches from those 
members of the Assembly who were most closely concerned w i t h 
the Measure. Davidson opened the debate and appealed, i n his 
usual manner, f o r the acceptance of the Book. A p a r t i c u l a r 
point that he c l a r i f i e d at t h i s time was- that the Book was • 
now a composite and not an a l t e r n a t i v e Book; i n t h i s i t was 
d i f f e r e n t to the proposals i n N.A. 84, but the request f o r 
a composite rather than an a l t e r n a t i v e Book had come from the 
House of L a i t y i t s e l f . Thereafter i s would be known as the 
'Deposited* Book, i n the sense of having been 'deposited* 
w i t h parliament f o r consideration. Amongst other major 
speeches i n the morning were those from opponents such as 
Darwell Stone, Joynson-Hicks, M i t c h e l l , Hinde and Pollock 
and supporters such as Henson, Selborne, Phillimore and. 
Hugh Cecil. One of the f i n e s t speeches of the morning came 

from Phillimore: 1 i n the h i s t o r y of England there had 
been squares of which they could never read or think, without 
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a shake i n t h e i r voice - the B r i t i s h square which stood 
against the French at ?/aterloo, and the B r i t i s h square 
which stood against the hordes of the Mahdi i n the Sudan. 
The present was a matter i n which the Church of England 
stood square and the new Prayer Book stood square 1. I n thus 
standing, i t combatted opposition from Anglo-Catholics (and 
though Phillimore was an Anglo-Catholic,. he dissociated 
himself from those Anglo-Catholics who were opposed), from 
'the i r r e g u l a r troops led by the Bishop of Norwich', from 
'that which was pressed on l e g a l grounds* and from those 
Evangelicals who 'seemed to him to t r e a t the Church of 
England as a peculiar possession of the Evangelical Party 
i n which a l l others were j u s t tolerated'." 1" 

On the afternoon of the second day, Davidson employed 
the powers given him under Standing Order XXIV to require 
members to l i m i t t h e i r speeches to f i v e minutes each. I f 
the debate were to end that day, recourse to t h i s standing 
order was necessary, but there i s reason to believe that i t s 
employment was unwise. The ed i t o r of Crockford's l a t e r 
commented 'This undoubtedly saved the Assembly some tedious 
hours. I n the opinion of some i t destroyed the l a s t chance 
which the Measure had ever had of g e t t i n g through the House 

2 
of Commons'. I r r i t a t i o n can be detected i n a number of the 
speeches that then followed and one speech, from CP. Rawson 

1. Church Assembly, Report of Proceedings, v o l . v i i i , no. 2, 
Summer Session, 1927, pp. 136-138. 

2. Crockford's C l e r i c a l Directory, 1929, O.U.P., p. x. 
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(Southward), concentrated e n t i r e l y on t h i s l i m i t a t i o n and 
on the comparative shortness of a two-day debate: 'the 
House of L a i t y during the l a s t two years had had no 
opportunity of considering i t or any amendment whatever, 
and now the debate was being brought w i t h i n the compass of 
two days and unduly closured. There were p e r f e c t l y evident 
signs of pressure being brought to bear upon the Assembly i n 
order that the debate might be brought to an end that 
afternoon' 

Inskip and Lang, who gave the f i n a l speeches, were 
excluded from the five-minute r u l i n g . Inskip made much of 
the lack of say that the House of L a i t y was given, doubtless 
sensing the mood of the House on the matter. ' I t i s two 
years since the House of La i t y debated these great questions. 
The House of La i t y has never had before i t as a House u n t i l 
yesterday the f i n a l proposals of the Bishops' and he spoke 
on behalf of those members of the House of La i t y who had 

2 
'been prevented or dissuaded from speaking 1. Most of 
Inskip's speech focused on t h i s lack of consultation w i t h the 
L a i t y and the f a c t that i n the f i n a l Book provision f o r lay 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n decisions about i t s use was s l i g h t . 

Lang i n the f i n a l speech endeavoured to deal w i t h t h i s 
issue,' but i n so doing could only resort to the standing 

1. Church Assembly, Report of Proceedings, v o l . v i i i , no. 2, 
Summer Session, 1927, p. 169. 

2. I b i d . , p. 181. 
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orders themselves and to the Enabling Act of which they were 
a part. He steered his speech to more f a m i l i a r t e r r i t o r y , 
j u s t i f y i n g the Book from Anglo-Catholic and Evangelical views 
and ending his speech w i t h the type of appeal of which he 
was a master, r e f e r i n g i n so doing to the recent celebrations 
at York: 

' I have j u s t come from most memorable services i n the 
great Minster of York. I have seen during the l a s t s i x days 
vast congregations assembling three times a day, numbering 
from two to s i x thousand. I have seen them swayed by a 
s p i r i t of reverence as the corn i s swayed by the wind, and 
I have had a v i s i o n of what the Church of England when she 
can r i s e to her best can do i n the way of appealing to and 
touching the hearts of the people. I have seen the hearts 
of the people i n the most marvellous way turn to t h e i r Mother. 
I confess that i t was somewhat of a descent from the mountain 
of v i s i o n to the p l a i n of confusion when I came from that 
great experience to t h i s debate. But i n the vote that i s now 
to be taken l e t us r i s e once again to the higher ground. Let 
i t be so clear and decisive that i t w i l l l i b e r a t e the Church 
to address i t s e l f w i t h fresh f a i t h and hope and courage to 
i t s great task of winning the people of t h i s land to Our 
Lord and to His Kingdom. f l 

1. I b i d . , pp. 195-196. 
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The f i n a l r e s u l t of the voting was: 

For Against 
House of Bishops 34 4 
House of Clergy- 253 37 
House of La i t y 230 92 

517 133 

1 
I t i s important to note i n these f i g u r e s that there 

were p r o p o r t i o n a l l y more members of the House of L a i t y 
opposed than i n e i t h e r of the other two houses. This showed 
f u r t h e r the comparative lack of enthusiasm f e l t by the l a i t y 
f o r the Book. I t may have been p a r t l y a t t r i b u t a b l e to 
Davidson's recourse to Standing Order XXIV, but i s probably 
more a t t r i b u t a b l e to general considerations of opposition 
among the l a i t y . The debate i n the Church Assembly had 
given f u r t h e r point to the l a b e l 'the bishops.' Book*. 

Voting by the l a i t y also took place i n the various 
diocesan conferences i n the early Summer of 1927. I n a l l 
cases, there resulted substantial m a j o r i t i e s i n favour of 
the Book. The League of Loyalty and Order gathered t h i s 
information together and was responsible f o r an analysis of 

1. I b i d . , p. 196. 
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.the voting at diocesan conferences, published i n The Times 
on June 30, 1927. The members of the National Assembly 
would therefore be aware of the s i t u a t i o n i n the dioceses. 
The m a j o r i t i e s were impressive: the highest was 95% i n the 
Coventry diocese; i n nine dioceses the voting was over 90$ 
i n favour of the Book; the lowest was 55%, i n the London 
diocese.'*' 

C r i t i c s of the Measure suggested that the m a j o r i t i e s 
i n the House of Lai t y and i n the diocesan conferences were 
i l l u s o r y . So f a r as the National Assembly was concerned, 
i t s comparative youth was considered the major disadvantage, 
from which others stemmed. The issue was a l i v e l y one i n 
the debates i n the House of Lords i n December 1927. The 
representative nature of the National Assembly was ca l l e d 
i n question by many opponents: Lord Hanworth, suggested 
that the method of e l e c t i n g representatives i n the National 
Assembly was too involved and resulted i n few people knowing 
who t h e i r representative was and an absence of any r e a l l i n k 

2 
between the representative and those whom he represented. 
The Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, Lord Cushendun, 
complained that the Enabling Act had been passed at a time 
when public opinion i n the country was occupied by other 
matters; many people did not then r e a l i s e the significance 
of the National Assembly. He made strong c r i t i c i s m of the 

1. The Times, June 30., 1927, p. 19-
2. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l Report), 69 H.L. Deb.,5 s, 

column 803. 
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lack of r e a l representation i n the National Assembly, quoting 
as evidence a London incumbent's recent l e t t e r to The Times 
i n which the value of the e l e c t o r a l r o l l s was questioned; i n 
a f u r t h e r extravagAnt protest he suggested that the National • 
Assembly i s 'about as representative as were the Cornish 
boroughs before 1832 l. 1 

Supporters of the Measure could not evade these 
c r i t i c i s m s and t h e i r a t t i t u d e s towards them varied considerably. 
Lord Daryngton, the Vice-Chairman of the House of L a i t y , f e l t 
that the 'election of the Church Assembly i s j u s t as 
businesslike as the election of any other assembly i n the 
world', but his subsequent description of the stages through 
which the elections passed, i . e . the sending of representatives 
by the parochial church councils to the ruridecanal councils, 
the appointment of members of these councils to the diocesan 
conferences and the e l e c t i o n there of representatives f o r 
the National Assembly, tended to b e l i e his words and his 
conclusion that he f a i l e d to see 'how i t would be possible 
i n any circumstances to f i n d a more representative assembly 
anywhere' placed too high a value on the e l e c t o r a l procedures 

2 
as they then existed. Lord Parmoor, who had played a 
s i g n i f i c a n t part i n the creation and passage of the Enabling 
Act, suggested that the main reason f o r the weaknesses that 
existed was thatparishioners had not taken up t h e i r r i g h t s 

1. I b i d . , columns 939-940. 
2. I b i d . , columns 881-882. 
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by signing the e l e c t o r a l r o l l s . But Lord Parmoor nevertheless 
displayed a sanguine view of the Enabling Act: he re f e r r e d to 
i t as the 'Magna Charta of the Church layman' and suggested 
that so f a r as the Church layman was concerned ' I t has given 
him a recognised p o s i t i o n f o r the f i r s t time and i t 
has to a very large extent indeed created an i n t e r e s t which 
he never before f e l t i n Church matters.' 1 Lord Danesfort, 
i n what i s possibly the clearest and most comprehensive of 
a l l the opposition speeches i n the House of Lords, made 
reference to the f a c t that 'the l a i t y has had l i t t l e voice 
i n framing or i n approving t h i s Measure' and spoke of the 
poor q u a l i t y of the representational system i n the National 

2 
Assembly. Henson made no suggestion that the representational 
system was perfect - indeed, he spoke w i t h warmth on the f a c t 
that an unrepresentative chamber i s sometimes 'more t r u l y an 
exponent of the National mind than even a representative 
Chamber', but the National Assembly represented the Church 
on what was es s e n t i a l l y a Church matter; he f e l t i t appropriate 
that the communicants of the Church of England are able to 
give expression to t h e i r views on a matter i n which the 

•5 

Communion service i s c e n t r a l . The Lord Chancellor, Viscount 
Cave, i n a supporting speech made the point that though 
there should be more names on the e l e c t o r a l r o l l s , those 

1. I b i d . , column 849• 
2. I b i d . , columns895-896. 
3. I b i d . , columns 931-932. 
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that were there represented 'the most earnest and most active 
members of the Church'; 1 the Archbishop of York, i n the 
closing speech, took a s i m i l a r view and said that the . 

p 
National Assembly represented 'those who care most', a 
statement which i t would have been d i f f i c u l t to deny. 

Allegations were made that the large m a j o r i t i e s that 
were obtained i n the diocesan conferences were less evidence 
of a lay welcome f o r the Measure, as f u r t h e r evidence of 
episcopal influence. Joynson-Hicks wrote a f t e r quoting 
impressive figures of support that 'the strongest episcopal 
pressure was exerted to secure t h i s r e s u l t ' . Though t h i s 
i s a sweeping statement, the influence of the bishops on 
the Anglican l a i t y was a c r u c i a l f a c t o r . 

Supporters of the Measure pointed to the f a c t that i f 
there was episcopal influence, i t c e r t a i n l y f a i l e d i n the 
Worcester and Norwich dioceses, where the vote was against 
the dissident bishops. The Bishop of Norwich said that he, 
unlike some otherbishops, r e f r a i n e d from speaking at his 
diocesan conference but, as the Archbishop of York pointed 
out, his views were w e l l known by the l a i t y of his diocese 
at that time, as were those of the Bishop of Worcester i n h i s . 
Lang f e l t that archepiscopal influence i n his diocese could 
not have been the c r u c i a l f a c t o r i n the vote, as i t was by 

1. I b i d . , Column 952. 
2. I b i d . , Column 972. 
3. W. Joynson-Hicks: The Prayer Book C r i s i s , London, 1928, 

p. 123. 
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secret b a l l o t . Lang's own calculations showed that the 
aggregate of the clergy and l a i t y voting i n diocesan 
conferences revealed 8,141 i n favour and 1,890 against. 1 

The general ignorance of the l a i t y and the people of 
England on the Prayer Book Measure was r e f e r r e d to by some. 
The Duke of Buccleuch referred to t h i s matter and suggested 
that ' i t i s only j u s t dawning on the people of t h i s country 
what i s i n t h i s Measure'; he hoped that the House of Lords 
would adopt the t r a d i t i o n a l r o l e of protecting the people 

2 
from 'rash and sudden l e g i s l a t i o n ' such as t h i s . The 
Duke's suggestion i s an extraordinary one i n view of the 
vast amount of polemical l i t e r a t u r e , meetings, p e t i t i o n s and 
correspondence that the issue raised i n 1927 and the f a c t 
that discussions had taken place over a period of 20 years. 
I t appears that he was speaking more f o r the people of 
England i n a general sense than f o r the l a i t y of the Church 
of England, and he proceeded to the w i l d accusation that the 
matter was being rushed through at t h i s stage as 'those who 
are responsible f o r i t were a f r a i d to l e t the people of the 

3 
country know what i t means*. Lord Gorell had formed quite 
the contrary opinion about the state of knowledge of the 
Measure that existed i n the country^ and from the evidence 
1. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l Report), 69 H.L. Deb., 

5_s., column 971. 
2. I b i d . , column 886. 
3. I b i d . , column 887. 
4. I b i d . , column 890. 
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his would seem to be the more reasonable view. In the 
House of Commons the Countess of Iveagh, who had recently 
fought i n a by-election, said that she had found most 
moderate opinion i n favour of the Book.'*' 

The idea of a referendum, w i t h i n the Church of England, 
received l i t t l e support. The Archbishop of York suggested 
that a sacred topic of that kind was not suited to a 
referendum and that i n any case i t s value would depend much 

2 
on the form of question that was put. Two attempts were 
made i n connection w i t h the 1927 and the 1928 book, though 
both received the disapproval of the bishops. 

A curious attempt was made i n March 1927 by the 
Reverend W. J. Dennis, Vicar of St Simon's, Southsea, to 
e l i c i t lay opinion. He place a 2-g- inch advertisement i n 
the Personal Column of The Times under the t i t l e 'Prayer 
Book Revision - Lay Opinion' i n which, due to the f a c t that 
lay opinion at the moment'is not vocal' he was 'taking the 
daring step of suggesting a voluntary p l e b i s c i t e from adult 
lay members of the Church of England'. He asked f o r opinions 
on four propositions: 

1. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l Report). 211 H.C. Deb. 
5. s, column 2569. 

2. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l Report), 69 H.L. Deb., 
5 s, column 972. 



142 

1 . That the r e v i s i o n i s unnecessary. 
2. That the bishops' proposals are j u s t what i s 

needed. 
3. That the approach of the Bishop of Norwich -

i . e . the welcoming of some changes but the 
r e j e c t i o n of those connected w i t h the Holy 
Communion - i s the best approach. 

4. That the proposals should go further."*" 
Dennis sent the c a r e f u l l y t a b u l a t e d r e s u l t s of t h i s 

l i t t l e referendum t o Davidson on March 24, 1927, saying t h a t 
from the p o i n t of view of the number of r e p l i e s r e c e i v e d 
the referendum was a f a i l u r e ; he suggested a delay of 

2 
twelve months i n which f u r t h e r l a y o p i n i o n might be sought. 
Davidson i n a r e p l y marked ' P r i v a t e ' on March 25, 1927, 
wrote t h a t ' I am very g r a t e f u l t o you f o r your honest 
endeavours t o e l i c i t o p i n i o n , and I am s o r r y i t d i d not 
meet w i t h wider response 1. Davidson ignored the suggestion 
t h a t Dennis made and he can h a r d l y have been f u l l y s i n c e r e 
i n h i s expression of sorrow. Dennis repeated the suggestion 
i n a more f o r c e f u l l e t t e r of March 28, r e f e r r i n g t o the f a c t 
t h a t 'the l a y voice i s p r a c t i c a l l y i n a r t i c u l a t e ' as a 
'calamity' and r e p e a t i n g h i s suggestion of a twelve month 

1. The Times, March I , 1927, p. I . 
2. Davidson Papers, Box 8, Dennis t o Davidson, March 24, 

1927. 
3. I b i d . , Davidson t o Dennis, March 25, 1927. 
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delay. The correspondence does not proceed beyond t h i s 
p o i n t ; i t i s an i s o l a t e d a f f a i r , but one which f u r t h e r 
i l l u s t r a t e s the f a c t t h a t l a y op i n i o n was not given a 
thorough regard. 

I n March 1928, i n connection w i t h the second Book, 
the D a i l y Telegraph published i t s plan f o r a referendum t o 
be h e l d among c l e r g y , churchwardens and members of the 
e l e c t o r a l r o l l s . Lang, B e l l and the league of L o y a l t y and 
O r d e r ' a l l wrote t o Davidson a t the end of March 1928 express­
i n g d i s l i k e of the D a i l y Telegraph p r o j e c t , which Davidson 
e f f e c t i v e l y squashed by an open l e t t e r of March 31, 1928, 
t o the Reverend Canon E. S. Woods, V i c a r of Croydon, i n 
which he expressed confidence t h a t the p o l l ' s o r i g i n a t o r s 
were a c t i n g ' i n what they conceive t o be the p u b l i c i n t e r e s t 
and i n the hope of securing a f a i r expression of o p i n i o n 1 

b u t , though he d i d not wish t o give an absolute p r o h i b i t i o n , 
i f he h i m s e l f were an incumbent he would not cooperate as a 
referendum on such a scale was i n e v i t a b l y a d i f f i c u l t matter 
and i f i t were undertaken i t should be organised by church 

2 
a u t h o r i t i e s . On A p r i l 2, 1928, the Right Reverend G. H. 
Prodsham, V i c a r of H a l i f a x ^ w r o t e a s i m i l a r but st r o n g e r 
l e t t e r i n the Yorkshire Post and sent a copy t o Davidson w i t h 
a covering l e t t e r i n which he s a i d t h a t the matter may be 
more than the 'newspaper s t u n t ' which the p u b l i c g e n e r a l l y 

1. I b i d . , Dennis t o Davidson, March 28, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , Box 6, Davidson t o Woods, March 31, 1928. 
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consider i t t o be. ' I cannot help f e e l i n g t h a t the L i b e r a l s 
and indeed the Conservatives s t i l l more would welcome a 
p l e b i s c i t e t h a t d i v i d e d the voice of the C h u r c h . f l 

Davidson viewed the D a i l y Telegraph referendum as a 
challenge t o the governmental machinery of the Church and 
as such he regarded i t as u n h e l p f u l ; but the f a c t t h a t the 
D a i l y Telegraph was prepared t o plan such a referendum gives 
f u r t h e r support t o the view t h a t the voice of the l a i t y i n 
the church had not been f u l l y expressed through the more 
orthodox channels. 

The s i g n i n g of p e t i t i o n s and memorials was a common 
means by which l a y people gave expression t o t h e i r views. 
Many items of t h i s k i n d were r e c e i v e d at Lambeth Palace and 
were u s u a l l y c o u rteously acknowledged by Davidson or one of 
h i s c h a p l a i n s . I t seems probable t h a t many l a i t y considered 
the s i g n i n g of a p e t i t i o n t o be a more p o s i t i v e form of 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n Church government than was involvement i n 
the e l e c t o r a l procedures f o r the N a t i o n a l Assembly: i t was, 
a f t e r a l l , a w e l l - e s t a b l i s h e d p r a c t i c e , whereas the N a t i o n a l 
Assembly presented comparatively novel f e a t u r e s f o r those 
who p a r t i c i p a t e d i n i t s e l e c t i o n s . 

The matter- of the p e t i t i o n s was r a i s e d by some members 
of the. House of Lords and the suggestion was made by 
opponents of the Measure t h a t the p e t i t i o n s were virtftflCLly 
i gnored; some went so f a r as t o imply t h a t the p e t i t i o n s 

1 . I b i d . , Prodsham t o Davidson, A p r i l 2, 1928. 
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were of g r e a t e r worth as means of expressing o p i n i o n 
w i t h i n the church than were the debates and votes i n the 
N a t i o n a l Assembly. Thus Lord Carson, speaking l a r g e l y f o r 
the I r i s h Church, made reference t o a l a r g e p e t i t i o n by 
the P r o t e s t a n t A l l i a n c e ( w i t h a t o t a l of 303,673 s i g n a t u r e s , 
i n c l u d i n g 2,638 c l e r g y ) and asked of i t : ' I s t h a t t r u e ? Why 
was not t h a t t o l d us? Are the 600 members of the Church who 
met t o g e t h e r , of whose discussions and d i v i s i o n s we have 
heard, are they t o be taken as a b s o l u t e l y r e p r e s e n t a t i v e 
against 303,673 who, as communicants, have a c t u a l l y signed 
a p e t i t i o n against the Book? What was done w i t h t h a t 
p e t i t i o n ? Was i t considered? Were the p e t i t i o n e r s 
communicated with? 1^" No immediate answer was given by the 
supporters of the Measure i n the Lords 1 debate and the p o i n t 
was taken up again by the Chancellor of the Duchy of 
Lancaster, Lord Cushendun, i n an o p p o s i t i o n speech, i n 
which he remarked t h a t the number of p e t i t i o n e r s was l a r g e r 
than the aggregate vote i n favour i n the diocesan conferences 

2 
'about which we have heard so much 1. I n the concluding 
speech i n the House of Lords, Lang s t a t e d t h a t he at any 
r a t e placed l i t t l e value i n p e t i t i o n s and dismissed the 
idea w i t h the a c i d remark 'We a l l know how the s i g n a t u r e s 

3 
can be obtained'. 

1 . Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 69 H.L. Deb., 
5 s, column 872. : 

2. I b i d . , column 941. 
3. I b i d . , column 972. 
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Apart from the N a t i o n a l Assembly, diocesan .conferences, 
referenda, and p e t i t i o n s , o p p o r t u n i t y was taken by i n d i v i d u a l s 
and groups t o w r i t e d i r e c t l y t o Davidson t o convey t h e i r 
f e e l i n g s on the matter. The Lambeth post-bag became 
extremely f u l l throughout 1927 and 1928 as messages of 
support f o r or h o s t i l i t y towards the Book were r e c e i v e d . 
The most usual form t h a t such communications took was f o r the 
annual p a r o c h i a l meeting at Easter 1927 ( o r some other time 
a f t e r the Book was made p u b l i c ) t o pass a r e s o l u t i o n on the 
matter and t o convey t h i s t o the Archbishop. Such 
communications were acknowledged, u s u a l l y by Haigh, and i f 
there e x i s t e d vagueness as t o who summoned the meeting, whom 
i t represented and what were the t o t a l numbers present, then 
t h i s i n f o r m a t i o n was s p e c i f i c a l l y e l i c i t e d . But f o r a l l t h i s 
c a r e f u l acknowledgement there i s no evidence t h a t any • 
a n a l y s i s was made of them; the votes i n the diocesan 
conferences and the N a t i o n a l Assembly were ap p a r e n t l y 
regarded as a more d e f i n i t e and c e r t a i n l y a more e a s i l y 
a s c e r t a i n a b l e index of o p i n i o n . The sending of these p a r i s h 
r e s o l u t i o n s appears not t o have been a process which the 
bishops p o s i t i v e l y encouraged- but was one which they f e l t 
might p o s s i b l y a i d the Measure. The r e p l y of Haigh on 
October 24, 1927, t o the Reverend W. P. D o t t , Rector of 
Barnes, who suggested the P.C.C.s might be encouraged t o 
r e c o r d t h e i r approval and send i t t o the Archbishop and t o 
t h e i r M.P., i s r e v e a l i n g i n t h i s r e s p e c t . Haigh wrote t h a t 
Davidson 'does not t h i n k t h a t he has p u b l i c l y expressed the 
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wish t h a t P.C.C.s should pass r e s o l u t i o n s of the k i n d t o 
which you r e f e r , though he may have s a i d something of t h a t 
k i n d i n h i s own diocese. His Grace, however, i s of op i n i o n 
t h a t seeing t h a t P..C.C.S on which there i s a m a j o r i t y i n 
op p o s i t i o n t o the Measure are c o n s t a n t l y passing r e s o l u t i o n s 
h o s t i l e t o the Prayer Book Measure and sending them t o M.P.s 
i t would be a p i t y , i f P.C.C.s which f e l t s t r o n g l y i n support 
of the Measure should not l i k e w i s e convey t h e i r opinions t o 
M.P.s i f they are w i l l i n g thus t o express them1.''" 

1 . Davidson Papers, Box 8, Haigh t o D o t t , October 24, 1927. 
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CHAPTER 6. 
ROMAN CATHOLIC AND NONCONFORMIST 

OPINION OF THE 1927 BOOK 
Other churches i n England showed i n Prayer Book r e v i s i o n 

v a r y i n g degrees of i n t e r e s t , sometimes not e a s i l y d e f i n e d and 
sometimes c o n t r a d i c t o r y . 

The a t t i t u d e of the Roman C a t h o l i c Church i n England 
possessed, as would be expected, the g r e a t e s t degree of 
unanimity and a st r o n g wish t o have n o t h i n g whatsoever t o do 
w i t h the i s s u e . Though the 1920s were the e a r l y years of the 
L i t u r g i c a l Movement, which has by the 1970s v i r t u a l l y 
r e v o l u t i o n i s e d the modes of worship w i t h i n the Roman C a t h o l i c 
Church, the l i t u r g i c a l e xperimentation a t such places as 
Maria Laaeh i n Germany had then no impact on the Roman 
Ca t h o l i c Church i n England and there i s no evidence of i t s 
having had impact e i t h e r upon the Anglican discussions on 
the Prayer Book at t h a t time; the issue belongs, f o r both 
churches, t o the post-1945 p e r i o d . The Roman C a t h o l i c 
Archbishop of Westminster, C a r d i n a l Bourne, had been a t 
Westminster f o r almost as long as Davidson had been at 
Canterbury and though there e x i s t e d between the two p r e l a t e s 
an amicable relationship,"^" i t was by no means close and 
there i s no evidence among the Davidson papers of any 
contact w i t h Bourne on the issues surrounding the Prayer 
Book controversy; n e i t h e r i s there evidence of Bourne having 

1. E. Oldmeadow: F r a n c i s , C a r d i n a l Bourne, volumes 1 & 2, 
1940, 1944, passim. 
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Made p u b l i c reference t o the is s u e , though from time t o 
time he was capable of launching vigorous a s s a u l t upon the 
h i s t o r i c c o n t i n u i t y of the Church of England w i t h the pr e -
Reformation Church, a s s a u l t s t h a t d i d not pass unanswered 
by Anglican spokesmen; Henson e s p e c i a l l y r e l i s h e d the 
o p p o r t u n i t y of e n t e r i n g controversy of t h i s kind."*" 

Both i n the controversy i t s e l f and i n the debates i n 
par l i a m e n t , Roman C a t h o l i c s attempted - w i t h success - t o 
preserve, t h e i r n e u t r a l i t y . The E a r l of Denbigh i n a b r i e f 
speech on the f i r s t day of the debate i n the House of Lords 
i n December 1927 spoke on behal f of f o r t y Roman C a t h o l i c 
peers and gave n o t i c e of a b s t e n t i o n , though he also spoke 
of the u n s u i t a b i l i t y of dis c u s s i o n of matters of t h i s k i n d 

2 
i n p a r l i a m e n t . There was no s i m i l a r speech i n the Commons, 
Roman C a t h o l i c members the r e abstained i n December 1927, 
though not a l l d i d so i n June 1928; The Universe r e p o r t e d 
t h a t i n June 'Two C a t h o l i c members voted f o r the 
bishops' measure and f o u r against they d i d so merely 
t o g i v e e f f e c t t o the as c e r t a i n e d wishes of t h e i r 

3 
c o n s t i t u e n t s and not t o express any view of t h e i r own*. 
But the general a b s t e n t i o n by Roman C a t h o l i c s i n the debates 
was understood by Anglicans and was appreciated as the best 
1. H. H. Henson: Retrospect, v o l . i i , pp. 132-136. 
2. Parliamentary Debates, ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 69 H.L. Deb., 

5_s, columns 817-818. 
3. The Universe, June 22, 1928, p. 12. 
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p o l i c y the Roman C a t h o l i c members of both houses might 
adopt; and i t was c o n t r a s t e d w i t h the h o s t i l e p a r t played 
i n the debates by members of other denominations or of no 
denomination. Lord Birkenhead wrote v i g o r o u s l y t o Davidson 
on t h i s issue and asked why I r i s h , S c o t t i s h and Welsh M.P.s 
i n p a r t i c u l a r had not f o l l o w e d 'the course which w i t h g reat 
decency was pursued by Roman C a t h o l i c peers and Roman 
Ca t h o l i c M.P.s1.^" Among the many l e t t e r s of sympathy t h a t 
Davidson r e c e i v e d a f t e r the r e j e c t i o n i n December 1927 was 
one from a Roman C a t h o l i c P r i e s t , Father V a l e n t i n e , who 
hoped t h a t one p o s i t i v e r e s u l t might be 'the r e a l i s a t i o n on 
the p a r t of Members / " o f p a r l i a m e n t ^ of the u t t e r 
i m p r o p r i e t y of non-Anglicans d e c i d i n g grave issues r e l a t i n g 

2 
t o your Church 1. 

The Roman C a t h o l i c n e u t r a l i t y , though understandable, 
i s i n some ways remarkable as much of the passion engendered 
by the controversy was c l o s e l y concerned w i t h the a l l e g e d 
Romeward d r i f t of a s i g n i f i c a n t p a r t of the Church of England, 
and u n c h a r i t a b l e t h i n g s were s<L*d about accepted p r a c t i c e s 
of the Roman C a t h o l i c Church. F u r t h e r , the controversy 
surrounding Prayer Book r e v i s i o n had been preceded by the 
c o n t r o v e r s i a l Malines conversations (1922-26), which had 
heightened s u s p i c i o n of Roman i n f l u e n c e i n the Church of 
England; the two issues v i r t u a l l y overlapped i n time , as 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 13» Birkenhead, t o Davidson, 
December 20, 1927. 

2. I b i d . , Box 9, V a l e n t i n e t o Davidson, December 19, 1927. 
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the r e p o r t of the Malines conversations was pub l i s h e d i n 
January 1928, an instance of d i s a s t r o u s though unavoidable 
t i m i n g by the Anglican a u t h o r i t i e s so f a r as e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
p o l i t i c s were concerned.^ Joynson-Hicks, i n h i s speech i n 
the House of Commons i n December 1927, made p l a i n t h a t h i s 
words ought not t o be i n t e r p r e t e d as c r i t i c i s m of the 
d o c t r i n e s of the. Church of Rome, as they were not i n d i s p u t e , 
but he made p l a i n t h a t those d o c t r i n e s were not the d o c t r i n e s 
of the Church of England. Nevertheless, the words of 
Joynson-Hicks and of some other M.P.s h o s t i l e t o the Book -
p a r t i c u l a r l y the extravagant a n t i - p a p a l r h e t o r i c of Rosslyn 
M i t c h e l l - must have been a cause of pain t o many Roman 
C a t h o l i c s . 

The idea of the r e being close l i n k s between Roman 
Ca t h o l i c s and Anglo-Catholics was not s e r i o u s l y considered, 
though myths on t h a t score were c u r r e n t i n some c i r c l e s . 
There was suggestion, even at t h a t t i m e , t h a t Anglo-Catholic 
t h i n k i n g was more 'advanced' than Roman C a t h o l i c t h i n k i n g : 
t h u s , the w e l l - i n f o r m e d Macassey assured B e l l t h a t a f r i e n d 
of the Pope's most t r u s t e d a d v i s e r had s a i d t h a t the Vat i c a n 
considered Anglo-Catholics t o be 'too m a t e r i a l i s t i c even f o r 

2 
Rome i n t h e i r view as t o the Real Presence'. 

Despite the a n t i - p a p a l undertones t h a t the contr o v e r s y 
revealed, The Universe f e l t able t o f i n d encouragement so 

1. The matter i s considered i n d£6fiLl below, pp. 
2. B e l l Papers, Pink P i l e , Macassey t o B e l l , January 6, 

1928. 
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f a r as the p o s i t i o n of Roman C a t h o l i c i s m w i t h i n England was 
concerned: 1 we have found the most complete avoidance 
of anything l i k e polemic against the C a t h o l i c Church. I t 
i s t r u e t h a t there were occasional phrases and a l l u s i o n s 
t h a t were r e g r e t t a b l e , but i n almost every instance they 
were the r e s u l t of ignorance, and were devoid of any 
i n t e n t i o n t o o f f e n d . The d i f f e r e n c e between t h i s debate 
and t h a t upon the Pu b l i c Worship Regulation Act of the days 
of D i s r a e l i and Gladstone i s the measure of the d i f f e r e n c e 
i n the a t t i t u d e of t h i s country towards the C a t h o l i c Church 
w i t h i n a couple of generations'."*" 

Nonconformist o p i n i o n on the Prayer Book i s not as 
e a s i l y described or explained as i s Roman C a t h o l i c o p i n i o n . 
Many Nonconformists h e l d t h a t the d o c t r i n e and worship of 
the E s t a b l i s h e d Church was a concern of t h e i r s , by reason 
of the f a c t t h a t the Church of England was the Church of 
the E n g l i s h people and thus as c i t i z e n s of England r e v i s i o n 
of the Prayer Book was also t h e i r concern. They n a t u r a l l y 
d i d not adopt the e x c l u s i v e a t t i t u d e towards t h e i r churches 
as Roman C a t h o l i c s d i d towards t h e i r s and the l i n k s between 
Nonconformists and Anglicans were i n some cases q u i t e close 
and had been encouraged by such recent pronouncements on 
u n i t y between Anglicans and Nonconformists as the 'Appeal t o 
a l l C h r i s t i a n People' of the 1920 Lambeth Conference. Many 

1. The Universe," December 23, 1927, p. 12. I t i s , however, 
f a r from easy t o agree w i t h the opening statement i n 
t h i s e x t r a c t . 
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of the E v a n g e l i c a l s o c i e t i e s t h a t were e x c l u s i v e l y Anglican 
i n composition made no secret of t h e i r g a t h e r i n g of 
Nonconformist o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book and i n t e r d e n o m i n a t i o n a l 
s o c i e t i e s , such as the P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h S o c i e t y , n a t u r a l l y 
r e l i e d upon Nonconformist h o s t i l i t y t o i t . . W i t h i n the 
d i f f e r e n t Nonconformist churches, o p i n i o n was u n l i k e l y t o 
be u n i t e d , but the l e a d e r s h i p of many of these churches i n 
f a c t showed a guarded welcome f o r some of the f e a t u r e s of 
the r e v i s i o n . 

One of the most s i g n i f i c a n t p u b l i c pronouncements was 
t h a t made by the Moderator of the Free Church Federal C o u n c i l , 
the Reverend Professor P. Carnegie Simpson, i n h i s opening 
address t o the Council on September 19, 1927, a copy of 
which was sent t o Davidson. Carnegie Simpson f e l t i t 
i n a p p r o p r i a t e t o concentrate too much on the issue of Prayer 
Book r e v i s i o n but i t was 1 a matter of n a t i o n a l importance 
and i t r a i s e s issues both p u b l i c and r e l i g i o u s , w i t h which 
we a l i k e as c i t i z e n s i n the n a t i o n and, a l s o , as t r u s t e e s -
ofcourse, not sole t r u s t e e s - f o r the e v a n g e l i c a l cause i n 
the l a n d have a r e a l and res p o n s i b l e concern 1. Much i n the 
Book was t o be welcomed, but there were items w i t h i n i t 
'which cannot but c a l l f o r anxious s c r u t i n y from a l l who 
care about reformed d o c t r i n e and e v a n g e l i c a l r e l i g i o n ' . 
Carnegie Simpson he l d t h a t the bishops' advocacy of the Book 
was not i t s e l f an u n a s s a i l a b l e reason f o r Nonconformist 
acceptance of i t : the bishops had i n 1874 supported the 
Pu b l i c Worship Regulation Act and now put fo r w a r d t h i s 
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concession, a change of a t t i t u d e on t h e i r p a r t which 'may 
shew a progressive mind, but i t shews also an a u t h o r i t y 
too mutable t o command an u n c r i t i c a l obedience'. On the 
Book's content he concluded t h a t ' i t cannot i n f a i r n e s s be 
s a i d t h a t here i s such a s p e c i f i c d e n i a l of reformed d o c t r i n e 
and e v a n g e l i c a l r e l i g i o n , as would demand uncompromising 
o p p o s i t i o n ' . But i t was the s i t u a t i o n t h a t had p a r t i c u l a r l y 
t o be examined, r a t h e r than the Book's content and i n t h i s 
connection Carnegie Simpson focused s h a r p l y on the Book's 
value as a means of r e s t o r i n g order, an issue which was 
becoming i n c r e a s i n g l y s i g n i f i c a n t i n the Autumn of 1927. He 
viewed w i t h pessimism the recent statements i n the N a t i o n a l 
Assembly by Davidson and Lang on t h i s issue and f e l t t h a t 
•the bishops are simply hoping and p r a y i n g t h a t disobedience 
w i l l not be extensive or i n f e c t i o u s , and t h a t , as a matter 
of f a c t , they have no immediate s e t t l e d p o l i c y about 
m a i n t a i n i n g the new order'. Every M.P. must make i t h i s t a s k 
t o secure the necessary safeguards.^" The Council responded 
t o the Moderator's words and on the next day passed a 
r e s o l u t i o n t h a t v i r t u a l l y r e f l e c t e d what Carnegie Simpson 
had s a i d , and t h i s r e s o l u t i o n was sent t o the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
Committee i n response t o the Committee's request f o r 
observations by the Counc i l . The r e s o l u t i o n of September 
20, 1927, made c l e a r t h a t the Council could not speak 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 13, P. Carnegie Simpson: The Free 
Churches and the New Prayer Book, Being the Moderator's 
Opening Address"to the Free Church Federal Council Meet­
i n g i n London, September 19, 1927. 
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a u t h o r i t a t i v e l y f o r the c o n s t i t u e n t denominations and t h a t 
though i t was able t o accept the Book as s a t i s f a c t o r y so 
f a r as d o c t r i n e was concerned 'The Council i s of o p i n i o n 
t h a t the f i n a l a t t i t u d e of l a r g e s e c t i o n s of the Free 
Churches w i l l be determined by the adequacy of the 
guarantees which i t i s r e q u i s i t e should be s p e c i f i c a l l y 
given by the a u t h o r i t i e s of the Church of England p r i o r t o 
the d i s c u s s i o n of the Measure i n p a r l i a m e n t , t o i n s u r e t h a t 
the Book, should i t be allowed t o pass, w i l l f i x the l i m i t s 
not only of what i s p e r m i s s i b l e , but of what i s a c t u a l l y 
p e r m i t t e d i n the Church of E n g l a n d ' . N o r e s o l u t i o n could 
have r e f l e c t e d more c l e a r l y the Moderator's views. 

Davidson r e a l i s e d the importance of t h i s matter so f a r 
as the Book's success was concerned. He i n v i t e d Carnegie 
Simpson t o a dis c u s s i o n w i t h him at Lambeth Palace on 
October 6, 1927, t o f i n d out more p r e c i s e l y the nature of 
the guarantees f o r which Carnegie Simpson pressed. They 
co n s i s t e d of three main items: f i r s t l y , the bishops should 
act as a u n i t e d body i n the matter and thus overcome the 
problem of dioceses where the p a r t i c u l a r bishop was 
n o t o r i o u s l y s l a c k ; secondly, the c l e r g y should not be 
ordained or inducted i f they made i t c l e a r they were u n l i k e l y 
t o adhere t o the Book; t h i r d l y , i n cases of f l a g r a n t and 

1. I b i d . , Motion passed by the Federal Council of 
E v a n g e l i c a l Pree Churches of England i n r e p l y t o the 
Secretary of the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee, September 
20, 1927. 
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c o n t i n u i n g disobedience, the Bishop ought t o declare t h a t 
such ' r e c a l c i t r a n t s ' are no longer i n communion w i t h the 
Bishop."^" 

This conversation was very probably one of the most 
important c o n s i d e r a t i o n s prompting Davidson's l e t t e r t o 
S t o r r on the issue of d i s c i p l i n e at the end of the mc-nth. 
But Carnegie Simpson's response t o t h a t l e t t e r was not 
e n t i r e l y f a v o u r a b l e , b o t h f o r reasons of the l e t t e r ' s 
content and f o r i t s mode of address. Canon Guy Rogers 
revealed Carnegie Simpson's t h i n k i n g i n a l e t t e r t o Haigh 
i n which he recounted c o n f i d e n t i a l l y the substance of a 
weekend conversation w i t h Carnegie Simpson and i n which he 
s a i d t h a t Carnegie Simpson 'might p o s s i b l y f e e l a l i l t t l e 
piqued or disappointed t h a t the Archbishop's d e c l a r a t i o n of 
assurances i s made simply t o a Group of Anglican Clergy. I 
imagine t h a t he f e e l s t h a t the Free Church conscience needs 
t o be c o n c i l i a t e d on t h i s matter. His p o i n t , I t h i c k , would 
be t h a t assurances should be given t o the Nation r a t h e r than 

2 
t o a Group of c l e r g y ' . This matter was e v i d e n t l y 1: 
t o Davidson's a t t e n t i o n , as on November 1, 1927, he 
t o Carnegie Simpson t o e x p l a i n t h a t he f e l t h i s l e t t 
S t o r r had been the most a p p r o p r i a t e means toff g i v i n g 

rought 
wrote 
er t o 
the 

1. I b i d . , Carnegie Simpson's memorandum of a conversation 
w i t h Davidson at Lambeth Palace on October 6, 1927 ; 

accepted by Davidson as ' e n t i r e l y f a i r ' , October 7, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , Guy Rogers t o Haigh, October 31, 1927. 
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•assurances' urged "by Carnegie Simpson and o t h e r s . 
Simpson's r e p l y showed more d i r e c t l y a sense of 
at the manner i n which the assurances were giv e n : ' 
question i s not one merely of s a t i s f y i n g domestic an 
among E v a n g e l i c a l c l e r g y of the Church of England, 

i r r i t a t 
the 

Carnegie 
i o n 

hut 

e s s e n t i a l l y one between the Church and the n a t i o n ' . , 2 

ow 

t h i s l e t t e r and a subsequent one h i n t e d a t another 
w i t h which Carnegie Simpson had t o w r e s t l e and t h a t 
very s t r o n g i n f l u e n c e of Anglican E v a n g e l i c a l s upon 
Churches, which was undermining Carnegie Simpson's 
support of the Book: 'there i s going on a very keen 
propaganda emanating l a r g e l y from your church t o get 
l o c a l Free Church Councils t o t u r n against the f i n d i 
the Federal Council and ( i f I may say so) aga i n s t my 

3 
o f not opposing the Prayer Book'. Carnegie Simpson 
put h i s f i n g e r upon a p a r t i c u l a r problem i n the Free 
the f a c t t h a t considerable s e c t i o n s had no mind t o 
the l e a d t h a t he was g i v i n g and t h a t there were link|s 
E v a n g e l i c a l Anglicans t h a t s p e l t d i s a s t e r f o r the Bo 
chances of acceptance. 

A l e a d i n g High Wesleyan Methodist, the Reverend 
Scott L i d g e t t , h e l d views very s i m i l a r t o those of C 
Simpson and he put them fo r w a r d s h o r t l y a f t e r the 

x i e t i e s 
i t i s 

Both 
problem 
was the 
the Free 
n 

the 
ngs of 
l i n e 
thus 

Churches; 
ow 

w i t h 
ok's 

Dr. J. 
arnegie 

f o i l 

Book's 

1.. I b i d . , Davidson t o Carnegie Simpson, November 1, 
2. I b i d . , Carnegie Simpson t o Davidson, November 4, 
3. I b i d . , Carnegie Simpson t o Davidson, November 8, 

1927. 
1927. 
1927. 
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he could see no d o c t r i n a l change i m p l i c i t i n the Boo 
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C, h e i n 
f a c t had a preference f o r the new consecration prayer and 
though he saw the problems t h a t might stem from Reservation, 
he could not o b j e c t t o the p r a c t i c e per se. Even at t h a t 
e a r l y stage, before the Book had r e c e i v e d the f i n a l k p p roval 
of the Church's own l e g i s l a t i v e machinery, Scott L i d ^ e t t 
urged parliament t o present no o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book's 
passage, as such would be an i n t e r f e r e n c e i n the s p i r i t u a l 
l i b e r t i e s of the Church of England and ought only t o be 
undertaken i n cases of r e a l danger; he d i d not conceive the 
r e v i s i o n of the Prayer Book t o be i n t h a t category. 

Many Anglican supporters of the Book were aware of the 
support they were r e c e i v i n g from these two important and 
respected l e a d e r s . The guardian warmly welcomed Scott 
L i d g e t t ' s views and, i n i t s e v e r - o p t i m i s t i c manner, p r o j e c t e d 
i t s hope f o r the Prayer Book as a v e h i c l e f o r u n i t y wider 
than the Church of England i t s e l f . 'The p u b l i c a t i o n ! of the 
f i n a l form of the r e v i s e d Prayer-book has already done much 
f o r u n i t y w i t h i n the Church of England. I f the s p i r i t o f 
Dr. Scott L i d g e t t ' s u t t e r a n c e p r e v a i l s among Free Churchmen, 
the book may promote an even wider u n i t y . ,2 L a t e r i n the 
year, The Guardian showed a s i m i l a r a t t i t u d e , though 
c r i t i c a l of Carnegie Simpson's demand f o r 'assurance 

i t was 

1. Review of the Churches, A p r i l 1927, pp. 154-159. 
2. The Guardian, A p r i l 14, 1927, p. 287. 
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comparing h i s support f o r the Book as 'more grudging 
t h a t of Scott L i d g e t t , and a t t r i b u t i n g i t p a r t l y t o 
p o s i t i o n as Moderator of the Free Church Federal Council 
'a body t h a t , i n the past, has spent much energy i n f i g h t i n g 
f e l l o w C h r i s t i a n s ' . The Guardian considered t h a t the 

d o c t r i n a l a c c e p t a b i l i t y of the Book by Nonconformists was 
u n l i k e l y t o be a major f a c t o r i n the p a r l i a m e n t a r y debates, 
but t h a t the issue of d i s c i p l i n e was."'' 

Much Nonconformist o p i n i o n , some of i t from lesjs 
sympathetic quarters than these two leaders represented, 
focused very sharply upon the d i s c i p l i n a r y i s s u e . The 
National'Church League had many contacts w i t h Noncon 

1 than 
h i s 

f o r m i s t s 
and e v i d e n t l y made s p e c i f i c approaches t o them on the issue 
of Prayer Book r e v i s i o n . At i t s Executive Committed meeting 
on October 26, 1927, C. J. Rawson r e p o r t e d on v i s i t s he had 
made 'to l e a d i n g r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the Free Churches 1 and 
he had discovered ' t h a t i t was g e n e r a l l y f e l t by them t h a t 
before the Measure came before Parliament the Bishops should 
give guarantees t h a t the d i r e c t i o n s l a i d down i n the New 

Book would be enforced, and t h a t t h e i r p o l i c y would 
2 determined by the adequacy of such guarantees 1. It 

of Carnegie Simpson's a t t i t u d e , i t seems u n l i k e l y tfc.at 
Davidson's l e t t e r t o S t o r r , made p u b l i c a few days ] a t e r , 
i n f a c t gave them the assurances they d e s i r e d . I n si.bsequent 

be 
view 

1. I b i d . , October 7, 1927, p. 736. 
2. CSA, National•Church League, Executive Committee Minutes, 

October 26, 1927, p. 192. 
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weeks the issue of d i s c i p l i n e rumbled on and was by Jio 
means dead at the time of the par l i a m e n t a r y debates J.n 
December 1927. 

Important o p p o s i t i o n came from the B a p t i s t Union of 
Great B r i t a i n and I r e l a n d , i n f l u e n c e d very l a r g e l y by the 
Reverend M. E. Aubrey, General Secretary t o the Unioa, who 
i n the Autumn of 1927 appears v i r t u a l l y as the leader of 
h o s t i l e Nonconformist o p i n i o n ; more l e t t e r s i n e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
and secular j o u r n a l s at t h a t time concentrated upon llais 
o pinions among opponents than upon those of any othetr 
leader of Nonconformist thought. Aubrey's main onslaught 
was given i n a submission t o the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee, 
a copy of which he sent t o Davidson on September 15 } 1927. 
Aubrey explained the Union's e a r l i e r l a c k of involve'ment as 
due t o the understanding t h a t u n t i l the Measure and Book 
had passed the N a t i o n a l Assembly i n J u l y 1927, both were 
ex c u s i v e l y the concern of the Church of England. T h e r e a f t e r , 
t h a t was no longer so. 'The c l a i m i s c o n s t a n t l y made f o r 
the Church of England t h a t i t "represents the n a t i o r 
i t s r e l i g i o u s s i d e " . That i s indeed the basis of i 1 
t o be e s t a b l i s h e d . As c i t i z e n s of the S t a t e , and members 
of the Nation,.we t h e r e f o r e have a r e a l i n t e r e s t i n 
char a c t e r and d o c t r i n e of the Church which claims tcb 
represent i t . ' " * " The Union's h o s t i l i t y i s then spel -; 

on 
s c l a i m 

the 

out 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 12, Statement submitted by the 
B a p t i s t Union of Great B r i t a i n and I r e l a n d t o the 
Secretary of the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee, September 
15, 1927. 
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i n unequivocal terms. Changes were detected t h a t d i s t u r b e d 
the Reformation s e t t l e m e n t and moved i n the d i r e c t i o n of 
Roman C a t h o l i c i s m . There was no guarantee t h a t t h i s was 
the f i n a l step i n t h a t d i r e c t i o n : 'we have no assurance t h a t 
the Deposited Prayer Book represents any f i n a l i t y of 
s e t t l e m e n t . During the discussions i n the Church Assembly 
expression was given t o the c o n t r a r y o p i n i o n ' . The r i g h t s 
of parliament were diminished by the Measure as''the o p t i o n 
given t o Bishops t o l a y down r e g u l a t i o n s f o r Reservation 
gives freedom t o them t o act i n matters which h e r e t o f o r e 
have been w i t h i n the competence of Parliament alone'. Doubt 
was also expressed whether parliament had i n f a c t 'any s o r t 
of a u t h o r i t y from the n a t i o n t o deal w i t h a question of 
f a r - r e a c h i n g importance'. The r e p o r t concluded w i t h a 
recommendation t h a t the Measure be d i v i d e d i n t o two and i f 
t h a t were not done, the e n t i r e Measure should be r e j e c t e d . 
The p o s i t i o n t h a t Aubrey adopted became a f o c a l p o i n t of 
d i s c u s s i o n and showed t o the Church of England the danger 
t h a t came from p o s s i b l e o p p o s i t i o n from Pree Church 
The Times gave prominence t o Aubrey's co n t e n t i o n s i n 
l e a d i n g a r t i c l e , e n t i t l e d 'Parliament and the Prayer 
s h o r t l y a f t e r w a r d s . I t c o n t r a s t e d the views of Aubr 
other P r o t e s t a n t opponents w i t h those of Carnegie Si 
and placed what was perhaps an exaggerated i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
on the motives of Aubrey and h i s f e l l o w - t h i n k e r s i n 
Churches. The Times h e l d t h a t o p p o s i t i o n i n t h i s re 
came only 'from a s e c t i o n of Nonconformists who seem t o 
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f e a r f o r the s a f e t y of P r o t e s t a n t i s m so much t h a t i n i t s 
i n t e r e s t s they are ready t o deny Churchmen the r i g h t t o 
worship i n ways which obv i o u s l y have t h e i r approval. I t i s 
d i f f i c u l t t o b e l i e v e t h a t Parliament w i l l a l l ow i t s e l f t o 
be the agent of such a policy'.^" 

The correspondence columns of The Times, never Lacking 
i n c o n t r o v e r s i a l l e t t e r s about Prayer Book r e v i s i o n :.n the 
Autumn of 1927, contained many l e t t e r s occasioned by 
Aubrey's views. Amongst them was a l e t t e r from Wolmor on 
September 28, 1927, u r g i n g t h a t r e j e c t i o n of the Boo^c by 
parliament though l e g a l l y p e r m i s s i b l e would be m o r a l l y 
i n a p p r o p r i a t e and r e p e a t i n g Davidson's assurance t h a t 

2 
Anglican d o c t r i n e was i n no way changed by the Book." 
Aubrey r e p l i e d s p e c i f i c a l l y t o t h i s l e t t e r i n another 
s t r o n g l y worded composition on October 6, 1927, i n which 
he h e l d more c l o s e l y t o the l e g a l n e c e s s i t y and r e a l i t y of 
p a r l i a m e n t a r y approval and i n which he r e i t e r a t e d h i s f e a r ' 
o f the changed p o s i t i o n of the Church of England and of 
the r i g h t s of B r i t i s h c i t i z e n s t o a say i n i t s f o r m u l a r i e s . 
He c o n t r a s t e d the Anglican p o s i t i o n w i t h t h a t of his own 
church. ' B a p t i s t s do not seek on occasions of S t a t e , or i n 
Parliament, a place which i n e v i t a b l y makes on the 
p l a i n man the impression t h a t she does c l a i m t o be the 
n a t i o n a l church, and i s so understood abroad.. The c h a r a c t e r 

1. The Times, September 24, 1927, p. 11. 
2. I b i d . , September 28, 1927, p. 10. 
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of such a Church i s n e c e s s a r i l y the concern of a l l C h r i s t i a n 
c i t i z e n s . 1 There f o l l o w e d comment t h a t the bishops were i n 
f a c t by no means unanimous on the issue and a r e f u t a t i o n of 
any d e s i r e on the p a r t of Nonconformists t o 'render 
Establishment i n t o l e r a b l e and t o b l a c k m a i l the Church i n t o 
d i s e s t a b l i s h m e n t ' , which had formed a p a r t of Wolmer 
e a r l i e r suggestions That not a l l B a p t i s t m i n i s t e r s agreed 
w i t h Aubrey i s witnessed by a l e t t e r t o The Times from a 
B a p t i s t m i n i s t e r , the Reverend W. H. Haden who questioned 
Aubrey's approach, who c e r t a i n l y wanted t o see P r o t e s t a n t 
p r i n c i p l e s p r e v a i l , but only 'by the power of persuapion 

p 
producing c o n v i c t i o n ' . 

Thus by the l a t e Autumn of 1927, u n i t y of approach 
among the Free Churches towards the issue of Prayer (Book 
r e v i s i o n was t o t a l l y l a c k i n g . The most vigorous and the 
most important o p p o s i t i o n came from Aubrey; the moderate support, l i n k e d w i t h concern about e c c l e s i a s t i c a l d i 
was put forward by Carnegie Simpson; and the warmest 

s c i p l i n e 
support 

f o r the venture came from Scott L i d g e t t . As the p a r l i a m e n t a r y 
debates drew near, a f u r t h e r step against the Book was taken 
by the Free Church Council which reversed i t s e a r l i e r 
d e c i s i o n and voted against the Book. Davidson was concerned 
at t h i s step and i n r e p l y t o a l e t t e r of sympathy about i t 
from the Reverend A. E. Garvie of Hackney and New College, 
he s t a t e d t h a t 'We owe genuine g r a t i t u d e t o Scott L i d g e t t 

1. I b i d . , October 6, 1927, p. 10. 
2. I b i d . , October 11, 1927, p. 10. 
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and y o u r s e l f f o r your endeavours,' but t h a t 'The votu 

u l t i m a t e l y reached i s a d e p r e s s i n g one i n my view, a;3 

evidence of the s o r t of s p i r i t which makes the drawing 

together of our d i f f e r e n t denominations i n c r e a s i n g l y 

d i f f i c u l t . I am not ofcourse able to judge what i n f l u e n c e 

the d e c i s i o n w i l l have on F r e e Church M.P.s. They would 

not l i k e , I imagine, to be t o l d t h a t they are under 

c l e r i c a l domination; but perhaps they a r e . I wonder 

whether i t w i l l be w i d e l y known t h a t men l i k e S c o t t J j i d g e t t 

and y o u r s e l f , and to a l a r g e degree Carnegie Simpson, are 

dead a g a i n s t the a c t i o n taken i n the Free Church C o u n c i l ? 

I hope so. 

The f a c t o r s c o n t r i b u t i n g to t h i s gradual i n c r e a s e i n 

nonconformist op p o s i t i o n to the Book are not e a s i l y a s s e s s e d . 

Statements of l e a d i n g Nonconformists, such as Aubrey, would 

not have been without t h e i r e f f e c t , n e i t h e r would t h 

c o n t i n u a l p r e s s u r e from the v a r i o u s P r o t e s t a n t bodiep. The 

r o l e of the World's E v a n g e l i c a l A l l i a n c e may perhaps possess 

c o n s i d e r a b l e s i g n i f i c a n c e . A l e t t e r s e n t by Knox to Hinde 

a f t e r the r e j e c t i o n of December 1927 makes c l e a r t h a t Knox 

con s i d e r e d i t s r o l e and the work of i t s s e c r e t a r y , Mjr. Gooch, 

to have been c r u c i a l and t h a t i n the new s i t u a t i o n the 

Committee f o r the Maintenance of T r u t h and F a i t h ought to 

work i n a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h the A l l i a n c e . Knox wrote t h a t 

' i n a sense Gooch's a c t i o n w i t h the l o c a l F r ee Church 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 12, Davidson to G a r v i e , Dec|ember 5, 
1927. 
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Councils turned the scale - reversed the unfavourable 
d e c i s i o n and brought the b u l k of the Free Churchmen t o our 
s i d e . We cannot a f f o r d t o ignore him, nor w i l l i t b2 wise 
t o do so, as we s h a l l need the same help again'."'" I t i s 
not easy t o a s c e r t a i n the pr e c i s e nature of Gooch's 'work, 
but the warm commendation of i t by Knox i s i t s e l f s i g n i f i c a n t 
testimony t o i t s importance. 

The Nonconformist h o s t i l i t y t o the Book was b r a v e l y 
t a c k l e d by Lang i n the parl i a m e n t a r y debates i n Decenber 
1927 and he attempted t o put as good a face as he could on 
a d i f f i c u l t s i t u a t i o n . He acknowledged the Nonconformist 
r i g h t t o be concerned i n the a f f a i r s of the Anglican Church, 
but he suggested t h a t there was s i g n i f i c a n t support f o r the 
Prayer Book among Nonconformists. Only the B a p t i s t s and the 
United Methodist Church had advised r e j e c t i o n and !T|he other 
great bodies, the Wesleyans, the P r e s b y t e r i a n Church), the 
P r i m i t i v e Methodists and the great Congregational Union, 
have r e f r a i n e d from t a k i n g t h a t c o u r s e 1 . He also s t r e s s e d 
t h a t the three 'conspicuous leaders of Nonconformity*, 
Carnegie Simpson, Garvie and Scott L i d g e t t , a l l of whom 
wanted the Measure passed, 'are the th r e e men who, n.ore 
than any o t h e r s , are i d e n t i f i e d a t the present time w i t h 

2 
the desire t o promote reunion w i t h the Church of England.' 

1. CSA, FCTF, Knox t o Hinde, December 28, 1927. 
2. Parliamentary Debates, ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 69 H. 

5 s, columns 972-973. 
. Deb., 
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Nonconformists c o n t r i b u t e d t o the debate i n bot|h houses, 
though t h e r e was n o t h i n g i n t h e i r u t t e rances i n December 
t h a t had not e a r l i e r been put f o r t h i n one q u a r t e r o!r 
another. Lord Haytor spoke as a Nonconformist again 
Book and i n the Commons i t had the warm support of 
Dunnico, a B a p t i s t m i n i s t e r . P o s i t i v e conclusion 
s i g n i f i c a n c e of Nonconformist o p i n i o n i n the r e j e c t i 
the Book by parliament i s impossible, but the s t r e 
Nonconformist o p p o s i t i o n by December seems t o have 
outweighed support and i t cannot have been a n e g l i g i b l e 
f a c t o r i n the minds of M.P.s anxious not t o alienate, l a r g e 
numbers of t h e i r c o n s t i t u e n t s who were members of the Free 
Churches. 

s t the 
Mr. 
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CHAPTER 7. 
OPPOSITION IN THE SCHOLARLY PRESS. 

IN PARLIAMENT AND IN THE COURTS 
The Reverend Dr. P. E. Brightman, Fellow of Magdalen 

College, was on of the l e a d i n g l i t u r g i c a l scholars of the 
1920s and a High Churchman. He had a preference f o r the 
Book of 1549 and had been p a r t l y r e s p o n s i b l e i n October 

1549 
Book."1" There e x i s t s among the Lang papers at Lambeth 
Palace L i b r a r y a copy of the 1549 Book w i t h suggested 

1925 f o r encouraging Lang's e a r l i e r advocacy of the 
1 

amendments i n Brightman's hand. At the same ti m e , Bfrightman 
revealed t o Lang h i s concern at the l i t e r a r y q u a l i t y of the 
proposals at t h a t stage and he found i n them 'so l i t t l e 
t h a t i s l a r g e and masculine or even expressed w i t h l i t e r a r y 

2 
f o r c e and d e f i n i t y 1 . There i s no evidence of Brigirtman -
or any other l i t u r g i c a l s cholar outside the House of Bishops 
- having been c l o s e l y consulted d u r i n g the episcopal 
discussions between 1925 and 1927, though Brightman, at 
Lang's i n v i t a t i o n , d i d compose a gloss t o a copy of the 
quarto book and the bishops had access t o h i s o p i n i o n s . 
When the Book was published i n February 1927, Brightman was 
able t o f i n d very l i t t l e i n i t of which he could approve and 
he expressed h i s opinions i n an a r t i c l e i n the Church 

1. Don Deposit, Lang Papers 5, Prayer Book Measure, 
Brightman t o Lang, October 19, 1925. 

2. I b i d . 
3. See above, p. 37. 
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Qua r t e r l y Review i n J u l y 1927, e n t i t l e d 'The New Prayer 
Book Examined'. This a r t i c l e was by f a r the most s d i o l a r l y 
c r i t i c a l a s s a u l t the Book ever encountered and c r i t i c i s m 
from a man of Brightman's standing was a matter t h a t could 
have serious e f f e c t upon i t s f o r t u n e s . His c r i t i c i s m of 
the l i t e r a r y q u a l i t y of the Book i n general took up l a r g e 
p a r t of h i s a r t i c l e and showed a s i m i l a r approach t o t h a t 
found i n the quarto book which he glossed. But a major 
p a r t of h i s a r t i c l e was devoted t o a c r i t i c i s m of the use 
of the E p i c l e s i s i n the Holy Communion s e r v i c e . He bould 
'see no s u f f i c i e n t reason f o r o r i e n t a l i z i n g a t the cbst of 
abandoning what has been our t r a d i t i o n ever since th|s days 
of S.Augustine,' and he continued t o press f o r the 
r e s t o r a t i o n of the 1549 Book.''" 

Headlam had p a r t i c u l a r cause of annoyance a t t h i s a r t i c l e 
by Brightman, as he also c o n t r i b u t e d an a r t i c l e t o the same 
issue of the Church Q u a r t e r l y Review, e n t i t l e d 'A Defence of 
the New Prayer Book*. Headlam wrote t o Brightman about the 
matter and Brightman's r e p l y gives f u r t h e r evidence jboth of 
h i s s t r o n g d i s l i k e of the Book and of the unpleasant 
s i t u a t i o n i n which he f e l t placed by h i s condemnation of i t . 
He countered Headlam*s charge t h a t he had given advice t o 
the bishops and t h e r e f o r e had had o p p o r t u n i t y of improving 
the Book, by saying t h a t h i s advice t o the bishops had been 

1. P. E. Brightman: 'The New Prayer Book Examined' 
Church Q u a r t e r l y Review, J u l y 1927, pp. 219-25-2. i n 
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v i r t u a l l y ignored. I n p a r t i c u l a r d i s r e g a r d had "been shown . 
to h i s gloss of the quarto hook and 'a good deal of what 
my a r t i c l e contains simply reproduces whaD I s a i d there and 
was made no use of1."'" He f u r t h e r deplored, t o Headlam, the 
t e r m i n a t i o n of the Advisory Committee ('how, when, or why i t 
came t o an end I don't know') on which he had made many of 

2 
h i s present c r i t i c i s m s 'some f i f t e e n years or more algo'. 

Brightman's c r i t i c i s m s , though r e p r e s e n t i n g a serious 
blow, were probably most e f f e c t i v e i n e c c l e s i a s t i c a l c i r c l e s . 
There i s l i t t l e evidence of t h e i r employment by s o c i e t i e s 
t h a t opposed the Book and the comparatively s o p h i s t i c a t e d 
form and the sharp w i t of the a r t i c l e render i t s appeal t o 
the m a j o r i t y of the p o p u l a t i o n s l i g h t . But of the s c h o l a r l y 
o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book - never a major f e a t u r e i n tbe 
controversy at a l l - a s i g n i f i c a n t place must be accorded t o 
Brightman's a r t i c l e . 

Brightman touched upon a weakness t h a t might have 
a f f e c t e d others n o t f u l l y committed by any means t o the 
Church of England. There was an i n i t i a l r e a c t i o n i n February 
1927 t o the abandonment of the t r a d i t i o n a l , archaic wording 
of the 1662 Book. Winston C h u r c h i l l was among those who 
much r e g r e t t e d t h i s f e a t u r e of the r e v i s i o n and contemplated 
moving the r e j e c t i o n of the Book. Hugh C e c i l wrote t o 
Davidson i n February 1927 t h a t he had 'dined w i t h Lolrd 

1 . Headlam Papers, Brightman t o Headlam, June 23, 1 
Also quoted i n R.C.D. Jasper: Headlam, pp. 186-1 

927. 
87. 

2. I b i d . 
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a f t e r -
,1 

s t r o n g 

Oxford l a s t n i g h t and found him vehement almost t o t e a r s 
about the i n i q u i t y of touchi n g the g l o r i o u s d i c t i o n of the 
Prayer Book, t h i s unique masterpiece of l i t e r a t u r e . 
"Winston i s so angry," he s a i d , " t h a t he says he w i l l move 
the r e j e c t i o n . " Ofcourse t h i s i s the exaggeration of 
dinner t a l k ; but i t i s not w i t h o u t importance, 
I n the event, C h u r c h i l l supported the Book by a very 
speech i n the debates of June 1928. 

I n June and J u l y 1927 an e x t r a o r d i n a r y minor controversy 
f l o u r i s h e d on the a l l e g a t i o n t h a t the new Book made 
inadequate p r o v i s i o n f o r prayers f o r the King. Thes< 
accusations were c o n v i n c i n g l y answered by Davidson and o t h e r s , 
but the matter continued t o a g i t a t e some minds and i t was 
mentioned, though w i t h no very great emphasis., i n the 
parl i a m e n t a r y debates of December 1927. I t was f i r s -
brought t o p u b l i c a t t e n t i o n by a l e t t e r t o The Times from 

2 
the Reverend Dr. F. R. M. Hitchcock, on June 17, 1927. 
C r i t i c i s m of t h i s k i n d was e s p e c i a l l y dangerous as i t would 
l i n k w i t h the other i l l - f o u n d e d c r i t i c i s m of the Book's 
Romanising tendencies; Davidson and Lang were w e l l aware of 
the p o t e n t i a l danger t h a t t h i s c r i t i c i s m h e l d . The issue 
was s p e l t out very c l e a r l y t o Lang by a Member of 

1. 

2. 

Davidson Papers, Box 5, Hugh C e c i l t o Davidson, 
27, 1927. 

February 

The issue of prayers f o r the King was not the 
on which Hitchcock opposed the Book. See f o r 
h i s a r t i c l e . 'The Greek Sources of the New Conse 
P r a y e r 1 , i n The Churchman, October .1927, pp. 262 
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Parliament, Waldron Smithers, i n a l e t t e r on J u l y 12, 1927, 
i n which he warned Lang t h a t the issue was being taken up 
i n the House of Commons by Colonel A p p l i n , 'a s o l d i e r and 
a keen churchman and a l i c e n s e d l a y reader, 1 who * i s going 
t o move the r e j e c t i o n of the B i l l i o n t h i s score and ELS 
g e t t i n g i n c r e a s i n g support. Some t h i n k t h i s r e l e g a t f l o n i s 
d e l i b e r a t e and t h a t when we s p l i t from Rome the King was 
d e f i n i t e l y made head of the Church of England t o make i t 
q u i t e c l e a r t h a t the Pope was n o t . I f t h i s l o b b y i n g catches 
on i t w i l l t u r n many people i n the House against the B i l l 
and w i l l be, and indeed i s , a serious o p p o s i t i o n ' . His 
l e t t e r concluded, p r o p h e t i c a l l y , t h a t ' i f an anti-Ronan 
campaign i s s t a r t e d , however unwarranted i t may be, i t w i l l 
i n my o p i n i o n gather s t r e n g t h ' L a n g sent t h i s correspon­
dence t o Davidson, p r e s s i n g on him the urgency of the matter 

u r g i n g him t o see A p p l i n , and ' t h a t p o s s i b l y the Arc 
and Bishops might at some a p p r o p r i a t e time issue a r(equest 
t h a t one or other of the prayers f o r the k i n g should be 

2 
used at l e a s t once every Sunday'. 

The matter evoked an immediate response from Quleen 
Mary. On June 17, 1927, the day on which Hitchcock's l e t t e r 
on the su b j e c t appeared i n The Times, S i r Harry Vernley, 
p r i v a t e s e c r e t a r y t o the Queen, addressed a memorandum t o 
Lord Stamfordham, the King's p r i v a t e s e c r e t a r y , i n which 

ibishops 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 6, Smithers t o Lang, J u l y li, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , Lang t o Davidson, J u l y 15, 1927. 
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help 

he wrote t h a t the Queen wished him t o draw Stamfordh 
a t t e n t i o n t o the l e t t e r i n The Times on t h a t day. 
ham approached Davidson, asking the Archbishop t o 
i n h i s r e p l y t o Verney. 'Personally I have always 
there were too many prayers f o r the King! and His 
cut out the prayers f o r the King and Royal Family i n 
morning s e r v i c e at Buckingham Palace and there we 

am1 s 
Stamford-

him 
tjhought 

esty 
the 
e only 

Ma;} 

haiv 
the v e r s i c l e "0 Lord Save the King".1''' 

1 3 

on 

l u d i c r o u s 

the 

Davidson's r e p l y t o Stamfordham i s perhaps the 
r e p l y ever given t o t h i s r i d i c u l o u s , i s s u e ; i t s publ 
could have helped towards the aba t i n g of the is s u e , 
other able and p u b l i c r e j o i n d e r s were made. Davids 
t h a t there was ofcourse no i n t e n t i o n whatsoever t o d 
the standing of the monarch. ' I t i s r e a l l y a 
t r a v e s t y of the f a c t s t o make out t h a t we are showin 
d i s l o y a l t y t o His Majesty by h i s Prayer Book. On 
the utmost care has been taken t o secure t h a t no 
the King s h a l l lose i t s character and t h a t i t s h a l l 
n a t u r a l f o r the c l e r g y t o use one of the se v e r a l 
which stand at the very head of the Occasional Pray 
Thanksgivings w i t h which group have now been moved 
prayers which used t o stand as o b l i g a t o r y i n v a r i o u s 
h i t h e r t o . ' He p o i n t e d out some of the arrangements 
1662 Book which, i f the s t r i c t l e t t e r of the Book we 
f o l l o w e d , allowed f o r a very considerable amount of 
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1. I b i d . , Stamfordham t o Davidson, June 17» 1927. 
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f o r the King i n a sh o r t space, 'the t h i n g was r e a l l y almost 
indecorous'. I n the new Book compulsory p r o v i s i o n was made 
f o r prayer f o r the King at the s t a r t of the Holy Communion 
and i n the Prayer f o r the Church M i l i t a n t i n the course of 
i t ; such prayer formed a p a r t of the L i t a n y ; there was the 
v e r s i c l e and response i n Morning and Evening Prayer; i n 
a d d i t i o n there was ample p r o v i s i o n among the Occasional 
Prayers and i t was expected t h a t ready use would be nade of 
them. Though t h i s was a con v i n c i n g answer -to the matter, 
Hitchcock's o r i g i n a l c r i t i c i s m focused on the absence of 
o b l i g a t o r y prayer - w i t h the exception of the v e r s i c l e and 
response - at Morning and Evening Prayer; u n d e r l y i n g h i s 
c r i t i c i s m was another, t h a t Morning and Evening Pray|er 
were being diminished as the main Sunday se r v i c e s 

Davidson added i n h i s l e t t e r t o Stamfordham t h 4 t ' t h i s 
argument i s being used simply by those who w i l l use 
s t i c k i n order t o a t t a c k the Prayer Book which they 
You w i l l see i n today's Morning Post the account of 
presence a t a meeting yesterday a t which Dr. Hitchcci 
s t a r t e d t h i s r i d i c u l o u s scare, shouted v i t u p e r a t i v e 
of the Bishops and other f o r a c t i v e and f l a g r a n t d i s l o y a l t y ' . 

The matter was not e a s i l y dismissed. I t rumbled on f o r 
the summer months and some w i l d accusations were made again s t 
the bishops and t h e i r a l l e g e d i n t e n t i o n s i n t h i s r e s p e c t . 

any 
d i s l i k e . 
my 
ck, who 
c r i t i c i s m 

, 2 

1. I b i d . , Davidson t o Stamfordham, June 18, 1927. 
2. I b i d . 
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Rumour h e l d t h a t a prayer f o r the bishops was t o replace the 
prayer f o r the King. Some c a p i t a l was made out of the f a c t 
t h a t the Prayer f o r the Church M i l i t a n t was preceded by the 
r u b r i c e n j o i n i n g the p r i e s t t o 'begin the i n t e r c e s s i a n 1 w i t h 
no guarantee t h a t he would continue or conclude i t ; ae may 
t h e r e f o r e not reach the p a r t i n which the King was prayed 
f o r . There was much grasping at straws of t h i s k i n d . 

A p u b l i c l e t t e r of Davidson t o Lord Daryngton i n The 
Times on J u l y 2$f 1927, i s v i r t u a l l y the end of the nain p a r t 
of t h i s c ontroversy. Davidson rehearsed once more the 
importance given t o prayer f o r the King i n the Book as a 
whole and revealed something of the concern of the bishops 
by e x p l a i n i n g t h a t he proposed 'to i n v i t e the Bishops, i f 
and when the new Prayer Book becomes o p e r a t i v e , t o issue 
some p u b l i c counsel t o the c l e r g y as t o the best manner of 
i t s use. The o p p o r t u n i t y can w e l l be taken f o r making c l e a r 
the o b l i g a t i o n which r e s t s upon us a l l t o make r e g u l a r use 
of the prayers f o r the Sovereign 1.^" 

At the end of October 1927 another unforeseen s s s a u l t 
against the Prayer Book was launched, when attempts were 
made t o p r o h i b i t the Measure i n the High Court. The a c t i o n 
was taken i n the name of the King by S i r W i l l i a m Pre d e r i c k 
Haynes-Smith against the L e g i s l a t i v e Committee of the 
N a t i o n a l Assembly and the N a t i o n a l Assembly i t s e l f . I t f e l l 
t h e r e f o r e t o the N a t i o n a l Assembly t o deal w i t h t h i s 

1 . I b i d . , Davidson t o Daryngton, J u l y 23, 1927. 
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p a r t i c u l a r onslaught and the a c t i o n they took was c o n t r o l l e d 
by Wilbraham. 

The ground f o r t h i s l e g a l a c t i o n was shown i n ah 
a f f i d a v i t dated October 27, 1927, i n which i t was suggested 
t h a t the Measure and Book then t o be presented t o par l i a m e n t 
were not the same as the Measure approved i n 1923; the 
p o i n t s made by White, of the Church A s s o c i a t i o n , i n h i s 
speech i n the N a t i o n a l Assembly i n J u l y 1927 were seized 
upon. The grounds f o r o b j e c t i o n give f u r t h e r r e f l e c t i o n t o 
the f e e l i n g among the L a i t y t h a t they had been inadequately 
consulted. 

Wilbraham took the t h r e a t s e r i o u s l y . Not only |«as i t 
an a s s a u l t upon the Prayer Book, but also upon the ljegal 
s t anding of the N a t i o n a l Assembly. S i r John Simon w|as 
b r i e f e d t o represent the N a t i o n a l Assembly. He was |a 
l e a d i n g b a r r i s t e r and h i s employment i n t h i s connection 
gives f u r t h e r evidence of Wilbraham's view of the s e r i o u s ­
ness of the s i t u a t i o n ; ' I d i d not know t h a t you were going 
t o c a l l up such a heavy piece of a r t i l l e r y as Simon, 
commented S i r Hugh Godley, the s e c r e t a r y of the Sub-Committee 
of the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee."*" Wilbraham wrote t 
Davidson j u s t before the case was heard and revea l e d h i s 
f i r m confidence i n Simon and h i s c o n v i c t i o n t h a t the case 
was of considerable importance f o r the N a t i o n a l Assembly: 
' I sat next t o Simon at dinner on A l l Souls n i g h t an d had 

1. GSA, Prayer Book Measure: High Court File., Godley t o 
Wilbraham, November 2, 1927. 
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a good deal of t a l k w i t h him. I t h i n k he i s becoming keenly 
i n t e r e s t e d i n the matter and h i s p o s i t i o n i s now so o u t s t a n d ­
i n g t h a t h i s mere presence i n Court i s h e l p f u l . The 
arrangements made f o r defending the proceedings may |seem at 
f i r s t s i g h t on the extravagant s i d e , hut I do f e e l t h a t the 
case r a i s e s questions of great general importance, a i d t h a t 
we should be much t o blame i f we l e f t any stone unturned t o 
defeat them. The proceedings a f f e c t not only the f a t e of 
the Prayer Book Measure but the c o n s t i t u t i o n a l p o s i t i o n of 
the Assembly. Moreover, although I f e e l t h a t the p r o s e c u t i o n 
i s r e a l l y e n t i r e l y wrong and t h a t the proceedings are 
misconceived I do also f e e l t h a t i t i s not so easy t o make 
e i t h e r of these p o i n t s q u i t e c l e a r t o Judges who s t a t r t w i t h 
complete ignorance of the subject 1."*" 

I n the event, the l e g a l p r o h i b i t i o n was dismiss 
Wilbraham r e p o r t e d again t o the Archbishop. ' I am t|hankful 
t o be able t o r e p o r t t h a t the Rules were discharged |with 
costs today. Whether there w i l l be any question of an appeal 
I don't know f o r the present. Judgment proceeded onl one 
ground o n l y , namely t h a t n e i t h e r the Assembly nor i t s 
L e g i s l a t i v e Committee were bodies e x e r c i s i n g j u d i c i a l or 
q u a s i - j u d i c i a l f u n c t i o n s Behind t h i s , however, t h e r e 
was a f a i r l y s t r o n g l y expressed opin i o n of the Court t h a t 
the matter was a question of i n t e r n a l procedure as tjo' which 
i t would be very d i f f i c u l t t o go behind the Chairman's r u l i n g . 

ed and 

1. I b i d . , Wilbraham t o Davidson, November 4, 1927. 
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This view was expressed by the Judges i n t h e i r i n t e r l o c u t o r y 
remarks yesterday. The question whether the Measure i n i t s 
f i n a l form was the same Measure ( l e g i t i m a t e l y amende 1) as 
the o r i g i n a l N.A. 84 was not agreed or decided. I an r a t h e r 
s o r r y i n a way t h a t i t could not be decided as I t h i i k we 
had a very f a i r answer on the me r i t s and we might have been 
spared one or two sentences i n the Lord Chief J u s t i c s ' s 
Judgment which I f e a r may be used against us by propagandists, 
but. t h a t cannot be helped. Thus the attempted l e g a l 
p r o h i b i t i o n l e f t scars upon the Prayer Book t h a t were not 
w h o l l y w i t h o u t s i g n i f i c a n c e i n the December r e j e c t i o n . 

The i n c r e a s i n g c o n c e n t r a t i o n of h o s t i l e o p i n i o n on the 
matter of Reservation caused the bishops t o make concessions 
on t h a t p o i n t before the Book was debated i n p a r l i a m e n t . As 
e a r l y as March 1927, Wilson, w r i t i n g i n The Guardian 
was i n f a c t a welcome t o the Book, s a i d t h a t Reservation 
could not be sanctioned 'while the "Rules" repiain 

2 
undetermined 1. Events i n the Summer and Autumn compelled 

what 

the bishops t o r e a l i s e t h a t some concession was c e r t 
needed on t h i s matter. I n e a r l y December 1927 the b 
produced some d r a f t r u l e s on a pink piece of paper t h a t was 
p r i v a t e and c o n f i d e n t i a l t o the members of Convocati 
I t gave c e r t a i n safeguards against misuse of Reservation, 
t h a t were t o be acted upon by the bishops i n the eve 

a i n l y 
ishops 

on. 

nt of 

1. I b i d . , Wilbraham t o Davidson, November 9» 1927. 
2. The Guardian, March 4, 1927, p. 178. 
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the Book becoming l a w f u l . I t was a concession t h a t Ln 
some ways was p a r a l l e l e d J>t| Davidson's l e t t e r t o Sto:rr on 
the issue of d i s c i p l i n e . Like t h a t l e t t e r , the propased 
r u l e s on Reservation were considered t o l a c k f i r m n e s s , 
and l i k e t h a t l e t t e r a l s o , they d i d l i t t l e t o a s s i s t the 
Book's passage. 
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CHAPTER 8. 
ANGLICAN ATTEMPTS TO SECURE 
PARLIAMENTARY APPROVAL 

The League of L o y a l t y and Order was an ad hoc o r g a n i s ­
a t i o n pledged simply t o ensure the Book's passage through 
p a r l i a m e n t . I t came i n t o being s o l e l y f o r t h a t purpose, 
and i t d i s s o l v e d i t s e l f a f t e r the r e j e c t i o n of June 1.928. 
The o r i g i n s of t h i s important o r g a n i s a t i o n can be seen i n a 
d u p l i c a t e d l e t t e r sent by Lieutenant Colonel J. H. 0Irdham 
i n March 1927 and found among the B e l l papers. Oldham 
r e f e r r e d t o a meeting on March 9, 1927, and s t a t e d t h a t ' i t 
has been decided t o form an o r g a n i s a t i o n f o r the purpose of 
g i v i n g p u b l i c expression t o the opinions ( h e l d , i t isi 
b e l i e v e d , very g e n e r a l l y though s i l e n t l y ) t h a t l o y a l l y t o 
the a u t h o r i t i e s of the N a t i o n a l Church and t o i t s t r a d i t i o n s 
of reasonable comprehensiveness, and a st r o n g d e s i r e f o r the 
r e s t o r a t i o n of o r d e r l i n e s s w i t h i n the Church, a l i k e c.emand 
t h a t the Prayer Book Revision Measure should be c a r r i e d 
through the Church Assembly and through Parliament. I t i s 
assumed, f o r the time being, t h a t the f i n a l d e l i b e r a t i o n s of 
the Bishops have made no change which w i l l a f f e c t the a t t i t u d e 
of support. The o r g a n i s a t i o n , t o be c a l l e d a League of 
L o y a l t y and Order, i s f o r t h i s purpose only and w i l l be 
di s s o l v e d as soon as the purpose i s achieved'. The s t r u c t u r e 
of the o r g a n i s a t i o n was then o u t l i n e d : t h e r e was t o be a 
Cou n c i l , and an Executive Committee was 'to c o n t r o l the 
d e t a i l e d work of the League'; Oldham was t o be i t s chairman 
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' a f t e r the unavoidable r e f u s a l of S i r Harry Verney1."* 
The Guardian s t r o n g l y encouraged the League. Even before 
the League's c r e a t i o n , The Guardian advocated an o r g a n i s a t i o n 
of t h i s k i n d : 'some o r g a n i z a t i o n i s needed t o represent the 
mass of churchpeople who are f a v o u r a b l y impressed by the 
Bishops' Book, and are not a l i t t l e ashamed t h a t i t s 
opponents have so f a r almost e n t i r e l y monopolized puUlic 
a t t e n t i o n . . . . . C e r t a i n i n f o r m a l "conversations" have, we 
understand', been h e l d ; and we hope s i n c e r e l y t h a t thdse 

p 

engaged i n them w i l l get t o work q u i c k l y and t h o r o u g h l y 1 . 
A f t e r the League was i n being, The Guardian s t r e s s e d i t s 
a l l - p a r t y appeal and the general value t h a t i t possessed: 
' i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o note t h a t a l a r g e number of Anglo-
C a t h o l i c s and P r o t e s t a n t s , w i t h a very d e f i n i t e loya^.ty t o 
t h e i r own c o n v i c t i o n s , have y e t w r i t t e n t o express t h e i r 
support of the League. This i s p r o o f , i f proof were needed, 
t h a t i t i s by no means only " c e n t r a l churchmen" who are i n 
favour of the Composite Book'. A couple of weeks l a t e r , 
The Guardian c a r r i e d an advertisement- f o r the League 

"PASS THE PRAYER BOOK" 
' I f you wish t o support the passage of the 
Revised Prayer Book through the Church Assembly 
and by Parliament 
JOIN 

B e l l papers, B u f f P i l e , Prayer Book Revision.19^5-27, 
Dupl i c a t e d l e t t e r Oldham t o B e l l (and o t h e r s ) , r e f e r i n g 
t o a meeting of March 9, 1927. 
The Guardian, February 25, 1927, p. 147. 

3. I b i d . , March 25, 1927, p. 228. 
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end of 
Order 

THE LEAGUE OP LOYALTY AND ORDER 
'This would not bin d you t o approval of a l l i t s 
d e t a i l s , nor t o the adoption of any of the 
a l t e r n a t i v e s . There i s no s u b s c r i p t i o n , but 
donations w i l l be welcome. When the Prayer Book 
passes, the League w i l l come t o an end. 

Pr o t e s t a n t s o c i e t i e s were h i g h l y c r i t i c a l of the League 
of L o y a l t y and Order; the Church Association, dubbed I t the 

2 
'Episcopal Admiration S o c i e t y ' . But some Evan g e l i c a l s were 
members of the League. The Guardian r e p o r t e d a t the 
A p r i l t h a t 'The postbag of the League of L o y a l t y and 
swelled t o very l a r g e dimensions over the Easter h o l i d a y s ; 
a s t r i k i n g f e a t u r e being the number of l e t t e r s received, from 
c l e r g y and l a i t y of the E v a n g e l i c a l school of thought'. The 
i n c r e a s i n g support t h a t i t r e c e i v e d i n the Spring anc. Summer 
of 1927 made the League, under the l e a d e r s h i p of two 
m i l i t a r y M.P.s, Lieutenant Colonel J. H. Oldham and Major 
J. P. B i r e h a l l a formidable and an e f f e c t i v e o r g a n i s a t i o n 
f o r the propagation of the Book. 

A f t e r the successful passage of the Book through the 
Church Assembly on J u l y ' 6 , 1927, i t was incumbent upon the 
Church t o ensure t h a t there would be a successful passage 
also through Parliament. I n a p r i v a t e memorandum of A p r i l 

1. I b i d . , A p r i l 8, 1927, p. 265. 
2. Church A s s o c i a t i o n , 62nd Annual Report. 1926, ( p a r t l y 

a p p l i c a b l e "to the e a r l y months of 1927), p. 8. 
3. The Guardian, A p r i l 22, 1927, p. 304. 
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1927, Davidson noted h i s wish t h a t the Measure and Book 
should proceed t o the p a r l i a m e n t a r y stage as s w i f t l y as 
was p o s s i b l e ; p r a c t i c a l d i f f i c u l t i e s prevented t h i s , and 
not a l l bishops shared h i s view on the need f o r a s w i f t 
submission t o p a r l i a m e n t . Davidson wrote t h a t 'On F r i d a y 
March 11th I had a f u l l t a l k w i t h the Prime M i n i s t e r i n h i s 
room i n the House of Commons about the p a r l i a m e n t a r y 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s of the Prayer Book Measure as regards dates. 
He made i t c l e a r t o me t h a t i t was hopeless t o attempt t o 
get i t through Parliament d u r i n g t h i s summer, owing t o the 
pressure of business i n the House of Commons, and I was 
o b l i g e d t o abandon the hope I had s e c r e t l y e n t e r t a i n e d of 
being able t o get the whole measure g r e a t l y expedited by 
summoning the Assembly and then immediately approaching 
Parliament. Ebor had never cared w i t h me about t h i s and 
wants the l o n g delay. I b e l i e v e i t t o be u n f o r t u n a t e , 
but i n e v i t a b l e 1 . ^ 

Davidson i n i t i a l l y f e l t t h a t the bishops ought not t o 
occupy themselves i n a s s e r t i n g pressure upon M.P.s. At the 
end of J u l y 1927, on a day a f t e r he had had a s e r i e d of 
i n t e r v i e w s w i t h l e a d i n g p r o t a g o n i s t s ( i n c l u d i n g the 
w i t h Lord Hanworth) i n the course of which-he found 
atmosphere very e l e c t r i c ' , he wrote t o Lang t h a t ' I 
eager t h a t pressure should be brought t o bear on M.P.s but 

one 
•the 
am 

1. P r i v a t e Papers of Randall Davidson, Archbishop of 
Canterbury 1903-28, v o l . x v i , D i a r i e s and Memoranda, 
1927-1930, Memorandum of A p r i l 23, 1927, p. 9. 



not t h a t the Bishops should be the people e x e r c i s i n g the 
pressure 1 and he added - doubtless w i t h the f a c t i n diind' 
t h a t he and many others were on the p o i n t of beginning 
t h e i r August h o l i d a y s - 'In any case I t h i n k you w i l ! 
agree t h a t anything i n an o f f i c i a l way cannot now be 
before O c t o b e r ' . L a n g took a more vigorous view of 
s i t u a t i o n , and - c o n t r a r y t o the popular estimate of 
a t t i t u d e s - suggested a l e s s e x a l t e d r o l e f o r the episcopate 
Lang agreed ' t h a t i t i s d i f f i c u l t f o r the bishops t h 
t o be a c t i v e p r o t a g o n i s t s , but the matter i s too ser 

done 
the 
h i s 

3mselves 

Lous t o 
expect us t o stand too much upon our own d i g n i t y ' , '.le 
suggested t h a t bishops 'should do what they can t o g 
Churchpeople t o l e t M.P.s know how s t r o n g the backin 
Book i s throughout the country'. I n p r a c t i c a l terms 
suggested t h a t ' i t i s w orth c o n s i d e r i n g whether at. t 
beginning of October you ought not t o make some pri v l a t e 
communication t o the Bishops' and he hoped there would s t i l l 
be o p p o r t u n i t y f o r the two Archbishops t o speak t o members 

2 

t t h e i r 
z of the 
he 

l i e • 

of both houses of parliament about the Book, someth 
which Lang had done w i t h considerable success on mor 
one occasion e a r l i e r i n the year. 

I n e a r l y August 1927 Davidson had a l e n g t h y con 
about t h i s and other issues w i t h the E d i t o r of The 1 
Geoffrey Dawson. Both Dawson and His newspaper were 

m g 
e than 

v e r s a t i o 
imes, 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 12, Davidson t o Lang, J u l y 
2. I b i d . , Lang t o Davidson, August 2, 1927. 

29, 1927 
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sympathetic towards Prayer Book r e v i s i o n - t o the p o i n t 
t h a t The Times was l a t e r i n the year accused of suppression 
of l e t t e r s unfavourable t o the Book - and Dawson and 
Davidson had f r e q u e n t l y met and had a confidence i n and 
respect f o r each o t h e r . ^ Davidson was impressed by ;he 
advice which he rec e i v e d and wrote afterwards t o Huglfi C e c i l 
and t o Lang, though a t g r e a t e r l e n g t h and w i t h g r e a t e r 
frankness t o Lang. So f a r as contact w i t h M.P.s was 
concerned, Dawson advised t h a t the present time was frne 
w i d e l y used by M.P.s t o get t o know c o n s t i t u e n c y opijnion 
'and t h a t t h i s i s a time when i t i s most d e s i r a b l e t h a t 
l e t t e r s should be reaching them showing how overwhelmingly 
s t r o n g (and Dawson presses the s t r e n g t h of i t ) i s the 
preponderance of a l l t h o u g h t f u l o p i n i o n i n fa v o u r of the 
Prayer Book'. Dawson also recommended the c o n t i n u a t i o n of 
t a l k s by Davidson and Lang t o members of both houses and 
t h a t t a l k s t o members by P o l l o c k d i d the Book more good 
than harm. Dawson d i d not approve Hugh C e c i l ' s ides, of a 
pamphlet f o r M.P.s, as advantage would be taken of the 
omissions t h a t a four-page pamphlet would i n e v i t a b l y 
c o n t a i n . He f e l t t h a t b i g demonstrations of supporl; would 
come most u s e f u l l y i n October and he also considered t h a t 
the League of L o y a l t y and Order had an important roi.e t o 
play i n t h i s . Davidson intended t o w r i t e t o Oldham, but 
t o Lang he confided ' I s h a l l not name Geoffrey Dawson, but 

1. G. E. Wrench: Geoffrey Dawson and Our Times, Lo 
1955, passim. 

idon, 
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1927, 
a l l 
opposing 
mg 

say t h a t I have got at the best advisers about propaganda. 
Lang agreed w i t h much t h a t was s a i d and pressed f u r t h e r 
t h a t the bishops should p a r t i c i p a t e f u l l y i n persuading 
M.P.s and asked, again, t h a t Davidson w r i t e t o the BjLshops 

2 
on the matter. 

I t was some three weeks l a t e r , on September 3, 
t h a t Davidson sent a c o n f i d e n t i a l c i r c u l a r l e t t e r t o 
the diocesan bishops, .with the exception of the f o u r 
bishops, i n which he s a i d t h a t there was ' f e e l i n g am 
supporters of the Prayer Book Measure and the Book., 
the Diocesan Bishops are i n t e r e s t i n g themselves l e s s 
a c t i v e l y than was expected i n the endeavour t o secur 
s a t i s f a c t o r y vote i n the Houses of Parliament'. He 
the suggestion t h a t Bishops might arrange meetings w 
M.P.s or w r i t e l e t t e r s t o them. 'Anyhow, there ough|t 
be no doubt as t o the a c t i v e i n t e r e s t which Bishops 
supported the Measure i n the Assembly, take i n sec 
pa r l i a m e n t a r y success.' Davidson composed t h i s l e 
w h i l e on h i s summer h o l i d a y i n Scotland and sent i t 
Haigh, at Lambeth, r e v e a l i n g i n a covering l e t t e r 
was h i m s e l f not f u l l y persuaded of i t s w o r th and thajt 
idea was r e a l l y Lang's: ' I am n o t , myself, convince 

,1 

t h a t 

3 a 
nade 
Lth 

t o 
who have 

i t s 
er 

|to 
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fl t h a t 

ur ing 
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t h a t 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 12, Davidson t o Lang, Augusjt 5, 1927 
2. I b i d . , Lang t o Davidson, August 10, 1927. 
3. I b i d . , C i r c u l a r l e t t e r of Davidson t o the diocesjan 

bishops, September 3, 1927. 
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such a l e t t e r i s wanted, but Ebor i s eager t h a t I should 
do i t , and i t can't do harm'.''" 

Most of the bishops acted upon t h i s request from 
Davidson. Personal contact and p u b l i c u t t e r a n c e s and 
w r i t i n g were the main means by which they d i d so and 
examples of episcopal a c t i o n i n t h i s way abound. 

Some i n s i g h t i n t o the manner i n which Davidson 1^ 
i n j u n c t i o n was supported by the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e work of the 
League of L o y a l t y and Order and acted upon by the bishops 
i s a f f o r d e d by the Headlam papers. Headlam r e c e i v e d 
i n f o r m a t i o n from the League about the views of the M.P.s 
i n h i s diocese and he adjusted h i s l e t t e r t o each of them 
according t o t h e i r a t t i t u d e s towards the Book. As i 3 
t y p i c a l of Headlam 1s approach, he stressed the resounding 
success t h a t the Book had i n the Gloucester Diocesan 
Conference: 

For Against 

Bishop 1 -
Clergy 194 18 
L a i t y 228 33 

He then suggested t o them t h a t r e j e c t i o n ' w i l l have a 
most d i s a s t r o u s e f f e c t both on the l i f e of the Church and 
on the p o l i t i c s of the country. There w i l l be.undoubtedly 

1. I b i d . , Davidson t o Haigh, September' 3, 1927. 
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an a g i t a t i o n f o r Disestablishment, which I am sure a t the 
present time w i l l do immense harm1."'" To M.P.s whom 
the League) he knew t o be d o u b t f u l , he added somewhat of a 
v e i l e d t h r e a t about the s e c u r i t y of t h e i r seats i n 
par l i a m e n t . Thus t o Lieut e n a n t Colonel H o r l i c k , M.P. f o r 
Gloucester C i t y : ' I am sure t h a t any vote against i t would 
cause very great resentment t o great bodies of Churcn 
people who are amongst your supporters i n the c i t y 1 . 
Headlam also wrote t o the prime m i n i s t e r , Stanley BaJldwin, 
on the somewhat slender ground t h a t 'there are one or two 
parishes i n the Diocese which are i n your c o n s t i t u e n c y ' . 
He adumbrated once more upon the dangers t h a t r e j e c t i o n 
h e l d and of h i s own knowledge of the s i t u a t i o n of support 
i n the diocese. A courteous and t o t a l l y non-commital 
acknowledgement was rec e i v e d from Downing S t r e e t . l o s t of 
the M. P.s r e p l i e d t o Headlam and most promised t h e i r 
support, though some of them wrote of the awkward s i t u a t i o n 
i n which they f e l t themselves placed. The l e a s t h e l p f u l 
r e p l y , but p o s s i b l y the most r e v e a l i n g i n i l l u s t r a t i n g the 

(from 

s i t u a t i o n of many M.P.s was t h a t of S i r Frank Nelsor 
f o r Stroud, who u l t i m a t e l y voted a g a i n s t the Book or 

, M.P. 
both 

1. Headlam Papers, 2624, Papers concerning r e v i s i o n 
Book of Common Prayer, 1926-7, Headlam t o M.P.s 
Diocese, October 21, 1927-

2. I b i d . , Headlam t o H o r l i c k , October 21, 1927. 
3. I b i d . , Headlam t o Baldwin, October 2 i , 1927. 

of the 
i n h i s 
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occasions, and who s a i d t h a t 'the prospect of t h i s controversy 
being brought i n t o the realm of p o l i t i c s i s most repugnant 
t o me' and t h a t h i s vote would r e f l e c t the m a j o r i t y of h i s 
informed Church of England constituents.''" What e x a c t l y d i d 
Nelson mean by t h i s ? C l e a r l y he disregarded the diocesan 
conference vote and was e x c l u s i v e l y concerned w i t h h:i.s own 
c o n s t i t u e n c y , where the only barometer of o p i n i o n on the 
subj e c t would be the h i g h l y u n r e l i a b l e one of opinio:! 
expressed by those c o n s t i t u e n t s who f e l t moved t o w r i t e 
t o him on the s u b j e c t . 

Henson also made e f f o r t s t o secure the support of M.P.s 
and Peers. His ' p r i v a t e correspondence w i t h h e s i t a t i n g 
p o l i t i c i a n s and e c c l e s i a s t i c s , ' by h i s own admission 

2 
cons i d e r a b l e ' . I n a d d i t i o n Henson published an a r t 

, 'was 
i c l e 

t h a t was s p e c i f i c a l l y concerned w i t h the p a r l i a m e n t a r y 
is s u e , though e x c l u s i v e l y d i r e c t e d towards members of h i s 
own House, and e n t i t l e d 'An Open L e t t e r t o a Peer Perplexed 
as t o h i s vote on the r e v i s e d Prayer Book', issued i n 
The B i s h o p r i c k i n November 1927, i n which he g e n e r a l l y 
commended the Book, e x p l a i n i n g i t s o r i g i n s , the nature of 
i t s 'enrichment' and the f a c t t h a t i t was b e t t e r s u i t e d t o 
the needs of the age. Henson was popular among the peers, 
h i s speech l a t e r i n the House of Lords was we l l , r e ceived 
and h i s words may w e l l have been i n f l u e n t i a l . 

1 . I b i d . , Nelson t o Headlam, October 22, 1927-
2* H. H. Henson: Retrospect, v o l . i i , p. 163-
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I n the l a s t months of 1927 the bishops found much 
assistance from the work of the League of L o y a l t y and Order. 
There was close contact between Lambeth Palace and t l i e 
League, whose s e c r e t a r y , Miss E. Monroe, was f r e q u e n t l y i n 
communication w i t h Haigh. The League's methods appear t o 
have been the encouragement of contact between supporters 
of the Book and t h e i r M.P.s and an i l l u s t r a t i o n of t i i s i s 
a f f o r d e d by a copy of a c i r c u l a r l e t t e r t h a t was senft t o 
known supporters of the Book: 
'Dear S i r , 

CONFIDENTIAL 
'An energetic supporter of t h i s League who i s g i v i n g 

me h i s help i n your diocese has t o l d me t h a t your member 
- has not f i n a l l y made up h i s mind on the s u b j e c t of 
the Prayer Book Measure, and t h a t h i s vote w i l l be i n f l u e n c e d , 
very considerably by the views of h i s c o n s t i t u e n t s . 

' I hear from many sympathetic members of parliament 
t h a t w h i l e they are r e c e i v i n g q u a n t i t i e s of l e t t e r s asking 
them t o oppose the new Prayer Book, they hear l i t t l e or 
n o t h i n g on the other side 

' I t w i l l be of enormous assistance t o the cause i f you 
can p e r s o n a l l y approach your member, e i t h e r by l e t t e r or by 
i n t e r v i e w (as on your own i n i t i a t i v e and not as the 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of any League) and secure from him a promise 
t o vote i n favour of the Measure. 

' I should be most g r a t e f u l i f , should he express a 
d e f i n i t e o p i n i o n f o r or against the Book, you could l e t me 
have a copy or an e x t r a c t from h i s r e p l y . 

'Without l o c a l e f f o r t t here i s no c e r t a i n t y t h i t the 
Measure w i l l become law. I ask you most e a r n e s t l y , 
t o do a l l t h a t you can i n your own d i s t r i c t . 

Yours f a i t h f u l l y , 
E. Monroe 
Secretary.' 1 

t h e r e f o r e , 

1 . Davidson Papers, Box 12, c i r c u l a r l e t t e r of the 
of L o y a l t y and Order. 

League 
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Throughout October 1927 a s e r i e s of l i s t s of the: 
p o s i t i o n s of M.P.s on the matter were sent t o Haigh and an 
i n t e r i m a n a l y s i s was composed on October 18, 1927, arjid a l s o 
sent t o Haigh. I t contained quotations from remarks t h a t 
M.P.s had made t o those who had approached them and though 
i t was of l i t t l e l a s t i n g value i n the controversy. 

ord of nevertheless a f f o r d e d the most e f f i c i e n t type of rec 
the s i t u a t i o n as i t then e x i s t e d . 

I n October and November 1927 there was a c o n t i n u i n g 
correspondence between Oldham and Davidson, cove r i n g many 
aspects of the pa r l i a m e n t a r y s i t u a t i o n . Davidson shbwed a 
d i s i n c l i n a t i o n towards too vigorous a pro s e c u t i o n of episcopal 
propaganda on the Book's b e h a l f : he disapproved of the idea 
t h a t bishops should b r i n g pressure t o bear on M.P.s 
l o y a l t y t o the Church was slender"^" and he f e l t t h a t 
p r o j e c t f o r a l a r g e meeting i n the A l b e r t H a l l , which might 
be viewed as some k i n d of response t o the l a r g e meet 

whose 
the 

ings t h a t 
opponents had h e l d t h e r e , was unwise. I n e a r l y November 
Oldham conveyed t o Davidson h i s f e a r s - s h o r t l y t o t e 
proved w e l l founded - t h a t o p p o s i t i o n might be s t r o n g e s t i n 
Wales, Scotland and U l s t e r and t h a t the '120 non-English 
members of the House of Commons form a form i d a b l e phalanx 1-. 
He suggested t h a t Davidson might a s s i s t by c o n t a c t i n g the 
thr e e primates and by u r g i n g them t o assert i n f l u e n c e on 

1. I b i d . , Davidson t o Oldham, October 4, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , October 14, 1927. 
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M.P.s and Peers; Davidson and Lang might employ t h e i 
S c o t t i s h connections t o the Book's advantage and 'might 
f e e l able t o get prominent P r e s b y t e r i a n s , members of another 
E s t a b l i s h e d Church, t o give a l e a d which might be h e l p f u l 
t o u s 1 D a v i d s o n acted s u b s t a n t i a l l y upon t h i s advice and 
made contact at l e a s t w i t h the Primate of Wales and jthe 
Primus of Scotland, though there i s no evidence of h i s 
having made contact w i t h the Church of Scotland. Th3 Primate 
of Wales and the Primus of Scotland both agreed t o dD what 
they could t o a i d the Book's passage, though the PrLnus 
f e l t t h a t c a u t i o n should be t h e i r watchword and t h a t ' i n 

view of our p o s i t i o n i n Scotland, t h i s would be a very 
d e l i c a t e matter, and t h a t unless very c a r e f u l about 
we approached, we might e a s i l y do more harm than goo 

whom 
H'.2 

There i s no evidence of Davidson c o n t a c t i n g - t h e Primate of 
U l s t e r ; he may very w e l l have agreed w i t h an e a r l i e r 
of Oldham on the s i t u a t i o n t here as 'hopeless' and t h a t 'the 
best we can do i s t o get some of them t o remain away 

So f a r as the secular press was concerned, although 
reference t o the controversy could be found i n a l l n 
i t was The Times t h a t contained most of the imuortan 
and formed i n many ways a p l a t f o r m on which the controversy 
c o u l d develop. The Times was throughout d i s t i n c t l y 

o p i n i o n 

, 3 

ewspapers, 
t l e t t e r s 

i n 

1 . I b i d . , Oldham t o Davidson, November 3, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , Primus t o Davidson, November 16, 1927. 
3. I b i d . , Oldham t o Davidson, October 2, 1927. 
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favour of the Book, so much so t h a t i t was accused by some 
Pr o t e s t a n t s as showing too s t r o n g a b i a s . A l b e r t M i t c h e l l 
sent a l e n g t h y h i s t o r i c a l d i s q u i s i t i o n t o B e l l i n September 
1927, w i t h a covering l e t t e r of complaint t h a t i t had been 
r e j e c t e d by The Times and t h a t t h i s was 'the t h i r d l o t t e r 
of mine w i t h i n the l a s t s i x months t h a t has been so 
t r e a t e d . Rumour i s s t r o n g t h a t t h i s unworthy a c t i o n of 
The Times i s under episcopal i n f l u e n c e , ,1 Knox also 
wrote t o B e l l i n complaint of the r e j e c t i o n of M i t c h e l l ' s 
l e t t e r , but B e l l was able t o p o i n t out t h a t i n f a c t a l e t t e r 

p 

of Knox had got i n t o The Times t h a t day. The favour t h a t 
The Times showed t o the Book was a matter c o n s t a n t l y 
complained of by P r o t e s t a n t s , but the reason i s p o s s i b l y 
not t h a t suggested by Hinde i n a l e t t e r t o the Reverlend C.F. 
N o l l o t h i n A p r i l 1928: ' I understand t h a t The Times [is 
governed by a Trust on which the Archbishop serves, i f so 
t h a t may acc.ount f o r some of the u n f a i r treatment we b e l i e v e 

3 
we r e c e i v e ' . There c e r t a i n l y was a s i t u a t i o n - of f r i e n d s h i p 
between Dawson and Davidson, but there i s no reference i n 
the H i s t o r y of The Times t o any p a r t i c u l a r p o l i c y d e c i s i o n 
on the matter and i t may very w e l l have been a sense of 
l o y a l t y t o Davidson t h a t caused The Times t o adopt the 

1. B e l l Papers, Buff F i l e , Prayer Book R e v i s i o n , 19|25-27, 
M i t c h e l l t o B e l l , September 1927-

2. I b i d . , B e l l t o Knox, October 11, 1927. 
3. CSA, FCTF, Hinde t o N o l l o t h , A p r i l 10, 1928. 
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approach i t d i d . I n any case, The Times was not u n c r i t i c a l 
i n i t s approach and i n e a r l y 1928 made suggestions f o r 
concessions on Reservation which the bishops were um.ble t o 
accept. Nevertheless, the general advocacy t h a t The Times 
gave was something f o r which the bishops were g l a d aiid 
which was hel d t o a s s i s t the Book's chances of success. 

The 1927 Book re c e i v e d powerful advocacy from a number 
of important churchmen and t h e o l o g i a n s , who wrote i n i t s 
support. Extremely u s e f u l support came from a group of 
e i g h t d i s t i n g u i s h e d r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of d i f f e r e n t schools of 
thought, who gave a s e r i e s of p u b l i c l e c t u r e s about the 
Book i n the Autumn of 1927 at King's College, London. The 
e i g h t l e c t u r e * were subsequently e d i t e d by the Reverend 
Professor H. Maurice Relton and Davidson wrote a Foreword 
t o the book, s t a t i n g t h a t the l e c t u r e s were ' e x a c t l y what 
E n g l i s h churchmen ought j u s t now t o have i n t h e i r hands, 1 as 

they would c o r r e c t 'an e r r i n g v i s i o n ' about p a r t y f e 
and are ' h e l p f u l l y u n t e c h n i c a l ' T h e c o n t r i b u t o r s 
c e r t a i n l y v a r i e d and i n c l u d e d moderate High churchmen such 
as Duncan-Jones, Francis U n d e r h i l l and Miss Evelyn U n d e r h i l l ; 
E v a n g e l i c a l s such as S t o r r ; more c e n t r a l l y - m i n d e d churchmen 

e l i n g 
were 

such as Relton h i m s e l f , the Reverend Professor F. R. 
and the Reverend Canon E. S. Woods; there was somewhat of 
a Modernist c o n t r i b u t i o n by the Reverend Professor 
Matthews. The volume of l e c t u r e s covered 158 pages 

Barry 

. R. 
and made 

1. H.M. Rel t o n : The New Prayer Book, London, 1927, p. 11. 
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a s t r o n g plea f o r acceptance of the Prayer Book.and ay i t s 
very nature was an attempt t o minimise the f r i c t i o n jthat 
e x i s t e d between d i f f e r e n t p a r t i e s i n the Church. 

The Bishop of Winchester wrote a t the same time 
another book of s i m i l a r s i z e . His book was of a mor 
d e v o t i o n a l type than Relton's c o l l e c t i o n of l e c t u r e s 
i t was designed t o avoid too t e c h n i c a l an approach. 

, but 
'This 

book i s not w r i t t e n by an e x p e r t , 1 Woods s t a t e d b o l d l y a t 
the s t a r t of h i s Preface, ' I t i s w r i t t e n by an average 
man f o r average men who, w i t h no s p e c i a l knowledge of 
matters of worship except t h e i r own experience i n church, 
d e s i r e t o understand t h i s f r e s h r e v i s i o n of the Prayer Book 
both i n regard t o the f a c t s of the past and the needp of the 
present'.^" Woods also endeavoured t o minimise p a r t y 
' I have found t h a t E v a n g e l i c a l i s m and Anglo-Catholic 
t h e i r t r u e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , are not incompatible but 
complementary'. ̂  

Headlam was anothefbishop who produced a book on the 
su b j e d t , based on h i s second V i s i t a t i o n Charge of A p r i l 1927. 
Headlam developed an i n t e r e s t i n Prayer Book r e v i s i o n i n the 
l a t e 1920s and was one of i t s s t r o n g e s t supporters, even 
though i n the e a r l y 1920s he had been opposed; h i s change 
of view was sometimes seized upon by h i s opponents a 

s t r i f e : 
ism, i n 

s an 

1. F.T. Woods: The Prayer Book Revised, London, 1927, p. v i i 
2. I b i d . , p. v i i i . 
3. A.C. Headlam: The New Prayer Book, London 1927. 
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instance of h i s i n c o n s i s t e n c y . His i n t e r e s t i n the 
Eastern Church l e d him t o a warmer a p p r e c i a t i o n of tfye 
E p i c l e s i s than was shown by other supporters and h i s Book 
commended t h i s f e a t u r e e s p e c i a l l y . Another l i t e r a r y 
c o n t r i b u t i o n by Headlam was an a r t i c l e , 'A Jefence of the 
New Prayer Book 1, i n the Church Q u a r t e r l y Review.^ 

Measures t h a t had passed the N a t i o n a l Assembly and 
t h a t were t o proceed f o r p a r l i a m e n t a r y approval had : : i r s t 
t o be considered by the par l i a m e n t a r y E c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
Committee, which c o n s i s t e d of f i f t e e n r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of 
the House of Commons and f i f t e e n r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of bhe 
House of Lords. I n c o n s i d e r i n g the Measure f o r p r e s s n t a t i o n 
t o parliament,, the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee was able t o 
co n s u l t w i t h the L e g i s l a t i v e Committee of the N a t i o n a l 
Assembly and i t also i n v i t e d o b j e c t i o n s t o the passage of 
the Measure. I t d e l i b e r a t e d f o r some months over the 
Prayer Book Measure i n 1927 and i t s r e p o r t was not f i n a l l y 
p u blished u n t i l November 24, 1927. The chairman of the 
Committee was S i r Edward Vigors and the delay i n the report:'s 
p u b l i c a t i o n may i n p a r t be a t t r i b u t a b l e t o h i s absence 
d u r i n g the Summer and Autumn months on h i s estates i n I r e l a n d . 
I n the Summer of 1927, Davidson was a l i t t l e hazy at out the 
f u n c t i o n s of the Committee and wrote (from Scotland) t o 
Vigors t o ask ' i f I may be informed as t o what s o r t of 
evidence i s being taken by the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Commiljtee and 

1. Church Quarterly Review, A p r i l 1927, pp. 200-218. 
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when. I f i t i s d e s i r e d t h a t an E n g l i s h Diocesan Bishop 
should give evidence or answer questions, the Archbisshop of 
York would "be ready i f i n v i t e d t o a t t e n d f o r the purpose i f 
i t be i n October The Bishop of Chelmsford would be an 
e x c e l l e n t exponent i f d e s i r e d ofcourse i f evidence or 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n adverse t o the Measure or Book are sent t o 
you i n w r i t i n g , we should be q u i t e ready t o f u r n i s h a 
r e p l y , 1 A u s e f u l r e p l y , i n staccato s t y l e , was sen 
Vigors t o e x p l a i n t h a t 'A sub-committee of the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
Committee i s now engaged i n c o l l e c t i n g the v a r i o u s o 

b by 

which are urged against the Measure. These o b j e c t i o a s have 
been i n every ease submitted i n w r i t i n g , and at pres 
o r a l evidence i s contemplated. I t i s hoped t h a t the 

snt no 
w r i t t e n 

statements may be summarised and considered by the Sub-
Committee i n October. When a summary i s ready I b e l i e v e i t 
i s intended t o i n v i t e the observations upon i t of the Bishops 
s p e c i a l l y r esponsible f o r the Measure. A f t e r the i n d i c a t i o n 
given by Your Grace I have no doubt the Bishop of Chelmsford 

2 
would be approached f o r t h i s purpose 1. 

Correspondence also took place between Wilbrahajm and 
V i g o r s . On J u l y 21, 1927, Wilbraham sent t o Vigors a l a r g e 
package of N a t i o n a l Assembly documentation going back over 
the 1920s^ and there was a f a i r l y constant correspondence 

D j e c t i o n s 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 12, Davidson t o V i g o r s , Augjust 17, 
1927. 

2. I b i d . , Vigors t o Davidson, August 26, 1927. 
3. GSA, The Prayer Book Correspondence P i l e : May 2£ 

December 19, 1927, Wilbraham t o V i g o r s , J u l y 21, 
1927 

1927. 
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between the two t h e r e a f t e r . Wilbraham h i m s e l f f e l t p r i v a t e l y 
t h a t the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee was p o s s i b l y going out of 
i t s way i n g a t h e r i n g o b j e c t i o n s t o the Measure and tlfie Book. 
At the end of a l e t t e r t o Vigors i n September 1927, 
Wilbraham wrote 'Quite p r i v a t e l y . I r a t h e r wonder whether 
your Committee i s not going r a t h e r f a r i n the way of 
encouraging o b j e c t i o n s t o the Measure., sometimes from bodies 
who would never have thought of o b j e c t i n g at a l l i f jbhey 
had not been s p e c i a l l y asked t o do so'.''" 

The v a r i o u s o b j e c t i o n s having been gathered, the 
E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee then turned t o Warman t o f u r n i s h a 
r e p l y . Warman d i d t h i s w i t h the assistance of Wilbraham, 
who was conscious of the p o s i t i o n of the L e g i s l a t i v e 
Committee of the N a t i o n a l Assembly, and the d r a f t was sent 
by Warman t o Davidson t o request Davidson's o p i n i o n . 
Davidson appreciated i t h i g h l y : * I doubt whether anyone else 
would have done i t so w e l l ' and h i s suggestions f o r 
amendment were s l i g h t . Davidson p r e f e r r e d there t o be no 
reference t o Wilbraham, as i t was important t o r e t a i n the 
appearance of a p r i v a t e l e t t e r , and i t would be robted of 
t h i s i f the reference t o Wilbraham remained. 

The r e p o r t t h a t was e v e n t u a l l y p u b l i s h e d gave no 
reason why the Prayer Book Measure ought not t o proceed t o 
parliament and i t was favour a b l e t o the venture. I " 

1. I b i d . , Wilbraham t o V i g o r s , September 28, 1927. 
2. Davidson Papers, Box 12, Warman t o Davidson, Ocjtober 14, 

1927. 
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c o n s i s t e d of three p a r t s : the Report and two Appendices.' 
The Report t r a c e d the h i s t o r y of the Measure an4 the 

Book and of the work of the sub-committee of f o u r i n 
c o l l e c t i n g and r e p o r t i n g on the o b j e c t i o n s . C e n t r a l t o the 
Report was clause 12: 1 .the Committee takes the view 
t h a t no change of d o c t r i n e of c o n s t i t u t i o n a l importance i s 
i n v o l v e d , t h a t a c c o r d i n g l y the " c o n s t i t u t i o n a l r i g h t s of 
a l l His Majesty's s u b j e c t s " are not i n t h i s respect 
p r e j u d i c i a l l y a f f e c t e d , and there i s n o t h i n g t o modify the 

p 

p u r p o r t of the Coronation Oath*. The committee also 
t a c k l e d the c o n t e n t i o n t h a t the Measure was not the ssame 
as had been e a r l i e r presented by the House of Bishops and 
was t h e r e f o r e u l t r a v i r e s and concluded t h a t ' a l l the. 
amendments made by the House of Bishops were " r e l e v a n t t o the 
general p u r p o r t of the Measure" as provided by the standing 
orders of the Church Assembly and are not such as to: make 

3 
the Measure a new one'. 

Appendix I consisted of a h i s t o r i c a l , survey by the 
L e g i s l a t i v e Committee of the N a t i o n a l Assembly, d a t e i J u l y 
12, 1927, Appendix I I was the r e p o r t of the sub-committee on 
the o b j e c t i o n s t o the Measure. D i s t i n c t i o n was drawn 
1. E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee: 13th Report. Report by the 

E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee upon the Prayer Book" Measure 
1 9 2 - , : l a i d before both Houses of Parliament i n 
ursuance of the p r o v i s i o n 1 o f ' t h e Church of Engl 
Assembly) Powers Act, 1919 (9 and 10 Geo. 5, c. 

ss. 3(4) and 4) the L e g i s l a t i v e Committee having 
and 

sig'hifi'ed" a d e s i r e a c c o r d i n g l y . A copy of t h i s dlocument 
i s among the Davidson Papers, Box 13. 
I b i d . 

3. I b i d . 
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between those from whom o b j e c t i o n s were i n v i t e d and 1;hose 
who sent o b j e c t i o n s w i t h o u t i n v i t a t i o n t o do so. Joynson-
Hicks, I n s k i p , Darwell Stone and Carnegie Simpson 'submitted 
statements at the request of the sub-committee'. The Federal 
Council of the E v a n g e l i c a l Free Churches and the 
Congregational Union of Great B r i t a i n and Wales were also 
asked t o send statements, but a l l others came wit h o u i 
i n v i t a t i o n . The o b j e c t i o n s were then .summarised and Warman's 
able l e t t e r of r e p l y was also p r i n t e d . I n the p l e t h o r a of 
p r i n t e d m a t e r i a l produced on the 1927 Prayer Book Measure, 
the Report of the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee i s p o s s i b l y the 
c l e a r e s t and the most u s e f u l a n a l y s i s t h a t can be found of 
the o b j e c t i o n s t o the Book and r e p l i e s t o those o b j e c t i o n s . 
Warman was very l a r g e l y r e s p o n s i b l e f o r t h i s being so and 
the f o r t u n e s of the Book appeared t o be advanced by the 
Report. 



200 

CHAPTER 9. 
THE PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES, DECEMBER 1927. 
The debates i n the House of Lords- l a s t e d f o r three 

days, Monday 12, Tuesday 13 and Wednesday 14 December, 1927. 
There i s no doubt t h a t i t a t t r a c t e d considerable a t t e n t i o n 
among peers; the New Statesman commented on the size of the 
attendance and described i t as 'the l a r g e s t t h a t has ever 
assembled since the days of the r e j e c t i o n of Mr. Lloyd 

George's l a n d - t a x i n g Budget , 1 Throughout the debates i n 
Arch-the Lords, the presence of the revered f i g u r e of the 

bishop of Canterbury was c o n s t a n t l y f e l t and f r e q u e n t l y 
mentioned, not l e a s t by those who were opposed t o the 
Measure. His opening speech touched upon a l l the isssues 
and urged t h e i r Lordships t o pass the Measure, as by so 
doing they would 'promote the s t r e n g t h and good orde:? of 
the Church of England, and t h a t i n i t s e l f w i l l be f o f the 

2 
good of the E n g l i s h people' •. He bro a d l y t a c k l e d th::ee 
main c o n t e n t i o n s . F i r s t l y , he urged t h a t the Book was c e r t a i n l y needed t o r e s t o r e d i s c i p l i n e i n the Church 
t h i s connection i t was the u l t i m a t e product of the recommend­
a t i o n s of the Royal Commission twenty-one years e a r l i e r . 
Secondly, he suggested there was no fundamental change i n 
the d o c t r i n a l p o s i t i o n of the Church of England and '.ie 
j u s t i f i e d many of the important changes and i n n o v a t i s n s 

and i n 

1. New Statesman, December 17, 1927, p. 313. 

2 . Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 69 H.L.Deb., 5s, 
column 771. 
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s t r i c t l y by t h a t t e s t ; on the a l t e r n a t i v e o r d e r f o r Holy 
Communion he held t h a t the o f f i c e was 're-arranged r a t h e r 
than r e - w r i t t e n ' and t h a t two o f f i c e s were b e t t e r able t o 
express the breadth of the Church of England on t h i s matter; 
he j u s t i f i e d Reservation i n p a r t i c u l a r by the increasjed 
frequency w i t h which the Holy Communion was being reqeived. 
T h i r d l y , the passage of the Book would g r e a t l y assist! the 
bishops i n overcoming s t r i f e w i t h i n the Church and wduld 
enable the Church t o proceed t o the more important tslsks 
w i t h which i t was c o n f r o n t e d . The concluding p o i n t was 
t y p i c a l of Davidson's approach, and also of Lang's and t h a t 
of many other bishops: the Church needed t o dismiss Uhis 
comparatively minor matter and proceed t o l a r g e r issues. 

The E a r l of Beauchamp spoke next i n support of the Book 
and. countered the o p p o s i t i o n of Lord Hanworth, whose speech 
had f o l l o w e d t h a t of Davidson. Beauchamp stressed t h a t 
d i s c i p l i n e i n t h i s matter would be best achieved by 
persuasion and t h a t the Book would ease the r e s t o r a t 
d i s c i p l i n e . He made much of the a c c e p t a b l i t y of the 
i n Convocation and the N a t i o n a l Assembly and amongst 

2 
Nonconformists. On the second day of the debate, Lord 
Parmoor spoke i n support, on the grounds t h a t the Boipk would 
l e a d t o peace and u n i t y w i t h i n the Church. Parmoor spoke 
as an e c c l e s i a s t i c a l lawyer and as a man of considerable 

on of 
Book 
some 

1. I b i d . , columns 771-793. 
2. I b i d . , column 813-
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e c c l e s i a s t i c a l experience, on which he drew i n the ccurse 
of h i s speech. Both he and Lord Daryngton, the Vice-Chairman 
of the House of L a i t y , made much of the c o n t e n t i o n tfc.at the 
r i g h t s of the l a i t y were given adequate expression i r the 
N a t i o n a l Assembly. Lord G o r e l l also focused upon t h i s 
i s s u e , though he adopted a .less l e g a l i s t i c stance and wanted 
t o put forward the view of 'the o r d i n a r y man and, woman who 
a t t e n d our Church of England s e r v i c e s ' and by i m p l i c a t i o n 

2 
such persons were not a u t o m a t i c a l l y on the e l e c t o r a l r o l l s . 
G o r e l l gave p a r t i c u l a r a t t e n t i o n t o the a c c e p t a b i l i t y of the 
Book t o the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee of p a r l i a m e n t , on which 
he had served. L a t e r on the second .day, support camu from 
Lord Dawson of Penn, who f e l t t h a t opponents of the Jfleasure 
were not g i v i n g ' s u f f i c i e n t weight t o the r e s u l t of i t s 
r e j e c t i o n ' and he h i n t e d at the problems.of d i s e s t a b l i s h m e n t . 
He spoke warmly of the work of Anglo-Catholics, and f i a t the 
new Book provided the degree of f l e x i b i l i t y needed at t h a t 
stage i n the Church's development. Lord Sandhurst f o l l o w e d 
up many of these observations and though he was no r e a l 
e n t h u s i a s t f o r the Book, he nevertheless supported i t and 
f e l t t h a t the controversy should now be s e t t l e d , i f only f o r 
the sake of the bishops: 'they t e l l us c o n f i d e n t l y t h a t 
w i t h o u t t h i s Measure they cannot guarantee e i t h e r peace or 

1 . SOL ft>. 137-1*9. 
2. I b i d . , column 890. 

3. I b i d . , column 904. 



203 

d i s c i p l i n e , and t h e r e f o r e i n the i n t e r e s t s of peace I 
not vote against i t ' . " ^ 

On the t h i r d day the Lord Chancellor, Viscount C 
f e l t he had l i t t l e t o add t o what he described as a ' 
worthy i n a l l respects of the t r a d i t i o n s of t h i s Hous 
Like so many of the l a y supporters i n the House of Lcrds, 

dare 

ave, 
debate 

Cave had no i n t e n t i o n of speaking as a t h e o l o g i a n : '] 
j u s t the average Englishman, n e i t h e r a High Churehmar 
I t h i n k , a Low Churchman, but one who throughout h i s 
has h e l d the c e n t r a l way, who i s fond of the o r d e r l y 
of our P r o t e s t a n t serv i c e s and profoundly convinced ifhat the 
connection of Church and S t a t e , which has l a s t e d throS 
good times and bad, i s of u n t o l d value of our people 

The speeches from episcopal supporters i n the Ldrds 
t a c k l e d more b o l d l y the d o c t r i n a l issues from which 
supporters tended t o shy away. The only other bishops who 
spoke i n the Book's support were Warman, Hensbn and Lang. 
Each produced sound speeches, t h a t supported the morci general 
opening t h a t Davidson had provided. Warman, on the siecond 
day, was w e l l known as the author of the bishops' r e p l y t o 
the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee. His speech f o l l o w e d t h a t of 
Pearce and he countered many of the suggestions t h a t there 
was d o c t r i n a l change i n the Book; h i s p o s i t i o n i n much the 

am 
nor, 

l i f e 
conduct 

ugh 
3 

he l a y 

1. i b i d . , column 916. 
2. I b i d . , column 951. 

3. I b i d . , column 953. 
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same t h e o l o g i c a l school of thought as Pearce gave s t r e n g t h 
t o h i s views on t h i s matter. On d i s c i p l i n e , he confessed 
t h a t the bishops had i n the past f a i l e d , but he was nbt 
anxious f o r the c r e a t i o n of f o r b i d d i n g d i s c i p l i n a r y 
machinery; 'the best l e g i s l a t i o n does not very o f t e n need 
t o be enforced at a l l ' . ^ " 

On the f i n a l day, the opening speech came from Hjenson 
and was g e n e r a l l y r e c e i v e d as a f i n e piece of oratory! f o r 
which he received much p r a i s e ; the Westminster Gazett 

2 
s i d e r e d i t t o be the 'apex of the debate'. Others, such as 

3 
Dean Inge, f e l t t h a t the speech was i n bad t a s t e , an< 
Davidson, w h i l e acknowledging t h a t Henson 'spoke witfc. 
b r i l l i a n t o r a t o r i c a l power and e f f e c t i v e n e s s ' nevertheless 
f e l t the content of h i s speech t o c o n s i s t of 'not exe.ctly 
the k i n d of arguments which I l i k e best as coming from a 

4 
Bishop on a very solemn issue'. Henson s t a r t e d by l a u n c h i n g 
a f u r t h e r asswiLt upon the 'Protestant Underworld' anc. 
defin e d the term more c l o s e l y than he had done e a r l i o r . 
The 'Underworld 1 should be understood as ' t h a t s tratum of 
s o c i e t y i n which the conventions on which s o c i e t y i t s e l f 
i s b u i l t are not r e s p e c t e d 1 and he produced a t r a c t , 

e con-

1. 
2. 
3. 
.4. 

I b i d . , column 864. 
Quoted i n H.H. Henson: Retrospect, v o l . i i , pp. 
A. Pox: Dean Inge, London, 1960, p. 216. 
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of 
1 

c o n t a i n i n g u n c h a r i t a b l e remarks about the two Archbishops, 
t o i l l u s t r a t e such d i s r e g a r d of accepted convention. His 
a t t a c k was c a r r i e d f u r t h e r t o i n c l u d e 'eminent lawyers and 
e c c l e s i a s t i c s ' who can be found 'to a v a i l themselves 
i t s assistance and t o accept i t s dishonouring homage 
Henson f e l t t h a t the r e v i s i o n paid keen regard t o changes t h a t 
had much a f f e c t e d n a t i o n a l l i f e since the time of th$ Royal 
Commission of 1906: the changed s o c i a l s i t u a t i o n t y p i f i e d by 
'the new dominance of l a b o u r ' , the i n f l u e n c e of the War and 
of Modernism which the Book d i d much t o meet; i t was 'a 
modernised Book i n the best sense of the word.1 . He cackled 
many of the o b j e c t i o n s . The Black Rubric's omission would 
be considered l a t e r by Lang, the p o s s i b i l i t y of omission of 
prayers f o r the k i n g was s l i g h t , on Reservation no change of 
d o c t r i n e was i m p l i e d . The N a t i o n a l Assembly had approved 
and t h a t was c e r t a i n l y r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f 'the masses of the 
people'. R e l a t i o n s w i t h non-episcopal churches might be 
harmed by the Book's r e j e c t i o n and Anglican acquiescsnce i n 
t h a t r e j e c t i o n . The Book would provide at l e a s t a basis f o r 
the r e s t o r a t i o n of d i s c i p l i n e , and the r i g h t s of tho|se who 
d i d not wish t o use the Book were safeguarded. 

Henson concluded t h i s l e n g t h y , and at times w i t f t y , 
speech, w i t h a h i n t a t the prospect of Disestablishment i f 
the Book were r e j e c t e d . Establishment can only proceed on 
•the assumption t h a t i t expresses the good w i l l of the 

1. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 69 H.L 
5 s, columns 925-926. 

Deb., 
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n a t i o n towards the Church, the f a c t t h a t the n a t i o n , 
S t a t e , r e a l l y b e l i e v e s t h a t the C h r i s t i a n Church i s e, 
val u a b l e element i n the State and t h a t i t i s an assis 
t o the work of the State i t s e l f How can i t be 
supposed, i f you r e j e c t t h i s appeal, t h a t the great 
governing assumption of the E s t a b l i s h e d Church can an 
longer be p o s t u l a t e d ? * 1 

Lang's f i n a l speech showed again h i s b r i l l i a n c e 
b r i n g i n g i n s p i r a t i o n t o a cause he h e l d t o be import an 
P o s s i b l y h i s speech was a l i t t l e too l o n g , at l e a s t s 

2 day Henson thought. At the end of an exhaustive t h r e e -
debate there was l i t t l e t h a t Lang could say t h a t was 
new. He rehearsed again the extent of the approval t h a t 
the Book had received from the Church of England i t s e 
the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l machinery by which the m a j o r i t i e s 
been obtained may not have been p e r f e c t , but he d i d 1 

q u i t e know i n what other way you could o b t a i n the opi 
of the Church 1. He gave a favourable i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
Nonconformist sentiment on the s u b j e c t . He d e a l t w i 
good many other issues, and concluded w i t h a broad 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n of what he c a l l e d the two main issues. 
F i r s t l y , t h a t there was no change i n d o c t r i n e ; i n makjin 
a s s e r t i o n he p a r t i c u l a r l y a t tacked the views of men sue 

the 

tance. 
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1. I b i d . , column 936. 
2. H.H. Henson: Retrospect, v o l . i i , p. 165. 
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Lord Carson and other I r i s h r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s who stress ed the 
importance of P r o t e s t a n t i s m ; the Church of England was 
Ca t h o l i c as w e l l as P r o t e s t a n t . Secondly, he tackled, more 
d e c i s i v e l y than had others - and he made t h i s the f i r a l 
p o i n t of the e n t i r e debate i n the House of Lords - tl.e 
question of whether the Book would b r i n g peace and order t o 
the Church of England. He acknowledged t h a t some blame 
attached t o the bishops i n t h i s r e s p e c t , but he made an 
i m p l i e d reference t o the good work of many Anglo-Catholic 
p r i e s t s , of t h e i r value t o the Church of England and of how 
i n a p p r o p r i a t e i t would be t o assert r i g i d d i s c i p l i n e upon 

them: ' I t i s a very d i f f i c u l t t h i n g t o deal d r a s t i c a l l y 
w i t h men before whose s e l f - s a c r i f i c i n g work, o f t e n aipong 
the poor, one wishes t o stand hat i n hand w i t h r e s p e c t 1 . 1 

The o p p o s i t i o n from Anglo-Catholics, he h e l d , had been 
exaggerated,- and the Book i t s e l f would ' r e s t o r e the 
of l o y a l t y ' t o the Church and t h a t already many Ev a n g e l i c a l s 
and Anglo-Catholics were eager t o give t h e i r support t o i t . 
I n a powerful c o n c l u s i o n , Lang asserted t h a t the Boos: : 
possessed a much higher r o l e than t h a t alone: ' t h i s Book i s 
not t o secure b e t t e r p r o v i s i o n f o r the d i s c i p l i n e of the 
c l e r g y . I t i s t o secure b e t t e r p r o v i s i o n f o r the worship 
of God' and he asked f o r t h e i r Lordships' vote ' i n order t h a t 
you may l i b e r a t e the Church from t h i s b e s e t t i n g d i s c u s s i o n 
f o r the main work t o which i t i s c a l l e d among the people 

sense 

1. I b i d . , column 980. 
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of t h i s country 1."'' 
An i n t e r e s t i n g , unique p o s i t i o n was adopted by Lord 

H a l i f a x , who attended and spoke i n the debate, a f r a i l and 
aged f i g u r e , the l e a d i n g Anglo-Catholic layman. The main 
burden of h i s speech was a plea f o r c o n c i l i a t i o n and he 
d i d not consider i t a p p r o p r i a t e t o discuss the p a r t i c u l a r 
p r o v i s i o n s of the Book i n the House of Lords. His 
c o n t r i b u t i o n t o the debate was regarded as important, 
though there may have been disappointment at the l a e i of 
coherence t h a t the speech showed. He advocated h i s own 
wellknown preference f o r the Book of 1549, but. was s u r e l y 
on u n c e r t a i n ground i n suggesting t h a t ' I f t h a t proposal 
had been agreed t o I b e l i e v e i t would have brought us; a l l 
t o g e t h e r ' . As f o r the 1927 Book he f o r e c a s t ' t h a t i " w i l l 
not b r i n g peace and t h a t i t w i l l not b r i n g order', but he 
would a b s t a i n and would do so as he had 'too great a 
personal a f f e c t i o n f o r the Archbishop of Canterbury "to vote 
against, t h i s Measure 1. I t was a moving, but not a s t r o n g 
speech, and i t belongs t o a category of i t s own. 

The o p p o s i t i o n i n the House of Lords was represented 
by the bishops of Norwich and Worcester and by a number of 
l a y peers. Lord Hanworth, b r o t h e r of the Bishop of Norwich, 

1. I b i d . , column 984. 
2. J.G. Lockhart: Charles L i n d l e y Viscount H a l i f a x , 

two, 1885-1934, London, 1956, p. 346. 
3. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 69 H.L. 

p a r t 

5 s, column 846. 
Deb., 
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gave the opening speech i n r e p l y t o Davidson. As w i t h 
a l l opponents, he made a r e s p e c t f u l reference t o Davidson 
at the s t a r t of h i s speech. He then s h i f t e d h i s emphasis 
to the d o c t r i n a l changes t h a t he could observe i n the- Book 
and made much of such well-worn issues as Reservation, the 
Black Rubric's omission and the changed p r o v i s i o n f o r 
prayers f o r the King. The Measure i t s e l f he c r i t i c i s e d on 

• a number of grounds. Appeal t o the diocesan bishop n i g h t 
have very l i t t l e e f f e c t i f the bishop were h i m s e l f 
sympathetic t o the Book; he d i s l i k e d the rule-making powers 
given t o the bishops. He also cast doubt on the r e p r e s e n t ­
a t i v e nature of the N a t i o n a l Assembly and the diocesan 
conferences, over which he f e l t t h a t the bishops had very 
considerable i n f l u e n c e and many of which had been 'charmed' 
by the personal advocacy of Hugh C e c i l . F i n a l l y , he could 
see no great prospect t h a t d i s c i p l i n e would be r e s t o r e d by 
the Book and he c i t e d the o p p o s i t i o n of the 1,400 An^lo-
C a t h o l i c s . A l t o g e t h e r , the speech was a heavy and 
comprehensive a s s a u l t upon the Measure and the Book." 

E a r l Stanhope opened the debate f o r the o p p o s i t i o n on 
the second day w i t h a speech t h a t focused on the need t o 
r e s t o r e d i s c i p l i n e w i t h i n the Church of England and he gave 
n o t i c e of changing the motion t o the e f f e c t t h a t the House 
refuse t o proceed w i t h the Prayer Book Measure 192- ' u n t i l 
i t i s accompanied by a Measure t o ensure order and d i s c i p l i n e 

1. I b i d . , columns 795-807. 
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i n the p u b l i c worship of the Church of England'. He 
much i n his- speech of the d i s c i p l i n a r y recommendations of 
the Royal Commission of 1906 and the f a c t t h a t these 

made 

had 
not been c a r r i e d f orward t o the same ex t e n t as had the 
recommendations on r e v i s i o n of the Prayer Book. For a l l 
h i s o p p o s i t i o n , Stanhope's speech was c h a r a c t e r i s e d by 
moderation. He accepted t h a t the bishops would c e r t a i n l y 
endeavour t o do what they could about d i s c i p l i n e , bu1; 'the 
most they can do under present c o n d i t i o n s i s and mus'; 
remain inadequate'. He i n f a c t d e c l i n e d t o put the motion 
f o r m a l l y , as t o do so would i n v o l v e two d i v i s i o n s , b i t he 
was opposed on those grounds.''' 

Lord Carson r e j o i c e d i n the dis e s t a b l i s h m e n t of the 
I r i s h Church, as the present proceedings i n pa r l i a m e n t , 
which he judged t o be q u i t e u n s u i t e d t o pa r l i a m e n t a r y 
d i s c u s s i o n , would have no a p p l i c a b i l i t y w i t h i n t h a t Church. 
His o p p o s i t i o n was based on P r o t e s t a n t grounds and on the 
c l e a r o p p o s i t i o n of many P r o t e s t a n t s t o the Book. I t was a 
speech t h a t a t t r a c t e d much a t t e n t i o n a t the time, and many 
of i t s p o i n t s were supported or r e f u t e d i n l a t e r speeches, 
but i t conveys the impression of an emotional contect and 
i t was not w e l l - o r d e r e d . Henson f e l t t h a t the m a j o r i t y of 

the speeches on the second day 'were i n t o l e r a b l y bor xng' 

1. I b i d . , columns 831-841. 
2. I b i d . , columns 866-880. 
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and he i n c l u d e d under t h a t umbrella 'a d e s o l a t i n g hoijur 
from Lord Carson'."^ 

A somewhat meandering speech from the Duke of Buccleuch 
suggested t h a t the people of the country d i d not know about 

2 
the Book's content. Lord Danesfort's speech, f o l l o w i n g 
upon G o r e l l ' s references t o the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee, 
attempted t o place the r o l e of the Committee i n what he 
f e l t t o be i t s c o r r e c t p e r s p e c t i v e . I t was not the Committ­
ee's f u n c t i o n t o say whether the Measure was good or bad. 
' t h e i r duty i s simply t o say whether th e r e i s such an 
i n v a s i o n i n the Measure of the c o n s t i t u t i o n a l r i g h t s of 
the people of t h i s country as would j u s t i f y them i n r e f u s i n g 
t o send up t h i s Measure t o Parliament.' He f o l l o w e d t h i s 
i m portant c o n s t i t u t i o n a l p o i n t w i t h a d e t a i l e d a n a l y s i s -
i n v o l v i n g f a c t s and f i g u r e s - of E v a n g e l i c a l and AngLo-
C a t h o l i c o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book and drew e s p e c i a l l y ipon 
H a l i f a x ' s doubts about the matter. His speech, l e n g t h y , 
d e t a i l e d and f a c t u a l , was one of the most va l u a b l e and 
c e r t a i n l y one of the c l e a r e s t from the o p p o s i t i o n . Lord 
Hayter gave the f i n a l speech on the second day and sjpoke as 
Nonconformist who h e l d t h a t most Nonconformists agre ed w i t h 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4.' 

H.H. Henson, Retrospect, v o l . i i , p. 164. 
Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l Report),69 H.L. Heb.,5 s, 
columns 885-889-
I b i d . , column 897. 
I b i d . , columns 895-903. 
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him i n opposing the Book. 
On the f i n a l day, Lord Cushenden., Chancellor of 

Duchy of Lancaster, gave a speech somewhat i n the s 
as t h a t of Lord Carson e a r l i e r . He was d o u b t f u l of 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e nature of the N a t i o n a l Assembly, he fe 
t h a t the L a i t y were u n l i k e l y t o be consulted about 
Book's employment and he had s p e c i f i c d o c t r i n a l objec 
t o the new Communion s e r v i c e and t o Reservation. He 

aa.e 
the 

the 

on 

mace 

him s e l f unable t o ' t r u s t the bishops', whose r e c o r d 
2 

l a s t twenty years had made such a c t i o n i m p ossible. 
The Bishop of Worcester, the Right Reverend E. I 

Pearce, was by c o n t r a s t w i t h the other episcopal opp 
the l a s t v o c a l , and h i s speech i n the House of Lords 
one of h i s few utterances on the s u b j e c t . Henson 
comment on Pearee's speech, at l e a s t i n the publishe 
of h i s J o u r n a l , though Inge noted t h a t Pearce d i d 'b 

3 

than I thought he could do'. But the main episcopal 
o p p o s i t i o n came from P o l l o c k , whose speech formed the 
penultimate of the whole debate, immediately before 
of Lang. He was at the time s u f f e r i n g from rheumatis 
and so was seated w h i l e he d e l i v e r e d h i s speech. He 
by r e f e r r i n g t o Henson's well-known d e s c r i p t i o n of 
'a sparrow s i t t i n g alone upon the house-top' and he 
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1. I b i d . , columns 916-918. 
2. I b i d . , columns 937-951. 
3. A. Pox: Inge, p. 216. 
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d i s l i k e the comparison: i t gave him o p p o r t u n i t y f o r a 
wider view. P o l l o c k , as the ' h i s t o r i c churchman' which 
he considered h i m s e l f t o be, welcomed the f a c t t h a t 1he 
Book was being discussed i n the House of Lords. He Le l d 
t h a t the Book d i d not f u l f i l completely the requirements 
of the Royal Commission of 1906, he was d o u b t f u l of the 
m a j o r i t i e s i n the N a t i o n a l Assembly and the diocesan 
conferences and f e l t t h a t the l a i t y had been inadequately 
consulted. He advanced, again, h i s scheme f o r a d i v i s i o n 
of the Measure, but he f e l t t h a t at t h a t stage there was 
no a l t e r n a t i v e t o rejection."*' The speech touched upon many 
areas of o p p o s i t i o n , but o p i n i o n of i t s e f f e c t i v e n e s s v a r i e d 
Henson s t a t e d b o l d l y i n h i s Journal t h a t 'The Bishop 

2 
Norwich was not e f f e c t i v e ' , but th e r e i s some doubt 

of 
whether 

, 3 

Henson was i n the Chamber f o r Pollock's speech: i n the 
course of h i s speech P o l l o c k , when a l l u d i n g t b - t h e Bishop 
of Durham, commented t h a t ' I see he i s not i n h i s plfe.ce 

The Measure passed the House of Lords w i t h a 
comfortable m a j o r i t y : 
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Most observers were s u r p r i s e d at the largeness of the 
m a j o r i t y t h a t was obtained. The r e s u l t was a t t r i b u t e d t o 
the q u a l i t y of many of the speeches of support and tkfe 
conclusion was wi d e l y drawn t h a t t h i s success would 
i n f l u e n c e o p i n i o n i n the House of Commons. The Times was 
l a v i s h i n i t s p r a i s e of the House of Lords debate anc. 
described i t as 'one of the most impressive s e r i e s of 
speeches t h a t have ever been heard i n the whole h i s t o r y of 
the House of L o r d s 1 . 1 A number of l e t t e r s of c o n g r a t u l a t i o n : 
were sent, prematurely, t o Davidson, on the assumption t h a t 
as a l l had been w e l l i n the House of Lords, t h e r e could be 
no problem i n the House of Commons. One such l e t t e r came 
from Lord Stamfordham who wrote t o Davidson t h a t 'Tho King 
wishes me t o o f f e r you h i s c o n g r a t u l a t i o n s on the ve:?y l a r g e 
m a j o r i t y by which the House of Lords approved of the 
pr e s e n t a t i o n of the Prayer Book Measure As I w r i t e 
the debate i s going on i n the House of Commons, but the 
King assumes t h a t t h e r e also the Measure w i l l be passed by 

p 
a good m a j o r i t y ' . F u r t h e r l i g h t i s thrown on t h i s i n t e r i m 
s i t u a t i o n by the l e a d i n g a r t i c l e i n The Guardian f o r 
December 16, 1927, which a f f o r d s r a r e i n s i g h t i n t o the 
problems t h a t the Church would face i n the event of the 
Book's passage through the Commons which, at t h a t stage, 
The Guardian considered t o be v i r t u a l l y c e r t a i n . 'By some 

1. The Times, December 16, 1927, p. 15. 
2. Davidson Papers, Box 9, Stamfordham t o Davidson, 

December 15, 1927. 
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strange o v e r s i g h t there i s no mention i n the Measure of 
any "appointed day," and apparently there w i l l be no l e g a l 
obstacle t o the use of any p a r t s of the book the Sunday 
a f t e r the Royal Assent i s given But i t i s t o be 
hoped t h a t n o t h i n g w i l l be done w i t h o u t due warning g.nd 
c o n s u l t a t i o n , and t h a t i t w i l l be made c l e a r t h a t at f i r s t 
any changes t h a t are i n t r o d u c e d are r e a l l y of an experimental 
c h a r a c t e r . I t i s very hard t o understand what a l i t u r g i c a l 
form i s l i k e by merely reading i t , and congregations w i l l 
want t o know what the proposed a l t e r n a t i v e s are l i k e i n 

a c t i o n . ,1 Thus the matter of c o n g r e g a t i o n a l experiment, 
which was h e l d by a l a t e r generation i n the 1960s t o be a 
matter of c a r d i n a l importance, was i n t r o d u c e d , almost f o r 
the f i r s t t i m e , as a v i r t u a l a f t e r t h o u g h t . The experimental 
use of the 1927 Holy Communion at St E t h e l b u r g a 1 s , 
Bishopsgate, i n February 1927 by the Reverend W. P. G e i k i e -
Cobb, i s the only example of experiment t h a t has been found 

2 
and i n t h a t instance i t r e s u l t e d i n b r a w l i n g . The f a c t t h a t 
the episcopate forbade experiment, f u r t h e r enhanced "he r o l e 
t h a t the Book possessed as an instrument of d i s c i p l i n e . 

Davidson had taken i t upon h i m s e l f t o approach c e r t a i n 
members of the House of Commons t o request t h e i r speaking 
f o r the Book i n the debate. He was n a t u r a l l y i n almost 
constant communication w i t h Hugh C e c i l , Daryngton and Selborne 

1 . The Guardian, December 16, 1927, p. 947. 
2. Davidson Papers, Box 5, press c u t t i n g from The D&ily 

News, February 18, 1927. 
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i t 

and he knew t h a t they would c o n t r i b u t e t o the debate. He 
made a p a r t i c u l a r approach t o W. C. Bridgeman, F i r s t l o r d 
of the A d m i r a l t y , t o ask him t o i n t r o d u c e the Measure i n 
the Commons. 'One man a f t e r another has t o l d me how 
s a t i s f a c t o r y i t would be were you t o do so,' Davidsor wrote, 
'Lord Hugh C e c i l i s markedly of t h a t o p i n i o n '^ 
Bridgeman agreed t o take on t h i s t a s k , though h i s l e 
of acceptance t o Davidson reveals an approach t o the 
which was i n f a c t t o prove a d i s t i n c t disadvantage tc 
Book's passage. ' I have not f o l l o w e d the course of eve 
he confessed, 'and I am no Theologian I underst 
i s t o be f i r s t i n t r o d u c e d i n the Lords, and so I s h a l l 
an o p p o r t u n i t y of s e l e c t i n g my p o i n t s from the anthol 
produced t h e r e . But even so, I hope you w i l l not expe 
t o speak except on very general l i n e s , or t o enter ic 

p 
controversy on such matters as "Real Presence".' I r 
event, i t was Bridgeman's i n a b i l i t y t o t a c k l e such i s 
and the general weakness of a speech which was desig 
appeal t o the 'man-in-the-pew 1, w i t h no t e c h n i c a l the 
knowledge, t h a t gave an u n c e r t a i n s t a r t t o the Common 
and set the tone f o r many poor speeches i n the Book's 

The Davidson papers suggest t h a t the Archbishop 
indeed rec e i v e much advice i n favour of Bridgeman as 
opening spokesman i n the Commons. As f a r back as Aug' 

er 
t a s k 
the 
n t s , ' 

and i t 
have 

ogy 
et me 

t o 
the 

sues 
d t o 

o l o g i c a l 
s debate 
f a v o u r , 

d i d 
the 
u s t , 

ne 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 6, Davidson t o Bridgeman, Nc 
16, 1927. 

2. I b i d . , Bridgeman t o Davidson, November 17, 1927. 

vember 
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i n conversation w i t h Dawson, he had been advised that 
Bridgeman would be the best man t o approach, though at t h a t 
time Davidson was s u r p r i s e d t o know t h i s . Davidson wrote 
t o Lang t h a t Dawson had informed him 'Everyone l i s t e n s t o 
Hugh C e c i l as a w i t t y performer, but not as a person whom 
they wish t o f o l l o w . Bridgeman, strange t o say, would be 
much more po t e n t . Wolmer i s not popular i n the Commons, 
and Selborne i s supposed t o be too much i n w i t h eccle s i a s t i c s ' . , 1 

w 

Macassey, i n a l e t t e r t o B e l l , had also urged t h a t Bridgeman 
2 

should be the man t o move the Measure i n the Commons. 
Apart from Davidson's approach t o Bridgeman, there is no 
f u r t h e r evidence of approaches t o other M.P.s t o urge t h e i r 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the debate. I n a l l p r o b a b i l i t y the speakers 

UV 

ere agreed upon^informal discussions by the va r i o u s 
groupings i n the Commons. 

December 15, 1927, was the one and only day provided f o r 
the debate i n the House of Commons. Prom the s t a r t i t was 
apparent t h a t i t s advocacy there was weak and t h a t the 
o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book had considerable s t r e n g t h . Bridgeman 
in t r o d u c e d the motion i n a very general way, making q l e a r 
both f o r m a l l y and i n the general tenor of h i s speech t h a t 
he represented the 'man-in-the-pew 1, t h a t he was not a member 
of the N a t i o n a l Assembly and t h a t he had 'no c l a i m whatever 
t o speak as a t h e o l o g i a n , or as an a u t h o r i t y on d o c t r i n e s 
1. I b i d . , Davidson to Lang, August 5, 1927. 
2. B e l l Papers, B u f f P i l e , Prayer Book, Revision 1925-27, 

Macassey t o B e l l , October 11, 1927. 
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or on l i t u r g i e s , 1 His b l u f f approach f a i l e d . The mood of 
the Commons r e q u i r e d more than Bridgeman could or die 
His speech was i n t e r r u p t e d , occasioning an un f o r t u n a t 
o u t b u r s t from him t h a t ' I can imagine t h a t those who 
the Church of England may wish t o r e j e c t t h i s measure 
This accusation was u n j u s t , and created confusion and. 
atmosphere i n the House, prompting J. H. Thomas, who 

g i v e . 
e 
d i s l i k e 

bad 
took 

no r e a l p a r t i n the controversy, t o s t a t e h i s resentment at 
'the suggestion t h a t anyone who takes an opposite vieiw has 

3 

e i t h e r d i s r e g a r d of or an enmity towards the Church'. 
Davidson was disappointed a t t h i s i n a u s p i c i o u s s t a r t t o the 
debate and noted i n a p r i v a t e memorandum t h a t 'Bridgoman, i t 
i s f a i r t o say, had never claimed t o understand the s u b j e c t , 
but I supposed he would get i t up, knowing, as I supposed he 
d i d , t h a t a l l s o r t s of those who were i n favour of the 
Measure t r u s t e d him t o be i t s i n t e r p r e t e r owing t o h i s 
personal p o p u l a r i t y . Somehow he a b s o l u t e l y muffed i t . I t 
was a poor speech w i t h no knowledge and no f i r e , and one 

4 
or other of these was i n my judgment e s s e n t i a l 1 . A l t o g e t h e r 
the speech was a d i s a s t r o u s opening and no favourable comment 
about i t can be found. The Times recorded t h a t a t the end 
1. Parliamentary Debates ( . O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 211 H.C 

2. 
3. 
4. 

5_s, column 2531-
I b i d . , column 2539. 
I b i d . 
P r i v a t e Papers of Randall Davidson, Archbishop of 
Canterbury 1903-28, v o l . x v i , D i a r i e s and Memoranda 
1927 - 1930, Memorandum of January 15, 1928, pp. 11-12 

. Deb. 
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of Bridgeman's speech 'a p l a i n t i v e voice was heard asking, 
" I s t h a t a l l ? " 1 , 1 though the O f f i c i a l Report makes no 
mention of t h i s . I t was i n many ways the most s i g n i f i c a n t 
comment t h a t could be made on the speech. 

Joynson-Hicks f o l l o w e d w i t h a b r i l l i a n t piece oi 
o r a t o r y t h a t steered the debate on t o the d o c t r i n a l i s sues. 
Mr. Ammon then took up the cause and spoke as a Noncenformist 
supporter and as a member of the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee. 
He made much of the Nonconformist support f o r the Bock and 
of h i s own view, q u i t e c o n t r a r y t o t h a t of the previous 

2 
speaker, t h a t there was no d o c t r i n a l change. The Countess 
of Iveagh spoke g e n e r a l l y i n support. Her experiences i n a 
recent b y - e l e c t i o n had caused her t o f e e l t h a t the l a i t y 
welcomed the Book and she wished, l i k e Bridgeman, t o avoid 
the d o c t r i n a l issues, and t h i s i n s p i t e of the s k i l f u l use 
of these issues by Joynson-Hicks and M i t c h e l l . She concluded 
by asking 'What i s the r e a l u n d e r l y i n g p r i n c i p l e of the 
Reformation? I t i s w h i l e there should be order and 
there should be u n i t y , there must s t i l l be some scope f o r 
l i b e r t y of o p i n i o n ' . 

Much was expected of Lord Hugh C e c i l ' s speech. His 
close involvement i n the whole process of r e v i s i o n was w e l l 
known and the Book's advocates i n the Commons looked t o him 

1. The Times, December 16, 1927, p. 14. 
2. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 211 H.C 

5 s, columns 2550-2560. 
3. I b i d . , column 2571. 

Deb. 
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as the man who might r e t r i e v e a d i s i n t e g r a t i n g cause. But 
Hugh C e c i l l o s t h i s nerve on t h i s occasion and h i s sjeech 
f a i l e d t o t a l l y t o l i v e up t o e x p e c t a t i o n s . He was urwise 
enough, as the f o u r t h speaker i n the Book's fa v o u r , t o ignore 
the demand t h a t the Commons was c l e a r l y showing f o r d o c t r i n a l 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r the Book's a l l e g e d i n n o v a t i o n s and 
speech covered f a m i l i a r p o i n t s about the l i m i t e d nature of 
the bishops' rule-making powers, the need f o r persuas; 
r a t h e r than coercion i n the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of d i s c i p l 

h i s 

ion 
ine and 

only s l i g h t reference - and t h a t s t i m u l a t e d by i n t e r s e c t i o n s 
from Joynson-Hicks and Macftaghten - on d o c t r i n a l matters."'" 
The Times was c r i t i c a l of both the manner and the content 
of Hugh Ce c i l ' s speech. He 'attempted d e t a i l e d argument w i t h 
a nervousness t h a t destroyed h i s usual i n c i s i v e n e s s ' 
'At the close of t h i s complete, though d i s j o i n t e d , defence 
the House was n e a r l y empty, members p e r s i s t i n g i n t h e i r 

and 

Hugh a p p e t i t e f o r d o c t r i n a l d i s c u s s i o n and n o t h i n g e l s e * . 
C e c i l , a w e l l - r e g a r d e d p a r l i a m e n t a r y debater, must hi v e 
been f u r t h e r unnerved by the emptying of the House iip the 
course of h i s speech. I n the p o s t s c r i p t t o a l e t t e r 
Davidson a f t e r the r e j e c t i o n , he wrote ' I wish I hadfa't made 
such a bad speech; but as a maid servant i n some novel says 
a f t e r smashing the crockery " I f e e l s as how i t was t b be". » 5 

sent t o 

1. I b i d . , columns 2578-2592. 
2. The Times, December 16, 1927, p. 14. 
3. Davidson Papers, Box 6, Hugh C e c i l t o Davidson, 

December 17, 1927. 
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m, and 

or 
made 

Other speeches of support f o l l o w e d . S i r Henry Slesser 
spoke as an Anglo-Catholic supporter, c o u n t e r i n g Joyrson-
Hicks ' s t r i c t P r o t e s t a n t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of A n g l i c a n i s i 
suggesting t h a t the r e v i v a l of C a t h o l i c t r a d i t i o n w i i f h i n 
the Church of England was i n no sense 'Romish'. 1 Maj< 
H i l l s focused h i s speech of support on the p r o v i s i o n 
by the Enabling Act and t h a t the s e c u r i t y of d o c t r i n e was 
the s p e c i f i c concern of the Church, which h e l d t h a t i n t h i s 
respect there was no change. The d o c t r i n a l issues were not 
s u i t a b l e as a matter of dis c u s s i o n i n the Commons and he 
s p e c i f i c a l l y asked Joynson-Hicks and h i s f e l l o w - t r a v o l l e r s 
'whether they are prepared t o stand f o r ever i n the 
metaphysics, the philosophy, and the theology of the 
century'. H i l l s concluded t h a t the Book was a 'progression' 
and he welcomed i t . His speech was s e n s i b l y argued and 
p o w e r f u l l y put; and i t was valuable as one of the few t h a t 

2 
came from Labour members. Mr. Buchan was a member of the 
Church of Scotland but supported the Book and asked whether 
the opponents were not by 'a narrow view of the Reformation 
t r a d i t i o n being f a l s e t o t h a t e s s e n t i a l Reformat 

17th 

3 
p r i n c i p l e t o which we are a l i k e devoted'. Mr. Dum 
a B a p t i s t and a Labour member. To go against a Book 
had the approval of the Church of England 'would be 

ion 

ico was 
which 

la 

1. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l Record), 211 H.C 
5 s, columns 2597-2603. 
I b i d . , columns 2607-2611. 
I b i d : , column 2620. 

. Deb., 

2. 

3. 
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v i o l a t i o n of the p r i n c i p l e s upon which the Free Churches 
are b a s e d ' i n any case he found the new Book much 
sa c e r d o t a l i n tone than t h a t of 1662 and i n t h i s issue a t 

l e s s 

l e a s t the bishops ought t o be supported, even though 
no p a r t i c u l a r l i k i n g f o r them; he made the somewhat e 
remark t h a t ' I have never f e l t disposed t o defend Bishops, 
or t o say good t h i n g s about them g e n e r a l l y , but I do 

p 
t h a t , the Bishops are no worse than other men 1. 

as w e l l as by vote , 3 

he had 
q u i v o c a l 

say 

The Prime M i n i s t e r ' s speech was considered i n prospect 
to be a most valuable a i d t o the Book's passage. Baldwin's 
w i l l i n g n e s s t o speak i n support of the Measure was 
as c e r t a i n e d only i n November 1927, though both Archbishops 
had been anxious e a r l i e r i n the year t o secure h i s vocal 
support. Davidson and Baldwin had discussed the matter at 
H a t f i e l d House on November 20, 1927, and i n a l e t t e r 
Bridgeman, who had been anxious t h a t Davidson should 
Baldwin's support, Davidson explained t h a t he 'spent 
yesterday at H a t f i e l d . The Prime M i n i s t e r was there 
l e a r n t from him about h i s intended speech. I am very 
t h a n k f u l t o know t h a t he i s going t o support you by voice 

t o 

secure 

and I 

His speech s t r u c k a basic and simple l i n e and he had 
c l e a r l y f e l t no need t o enter i n t o d e t a i l e d defence of the 

1. I b i d . , columns 2625-2626. 
2. I b i d . , column 2628. 
3. Davidson Papers, Box 6, Davidson t o Bridgeman, November 

21, 1927. 
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Book: s i x months l a t e r he spoke on the same su b j e c t w i t h 
g r e a t e r c o n v i c t i o n . He asked b a s i c a l l y 'which course 
taken by the House of Commons w i l l serve best the r e l i g i o u s . 
l i f e of our nation? 1" 1' He urged acceptance of the Bock on 
the ground t h a t i t was r e q u i r e d by the Church of England. 
His speech had s t r o n g e r p o l i t i c a l undertones than had most 
speeches and he warned e s p e c i a l l y of the dangers of l e j e c t i o n , 
which would r e s u l t i n r e j o i c i n g among the r e b e l Angle-
C a t h o l i c s and would b r i n g the issue of d i s e s t a b l i s h m e n t t o 

2 
the f o r e ; the attendant p o l i t i c a l problems were h i n t e d a t . 
Baldwin's speech was regarded by observers as an adequate 
but not a r e a l l y impressive speech of support. Inge wrote 

3 

'he could only do h i s best w i t h o u t enthusiasm' and I.enson, 
though not present i n the House, wrote t h a t Baldwin 'seems 
t o have spoken w e l l , but was unable t o stem the t i d e of 
a n t i - e p i s c o p a l f e e l i n g 1 D a v i d s o n had been informed. 
e a r l i e r on e x c e l l e n t a u t h o r i t y t h a t Baldwin's speaking f o r 

5 
the Book 'would ensure the passage of the Measure 1, 
i n the event, f o r circumstances stemming both from the 
l i m i t a t i o n s of what Baldwin s a i d and from the atmosphere 
i n the Commons, t h i s proved t o be f a r from the case 

but 

1 . Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 211 H.C Deb., 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

5s, column 2633. 
I b i d . , columns 2632-2637. 
A. Fox: Inge, p. 216. 
H. H. Henson, Retrospect, v o l . i i , p. 166. 
Davidson Papers, Box 6, Memorandum of conversation w i t h 
Lord S a l i s b u r y , October 19, 1927-
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The f i n a l speech i n support of the motion came from 
Viscount Wolmer, who detected more c l e a r l y than any other 
supporters the f a c t t h a t the Commons was i n t e r e s t e d i n the 
d o c t r i n a l i s sues. Much of h i s speech focused on these 
issues and on the l o g i c of the church's proposals as the 
f u l f i l ment of the e a r l i e r Royal Commission."^ 

The opponents of the Book produced a b l e r speakeis and 
caught more e f f e c t i v e l y the mood of the House. The opening 
o p p o s i t i o n speech by Joynson-Hicks set the tone v i r t t . a l l y 
f o r a l l t h a t f o l l o w e d and steered the debate on t o the 
d o c t r i n a l issues t h a t the House appeared t o c h e r i s h . The 
whole ethos of the Church of England, he h e l d , was beiing 
changed f o r the advantage s o l e l y of the Anglo-Cathol:.c 
s e c t i o n and he condemned e s p e c i a l l y the permission f o r 
Reservation. He f e l t t h a t i t was not p o s s i b l e t o ' t r u s t 

b i s the Bishops' as they were being asked t o do, as the 
had shown themselves t o be weak i n imposing d i s c i p l i n e and 
were now w i s h i n g t o in t r o d u c e these changes t o placat e 
those whom they were unable t o c o n t r o l . He conclude^ w i t h 
s t r o n g a s s e r t i o n t h a t members of the House of Commons should 
employ t h e i r r i g h t t o vote on t h i s issue which ' i s not 
e n t i r e l y a matter f o r the Church of England. As lo n g as 
the Church i s e s t a b l i s h e d , the f i n a l r i g h t l i e s w i t h 
Parliament. Today, the f i n a l r i g h t l i e s w i t h the Conmons 

.shops 

1. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 211 H.C 
5 s. columns 2648-2652. 

Beb. , 
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of England'."^" A l l observers considered the speech e f f e c t i v e 
Henson wrote t h a t 1Joynson-Hicks made the speech of h i s 

2 
l i f e ' and Inge wrote t h a t he 'spoke w i t h great earnestness 
and b e t t e r than he had ever spoken b e f o r e 1 , w h i l s t Tjhe 
Times r e p o r t e d t h a t 'The impression of t h i s speech was so 
profound t h a t members d i d not stay t o l i s t e n t o Mr. Amnion's, 
t h a t f o l l o w e d . 

Subsequent comment on the debate u s u a l l y l i n k e d 
Joynson-Hicks 1 speech w i t h t h a t of the second opponent of 
the Measure, Mr. Rosslyn M i t c h e l l , Member f o r P a i s l e y , a 
Pre s b y t e r i a n who, though not much i n evidence i n the 
controversy up t o t h a t p o i n t , gave a r o u s i n g speech based 
f i r m l y on P r o t e s t a n t c o n v i c t i o n s and a burning f e a r 1hat 
the Book would le a d the Church of England t o Rome. Davidson 
hi m s e l f f e l t t h a t M i t c h e l l ' s speech was the c r u c i a l one f o r 
securing votes f o r the o p p o s i t i o n : ' I t was a simply u l t r a -
P r o t e s t a n t harangue, w i t h no r e a l knowledge of the s u b j e c t , 
but owing i t s power t o a r h e t o r i c a l presentment of no-Popery 
phrases' and arguments of the s o r t which are t o be foifnd i n 
Barnaby- Rudge, when the Lord George Gordon ri o ' t s set London 

5 
af l a m e 1 . The Times r e p o r t e d t h a t M i t c h e l l 'loosed 

1. I b i d . , columns 2540-2550 
2. H.H. Henson: Retrospect, v o l . i i , p. 166. 
3. A. Pox: Inge, p. 216.' 
4. The Times, December 16, 1927, p. 14. 
5. Quoted i n G.K.N. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 1346 
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Cromwellian thunders upon the Measure'"^" and Inge wrotie 
t h a t M i t c h e l l ' f u l minated l i k e an o l d Covenanter' and. 
concluded t h a t h i s speech t o g e t h e r w i t h t h a t of Joynqon-

2 
Hicks ' d i d most t o determine the r e s u l t ' . 

Other speeches of o p p o s i t i o n were apparently leds 
e f f e c t i v e than the f i r s t two, but c o n s o l i d a t e d the h o l d 
t h a t o p p o s i t i o n sentiment had e s t a b l i s h e d upon the House. 
S i r John Simon posed two questions i n h i s speech: f i r s t l y , 
he considered the e f f e c t t h a t the changes might have 
outside the Church of England and he h e l d t h a t they v^ould 
be disadvantageous t o P r o t e s t a n t i s m ; secondly, he asked i f 
the Book would end the Anglo-Catholic o p p o s i t i o n and he 
f e l t t h a t there was no evidence t o suggest t h a t i t would. 
Other speeches of o p p o s i t i o n came from S i r M a r t i n Conway and 
Mr. Walsh. Colonel A p p l i n deplored the f a c t t h a t the; o l d 
Book i n a l l i t s f u l n e s s would no longer e x i s t (though the 
changes i n the 1662 Book as such were very s l i g h t and p u r e l y 
l i t e r a r y ) and he deplored the omission of some of the 
prayers f o r the King, an omission which he considered t o 
be one of the f i r s t steps t o Rome.^ S i r Douglas Hogg was 
opposed t o the Book on d o c t r i n a l grounds and f e l t t h a t the 
approval of the N a t i o n a l Assembly should be considered by 

1. The Times, December 16, 1927, p. 14. 
2. A. Pox: Inge, p. 216. 
3. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 211 H.C Deb. 

5_s, columns 2571-2578. 
4. I b i d . , column 2613. 



227 

no means the f i n a l word on the matter. S i r Malcolm 
Macnaghten held t h a t the d e s t r u c t i o n of the Church of 
England as i t was then understood was h i g h l y probable i f 
the Book were passed and t h a t considerable d i f f i c u l t y would 

2 
be made w i t h other P r o t e s t a n t bodies. 

S i r Thomas I n s k i p , the acknowledged l i e u t e n a n t of 
Joynson-Hicks, concluded f o r the o p p o s i t i o n i n the p e n u l t i ­
mate speech of the whole debate. The Commons, he urged, had a p e r f e c t r i g h t t o vote as i t f e l t b e s t , q u i t e apart from 
the e a r l i e r decisions by Convocation and the N a t i o n a l Assembly. 
•We cannot be the microphone f o r another assembly. 1 C e r t a i n 
aspects of the Book were acceptable, but the changes i n the 
Holy Communion s e r v i c e and the permission f o r Reservation 
were not. He could place l i t t l e t r u s t i n the bishops?, who 
had shown t h e i r m u t a b i l i t y i n the l a s t two decades and there 
was i n prospect, i f the Book be passed, 'more b i t t e r n e s s and 
p o s s i b i l i t y of s t r i f e than i n anything contained i n jbhe 
o l d Book'. 3 

The Commons debate r e s u l t e d i n the r e j e c t i o n of the 
Measure and the Book, though by no great m a j o r i t y : 

1. I b i d . , column 2620. 
2. I b i d . , columns 2629-2632. 
3. I b i d . , columns 2637-2648. 
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Ayes: 205 
No: 238 1 

A close reading of the debates i n both the House of 
Lords and the House of Commons conveys an impression of a 
hi g h standard of debating, a f a c t t o which many of the 
speakers themselves a l l u d e d i n the course of the debases. 
I t has subsequently even been suggested t h a t the debases on 
the Prayer Book 'produced as f i n e a d i s p l a y of o r a t o r y as 

2 
any which parliament has heard t h i s c e n t u r y ' . The Times 
f e l t t h a t the debating i n the Lords had been s u p e r i o r 
t h a t i n the Commons, but the paper's i r r i t a t i o n a t the 

t o 

unquenchable desire f o r d o c t r i n a l d i s c u s s i o n i n the C 
may have been a f a c t o r i n t h i s view. A c o n t r a r y view 
l e a s t the House of Commons debate was expressed by thle 
e d i t o r of Crockford's: 'The debate w i l l n o t , we t h i n k 
as one of the most memorable i n the long annals of t h 

4 
House 1 . 

Two u s e f u l analyses of the v o t i n g i n the Commons 

Dmmons 

of a t 

rank 

made i n The Times, showing the v o t i n g by p a r t y and the v o t i n g 
were 

3. 
4. 

I b i d . , column 2652, gives the number of 'noes' as 230, 
but a d d i t i o n of the names of those v o t i n g 'no', qolumns 
2653-2656, reveals a t o t a l of 238. The matter of the 
v o t i n g f i g u r e s was t h e r e f o r e a matter of minor d i s p u t e , 
but was c l a r i f i e d i n G-.K.N. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . 
1346, f o o t n o t e 1. 
A.J.P. Ta y l o r : E n g l i s h H i s t o r y 1914-1945, O.U.P.. 
p. 259-
The Times, December 16, 1927, p. 15. 
Crockford's C l e r i c a l D i r e c t o r y , 1929, O.U.P., p. x i . 

1965, 
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by n a t i o n a l r e g i o n . The analyses were based upon the 
or a b s t e n t i o n of 610 members. P r o v i s i o n e x i s t e d i n 1 
615 members, but 5 were excluded: the Speaker, the Ctoairman 
of Committees and the Deputy Chirman by t r a d i t i o n did not 
vo t e , and the r e had r e c e n t l y been two deaths among M.P.s. 

v o t i n g 
927 f o r 

For Against Paired n?3!!"? ,q c Un-paired T o t a l 

U n i o n i s t s 
labour 
L i b e r a l s 
Independents 

167 160 23 57 
35 54 1 65 
2 23 2 14 
3 3 0 1 

407 
155 
41 
7 

U n i o n i s t s 
labour 
L i b e r a l s 
Independents 

207 240 26 137 610 

,., . . , Paired Paired Absent n For Against f o r a g a i n s t u n p a i r e d 3 ) o t a l 

England 
Scotland 
I r e l a n d 
Wales 

199 175 12 6 .95 
6 36 1 5 26 

11 - 2 
2 18 16 

487 
74 
13 
36 

England 
Scotland 
I r e l a n d 
Wales 

207 240 13 13 137 610 

I n a t t e m p t i n g t o assess the reasons f o r the r e j 
of the Book by the Commons, important regard should 

1 
i c t i o n 
)e p a i d 

1 . The Times, December 17, 1927, p. 12. 



230 

kground 

l e s s 
e r s . 
had 

t o the debate i t s e l f and t o the s u p e r i o r q u a l i t y of the 
speeches of the o p p o s i t i o n members. The manner i n which 
t h e i r speeches caught the mood of the house has already 
been observed,but B i r c h a l l noted the p r o f e s s i o n a l bac 
of many of these men as a s i g n i f i c a n t f a c t o r i n t h e i r 
success: 'Out of ninespeech.es against the Measure no 
than s i x were /~~from_7 very a s t u t e lawyers or b a r r i s t 
On our side was one l e g a l speaker ^~Slesser_7: and he 
discounted any b e n e f i t he might have been by p u b l i c l y 
a s s o c i a t i n g h i m s e l f w i t h lawbreakers on a recent occasion'. 
A s i m i l a r p o i n t was made by an apparently w e l l - i n f o r r r e d 
correspondent of the Bishop of Winchester, Aubrey Mar 
whose l e t t e r of December 24, 1927, was sent t o Davids 
and i n which he urged the use of lawyers as spokesmer 
next Commons debate: ' I do hope the Bishops have l e a r n t the 

put 
h i s case i n the most favourable way'. 

B i r c h a l l ' s l e t t e r p o i n t e d out some other ways i r which 
the members of the House of Commons may have been i n f l u e n c e d 
by the form t h a t the debate took. The supporters i n the 
Commons had e a r l i e r arranged f o r Bridgeman t o open and f o r 
Baldwin t o conclude t h e i r case, but 'When t h i s arrangement 
was published I am t o l d Douglas Hogg went -to the Prine 
M i n i s t e r and p r o t e s t e d against h i s winding up. His p r o t e s t 

lesson t h a t i t i s par excellence the lawyer's job t o 
2 

, 1 

n i n g , 
on, 
i n the 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 9, B i r c h a l l t o Davidson, December 
I S , 1 9 2 7 . 

2. I b i d . , Box 6, Manning t o Woods, December 24, 1927 

http://ninespeech.es
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s 
the 

'Our 

easure. 

was e f f e c t i v e and we were d e f i n i t e l y t o l d t h a t the Prime 
M i n i s t e r would not wind up or be the l a s t speaker on our 
s i d e . I t was under these circumstances ( f o r which we were 
i n no wise r e s p o n s i b l e ) t h a t Wolmer wound up - much against 
h i s w i l l ' . ^ " Given the circumstances i n which Baldwin 
speech was i n any case d e l i v e r e d , t h i s a l t e r a t i o n of 
speaking order very probably made l i t t l e d i f f e r e n c e . 

More i n t e r e s t i n g i s the honest and d i s a p p o i n t i n g 
r e p o r t t h a t B i r c h a l l gave of the f i n a l r e s u l t s of the 
immense e f f o r t s of the League of L o y a l t y and Order. 
r e t u r n shows t h a t 43 members who had given s a t i s f a c t o : 
r e p l i e s t o our e n q u i r i e s a c t u a l l y voted against the Mi 
This meant a change over of 86 votes! On the other hand 9 
men voted f o r us who had been entered as opponents: t h i s 

2 
r e s u l t e d i n a net l o s s of 68 v o t e s ! 1 The conclusion may 
be drawn from t h i s evidence t h a t these M.P.s were persuaded 
t o go against t h e i r e a r l i e r commitment by reason of ";he 
persuasive case put by the Book's opponents i n the Commons. 

Much was subsequently made of the f a c t t h a t the Book 
had secured a m a j o r i t y vote from at l e a s t the E n g l i s i i M.P.s 
and only i n t h e i r c o n s t i t u e n c i e s would the Book have been 
used. Lord Birkenhead, Secretary f o r I n d i a , i n a f o j r c e f u l 
l e t t e r t o The Times, was e s p e c i a l l y c r i t i c a l of the 
op p o s i t i o n t h a t came from S c o t t i s h , Welsh and I r i s h baembers 

1. I b i d . , Box 9, B i r c h a l l t o Davidson, December 18, 
2. I b i d . 

1927. 
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and wished t h a t they would have f o l l o w e d the path of 
n e u t r a l i t y set "by Roman C a t h o l i c members; he d i r e c t e d 
venom against Mr. S a k l a t v a l a , a Parsee M.P. who had voted 
against the Book.''" This issue aroused a good deal of 
passion and the case f o r these M.P.s was put by the 
Archbishop of Wales i n a l e t t e r t o The Times. 'We t a l k of 
the B r i t i s h , not of the E n g l i s h , Empire, and t o circumscribe 

much 

•the N a t i o n a l Church to the E n g l i s h counties i s a c u r t a i l e d 
estimate of her i n f l u e n c e and power. ,2 Undoubtedly the 
r e j e c t i o n by M.P.s from these areas was caused by the s t r o n g 
P r o t e s t a n t f e e l i n g t h a t e x i s t e d i n Northern I r e l a n d , Scotland 
and Wales; they were w e l l aware of the f e e l i n g of many of 
t h e i r c o n s t i t u e n t s on these matters and they had no wish t o 
a l i e n a t e themselves by v o t i n g f o r the Book. 

The a n a l y s i s of v o t i n g by p o l i t i c a l groupings stows, 
p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y , a s t r o n g e r o p p o s i t i o n from Labour ard 
L i b e r a l members t o the Book than i t does from Conservative 
members. The Prayer Book was not an issue i n the Labour 
Party and members were, l e f t ' free t o act according t o t h e i r 
i n d i v i d u a l d i s c r e t i o n ' on the matter. The Labour p a r t y 
l e a d e r , James Ramsay MacDonald, appears at no time t o have 
made any statement on the s u b j e c t and t h e r e seems reason t o 
b e l i e v e t h a t Labour M.P.s looked very much t o C.G. Aumon on 

1. The Times, December 20, 1927, pp. 15-16. 
2. I b i d . . , January 17, 1928, p. 15. 
3. Labour Party Annual Conference Report, 1928, Par l i a m e n t a r y 

Report, p. 71. 
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t h i s i s s u e . Amnion was a Methodist who had sought the advice 
of Scott L i d g e t t i n J u l y 1927 and Scott L i d g e t t explained 
the matter t o Davidson. 'Yesterday C. G. Ammon, M.P., who 
i s a member of the Executive of the Labour Party and 
represents i t on the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee of Parliament, 
sought my advice on the course he should take on the 
Committee and the l i n e he should recommend t o the Party i n 
regard t o Prayer Book r e v i s i o n . I understand .that they 
depend somewhat upon h i s judgement i n regard t o r e l i g i o u s 
and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l m a t t e r s . Of course, I s t r o n g l y adv-ised 
him t h a t he and h i s Party should support the Prayer ]5ook 
Measure1."^ But i n the event, Ammon's support of the 
seems t o have had l i t t l e e f f e c t on h i s p a r t y . S i m i l 

Book 
fcr 

advice was given t o Labour M.P.s by Anglican c l e r g y who 
had S o c i a l i s t sympathies. Such a person was the Revsrend 
P. L. Donaldson, Canon of Westminster, who composed a s h o r t 
p r i n t e d t r a c t dated December 12, 1927, u r g i n g Labour M.P.s 
t o accept the Book; 'my a s s o c i a t i o n over many years w i t h 
the Labour and S o c i a l i s t Movement must be my apology f o r 

2 
addressing you upon the s u b j e c t ' . 

But i n s p i t e of t h i s encouragement from among t h e i r 
own members and from p o l i t i c a l s u p p orters, the m a j o r i t y of 
Labour members who voted, d i d so against the Book. I t i s 
not easy t o be p o s i t i v e about t h e i r reasons. They would 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 13, Scott L i d g e t t t o Davidson, 
J u l y 11, 1927. 

2. A copy i s among the Davidson Papers, Box 6. 
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l i k e a l l M.P.s, have "been su b j e c t t o P r o t e s t a n t pressure 
and i n f l u e n c e d by the s t r o n g case put by the o p p o s i t i o n i n 
the Commons. Other reasons can only be t e n t a t i v e l y suggested, 
B i r c h a l l suggested t h a t the chance of "'downing the Lords" 
appealed t o some Labour members1."'" The f i n a l remarks 
Commons debate were made by a Labour member, J. Jones 

i n the 
, who 

wanted t o say 'on behalf of the great mass of the workers 
of t h i s c o untry, t h a t they are more i n t e r e s t e d i n the r e n t 

2 
book than they are i n the Prayer Book'. Did t h i s represent 
a f e e l i n g of u n r e a l i t y i n the debates by many Labour M.P.s 
and those whom they represented? Did i t b e t r a y a sense of 
h o s t i l i t y t o the Church of England and i t s know l i n k s w i t h 
•the Conservative p a r t y which then h e l d o f f i c e ? I t seems 
reasonable t o conclude t h a t at l e a s t a s i g n i f i c a n t number 
of Labour M.P.s voted against the Book f o r these r a t t e r 
i l l - d e f i n e d reasons. 

The L i b e r a l members also showed h o s t i l i t y . Evic.ence 
suggests t h a t L i b e r a l M.P.s were anxious t o evade the: issue 
i f i t were p o s s i b l e . Lloyd George succeeded i n having very 
l i t t l e t o do w i t h a controversy t h a t might h e r a l d f u r t h e r 
confusion w i t h i n the d i v i d e d and diminished L i b e r a l P a r t y : 
he abstained from v o t i n g i n both debates and he made no 
important p u b l i c pronouncements on the matter. His 
nervousness on the issue a month before the December debates 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 9, B i r c h a l l t o Davidson, December 
18, 1927. 

2. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 211H.C. 
5_s, column 2652. 

Deb., 
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i s shown i n a l e t t e r from Lord Beauchamp t o Davidson, 
r e p o r t i n g very f a v o u r a b l y on a speech by Lang t o the 
L i b e r a l members of the House of Lords and assuring the 
Archbishop t h a t Lloyd George ' i s most anxious t o f i n d , 
excuses t o keep out of t h i s c o n t r o v e r s y ' . ^ There i s 

good 
no 
t 
idence 

evidence of any concerted a c t i o n between Nonconf ormis: 
opponents and L i b e r a l M.P.s; indeed, t h e r e i s some e\ 
t h a t l i n k s of t h i s k i n d d i d not e x i s t . I n e a r l y December 
1927 The Guardian r e p o r t e d t h a t 'The meetings of L i b e r a l 
members have shewn t h a t there w i l l be no organized L i b e r a l 

2 
or Nonconformist o p p o s i t i o n i n the Commons'. But w i t h the 
L i b e r a l Party comparatively depleted i n membership of the 
House of Commons i n the l a t e 1920s, L i b e r a l M.P.s must have 
been conscious of the danger of a l i e n a t i n g those supporters 
who had continued t o show by t h e i r votes t h e i r l o y a l f t y t o 
the L i b e r a l cause. 

The s a f e t y of seats i n a General E l e c t i o n was obv i o u s l y 
a f a c t o r of considerable importance t o a l l M.P.s. T|his 
matter had been advanced e a r l i e r by the Book's suppc 
as a reason f o r M.P.s t o support the Book, though the 
r e s u l t of the debate suggests t h a t i t was a f a c t o r causing 
M.P.s t o vote against i t . The l a s t General E l e c t i o n had 
taken place i n October 1924 and the next could a t the most 
be only eighteen months away. L e t t e r s from p o l i t i c i a n s j u s t 

r t e r s 

Davidson Papers, Box 6, Beauchamp t o Davidson, 
23, 1927. 
The Guardian, December 2, 1927, p. 907. 

November 
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a f t e r the debate suggest t h a t t h i s was an important f a c t o r 
and t h a t many M.P.s might f e e l ashamed of t h e i r a b s t e n t i o n 
or o p p o s i t i o n . Hugh C e c i l i n an important memorandun. t o 
Davidson a f t e r the December r e j e c t i o n wrote t h a t M.P.s 
'have l o a t h e d the p o s i t i o n i n which they have been pHaced; 
they dread the c o n f l i c t i n g r e l i g i o u s c o n v i c t i o n s of 1h e i r 
c o n s t i t u e n t s ; they know they don't understand the que s t i o n s 
i n v o l v e d , and when they are cool most of them w i l l be much 
ashamed of what has happened'."'" A s i m i l a r view was sidvanced 
by John Buchan who wrote of the l a r g e number of M.P.EI 'who 
were i n t i m i d a t e d by propaganda and the f e a r of t h e i r 
c o n s t i t u e n t s and r e f r a i n e d from v o t i n g ' and who 'are now 

2 
h e a r t i l y ashamed of themselves'. 

Many supporters of the Book, and c e r t a i n l y many of the 
bishops, f e l t t h a t the r e s u l t i n the Commons had been due 
t o ignorance. Davidson q u i t e d e f i n i t e l y f e l t t h i s t o have 
been the case. I n h i s r e p l y t o Buchan a f t e r the r e j e c t i o n 
he s t a t e d t h a t he 'was not impressed by the a t t i t u d e of the 
House e s p e c i a l l y i n those quarters where ignorance o:? the 

3 

f a c t s was most obvious'. Lansbury also i n a l e t t e r of 
sympathy t o Davidson wrote t h a t he was 'sure the vote of 
the House of Commons was based on ignorance and p r e j u d i c e , 
not more than a dozen men on e i t h e r side r e a l l y understood 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Davidson Papers, Box 6, Hugh C e c i l ' s memorandum 
Davidson, December 17, 1927. 

[to 

I b i d . , Box 9» Buchan t o Davidson, December 16, 1^27 
I b i d . , Davidson t o Buchan, December 22, 1927. 
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Mirt 

s t 

the new book and c l e v e r l e g a l speeches d i d the r e s t ' . 
of the bishops - many of whom were present i n the 
of the House of Commons throughout the debate - would 
c e r t a i n l y have taken a s i m i l a r view; the standard of 
debating may have been h i g h , but opponents and t h e i r 
too o f t e n showed a minimal grasp of what the purpose 
scope of the r e v i s i o n was. 

The i n t e n s i t y of the P r o t e s t a n t f u r y t h a t had be 
s u c c e s s f u l l y fanned by some M.P.s, such as Rosslyn 
came as a s u r p r i s e t o the bishops. The work of the 
or g a n i s a t i o n s t h a t were opposed t o the Book on Prote 
grounds was fundamental i n t h i s , and the House of Co 
gave c l e a r i n d i c a t i o n of i t . Davidson was impressed 
t h i s matter.. I n a r e p l y t o the E a r l of Rosebery he 
t h a t 'the Vote i n the Commons, though q u i t e u n i n t e l l 
was a u s e f u l reminder t o some of my f r i e n d s as t o the 
u n d e r l y i n g P r o t e s t a n t i s m of the E n g l i s h people, and 

p 
duty t o remember i t i n any p o l i c y which we adopt'. 
New Statesman, which gave l i t t l e a t t e n t i o n t o the c 
and which had l i t t l e i n t e r e s t i n i t , also commented 
s t r e n g t h of the P r o t e s t a n t o p p o s i t i o n : 'The r e a l l y i 
t h i n g about the whole a f f a i r i s i t s r e v e l a t i o n of the 
s t r e n g t h of P r o t e s t a n t i s m i n England'. On a l l sides 

g a l l e r y 

the 
f o l l o w e r s 
and 

en 
c h e l l , 

oh 
nt 

Most 

ant 
ons 

ed 
ilgent, 

man 

s[tat( 

of our 
The 

ontroversy 
the 

e r e s t i n g 
l a t e n t 
, t h i s 

1. I b i d . , Lansbury t o Davidson, December 16, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , Davidson t o Rosebery, December 16, 1927. 
3. New Statesman, December 24, 1927, p. 345. 
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f a c t was acknowledged. The r o o t s of t h a t P r o t e s t a n t f e e l i n g 
were s t r o n g ; t h e i r nature l i e s outside t h i s p a r t i c u l a r 
study, but i t i s worth observing t h a t the Prayer Book 
controversy represents the l a s t important occasion on which 
expression was given t o i t on a n a t i o n a l l e v e l . 
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CHAPTER 10. 
THE AMENDED MEASURE AND BOOK, JANUARY 1928 

The immediate r e a c t i o n of the P r o t e s t a n t oppone 
the Book was an ou t b u r s t of s t r o n g l y - f e l t though sobe 
expressed r e j o i c i n g . The l e a d i n g a r t i c l e i n The Rec 

nits of 
r l y -

o rd, 
j u s t a f t e r the r e j e c t i o n , was e n t i t l e d 'A Great R e s p o n s i b i l i t y • 
and pleaded f o r u n i t y among E v a n g e l i c a l s . 'We are not a 
m a j o r i t y of Churchmen. We never were, but we have by the 
grace of God been enabled t o grow from a persecuted a)ad 
f e e b l e group i n t o a l a r g e leaven of the whole body 1. 
Eva n g e l i c a l s bore the main r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the r e j 
they must now act w i t h r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the f u t u r e 
being of the Church of England."*" The Church I n t e l l i g 

a c t i o n ; 
w e l l -
sneer 

an wrote of the r e j e c t i o n as 'Marvellous i n Our Eyes', 
c a l l e d upon members of the Church A s s o c i a t i o n t o giv e 
t o God f o r i t ; the f a c t t h a t the House of Commons debat 
had Concentrated upon the d o c t r i n a l issues was st r o n g 

2 
applauded. The Church Gazette contained a s p e c i a l m 
from Joynson-Hicks, t h a n k f u l f o r the r e j e c t i o n , but w 
t h a t the b a t t l e ' i s h a r d l y more than begun'. , 3 The 
Churchman's Magazine was more l a v i s h i n i t s approach 
• V i c t o r y ! Doxology at Mi d n i g h t . "This i s the Lord's 
and i t i s marvellous i n our eyes."' Davidson's defe 

do 

at 

d 
thanks 
e 

Ly 
sssage 
i r n i n g 

was 

1. The Record, December 22, 1927, p. 916. 
2. Church I n t e l l i g e n c e r , January 1928, pp. 1-2. 
3. Church Gazette, January 1928, p. I . 
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•a tragedy brought on h i s own head':''" he should r e s i g n 
and e i t h e r the Bishop of Norwich or the Bishop of Worcester 
should be appointed t o Canterbury and 'be given an 

p 
o p p o r t u n i t y t o plan a remedy and r e s t o r e d i s c i p l i n e * . " The 
Missionary Messenger gave an extensive r e p o r t of the debate 
and h e l d t h a t 'The B r i t i s h House of Commons has added y e t 
another page t o a g l o r i o u s h i s t o r y , r e c a l l i n g i t s wonderful 
achievements i n Reformation days'. 

Not a l l P r o t e s t a n t opponents wished t o associate 
themselves w i t h the f u l l c r y of triumph t h a t came from these 
j o u r n a l s . Some f e l t t h a t the moment was best s u i t e d 
q u i e t r e f l e c t i o n and were q u i t e s t r o n g l y opposed t o 
demonstrations of r e j o i c i n g . A l e t t e r of S i r A r t h u r 
H a z l e r i g g t o Hinde j u s t a f t e r the December r e j e c t i o n ifehows 
both h i s a t t i t u d e and t h a t of Inskip.;', ' I have consulted w i t h 
Tom I n s k i p , who i s s t a y i n g here, and we have agreed t h a t a t 
present the l e s s s a i d the b e t t e r I am very g r a t e f u l and 
t h a n k f u l f o r the r e s u l t , but my sense of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i s 
f a r g r e a t e r than any sense of e l a t i o n 1 . ^ F u r t h e r corrospon-
denee w i t h Hinde r e v e a l s t h a t H a z l e r i g g stood by t h i s approach. 
A l e t t e r was sent by him t o Hinde i n connection w i t h 
proposals f o r a s p e c i a l meeting, t o be organised by the 

1. Churchman's Magazine, January 1928, p. 13. 
2. I b i d . , January 1928, p. 16. 
3. Missionary Messenger, January 1928, p. 1. 
4. CSA, FCTF, Ha z l e r i g g t o Hinde, December 17, 1927. 
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P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h S o c i e t y , a t the A l b e r t H a l l on January 10, 
1928: ' I a b s o l u t e l y disagree w i t h the idea of t h i s me 
wrote H a z l e r i g g , 'and q u i t e refuse t o have my name 
mentioned i n connection w i t h i t ' . " ^ 

No one j o u r n a l f u l l y expressed the f e e l i n g of An 

e t i n g , ' 

2 I 0 -

C a t h o l i c opponents on the Book's r e j e c t i o n i n December 1927. 
The Church Times had never enthused over the Book and i t 
f e l t t h a t the whole issue had shown the need f o r C a t h o l i c s 
t o defend t h e i r p o s i t i o n ; i n s p i t e of the mixed f e e l i n g s t h a t 
the Book had shown t o e x i s t among them, 'Almost a l l w i l l 
r e g r e t t h a t such a set-back should have been received a t 

2 
the hands of Parliament'. But Darwell Stone's pleasure 
a t the r e j e c t i o n of the Book was such t h a t he was ablo a t 
l e a s t t o countenance the means by which i t s d e s t r u c t i o n 
had been wrought. 'While we could have wished t h a t t h e r e 
might have been some other agency, our sense of the m i s c h i e f 
which would have r e s u l t e d from the Measure i f i t had become 
law i s so great, t h a t we welcome the overthrow of i t ev< 
by Parliament. ,3 

The l e a d i n g a r t i c l e i n The Guardian j u s t a f t e r t i 
r e j e c t i o n was an attempt t o remove some of the i n t e n s i 
of f e e l i n g from the s i t u a t i o n . O p t i m i s t i c even w i t h i 
p o l i c y i n d e f e a t , The Guardian f e l t t h a t 'a Measure s i 

en 

e 
t y 
t s 
i g h t l y 

1. I b i d . , December 22, 1927. 
2. Church Times, December 23, 1927, p. 752. 
3. L e t t e r of Darwell Stone t o the Church Times, December 

23, 1927, p. 747. 
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m o d i f i e d so as t o remove genuine misunderstandings would, 
i f i t were i n t r o d u c e d , f i n d a very d i f f e r e n t r e c e p t i o n 1 , but 
'The one t h i n g t h a t the Church cannot do i s t o change the 
substance, or a l t e r the balance, of a book so w e i g h t i l y 
endorsed both by the competent e c c l e s i a s t i c a l bodies, and 
by the secular a u t h o r i t i e s t h a t have given adequate time t o 
i t s c o n s i d e r a t i o n ' ."̂  I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o see how Ths 
Guardian sometimes dubbed 'The bishops' paper.' by i t s 
P r o t e s t a n t opponents, f o l l o w e d i n the p e r i o d a f t e r ths 
December r e j e c t i o n a l i n e of p o l i c y t h a t was v i r t u a l l y 
i d e n t i c a l t o t h a t f o l l o w e d by the bishops; and the same can 
be s a i d f o r the comparison a f t e r the r e j e c t i o n of Jun3 1928. 

The immediate r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the next move l a y 
w i t h the bishops, and w i t h Davidson i n p a r t i c u l a r . Even 
str o n g opponents of the Book expressed t h e i r unhappinuss 
i n causing pain t o Davidson by t h e i r advocacy of r e j e c t i o n 
and he was supported by much sympathy expressed i n l e t t e r s 
and p u b l i c comment at t h a t time. Throughout the controversy 
Davidson was an e x c e p t i o n a l l y popular Archbishop. He was 
conscious of t h i s , and puzzled by i t . 'One t h i n g which 
h o n e s t l y and w i t h o u t humbug puzzles me i s the amazing 
f l a i r of p o p u l a r i t y , r e a l or manufactured, which i s c u r r e n t 
w i t h regard t o myself. The b i g cartoon i n Punch i n 

2 
December represents h o n e s t l y I t h i n k the q u i t e strange 

1. The Guardian, December 23, 1927, p. 967-
2. Punch, December\\ , 1927, p. 6 f 7 . The cartoon' i s 

reproduced a f t e r t h i s page. 
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popular acclamation which goes on from week t o week and 
q u i t e h o n e s t l y I f i n d i t hard t o s t a t e i n p l a i n prose what 
i t i s due t o . For even i f my prosaic and p l o d d i n g work has 
been, as I t h i n k i t has, p e r s i s t e n t and r a t h e r i n d o m i t a b l e , 
t h a t i s not what g e n e r a l l y catches the popular eye or ear1."'" 
But he f e l t a keen sense of disappointment at the r e j e c t i o n 
and he found the s t r a i n i n t e n s e . He planned t o get away t o 
Canterbury on December 23, 1927, f o r ten days over Christmas, 
and commented i n a l e t t e r t o Gibbs, w r i t t e n from Lambeth 
Palace, ' I t w i l l not be r e s t , but i t w i l l be a change, and 

2 
the s t r e s s i n t h i s house i s i n s u p p o r t a b l e 1 . Nevertheless, 
desp i t e worry and disappointment, Davidson concerted p o l i c y 
among the bishops before he departed f o r h i s Canterbury 
Christmas, and the bishops were not w i t h o u t advice from 
every i n t e r e s t e d p a r t y and from every angle. Davidson 
rec e i v e d hundreds of l e t t e r s and telegrams, almost a l l of 
them sympathetic and a number g i v i n g views on the best 
course then t o be pursued. The m a j o r i t y of these 
communications came from people who were q u i t e unknown t o 
him. 

The p r o j e c t e d meeting of Convocation, which was t o 
have given f i n a l e c c l e s i a s t i c a l approval t o the Book, was 
c a n c e l l e d . Instead a f u r t h e r meeting of bishops took place 

1. P r i v a t e Papers of Randall Davidson, Archbishop of 
Canterbury 1903-28, v o l . x v i , D i a r i e s and Memoranda, 
1927-1930, Memorandum of January 15, 1928, pp. 49-50. 

2. Davidson Papers, Box .9, Davidson t o Gibbs, December 
22, 1927. 
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a t Lambeth Palace i n order t o decide, on f u t u r e p o l i c y . A 
statement was issued on December 23, 1927 by the two 
Archbishops, a c t i n g on behal f of the bishops gathered at 
London. I t was c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y moderate and endeavoured 
t o minimise the issue of Disestablishment, which had been 
aroused a f t e r the December r e j e c t i o n . The r i g h t of the 
Commons t o r e j e c t the Measure was acknowledged but so also 
was the r i g h t of the Church t o assert i t s s p i r i t u a l a u t h o r i t y : 
•We r e a l i z e t h i s duty, and are ready, i f need be t o f u l f i l 
i t ' . But the Commons vote was not t o be accepted by the 
bishops as a f i n a l r e j e c t i o n , as i t was i n f l u e n c e d by 
• c e r t a i n avoidable misunderstandings'. The bishops t h e r e f o r e 
proposed t o r e i n t r o d u c e the Measure i n t o the N a t i o n a l 
Assembly 'w i t h such changes, and such changes o n l y , as may 
tend t o remove misapprehensions and t o make c l e a r e r and 
more e x p l i c i t i t s i n t e n t i o n s and l i m i t a t i o n s ' . " ' " This 
p o l i c y was c a r r i e d out d u r i n g the next s i x months, r e s u l t i n g 
i n f u r t h e r d i s a r r a y w i t h i n the Church and r e c e i v i n g the 
h u m i l i a t i o n of the second r e j e c t i o n i n the House of Commons 
i n June 1928. 

The compromise t h a t the bishops proposed was i n e v i t a b l y 
s u b j e c t t o c r i t i c i s m . Many l o y a l supporters f e l t t h a t i t 
was not f i r m enough and t h a t i t s p r o d u c t i o n from a meeting 
of bishops was a basic f l a w . Had not the recent debate 
shown concern at the manner i n which the whole issue had 

1. Statement of the two Archbishops, December 23, 1927, 
quoted i n G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 1347. 
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been dominated by the episcopate? Aubrey Manning, i n h i s 
long l e t t e r t o Woods on Christmas Eve made t h i s h i s f i r s t 
and most important p o i n t . ' I don't know what laymen the 
bishops d i d c o n s u l t before t h e i r pronouncement, but I know 
i t can only have been one or two. Assuming i t was, e.g. 
D i b d i n , Hugh C e c i l , Selborne and Wilbraham, I can assure 
you t h a t t h i s i s not enough!.. A 'sketch of the g i s t of the 
d e c l a r a t i o n ' had e v i d e n t l y been sent t o an Executive Meeting 
of the League of L o y a l t y and Order who were 'so alarmed at 
the sketch of the wording i n one p a r t i c u l a r , the i n d i r e c t 
reference t o an o f f i c i a l movement from w i t h i n f o r 
d i s e s t a b l i s h m e n t , t h a t we unanimously resol v e r f t o go at once 
t o Lambeth en masse. We saw both Archbishops, and as a 
r e s u l t of our r e p r e s e n t a t i o n the wording was m o d i f i e d i n t o 
i t s present form'. He concluded w i t h a s t r o n g plea f o r 
f u r t h e r c o n s u l t a t i o n w i t h the l a i t y as the bishops proceeded 
w i t h t h e i r p o l i c y : ' I do e n t r e a t you t h a t you make sure you 
have a s u f f i c i e n t number of laymen behind you: say a score 
or so, and i n c l u d i n g a l l views and p a r t i e s ; not only D i b d i n 
and C e c i l , not only L o y a l t y and Order, but also Anglo-
C a t h o l i c s l i k e Shaftesbury and P h i l l i m o r e and 
Ev a n g e l i c a l s l i k e Robert W i l l i a m s and Lalham Pound' ."̂  

Such evidence t h a t e x i s t s , suggests t h a t Davidson 
consulted comparatively few laymen at t h a t stage and those 
whom he d i d c o n s u l t wanted a g r e a t l y enhanced r o l e as the 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 6, Manning t o Woods, December 24, 
1927., 
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most a p p r o p r i a t e f o r the bishops t o adopt. Hugh C e c i l i n 
a memorandum of December I S , 1927, f o l l o w i n g upon a personal 
d i s c u s s i o n w i t h Davidson, h e l d the r e j e c t i o n t o be 'a c l e a r 
a t t a c k on the s p i r i t u a l character and independence of the 
church' and t h i s 'must be q u i t e uncompromisingly met 1. The 
Book must be i n no ways mod i f i e d as t o do so 'would be t o 
allow parliament t o use i t s negative v o i c e f o r the p o s i t i v e 
purpose of imposing i t s d o c t r i n a l views on the Church*. 
The language of Hugh C e c i l ' s memorandum re v e a l s t h a t he was 
over-wrought by the s i t u a t i o n and h i s p o s i t i v e proposals 
were h i g h - f l o w n . The bishops should c a r r y out the p o l i c y 
and p r i n c i p l e s of the Book and the N a t i o n a l Assembly should 
frame a new Measure ' p r o v i d i n g t h a t these d o c t r i n a l and 
l i t u r g i c a l questions should be withdrawn from Parliament 
a l t o g e t h e r and d e a l t w i t h (so f a r as the State i s concerned) 

by the King i n Council By t h i s means we should avoid 
going t o Parliament and should have only the c o n t r o l of the 
government of the day which would be i n t e l l i g e n t and c a r e f u l , 
i n s t e a d of the i g n o r a n t and f a n a t i c a l i n f l u e n c e which we 
have t o meet i n the House of Commons'. He f e l t t h a t t h e r e 
was good chance the Commons would agree t o such a proposal, 
as M.P.s 'have l o a t h e d the p o s i t i o n i n which they have been 
placed' due t o the importance of c o n s t i t u e n c y opinion."'* 
This memorandum was considered by the bishops, as Davidson 
made c l e a r i n a subsequent l e t t e r t o Hugh C e c i l , but he had 

1 . I b i d . , Memorandum of. Hugh C e c i l t o Davidson, December 
17, 1927. 
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found 'no support i n any weighty q u a r t e r f o r the suggestion 
t h a t we should now t r y t o amend or supplement the Enabling 
Act'. Davidson's own e n q u i r i e s had l e d him t o f i n d 'no 
encouragement f o r the idea t h a t the House would be w i l l i n g -
t o remove more from i t s c o n t r o l than has already been 
removed'. He feare d t h a t Hugh C e c i l might not f u l l y approve 
the bishops' statement of December 23, 1927, but t h a t 
nevertheless he would be g r a t e f u l , as always, f o r h i s help 
i n procedural matters."*" A f u r t h e r l e t t e r from Hugh C e c i l 
shows t h a t he d i d not approve of what the bishops proposed, 
t h a t he would have p r e f e r r e d a st r o n g e r p o l i c y , but t h a t 
nevertheless he would a s s i s t , provided the programme was 
confined 'to c l e a r i n g up small misunderstandings and not 
making any s u b s t a n t i a l change'; he a t once plunged i n t o the 
procedure f o r the i n t r o d u c t i o n of the amended measure as 

2 
Davidson conceived i t . 

An even stron g e r view about f u t u r e p o l i c y which was 
s t i r r e d by the December r e j e c t i o n was Disestablishment. 
The matter secured the support of Henson, and though he 
remained the s o l i t a r y episcopal supporter of D i s e s t a b l i s h ­
ment, h i s words c a r r i e d weight. U l t i m a t e l y n o t h i n g came 
of t h i s f u r t h e r issue t h a t the Prayer Book controversy 
engendered, but i t d i v e r t e d much a t t e n t i o n and was a focus 
of much discu s s i o n i n the months a f t e r the December r e j e c t i o n . 

1. I b i d . , Davidson t o Hugh C e c i l , December 22, 1927. 
2. I b i d . , Hugh C e c i l t o Davidson, December 30, 1927. 
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Henson noted i n h i s Journal on the day a f t e r the December 
r e j e c t i o n t h a t ' t h i s h u m i l i a t i n g defeat may t u r n out t o be 
a b l e s s i n g i n d i s g u i s e f o r i t has brought Disestablishment 
i n t o prominence on a c l e a r - c u t and adequate issue' For 
Henson i t was not a question of a sudden change of a t t i t u d e ; 
though e a r l i e r i n h i s l i f e and e a r l i e r i n h i s Durham 
episcopate he had been a s t r o n g supporter of Establishment, 
he had f e l t the r i s e of 'Labour' had rendered i n s u p p o r t a b l e 
the system of the Establishment as e a r l i e r understood. At 
Lambeth on December 20, 1927, he broached the matter w i t h 
Temple, who f e l t the r a m i f i c a t i o n s of Disestablishment t o 
be so great as t o make i t best t o see i f i t were not 
p o s s i b l e f o r the Church t o have freedom of worship under the 

2 
e x i s t i n g system. His Journal contains many references t o 

3 
h i s t h i n k i n g on the s u b j e c t , u n t i l he made an important 
pronouncement i n the form of a sermon under the t e x t ' S h all 
two walk t o g e t h e r , except they have agreed' (Amos i i i , 3)» 
d e l i v e r e d at Great St Mary's, Cambridge, on January 29, 1928. 
but Benson's lead i n t h i s matter gathered few f o l l o w e r s and 
none of any r e a l importance. He composed, i n January 1928, 
a book e n t i t l e d The Book and the Vote, which c o n s i s t e d of a 
c o l l e c t i o n of h i s sermons, w r i t i n g s and speeches on the 

1. H.H. Henson: Retrospect, v o l . i i , p. 166. 
2. I b i d . , p. 170. 
3. I b i d . , pp. 171-182, passim. 
4. The sermon i s r e p r i n t e d i n H.H.Henson: The Book and the 

Vote, London, 1928, pp. 1-22. 
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s u b j e c t and i n which he adumbrated h i s views on Disestab­
lishment and made c l e a r h i s d i s l i k e of the 'morally 
i n d i f e n s i b l e ' a c t i o n of the House of Commons."'" He continued 
t o press the issue i n the 1930s, but w i t h no p o s i t i v e r e s u l t 

Disestablishment was by no means an i n e v i t a b l e 
consequence of the December r e j e c t i o n and Henson's advocacy 
of i t was i n any case the advocacy of an idea t h a t had 
germinated f o r some time i n h i s own mind. Many f e l t t h a t 
the r e j e c t i o n was an a f f r o n t t o the Church, but t h a t r e s o r t 
t o Disestablishment was unnecessary. Relton i n a l e t t e r t o 
The Times on February 15, 1923, pleaded f o r c o n c i l i a t i o n 
and postponement of a c r i s i s of t h i s k i n d : 'A c l a s h then 
between Church and State may be i n e v i t a b l e , but need we now 

2 
i n v i t e i t ? 1 Quick f e l t t h a t Disestablishment may be 
necessary e v e n t u a l l y but he saw 'the great d e s i r a b i l i t y of 

3 
av o i d i n g an immediate r a i s i n g of t h i s i s s u e 1 . I t may have 
been the p r a c t i c a l and l e g a l upheavals th<U?Disestablishment 
would i n e v i t a b l y i n v o l v e t h a t prevented even those who f e l t 
i t d e s i r a b l e from g i v i n g f i r m support t o Henson's i n i t i a t i v e 

On the day of the Commons debate, P o l l o c k had w r i t t e n 
t o Hinde expressing no r e g r e t s a t the c o n s i s t e n t l i n e he had 
taken. ' I could not know whether I was working f o r now or 

1 . H.H. Henson: The Book and the Vote, p. x i i . 
2. The Times, February 15, 1928, p. 10. 
3. B e l l Papers, Pink F i l e , Quick t o B e l l , December 31, 1927 
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f o r the f u t u r e The Reformers' work bore f r u i t a f t e r 
t h e i r death.'"'' At the Lambeth meetings a f t e r the r e j e c t i o n , 
P o l l o c k maintained h i s o p p o s i t i o n t o the proposals and t o 
the ' c o n t r o v e r s i a l ' elements t h a t they contained. Throughout 
the c o n t r oversy, P o l l o c k wrote o c c a s i o n a l l y i n the Sunday 

2 
Times whose e d i t o r he knew, and i n the e d i t i o n of January 
8, 1928, he put forward h i s views on the s i t u a t i o n as i t 
then was under the t i t l e 'The New Prayer Book: Way of 
Progressive S e t t l e m e n t 1 and argued, much as he had done 
e a r l i e r , f o r work on n o n - c o n t r o v e r s i a l p o i n t s , ' F i r s t Points 
f o r R e v i s i o n 1 as he c a l l e d them. T h e r e a f t e r 'obsolete 

3 
r u b r i c s ' and more contentious matter should be attended t o . 
But h i s programme won no acceptance among h i s f e l l o w - b i s h o p s . 

I f some compromise was t o be made, i t seemed e s s e n t i a l 
t o many t h a t at some p o i n t the compromise should cover the 
question of Reservation. A number of keen supporters of the 
Measure f e l t t h a t i n the amended Book th e r e should be no 
permission whatsoever f o r Reservation. Dawson h e l d t h a t 
p e r p e t u a l Reservation might be dropped, and advanced the 
suggestion - h i g h l y unacceptable t o Anglo-Catholic o p i n i o n -
t h a t i t should be i n the v e s t r y . Warman saw the issue as 
f a l l i n g between Reservation and Disestablishment: 'A l i b e r a l 
E v a n g e l i c a l myself and d e s i r i n g the same freedom f o r o t h e r s , 
1. CSA, PCTP, P o l l o c k t o Hinde, December 15, 1927-
2. I am indebted t o Mrs. P o l l o c k f o r t h i s i n f o r m a t i o n . 
3.. The Sunday Times, January 8, 1928. 
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w i t h i n l i m i t s , t h a t I desiderate f o r myself, I may p r e s e n t l y 
be asked t o choose between permanent r e s e r v a t i o n and 
di s e s t a b l i s h m e n t . I value the establishment immensely; I 
value permanent r e s e r v a t i o n not at a l l 1 . " ' ' This was expressed 
i n a p r i v a t e l e t t e r , but Warman's view of the matter must have 
approximated t o t h a t of many other Anglicans. Stamfordham 
also f e l t s t r o n g l y on t h i s issue and i n a l e t t e r t o Lang 
he wrote t h f i t 1 u n l e s s the changes i n the Prayer Book can 
guarantee Reservation w i t h o u t a d o r a t i o n i t w i l l be c o u r t i n g 
d i s a s t e r t o r e i n t r o d u c e the Measure i n t o the House of 
Commons 1. 

Davidson took p o s i t i v e steps t o f i n d out about the 
number of churches i n which p e r p e t u a l Reservation was 
p r a c t i s e d . A c i r c u l a r l e t t e r was sent t o a l l the diocesan 
bishops, on January 28, 1928, t o ask i n how many of t h e i r 
churches p e r p e t u a l Reservation was sanctioned. An a n a l y s i s 
of the r e t u r n s was made at Lambeth Palace and i t was found 
t h a t p e r p e t u a l Reservation was p r a c t i s e d i n r a t h e r l e s s than, 
seven hundred churches, a f i g u r e which represented 4-5$ of 
a l l the churches i n England; most churches i n which Reservation 
was p r a c t i s e d were i n t h e province of Canterbury. 

But many supporters of the Book he l d t h a t Reservation 
was a matter on which i t was q u i t e impossible t o make any 

1. Don Deposit, Lang Papers 5, Prayer Book Measure, Warman 
to Lang, January 28, 1928. 

2. I b i d . , Stamfordham t o Lang, January 22, 1928. 
3. Davidson Papers, Box 6, Continuous Reservation Enquiry, 

January 1928. 
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s u b s t a n t i a l concession. Garbett t a c k l e d the p r a c t i c a l 
problems i n a l e t t e r t o The Times on January 30, 1928, when 
he p o i n t e d t o the p l a i n f a c t t h a t p e r p e t u a l Reservation was 
p r a c t i s e d , w i t h episcopal permission, i n s i x hundred churches 
and asked whether i t was r e a l i s e d 'what great d i f f i c u l t y 
would be caused i f the Bishops had t o order at l e a s t 600 
incumbents t o abandon a p r a c t i c e which i n most cases had 
been sanctioned e i t h e r by themselves or t h e i r predecessors?' 
I f such were t o happen he f o r e t o l d t h a t 'Before us would l i e 
years of intense and b i t t e r c o n t r o v e r s y , which might p o s s i b l y 
end i n the wi t h d r a w a l from our Church of some whom we cannot 
a f f o r d t o l o s e 1 . He f u r t h e r argued t h a t Reservation was not 
c o n t r a r y t o Anglican d o c t r i n e or t o the custom of the. 
p r i m i t i v e Church, t h a t the v e s t r y was an u n s u i t a b l e place 
f o r Reservation and t h a t i r r e g u l a r i t i e s were not frequent.""" 
A s i m i l a r view was h e l d by Parsons:, abandonment of 
Reservation would make i t appear t h a t the bishops had 'sold 
j u s t those Anglo-Catholics who have shown themselves ready 
f o r the sake of l o y a l t y t o make " s a c r i f i c e s " . They are the 
very best of t h a t school and t o lose t h e i r l o y a l t y would be 
t o deprive the Book of h a l f i t s value as an instrument of 

2 
concord'. The views of Garbett and of Parsons on the 
matter were p r a c t i c a l ones t o which there were no easy 
answers. Hugh C e c i l also h e l d t h a t Reservation must remain 

1. . The Times, January 30, 1923, p. 8. 
2. B e l l Papers, Pink P i l e , Parsons t o B e l l , January 1 , 1928. 
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a p a r t of the amended Book, though f o r reasons t h a t were 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of h i s approach t o the iss.ues at t h a t time. 
He saw the dropping of Reservation as a 'surrender' t o the 
House of Commons and such an approach would be 'degrading 
and f u t i l e ' . ^ " Hugh C e c i l ' s reasons f o r support of 
Reservation seem t h e r e f o r e t o be l e s s the i n t r i n s i c value 
of Reservation, as the value of standing f o r what the Church 
had agreed upon before the r e j e c t i o n by the House of Commons. 
Quick h e l d a s i m i l a r view t h a t the Reservation r u b r i c s could 
not be ' s u b s t a n t i a l l y a l t e r e d a t the behest of Parliament 
w i t h o u t a very serious surrender of s p i r i t u a l claims on the 

p 
p a r t of the Church'. Thus Reservation tended t o become i n 
the eyes of many the symbol of the s t r u g g l e between Church 
and p a r l i a m e n t . 

Davidson had no l i k i n g f o r Reservation and was conscious 
of what he considered t o be the dangers t h a t underlay the 
p r a c t i c e . E a r l y i n 1927 he noted p r i v a t e l y 'My own c o n v i c t i o n 
i s t h a t on t h a t s u b j e c t we are on the verge of a d o c t r i n e of 
a m a t e r i a l i s t i c k i n d , and t h a t hundreds, perhaps thousands, 
of younger c l e r g y , and a few of the o l d e r , are l i a b l e t o 
d r i f t i n t o a p o s i t i o n towards the Reserved Elements which i s , 

3 
as I t h i n k , fundamentally s u p e r s t i t i o u s ' . 

1. Don Deposit, Lang Papers 5, Prayer Book Measure, Hugh 
C e c i l t o Lang, January 24, 1928. 

2. B e l l Papers, Pink P i l e , Quick t o B e l l , December 31, 1927. 
3. P r i v a t e Papers of Randall Davidson, Archbishop of 

Canterbury, 1903-23, v o l . x v i , D i a r i e s and Memoranda, 
1927-1930, Memorandum of February 13,' 1927, p. 18. 
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But concession on Reservation was i n Davidson's eyes 
e s s e n t i a l : he had he l d t h i s t o be so i n 1927 and he continued 
t o h o l d f i r m l y t o t h i s concession i n the discussions 
surrounding the 1928 Book. His p r i v a t e memoranda suggest 
t h a t he was conscious of what he considered t o be a serious 
t h r e a t of secession by Anglo-Catholics i f concessions t o 
t h e i r thought and p r a c t i c e were not made. Thus i n a l e n g t h y 
memorandum w r i t t e n i n mid-June, 1928, he noted t h a t ' i f the 
Bishops were now t o i n t r o d u c e the Measure w i t h p r o v i s i o n f o r 
Continuous Reservation l e f t o u t , the Anglo-Catholic p a r t y 
as a body would be deeply d i s t r e s s e d and might conceivably 
say t h a t they would withdraw support f o r the book1."*" L a t e r 
i n the same memorandum he took a wider view of the s u b j e c t 
and drew a h i s t o r i c a l p a r a l l e l between the e i g h t e e n t h -
century Methodist secession and the prospect of a t w e n t i e t h -
century Anglo-Catholic secession. The Church of England 
has been c r i t i c i s e d f o r not accommodating the Methodists 
'a s i m i l a r c r i t i c i s m might be c u r r e n t i n the year 2000 i f 
he /~"lnskip__7 and h i s f r i e n d can get the Church a u t h o r i t i e s 
today so t o act as the f o r c e Anglo-Catholics of an advanced 
k i n d t o form some k i n d of o r g a n i s a t i o n of t h e i r own, and 
weld t o g e t h e r men of i n t e n s e s t d e v o t i o n , great p a s t o r a l 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s and deep p i e t y whom the Church ought never 

2 
t o have l o s t ' . I n c o n s i d e r i n g f u r t h e r h i s f o r t h c o m i n g 

1 . I b i d . , January 15, 1928, pp. 20-21. 
2. I b i d . , pp. 41-42. 
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i n t e r v i e w w i t h I n s k i p , he wished t o pose the question ' w i l l 
you support the i n c l u s i o n w i t h i n the Church of a body of 
deeply devout men who by temperament or t r a i n i n g or b e l i e f 
are i r r e v o c a b l y t i e d t o a view of the Holy Communion which 
seems t o you q u i t e erroneous? You say n o t h i n g w i l l induce 
you t o do so. Are you sure t h a t you are thus a c t i n g i n 
accordance w i t h the Holy S p i r i t , or t h a t your a c t i o n would 
be j u s t i f i e d when the h i s t o r y of t h i s century i s completed?1''" 

I t i s d o u b t f u l i f Davidson's f e a r s of an Anglo-
C a t h o l i c secession had r e a l f o u n d a t i o n . There i s evidence 
of d i s c u s s i o n among Ev a n g e l i c a l s of the prospect of 
secession; there i s no evidence of s i m i l a r d i s c u s s i o n among 
Anglo-Catholics. E v a n g e l i c a l s could secede and l i n k w i t h 
the nonconformist churches, but w i t h which other church 
would seceding Anglo-Catholics l i n k ? The importance given 
t o t h i s matter by Davidson i n h i s p r i v a t e memoranda at once 
emphasises the s t r e n g t h of Anglo-Catholicism i n the 1920s 
and the wish of Davidson t o make reasonable concessions 
towards the movement, and t o keep t o those concessions. 

I n s k i p attempted t o reach a set t l e m e n t w i t h Davidson 
on t h i s c r u c i a l i ssue. He v i s i t e d Lambeth Palace at 
Davidson's request on January 18, 1928, and Davidson noted 
t h a t I n s k i p 'would be prepared t o assent t o a good deal t h a t 
he d i s l i k e s i n the new Book, provided we could get r i d of 
the continuous R e s e r v a t i o n 1 . I t appears from the memorandum, 

1. I b i d . , pp. 42-43. 
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composed by Davidson, t h a t I n s k i p would have been prepared 
t o compromise on issues such as vestments, the A l t e r n a t i v e 
Communion s e r v i c e and even temporary Reservation, but 
•....On the question of continuous Reservation he could not 
p o s s i b l y give way1."'" 

I n s k i p was the best peace maker from among the 
Ev a n g e l i c a l s . Garbett regarded him as among the 'more 

2 
reasonable of our l e a d i n g opponents 1. A s i m i l a r impression 
i s conveyed - though from a d i f f e r e n t angle - i n correspon­
dence of the Committee f o r the Maintenance of T r u t h and 
F a i t h . I n s k i p ' s wish t o reach a s a t i s f a c t o r y compromise was 
known, as Hinde wrote t o him on January 6, 1928, t h a t ' I 
have had many l e t t e r s the l a s t week or two expressing f e a r 
at a compromise and I gather t h a t there i s some rumour going 
round about a compromise w i t h the Bishops over the Prayer 
Book matter. Some of these l e t t e r s q u i t e c l e a r l y associate 

3 
you i n some way w i t h the rumour.... 1. I n s k i p r e p l i e d the 
same day 1 1 can't say much about the rumours because I 
don't know what they are, or on what they are supposed t o 
r e s t . . . . . . . . I have had no communication w i t h the Bishops 
except a l e t t e r from the Archbishop of Canterbury asking i f 
he can see me when he r e t u r n s t o London There are 
p l e n t y of people whose c h i e f d e l i g h t i s t o c r i t i c i s e and 
1. Quoted i n G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 1348. 
2. Don Deposit, Lang Papers 5, Prayer Book Measure, 

Garbett t o Lang, January 28, 1928. 
3. CSA,FCTF, Hinde t o I n s k i p , January 6, 1928. 
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suspect those who do the work, of some d e f e c t i o n and I 
daresay you have had t h i s experience. The course I take 
i s t o ignore them1.^" The p a r t i c u l a r correspondence ends 
w i t h t h i s l e t t e r from I n s k i p ; indeed, the l e t t e r s c a r c e l y 
i n v i t e d r e p l y . But a couple of months l a t e r t h e r e i s 
evidence of c o n t i n u i n g concern among the members of the 
Committee about I n s k i p ' s a t t i t u d e . The Reverend N. F. 
Duncan, V i c a r of Crookes, S h e f f i e l d , wrote t o Hinde t h a t 
'some of us f e e l very uneasy about S i r Th. I n s k i p ' s l i n e 
and I have w r i t t e n t o him very e a r n e s t l y p l e a d i n g t h a t t o 
confine our o p p o s i t i o n t o Reservation i s a very dangerous 

2 
p o l i c y ' . Hinde's r e p l y suggested t h a t as Reservation was 
very l i k e l y t o be i n the new Book, I n s k i p would s t i l l oppose 
the Book. 

I n s k i p was regarded as a l e a d i n g opponent of the Book, 
yet h i s reasonable approaches i n t h i s way suggest t h a t he 
was f o l l o w i n g an independent l i n e and t h a t he could have 
no c e r t a i n t y of where, i f at a l l , h i s support l a y . His 
approach was p o s s i b l y l e s s f i r m than t h a t of Joynson-Hicks 
and a comparison of t h e i r speeches i n the Commons gives 
f u r t h e r evidence of somewhat of a d i f f e r e n c e of emphasis 
by the two men. 

The bishops worked at Lambeth Palace throughout much 

1. I b i d . , I n s k i p t o Hinde, January 6, 1928. 
2. I b i d . , Duncan t o Hinde, March 12, 1928. 
3. I b i d . , Hinde t o Duncan, March 13, 1928. 
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of January 1928 on the form of the amended Book. The v e r s i o n 
t h a t was made p u b l i c on January 21, 1928 contained only a 
few changes, but by t h e i r nature they showed p o s i t i v e 
attempts t o t a c k l e the problem s i t u a t i o n s . On the issue of 
Reservation, the r u l e s governing Reservation - which 
p r e v i o u s l y had been publ i s h e d on a separate, a d d i t i o n a l s l i p 
of paper - were i n c o r p o r a t e d i n the Book i t s e l f i n the 
A l t e r n a t i v e Order f o r the Communion of the Sick, thus 
i n c o r p o r a t i n g them among the r u b r i c s of the Book and g i v i n g 
them thereby a g r e a t e r f i r m n e s s . The r u b r i c s were hedged 
w i t h c o n d i t i o n s about Reservation: the bishop had t o be 
s a t i s f i e d of the p r a c t i c a l need f o r Reservation before 
permission was granted, appeal could be made by the p r i e s t 
or the P a r o c h i a l Church Council t o the Archbishop and 
bishops of the province; a complete p r o h i b i t i o n was placed 
on p r a c t i c e s such as Benediction or corporate devotions and 
the aumbry was t o be placed ' i n the North or South w a l l of 
the sanctuary of the church or of any chapel t h e r e o f , o r , i f 
need be, i n the w a l l of some other p a r t of the church approved 
by the Bishop, provided t h a t i t s h a l l not be immediately 
behind or above a Holy Table'."'" The r u b r i c s t h e r e f o r e l e f t 
no doubt of the i n t e n t i o n s of the bishops t o provide f o r 
Reservation only f o r the Communion of the Sick. 

Two other concessions on E u e h a r i s t i c matters were made. 
The Black Rubric (on k n e e l i n g before the Sacrament) was 

1. The Book of Common Prayer, With the A d d i t i o n s and 
Deviations Proposed i n 1928,0.U.P., p. 317. 
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added at the end .of the A l t e r n a t i v e Order of Holy Communion, 
though w i t h i t s reference t o a l o c a l Heaven, i t was not at 
a l l a p p r o p r i a t e f o r r e i n s e r t i o n at the end of the r e v i s e d 
s e r v i c e . I t w.as a concession and n o t h i n g e l s e ; the e d i t o r 
of Crockford's noted t h a t 'Dispassionate a n a l y s i s of the 
contents of t h i s document suggests t h a t the d o c t r i n a l 
importance which appears t o be attached t o i t i s i n some 
c i r c l e s somewhat excessive'.^" A d e c l a r a t i o n on F a s t i n g 
Communion was i n s e r t e d among the General Rubrics, t o the 
e f f e c t t h a t the custom was an ancient one but t h a t 'such 
p r e p a r a t i o n may be used or not used, according t o every 

2 
man's conscience i n the s i g h t of God 1, a p l i a b l e statement 
intended t o give the l e a s t offence t o those who h e l d t h i s 
matter t o be of s i g n i f i c a n c e . 

I n a d d i t i o n t o these changes concerning E u c h a r i s t i c 
issues, the problem of prayers f o r the King - u n l i k e the-
o t h e r s , a problem never envisaged e a r l i e r i n 1927 - was 
a d justed by making such prayers compulsory a f t e r the 
t h i r d c o l l e c t , whereas before they had been o p t i o n a l . 

I t i s not p o s s i b l e t o be c e r t a i n about the course of 
the discussions at Lambeth Palace i n l a t e December 1927 and 
January 1928 when the amended v e r s i o n of the Book was 
produced. I t i s s u r p r i s i n g t h a t the t a s k was undertaken 
q u i t e as q u i c k l y as i t was. The bishops c l e a r l y had t h e i r 

1. Crockford's C l e r i c a l D i r e c t o r y , 1929, O.U.P., p. x i . 
2. 1928 Book, p. 225. 
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d i f f e r e n c e s . Henson noted i n the e a r l y stages t h a t 'There 
i s not much substance i n t h i s vaunted u n i t y of the Episcopate 
the bishops of St Edmundsbury and Ipswich and of Coventry 
were v i r t u a l l y j o i n i n g 'the f o u r r e b e l s ' , the bishop of 
Chelmsford pleaded f o r c o n c i l i a t i o n and the b i s h o p j o f 
Chester, St Albans and Southwark were 'almost b e l l i c o s e ' . ^ " 
Even the c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y of the meetings was not observed by 
the r e b e l Barnes who openly declared on the day the amended 
Book was p u b l i s h e d t h a t i t was a g r o s s l y inadequate r e v i s i o n 
and t h a t he would have favoured an open debate by the 

2 
bishops. The prospects of success were not s t r o n g . 

1. H.H. Henson, Retrospect, v o l . i i , p. 170. 
2. The Times, January 21, 1928, p. 7. 
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CHAPTER 11. 
THE CONTROVERSY IN THE EARLY MONTHS Off 1928. 

Two months elapsed a f t e r the p u b l i c a t i o n of the amended 
Measure and Book before they were presented t o a j o i n t meeting 
of the two convocations on March 28 and 29, 1928 and a f u r t h e r 
month before they were presented t o the N a t i o n a l Assembly on 
A p r i l 27, 1928. At these debates and elsewhere controversy 
continued t o rage. Much of i t covered ground t h a t was by 
then p a i n f u l l y f a m i l i a r t o a l l those who had been concerned 
w i t h the controversy i n 1927 and there i s much reference t o 
the weary nature of the whole process i n these months. But 
the Book was s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t , the circumstances c e r t a i n l y 
so, and some new f e a t u r e s entered the controversy. 

P r o t e s t a n t o p i n i o n was i n d i g n a n t r i g h t from the s t a r t 
of these new moves. P r o t e s t a n t a g i t a t i o n was he l d t o have 
been the key f a c t o r i n the December r e j e c t i o n and P r o t e s t a n t 
opponents h e l d t h a t the d e c i s i o n of the Commons should have 
been accepted by the bishops. The Church A s s o c i a t i o n was 
angered: 'The j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r t h i s high-handed a c t i o n 
towards the proudest L e g i s l a t u r e i n the w o r l d i s perhaps 
more o f f e n s i v e than the act i t s e l f . Por i t i s assumed t h a t 
the vote of the Commons was due t o mere p r e j u d i c e , or t o a 
momentary wave of excitement........to anything and every­
t h i n g save i t s t r u e cause - a sincere and i n t e l l i g e n t 
c o n v i c t i o n t h a t the proposed Book i s incompatible w i t h the 
"Pr o t e s t a n t Reformed R e l i g i o n e s t a b l i s h e d by Law"*.1 This 

1. Church A s s o c i a t i o n , 63rd Annual Report, 1927, pp. 7-8. 
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view would have had wide acceptance among P r o t e s t a n t s . 
Only two days before the p u b l i c a t i o n of the amended 

Measure and Book, by a most u n f o r t u n a t e piece of t i m i n g , the 
r e p o r t of the Malines Conversations wiLf p u b l i s h e d , on 
January 19, 1923. These conversations had been undertaken 
by High Churchmen, under the l e a d e r s h i p of-Lord H a l i f a x , w i t h 
C a r d i n a l Mercier of Malines, Belgium. The conversations 
were of considerable i n t e r e s t as forming the f i r s t p a r t of 
any serious endeavour t o r e s o l v e d i f f e r e n c e s between the 
Church of England and the Church of Rome. But they never 
possessed Davidson's f u l l confidence, as he was-conscious of 
the comparatively p a r t i s a n view of. the Anglicans i n v o l v e d i n 
the discussions and of the f a c t t h a t Mercier d i d not possess 
f u l l papal approval on the other s i d e . Mercier's death, i n 
January 1926, v i r t u a l l y s i g n a l l e d the end of the conversations 
and a r e p o r t was composed i n the Autumn of 1926, the 
p u b l i c a t i o n of which was postponed f o r w e l l over a year. 
Hugh C e c i l saw the d r a f t r e p o r t and was a t once conscious 
of the danger of p u b l i s h i n g i t at the time of the Prayer 
Book controversy: 'some.Protestants w i l l now c e r t a i n l y t h i n k 
and say t h a t Malines and Prayer Book r e v i s i o n are two p a r t s 
of the same conspiracy'."'' Davidson agreed, as anti-Roman 
C a t h o l i c sentiment had been engendered not only by the 
p u b l i c a t i o n of the Prayer Book i n February 1927 but by one 
of C a r d i n a l Bourne's p e r i o d i c a t t a c k s on the h i s t o r i c a l 

1 . Quoted i n G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 1300, Hugh 
C e c i l t o Davidson, December 11, 1926. 
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c o n t i n u i t y of the Church of England and he was conscious 
t h a t 'A good deal of excitement or d i s q u i e t among u n e c c l e s i -
a s t i c a l people t u r n s on the Roman q u e s t i o n 1 . He t h e r e f o r e 
f e l t t h a t p u b l i c a t i o n of the r e p o r t should be postponed as 
i t ' w i l l be eagerly used by men of the honest I n s k i p school 
t o strengthen t h e i r hands i n the speeches they are going 
t o make at Meetings i n London and i n the Provinces'."^" 

This p o l i c y postponed any f u r t h e r c r i s i s t h a t might 
have been a hindrance t o the Prayer Book, but the Book was 
r e j e c t e d none-the-less i n December 1927 and a f t e r t h a t i t 
was impossible t o postpone any f u r t h e r the p u b l i c a t i o n of 
the Malines r e p o r t . The r e p o r t was by no means an inflamma­
t o r y document; i t noted p o i n t s of agreement and concluded 
t h a t the p o s i t i o n of the Papacy i n r e l a t i o n t o the Church 
was the e s s e n t i a l p o i n t of d i f f e r e n c e . But the r e p o r t was 
seized upon by P r o t e s t a n t s as' f u r t h e r evidence of Romeward 
tendency w i t h i n the Church of England and the whole issue 
of the Malines conversations and a l l t h a t they represented -
i n r e a l i t y , not very much - was washed i n t o the controversy 
surrounding the amended Book. The Church A s s o c i a t i o n r a t e d 
h i g h l y the s i g n i f i c a n c e of Malines and h e l d t h a t the r e p o r t 
'by i t s e l f f u r n i s h e s s u f f i c i e n t ground f o r t h o u g h t f u l men 
t o h o l d t h a t the whole question of Revision must be 

2 
considered de novo'. I t also suspected - as can now be 

1. Quoted i b i d . , p. 1301, Davidson t o Prere, A p r i l 30, 1927. 
2. Church I n t e l l i g e n c e r , February 1928, p. 13. 
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seen, q u i t e c o r r e c t l y - t h a t the delay i n the p u b l i c a t i o n of 
the r e p o r t had been intended t o f a c i l i t a t e the passage of 
the Prayer Book and t h a t i t was i n January 1928 only 
H a l i f a x ' s s t r o n g concern t h a t the r e p o r t £hould be published 
t h a t had f o r c e d Davidson's hand on the is s u e . The Church 
Association's views were w i d e l y shared by P r o t e s t a n t s and 
the Malines conversations were a troublesome undercurrent 
throughout the ensuing months and played a p a r t i n the debate 
i n the Commons i n June 1928. 

Though Malines was ofcourse an issue of importance, 
i t was the Book i t s e l f , w i t h i t s minimal emendation t h a t 
a t t r a c t e d most of the P r o t e s t a n t w r a t h . I t was the s l i g h t 
nature of these Changes t h a t caused the g r e a t e s t anger. The 
Council of the P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h Society made t h i s p o i n t i n 
March 1928 and launched a 'Stand Past' campaign, t o preserve 
the v i c t o r y of December 15 i n parliament.^" Some of the 
concessions were accepted as u s e f u l , but the b u l k of the 
o b j e c t i o n a b l e f e a t u r e s were s t i l l a p a r t of the Book, n o t a b l y 
Reservation; the f a c t t h a t the Reservation rules, were now 
more f i r m l y entered as r u b r i c s appeared t o help matters not 
at a l l . ^ 

The proposals of the bishops were discussed i n the 
N a t i o n a l Assembly on February 7 and 8, 1928. The debates 
were tedious and tended t o repeat statements already made i n 

1. Churchman's Magazine, March 1928, p. 70. 
2. I b i d . , March 1928, p. 64. 
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the previous year. C e r t a i n amendments were suggested and a 
number of these were accepted by the bishops. The most 
c o n t r o v e r s i a l of the proposals of the Houses of Clergy and 
L a i t y t h a t were accepted by the House of Bishops were ones 
t h a t were designed t o enhance the importance of the 
P a r o c h i a l Church Council t o the disadvantage of the incumbent: 
thus the P a r o c h i a l Church Council was empowered t o i n s i s t 
upon at l e a s t a monthly c e l e b r a t i o n of the Holy Communion 
according t o the r i t e of 1662 and the r i g h t of appeal t o 
the Archbishops and bishops of the province i n the case of 
o b j e c t i o n t o permission f o r Reservation. The r u b r i c 
l i m i t i n g the importance of the custom of F a s t i n g Communion 
was also accepted. 1 The bishops f u r t h e r t i g h t e n e d the 
r u b r i c s on Reservation, though the i n i t i a t i v e i n t h i s case 
appears t o have been t h e i r own. 

These f u r t h e r changes were c r u c i a l f o r the development 
of a much stronger body of Anglo-Catholic o p p o s i t i o n than 
had e x i s t e d e a r l i e r and they l e d t o the l o s s of the support 
of the one r e a l l i t u r g i c a l expert among the bishops, Walter 
F r e r e , Bishop of Truro. Frere's o p p o s i t i o n became known by 
h i s avoidance of the meeting of the House of Bishops on March 

p 
8, 1928. His views were then given prominence i n a p u b l i c 
r e p l y t o the Reverend Canon S. Cooper, Chancellor of Truro 
Cathedral, who wrote - i n f a c t at Frere's i n s t i g a t i o n - t o 

1. A summary of these changes i s i n R.C.I). Jasper: Walter 
Howard Fr e r e , His Correspondence on L i t u r g i c a l Revision 
and C o n s t r u c t i o n , London, 1954, p. 147. 

2. I b i d . 



266 

request advice on how t o cast h i s vote i n Convocation. The 
f i n a l v e r s i o n of Frere's l e t t e r shows the l a c k of enthusiasm 
t h a t he f e l t f o r the f i r s t Book and p o i n t e d out f o u r main 
grounds f o r h i s o p p o s i t i o n t o the new v e r s i o n , as amended 
by the N a t i o n a l Assembly. F i r s t l y , he considered 
' r e v o l u t i o n a r y ' the proposals f o r the new powers t h a t the 
P a r o c h i a l Church Councils were t o r e c e i v e ; ' t h i s new 
p r o v i s i o n i s an i n s u l t t o the Clergy and a snub t o the Bishop'. 
Secondly, though he h i m s e l f was s a t i s f i e d w i t h the new Canon 
and the E p i c l e s i s , he f e l t t h a t p r o v i s i o n should be made f o r 
those who were not; 'Peace and contented worship can h a r d l y 
be secured w h i l e the d e s i r e of so l a r g e a class of worshippers 
i s ignored or r e f u s e d ' . T h i r d l y , he d i s l i k e d the new r u b r i c 
on f a s t i n g which he h e l d t o be too b r i e f a statement on the 
matter and which s a i d ' i n e f f e c t t h a t i t i s as good t o break 
w i t h C a t h o l i c custom as t o observe i t 1 . F o u r t h l y , w i t h 
regard t o Reservation, he was c r i t i c a l of 'a mass of r i g i d 
r e s t r i c t i o n s ' t h a t had accumulated. These r e s t r i c t i o n s 
m i l i t a t e d against two uses of the Sacrament which he c o n s i d ­
ered j u s t i f i a b l e : • the communion of persons who were unable 
t o come to church at usual times of services and 'advantages 
secondary and i n c i d e n t a l ' t o Communion, but which he d i d not 
c l o s e l y define.^" 

•Frere's o p p o s i t i o n was a b i t t e r blow t o Davidson, 
though he took i t w i t h courage, as the l e t t e r s t h a t passed 

1. I b i d . , pp. 149-151 and 153-159-
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between him and Frere show. Prere's stance i n t e n s i f i e d the 
controversy i n many ways, most c r u c i a l l y i n f o c u s i n g Anglo-
C a t h o l i c o p p o s i t i o n more c l e a r l y against the Book than 
t h i t h e r t o . 

Anglo-Catholics were placed i n a d i f f i c u l t s i t u a t i o n 
by the amended v e r s i o n of the Book. They could argue t h a t 
i t was needful t o accept the Book and thus t o a s s e r t the 
s p i r i t u a l independence of the Church, a l i n e of approach • 
t h a t accorded w e l l w i t h the Ahglo-Catholic v i s i o n of the 
Church. On the other hand, they might argue t h a t as a l l the 
amendments were i n a P r o t e s t a n t d i r e c t i o n and as a s i g n i f i c a n t 
number of Anglo-Catholics had only j u s t been able t o accept 
the 1927 Book, i t was t h e i r duty t o oppose the Book. On 
balance, t h i s l a t t e r course seems t o have been the more 
popular and there was a s i g n i f i c a n t increase i n Anglo-
C a t h o l i c o p p o s i t i o n . The amended v e r s i o n of the Book was 
greeted w i t h s t e r n e r Anglo-Catholic o p p o s i t i o n than the 1927 
Book had r e c e i v e d . The Church Times, w h i l s t applauding the 
bishops f o r having ' n a i l e d t h e i r f l a g t o the mast' r e g r e t t e d 
t h a t they had hedged the Reservation issue w i t h so many 
safeguards. Fundamentally the amended Book posed the 
question 'Are Anglo-Catholics t o be e x p e l l e d from the 

2 
E n g l i s h Church? 1 But the Church Times was not as outspoken 
i n i t s o p p o s i t i o n t o the amended Book as has sometimes been 

1. I b i d . , pp. 153-158, passim. 
2. Church Times, January 27, 1928, pp. 92-93. 
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h e l d , and though i t could not enthuse on the Book's content, 
i t h e l d t h a t the bishops should be supported as the 
s p i r i t u a l independence of the Church was much more important 
than the v a r i o u s p o i n t s i n the Book."*" The Council of the 
En g l i s h Church Union had again found i t by no means easy t o 
concert i t s a t t i t u d e t o the amended Book when i t met on 
January 25, 1928, only two days a f t e r the p u b l i c a t i o n of the 
amended v e r s i o n . The Council was able t o accept a motion 
proposed by Stone t h a t the Council a f f i r m e d i t s f a i t h i n the 
Real Presence, and thus focused i t s a t t e n t i o n on the key 

2 
issue . A r e s o l u t i o n was also passed u r g i n g the postponement 
of Prayer Book r e v i s i o n u n t i l a f t e r the 1930 Lambeth 
Conference.^ 

But Frere's l e t t e r of March 14, 1928, had considerable 
e f f e c t upon Anglo-Catholics. A meeting of the Council of 
the E.C.U. on March 21, 1928, adopted a str o n g e r p o l i c y . The 
President opened the proceedings by commending 'a very 
courageous stand' by Frere and the Council passed unanimously 
a motion by which. 'The President and Council e a r n e s t l y hope 
t h a t a l l Anglo-Catholic members of Convocation w i l l support 
the Bishop of Truro against consent being given t o sending 

4 
the Measure on t o the Church Assembly'. I t was noted t h a t 

1. I b i d . , February 3, 1928, pp. 120-121. 
2. Acta of Council of the E.C.U., January 25, 1928. 
3. F.L. Cross, Stone, p. 199. 
4. Acta of Council of the E.C.U., March 21, 1928. 
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t h i s p o l i c y had the approval of H a l i f a x , F. P. W i l l i a m s , 
Kidd and Francis U n d e r h i l l , a l l very weighty members of the 
Anglo-Catholic p a r t y , and a l l e i t h e r n e u t r a l towards, or 
supporters o f , the 1927 Book. 

The Anglo-Catholic Congress expressed i n c o l o u r f u l 
language i t s unequivocal support of Frere's stand. 'There 
w i l l now be few ready t o exchange t h e i r C a t h o l i c h e r i t a g e 
i n the E n g l i s h Church f o r a pottage, however s u c c u l e n t 1 . 
The Congress also t a c k l e d the issue of the pa r l i a m e n t a r y 
o v e r - r u l i n g of the Church's decisions and considered t h i s 
t o be i r r e l e v a n t . 'The cry of s p i r i t u a l a u t h o r i t y against 
temporal power has misled many; there i s no a u t h o r i t y so 
dangerous as e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a u t h o r i t y , i f uncurbed and 
r e f u s i n g t o recognise a n y t h i n g s u p e r i o r t o i t s e l f . So l o n g 
as C a t h o l i c consent, t r a d i t i o n and custom are outraged by 
the proposals of the Bishops, the appeal t o Anglo-Catholics 
f o r support has no more weight than i f i t came from the 
Imams of Arabia groaning under the domination of I b n Saud'. 1 

Other groups of Anglo-Catholics also u n i t e d i n o p p o s i t i o n t o 
the Book. The '1,300' Anglo-Catholic supporters - of whom 
much was heard i n the Autumn of 1927 - were understood t o 
have j o i n e d w i t h the '1,400', the members of the Fel l o w s h i p 

2 
of C a t h o l i c P r i e s t s . 

The s i t u a t i o n i n l a t e March 1923 was h e l d by the Church 

1. Quoted i n The Times, March 20, 1928, p. 18. 
2. Church Times, March 23, 1928, p. 335-
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Times t o show t h a t 'the Anglo-Catholic p a r t y i s again u n i t e d 
i n p o l i c y as i t has always been u n i t e d i n f a i t h only a ' 
f r a c t i o n of the Anglo-Catholic c l e r g y and l a i t y who have 
voted f o r the Book w i l l vote f o r i t at the forthcoming 
meetings, of the Convocations and the Church Assembly 1. This 
change of approach i s a t t r i b u t a b l e not only t o Frere's 
stance, but also t o 'the new Reservation r u b r i c s * t h a t the 
bishops proposed. 

P r o t e s t a n t o p i n i o n was also i n f l u e n c e d by Frere's 
d e c i s i o n . I n some respects h i s new p o s i t i o n does appear t o 
be open t o c r i t i c i s m . Among many l e t t e r s on h i s p o s i t i o n 
t o The Times and other newspapers i n l a t e March i928 was 
one from the Reverend Canon R. W. H a r r i s , P e n r i t h , who 
p o i n t e d out t h a t the 1928 v e r s i o n contained no r e a l change 
i n p r i n c i p l e over Reservation and 'the l i m i t a t i o n of the 
use of the Reserved Sacrament t o the Communion of the Sick 

2 
was e m p h a t i c a l l y asserted i n the Measure of 1927'. The 
Church A s s o c i a t i o n h e l d a more vigorous view based i m p l i c i t l y 
on t h a t very ground. 'The b e l a t e d d e f e c t i o n of Dr. Frere 
from the ranks of the supporters of the Deposited Book, f o r 
which he i s so l a r g e l y r e s p o n s i b l e , should do much t o 
d i s c r e d i t i t . ' 

Considerable o p p o s i t i o n was brought t o bear against 

1. I b i d . , March 23, 1928, p. 335. 
2. Davidson Papers, Box 13, L e t t e r of H a r r i s . I t i s not 

c l e a r t o which newspaper t h i s l e t t e r was sent. 
3. Church A s s o c i a t i o n , 63rd Annual Report, 1927, p. 10. 
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Prere's p o s i t i o n . The Bishop of Winchester wrote t o The 
Times on March 26, 1928, and the Bishop of London the next 
day. Winnington-Ingram made much of the gains t h a t Anglo-
C a t h o l i c s were able t o make even under the 1928 Book, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y the dropping of the idea of using the v e s t r y 
f o r Reservation."'" A s t e r n e r l e t t e r came from Headlam.-, 
d e p l o r i n g Prere's a t t i t u d e and u r g i n g t h a t the new Book 
'recognizes f u l l y the E v a n g e l i c a l and the C a t h o l i c t r a d i t i o n s 

2 
of the Church of England 1. No bishop f o l l o w e d Prere's 
l i n e of. o p p o s i t i o n , though Purze of St Albans very n e a r l y 
d i d so. By l a t e March 1928, when the Book was i n i t s f i n a l 
amended form, i t could be seen t h a t the o p p o s i t i o n t o i t 
was s t r o n g e r than before and t h a t i t s chances of success 
were d e c l i n i n g . Henson noted ' I t appeared t h a t we had o n l y 

4 
.lost the Anglo-Catholics w i t h o u t p l a c a t i n g the P r o t e s t a n t s ' . 

The d e f e c t i o n of the Bishop of St Edmundsbury and 
Ipswich, the Right Reverend W. G. Whittingham, was not 
unexpected and h i s changed p o s i t i o n made a t o t a l of s i x 
bishops opposed t o the 1928 Book, a l l of them on d i f f e r e n t 
grounds. WhittIngham's enthusiasm f o r the 1927 Book had been 
s l i g h t and Henson noted i n connection w i t h the bishops' 
meeting a f t e r the December r e j e c t i o n t h a t 'St Edmundsbury and 
1. The Times, March 27, 1928, p. 17. 
2. I b i d . , March 27, 1928, p. 18. 
3. R.C.D. Jasper: Prere, p. 160 
4. H.H.Henson: Retrospect, v o l . i i , p. 189« 
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Ipswich almost hung out the wh i t e f l a g 1 . Whittingham 
explained h i s o p p o s i t i o n i n a p a s t o r a l l e t t e r i n March 1928, 
and based i t on h i s very h i g h regard f o r the value of the 
Establishment and h i s corresponding u n c e r t a i n t y about the 
v a l i d i t y of Church r e p r e s e n t a t i o n expressed i n the N a t i o n a l 
Assembly which, he wrote, 'did not s u f f i c i e n t l y consider 
what the r e j e c t i o n of the previous Measure by Parliament 
i m p l i e d /~The_7 c r e a t i o n of the Church Assembly has i n 
f a c t given a good many Churchmen the f e e l i n g t h a t agreement 
i s not a matter of great importance, t h a t the Church should 
i n s i s t upon a p o s i t i o n of complete independence and the 
r i g h t t o govern i t s e l f . I t cannot have t h i s i f t h e r e i s t o 
be an Es t a b l i s h e d Church The vote of the House of Commons 
was r e a l l y the expression of the C h r i s t i a n conscience of the 

2 
country. That, a t l e a s t , i s how I take i t 1 . But W h i t t i n g ­
ham was by no means the leader of a school of thought w i t h i n 
the Church of England and he had no i n f l u e n c e over any 
important s e c t i o n of the Church of England, as had Frere. 
His d e f e c t i o n was u n f o r t u n a t e , as f u r t h e r evidence of 
episcopal d i s u n i t y , but i t had no r e a l s i g n i f i c a n c e beyond 
t h a t . 

The Convocations met together on March 28 and 29, 1928. 
L i t t l e t h a t was new was s a i d i n the debates and Davidson 
h i m s e l f at the s t a r t p o i n t e d out the dangers h e l d by the 

1. I b i d . , p. 170. 
2. PHI, The Diocesan Magazine f o r the County of S u f f o l k , 

March 1928. 
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general sense of weariness, t h a t i t may 'tempt us i n t o 
d e a l i n g w i t h t h i s solemn t a s k u n w o r t h i l y ' and he admitted 
t h a t he was c e r t a i n l y conscious of t h a t temptation."'" An 
i n f o r m a l glimpse i n t o Davidson's a t t i t u d e toward the Prayer 
Book at t h i s time i s a f f o r d e d by the d i a r i e s of Tom Jones 
who wrote of what Baldwin had t o l d him of conversation 
w i t h Davidson at a dinner on February 16, 1928: 'Canterbury 
confessed ( a f t e r a glass of champagne) t h a t he wished the 

2 
Prayer Book a t the bottom of the sea'. At Convocation, 
Lang d e a l t more s p e c i f i c a l l y w i t h the p o i n t s of d i f f e r e n c e 
between the two books and concluded w i t h the a s s e r t i o n t h a t 
'We have t o t h i n k of the e f f e c t of our a c t i o n now, not 
p r i m a r i l y upon Parliament, but upon the Church i t s e l f . 
R e j e c t i o n or even meagre support of the Book now would be 
a g r e a t e r d i s a s t e r than even a second r e j e c t i o n by 

3 
Parliament ' 

Speeches of o p p o s i t i o n came from Kidd on Anglo-Catholic 
grounds, and from Guy Rogers on E v a n g e l i c a l grounds. On the 
second day a s e r i e s of comparatively b r i e f speeches were 
made by many of the l e a d i n g c o n t r o v e r s i a l i s t s . Perhaps one 
of the most i n t e r e s t i n g , sounding a note t h a t was i n c r e a s i n g l y 
heard as the controversy wore on, was t h a t put forward by 
Wilson, who asked 'What had a l l the controversy meant t o 
1 . Chronicle of Convocation, March 28-29, 1928, p. 23. 
2. K. Middlemas ( e d i t o r ) : Thomas Jones: W h i t e h a l l D i a r y , 

v o l . i i , 1926-1930, O.U.P., 1969, pp. 132-133-
3. Chronicle of Convocation, March 28, 1928, p. 30. 
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the Church today?' and he concluded t h a t i t had meant very 
l i t t l e . 1 

The Measure and the Book passed Convocation, but by 
unimpressive m a j o r i t i e s : 

For Against 

Upper House of Canterbury 20 6 
Upper House of York 9 0 
Lower House of Canterbury 126 48 
Lower House of York 50 19 

2 
P r o t e s t a n t a g i t a t i o n gathered momentum d u r i n g the 

months before the new Measure went before p a r l i a m e n t . The 
Committee f o r the Maintenance of T r u t h and F a i t h s t a t e d 
i t s unequivocal o p p o s i t i o n t o the amended form i n a 
communication t o Davidson on February 6, 1928, and the 
subsequent f u r t h e r concessions d i d n o t h i n g t o a l t e r t h i s 
view. 

What appears t o be a novel form of o p p o s i t i o n t o the 
Book was used by the Committee i n May 1928, almost as a 
l a s t d i t c h attempt t o f r u s t r a t e the Book's passage. 

1. I b i d . , pp. 110-111. 
2. Crockford's C l e r i c a l D i r e c t o r y , 1929. O.U.P., p. x i . 
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E d i t o r i a l Services L i m i t e d were employed by the Committee 
'to organise and undertake a campaign of Press propaganda 
designed t o b r i n g about the r e j e c t i o n by Parliament of the 
Prayer Book Measure 1928'.^ For t h e i r s e r v i c e s they were 

2 
paid a fee of two hundred guineas and they deposited 
w i t h the Committee a f i l e of over 4,000 press c u t t i n g s , 
t h a t were l a r g e l y a t t r i b u t a b l e t o t h e i r work. The Company 
had v i r t u a l l y t hree weeks i n which t o organise t h i s 
campaign, from May 18, 1928, and both the f i l e of press 
c u t t i n g s and the r e p o r t give evidence of intense a c t i v i t y 
of a h i g h l y p r o f e s s i o n a l k i n d . A fundamental method was t o 
approach well-known opponents of the Book, whose names and 
addresses were obtained from the Committee, and t o persuade 
them t o w r i t e a r t i c l e s ; i n some cases E d i t o r i a l Services 
themselves 'prepared and s u p p l i e d s u i t a b l e matter f o r 
p u b l i c a t i o n over i n f l u e n t i a l s i g n a t u r e s ' . Mr. A l b e r t 
M i t c h e l l 'most ably helped' E d i t o r i a l Services i n p r e p a r i n g 
such a r t i c l e s , some of which were published above the 
si g n a t u r e s of I n s k i p , Macnaghten and other M.P.s. L i t e r a r y 
c o n t r i b u t i o n s were made by P o l l o c k , Knox and Archdeacon 
Thorpe and E d i t o r i a l Services 'persuaded' the Morning Post 
and the Sunday Times t o p u b l i s h these. H o s t i l e l e t t e r s 

1. CSA, E d i t o r i a l Services L i m i t e d : C o n f i d e n t i a l Report t o 
the Committee f o r the Maintenance of T r u t h and F a i t h 
(Prayer Book Measure 1928), f o r the p e r i o d May 18 t o 
June 14, 1928. 

2. CSA, FCTF, Baxter ( N a t i o n a l Church League) t o Hinde, 
J u l y 12, 1928. 
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were countered i n the press by the i n i t i a t i v e of E d i t o r i a l 
Services. Much e f f o r t . w a s made t o 'present the case against-
the new Book f o r c i b l y before the " p l a i n man111 by d i s p a t c h i n g 
a r t i c l e s by P o l l o c k and Knox to the p r o v i n c i a l press. 
Reviews of Joynson-Hicks * book were also d i s t r i b u t e d t o the 
Press. As a f i n a l e f f o r t , E d i t o r i a l Services ' d i s t r i b u t e d 
c e r t a i n l i t e r a t u r e among M.P.s at the House, which we have 
reason t o b e l i e v e secured the t u r n - o v e r of a few votes'.''" 
No other w r i t t e n evidence has been discovered f o r the employ­
ment of p r o f e s s i o n a l agencies such as t h i s f o r the propaga­
t i o n of a campaign i n the course of the c o n t r o v e r s y . I t 
was thorough and cannot have been w i t h o u t i t s e f f e c t , even 
though i t i s not p o s s i b l e t o gauge t h i s very c l o s e l y . 

The Committee endeavoured also t o secure support from 
o r g a n i s a t i o n s t h a t had not cooperated w i t h them i n 1927. 
I n March 1928 Hinde wrote t o the Venerable J. W. Hunkin, 
Archdeacon of Coventry and a member of the Anglican 
E v a n g e l i c a l Group Movement. ' I s i t too much t o hope,' he 
wrote, ' t h a t you, and indeed the Group Movement as a whole, 
w i l l now throw i n your l o t w i t h us? We have, as I 
p o i n t e d out at Canon S t o r r ' s house, considerable divergencies 
of o p i n i o n working t o g e t h e r and the Group Movement does not 

p 
appear t o be outside the l i m i t but r e a l l y w i t h i n 1 . But 
n o t h i n g came of t h i s approach; the Anglican E v a n g e l i c a l 

1. The r e p o r t c i t e d gives f u l l d e t a i l of the Company's work. 
2. CSA, FCTP, Hinde t o Hunkin, March 19, 1928. 
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Group Movement continued t o support the 1928 Book, though 
there were d i f f e r e n c e s of opini o n among them. 1 A c t i v i t y 
seems at much the same l e v e l i n 1928 as i t was i n 1927 and 
enthusiasm had not slackened. The Committee was also imbued 
w i t h a f e e l i n g of c e r t a i n success. The nervous P u l v e r t a f t 
was able t o w r i t e i n A p r i l 1928 t h a t ' e v e r y t h i n g seems i n 

2 
our favour as e v e r y t h i n g seemed against us l a s t December' 
and i n March 1928, Archdeacon Thorpe wrote of h i s b e l i e f 
t h a t 'the P.B.-Hindenburg l i n e i s breaking. Our arguments 
are, I b e l i e v e , soaking i n ' . Optimism appeared everywhere 
i n the Committee, but the c o n t i n u i n g a c t i v i t y and the 
employment of E d i t o r i a l Services shows t h a t no chances were 
t o be taken. . 

The N a t i o n a l Church League was completely opposed t o 
the amended Book. A s p e c i a l meeting of the Executive 
Committee was h e l d on March 22, 1928, t o consider the new 
Measure and Book. A r e s o l u t i o n was passed, p l e d g i n g 
complete o p p o s i t i o n t o i t , p u t t i n g f o r w a r d also the view 
t h a t the amendments had changed the matter very l i t t l e . They 
were opposed t o the new Communion O f f i c e , which had not been 
changed and which was ' d o c t r i n a l l y erroneous and c o n t r a r y 
t o the Word of God'; they were opposed t o permission f o r 
Reservation as ' i t i s w e l l known t h a t t h i s p r a c t i c e has l e d 

1. 
2. 
3. 

I b i d . , Hunkin t o Hinde, March 25, 1928. 
I b i d . , P u l v e r t a f t t o Hinde, A p r i l 17, 1928. 
I b i d . , Thorpe t o Hinde, March 5, 1928. 
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and w i l l lead t o A d o r a t i o n 1 ; they also opposed prayers f o r 
the dead and 'the u n s a t i s f a c t o r y treatment of the Old 
Testament scriptures'."'" At a l a t e r meeting the League 
res o l v e d t o send a l e t t e r to the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee, 
and t h i s formed one of the many P r o t e s t a n t o b j e c t i o n s w i t h 

2 
which the Committee had again t o d e a l . 

The Church I n t e l l i g e n c e r d i s p l a y e d i t s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 
v i g o u r throughout these months. Malines, Baldwin, Henson 
and Disestablishment, the l a c k of d i s c i p l i n e i n the Church, 
as w e l l as the content of the Book i t s e l f : c r i t i c i s m was 
sh a r p l y focused on a l l these o l d and new themes; The 
Church I n t e l l i g e n c e r was a p t l y e n t i t l e d . The r e l a t i o n s h i p 
of the bishops t o t h e i r congregations was l i k e n e d t o t h a t 
of the Spider and the Ely i n the nursery rhyme: 

' " W i l l you walk i n t o our P a r l o u r ? " 
Said the Bishops t o the Pews; • 

"There are odours t o perfume you, 
There are robes of v a r i e d hues,.... 
I f the Clergy o f t are r e s t l e s s , 
And refuse t o toe the l i n e , 
We must give them ample l i c e n c e , , 
Lest t o f o l l o w they d e c l i n e . . . . " 1 • 

I n the f i n a l a n a l y s i s , i t was the d o c t r i n a l issues t h a t 
the Church A s s o c i a t i o n saw as the key ones. This p o i n t i s 
made q u i t e c l e a r i n i t s submission t o the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l 

1. I b i d . , N a t i o n a l Church League, Executive Committee 
Minutes, March 22, 1928, pp. 217-218. 

2. I b i d . , A p r i l 25, 1928, p. 230. 
3. Church I n t e l l i g e n c e r , March 1928, p. 34. 
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Committee and i n the f i n a l a r t i c l e on the s u b j e c t i n June 
1928. 1 

The Missionary Messenger a f f o r d s l i t t l e evidence of 
the work of the B i b l e Churchmen's Missionary Society at 
t h i s time, though i n May 1928 i t r e a f f i r m e d the Society's 

p 
complete o p p o s i t i o n t o the Book. 

The P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h Society continued uncompromising 
and e x c i t i n g . o p p o s i t i o n * The 'Stand Fast' campaign, begun 
e a r l i e r i n the year, was continued. I n A p r i l the Society 
was e n t r u s t e d w i t h the task of sending commemorative B i b l e s 
t o every M.P. who had voted against the Book i n December. 
This generous gesture o r i g i n a t e d w i t h the Reverend Henry 
Anton, V i c a r of C h r i s t Church, Coventry, and i n v o l v e d the 
d i s p a t c h of h a l f - g u i n e a B i b l e s w i t h the Houses of Parliament 
blocked i n g o l d on the f r o n t and the i n s c r i p t i o n 'In 
g r a t e f u l remembrance of December 15th, 1927'. 

The methods of the P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h Society appeared 
t o be much as i n 1927. One of i t s more prominent a c t i v i t i e s 
was the Annual Meeting at King's H a l l , Holborn on May 21, 
1928. 'In the evening there w i l l be a general P r o t e s t a n t 
R a l l y , when the l a t e s t p o s i t i o n of the Prayer Book F i g h t 
w i l l be f u l l y d e a l t w i t h No P r o t e s t a n t i n London should 

1. I b i d . , June 1928, pp. 61-64. 
2. Missionary Messenger, May 1928, p. 58. 
3. Churchman's Magazine, May 1928, p. 117. There are a 

number of references t o t h i s matter, but I r e g r e t I 
have been unable t o f i n d any copy of the B i b l e w i t h 
t h i s i n s c r i p t i o n . 
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l e t h i s or her place be empty!' The Society also composed 
rhymes t o press i t s o p p o s i t i o n : 

'Why i s i t t h a t the Bishops have 
I n secret Convocation 
Concocted t h i s most deadly bomb 
To f l i n g upon our Nation?' 2 

The output of l i t e r a t u r e throughout 1928 continued 
unabated and the controversy was approached from every 
conceivable angle. Much of the l i t e r a t u r e was s l i g h t i n 
content and w r i t t e n by e n t h u s i a s t s who played l i t t l e major 
p a r t i n the controversy i t s e l f . Books of p a r t i c u l a r 
importance were w r i t t e n by Joynson-Hicks, Henson and 
Davidson. 

Davidson's book, The Prayer Book: Our Hope and Meaning, 
was l i t t l e more than an extended pamphlet when i t was 
published i n May 1928 and i t must have been a disappointment 
t o those who e a r l i e r i n the year had encouraged Davidson t o 
w r i t e i t . The o r i g i n of the book appears t o l i e i n an 
exchange of views between B e l l and the Reverend A r t h u r H i r d , 
of Hodder and Stoughton, a f t e r Christmas 1927. Subsequently 
B e l l wrote t o Davidson t h a t both H i r d and Parsons had 
p o i n t e d out 'the great o p p o r t u n i t y t h a t the Church of 
England has through the Parliamentary check of s t a t i n g t h e i r 
case as a Church t o the p u b l i c ' . H i r d f e l t t h a t the Commons 
vote was ' r e a l l y based on deep r e l i g i o u s c o n v i c t i o n s ' and 

1. Churchman's Magazine, May 1928, p. 110. 
2. I b i d . , p. 119. 
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t h a t the moment was opportune f o r response i n t h i s way. 
B e l l then proposed t h a t the d r a f t should be prepared by 
Parsons, the Reverend J. K. Mozley and h i m s e l f . I n the 
event, the e f f o r t s of these men were not r e a l l y employed, 
and Davidson - who had been persuaded t h a t a book of t h i s 
k i n d could be u s e f u l - composed i t h i m s e l f i n A p r i l . B e l l 
was kept i n touch w i t h progress by M. Gott i n a l e t t e r 
from Lambeth Palace. Gott wrote t h a t i t was developing as 
'a r a t h e r t u r g i d and R a n d a l l i a n Open L e t t e r of about (say) 
3,000 - 3,500 words'. The book began ' w e l l i s h ' but then 
became l o s t i n 'rather vague prosy g e n e r a l i t i e s - and I 

2 
r a t h e r tremble about the t h i n g ' . 

The eventual p u b l i c a t i o n had a simple format and was 
comparatively b r i e f and cheap: only 44 pages i n l e n g t h and 
only 6d. i n c o s t . I t was p u r p o s e f u l l y aimed at a popular 
appeal and c a r r i e d considerable weight on account of i t s 
author. Davidson wrote f o r people 'who have the r e l i g i o u s 
w e l l - b e i n g of England at h e a r t , but who f i n d the 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l discussions e i t h e r i r r i t a t i n g or p u z z l i n g 
or i n t o l e r a b l y d u l l ' . The j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r the Prayer 
Book was put i n general terms. I t was a 'Book f o r the 
Twentieth Century', i t had been approved by the Church and 
the dangers i t h e l d had been exaggerated. 

1. B e l l Papers, Pink P i l e , B e l l t o Davidson, January 23,1928. 
2. B e l l Papers, Pink P i l e , Gott t o B e l l , A p r i l 3, 1928. 
3. R.T. Davidson: The Prayer Book: Our Hope and Meaning, 

London, 1928, p. 7. 
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The pamphlet was. not considered a success. B e l l , who 
may have been disappointed t h a t the book d i d not possess the 
firmness t h a t he had e a r l i e r envisaged, subsequently consid­
ered t h a t Davidson's 'own brochure, w h i l e s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d 
and disarming, d i d not i n f l u e n c e votes' and t h a t t h i s was 
so because i t appeared 'too l a t e i n the day'."*" The Record 
c a l l e d i t the 'Primate's manifesto' and viewed i t 

2 
unfavourably. The. Guardian showed, as ever, i t s l o y a l t y 
t o the Archbishop i n a l e a d i n g a r t i c l e e n t i t l e d 'The 
Captain's F a i t h ' and described i t as 'the most e f f e c t i v e 
presentment of the matter t h a t has y e t been made' and 
a t t r i b u t e d i t s e f f e c t i v e n e s s t o i t s aiming at 'explanation 
r a t h e r than defence', but i t may have been defence t h a t 
was more s e r i o u s l y needed than was ex p l a n a t i o n at t h a t stage. 

Temple also c o n t r i b u t e d a book l e t t h a t was v i r t u a l l y 
a r e p l y t o Joynson-Hicks, but i t was not an adequate 
response. Henson wrote of i t as 'confessedly a hasty 

/— -r 4 
composition, and {_ i t _ / v ery p l a i n l y d i s c l o s e s the. f a c t ' . 

More impressive support than was represented by e i t h e r 
of these two p u b l i c a t i o n s came from Henson h i m s e l f i n The 
Book and the Vote, published i n February 1928, much e a r l i e r 
than the e f f o r t s of Davidson and Temple. I t was d i f f e r e n t 
1. G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 1350. 
2. The Record, June 7, 1928, p. 399-
3. The Guardian, June 8, 1928, p. 360. 
4. H.H. Henson: Retrospect, v o l . i i , p. 195. 
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i n purpose t o the other two, and w h i l s t making a s t r o n g 
support f o r the Book, i t s main i n t e n t i o n was t o make 
recommendation f o r Disestablishment. I t occasioned perhaps 
g r e a t e r comment on the l a t t e r issue than on the former. 

Joynson-Hicks was v i r t u a l l y the only opponent t o w r i t e 
an important book on the s u b j e c t , though pamphlet p r o d u c t i o n 
was very probably more extensive among P r o t e s t a n t opponents 
than i t was elsewhere. His book, The Prayer Book C r i s i s was 
p u b l i s h e d i n May 1928. I n the Preface, Joynson-Hicks p a i d 
t r i b u t e t o Mr. Guy Johnson 'who has a s s i s t e d me i n the 
p r e p a r a t i o n of the work 1;^" Guy Johnson i s s a i d t o have 

2 
undertaken the b u l k of the p r e p a r a t o r y work f o r the book. 
Joynson-Hicks' book had an u n e x c i t i n g s t y l e but i t f e l l i n t o 
a t r a d i t i o n t h a t Henson w e l l recognised i n h i s review of i t 
f o r The. Times: ' I t i s an e x c e l l e n t example of the f u l l - b l o o d e d 
P r o t e s t a n t polemic w i t h which the l a t e S i r W i l l i a m Harcourt 
regaled the B r i t i s h p u b l i c a generation ago, though i t would 
be u n f a i r t o t h a t admirable w r i t e r t o suggest t h a t t o g e t h e r 
w i t h h i s e c c l e s i a s t i c a l opinions has been r e s u s c i t a t e d a l s o 
h i s f i n e c o n t r o v e r s i a l s t y l e ' . 

Joynson-Hicks' book was h i s t o r i c a l i n form and the 
e a r l i e r p a r t of i t surveyed the circumstances l e a d i n g t o 
the emergence of the Book of 1662. Much was made of the 

1 . W. Joynson-Hicks: The Prayer Book C r i s i s , London, 1928, 
p. v. 

2. I am indebted-to the Reverend R. T. Beckwith, L i b r a r i a n , 
Latimer House, Oxford, f o r t h i s i n f o r m a t i o n . 

3. The Times, May 30, 1928, p. 9-
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' r i t u a l i s t i c aggression' engendered by the Oxford Movement, 
of the c o n t r o v e r s i e s at the t u r n of the century and of the 
Anglo-Catholic developments i n the 1920s. The approval of 
the 1927 proposals by the Convocations was b a s i c a l l y 
a t t r i b u t e d t o the f a c t the 'Anglo-Catholic i n t e r e s t s are 
very s t r o n g l y represented i n Convocation, e s p e c i a l l y i n 
the two Lower Houses1^" and l a t e r 'the s t r o n g e s t episcopal 
pressure was exerted' t o secure the f a v o u r a b l e r e s u l t i n 

2 
the Church Assembly. His o p p o s i t i o n t o the 1927 Book on 
d o c t r i n a l grounds was adumbrated and the changes i n the 
1928 Book were h e l d t o be v i r t u a l l y meaningless by the 
utterances of Winnington-Ingram and Lang, whose comments 

3 
t o t h a t e f f e c t were quoted. Joynson-Hicks' book gave a 
f u l l c o n s i d e r a t i o n t o the whole issue from the P r o t e s t a n t 
p o i n t of view and i t s general tenor i s i n t e r e s t i n g i n 
showing the continued emphasis upon d o c t r i n a l issues, t h a t 
had won Joynson-Hicks and h i s f e l l o w - t r a v e l l e r s success i n 
December 1927. By c o n t r a s t the d o c t r i n a l content of books 
among the supporters was s l i g h t . 

1 . W. Joynson-Hicks: The Prayer Book C r i s i s , p. 113. 

2. I b i d . , p. 123. 
3'. I b i d . , p. 142. 
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CHAPTER 12. 
THE PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES, JUNE 1928 

A f t e r the amended Measure and Book had passed the 
N a t i o n a l Assembly on A p r i l 27, 1928, the Measure was destined 
f o r r e - p r e s e n t a t i o n t o pa r l i a m e n t . The E c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
Committee was duly re-assembled and gave c o n s i d e r a t i o n t o 
the amended Book and t o the p l e t h o r a of o b j e c t i o n s t h a t 
were lodged against i t . The o b j e c t i o n s were e n t i r e l y from 
P r o t e s t a n t opinion"^" and the Committee f e l t t h a t 'they do not 
seem very m a t e r i a l l y t o strengthen the arguments 
which were presented by r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of t h a t school of 

p 
thought l a s t year ' The agreed concessions were 
o u t l i n e d and the Committee i n paragraph 6 made h i g h l y 
p e r t i n e n t comment on the present and f u t u r e l e g a l standing 
of much of the ' i n n o v a t i o n ' f o r which the Book provided. 
'The Prayer Book i n i t s r e v i s e d form presents c e r t a i n f e a t u r e 
or concessions, such as the l i m i t e d p r a c t i c e of Reservation, 
the permissive use of the chasuble, of wafer bread and of 
the mixed c h a l i c e , and the use of prayers f o r the dead, 
which t o uncompromising P r o t e s t a n t f e e l i n g w i l l c e r t a i n l y 
be found repugnant. The l e g a l i t y of these p r a c t i c e s has 
long been at l e a s t a matter of controversy; i f the Measure 
were t o pass, the l e g a l i t y could be i n controversy no l o n g e r . 

1. Report by the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee on the Prayer 
Book Measure, 1928. l a i d before the Houses of Parliament 
i n pursuance of the Church of England (Assembly Powers 
Act, 1919. A copy of t h i s document i s among the Davidson 
Papers Box 13. 

2. I b i d . ; 
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I t i s argued t h a t these p r a c t i c e s i n v o l v e , or may be h e l d 
t o i n v o l v e , a change of d o c t r i n e , and t h a t i n an a n t i -
P r o t e s t a n t sense. Obviously o p p o s i t i o n on these grounds 
cannot be c o n c i l i a t e d by concessions on p o i n t s of d e t a i l 
and explanatory amendments such as are now proposed1.''" 
As i n 1927, the Committee could see no reason why the Book 
a f f e c t e d ' p r e j u d i c i a l l y the c o n s t i t u t i o n a l r i g h t s of His ' 
Majesty's s u b j e c t s ' and i t ought t o proceed. The r e p o r t 
was dated May 16, 1928, only some thr e e weeks a f t e r the 
passage of the Measure through the N a t i o n a l Assembly. 

The Measure was debated f o r a second time i n the House 
of Commons on June 13 and 14, 1928. There was f e l t t o be no 
need f o r i t t o go again t o the House of Lords - and no 
pressure f o r i t t o do so - and a two-day debate was considered 
t o be an improvement on the one-day debate i n December 1927. 

The Measure was in t r o d u c e d by the S o l i c i t o r General, 
S i r Boyd Merriman, who gave a more f o r c e f u l and more succes­
s f u l speech than had Bridgeman i n December. The h i s t o r i c a l 
circumstances surrounding the o r i g i n s of the Book were 
competently o u t l i n e d and he po i n t e d out the concessions t h a t 
had been made i n order t o c l a r i f y the f a c t t h a t there was no 
d o c t r i n a l change. I t was a sound speech of defence of the 
Book and concluded by s t a t i n g the o b j e c t i v e of these changes: 

2 
'comprehensiveness, t o l e r a t i o n , l o y a l t y 1 . Kenworthy spoke 

1. I b i d . 
2. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 218 H.C. Deb. 

5.s. columns 1003-1023. 
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from the Labour benches, eager t o a s s i s t the Book's passage 
and conscious t h a t as 'the members of the Labour Party form 
the g r e a t e s t p r o p o r t i o n of those who abstained from v o t i n g 
on the question l a s t December' i t was.consequently ' i n t h e i r 
hands t h a t the f a t e of t h i s Measure rests'."'" Many i n the 
Labour p a r t y f e l t ' t h e i r p o l i t i c s are t h e i r r e l i g i o n ' and 
f o r t h a t reason alone they ought not t o deny t o those who 

2 
want i t c e r t a i n aids i n worship. B i r c h a l l asked members 
i n c o n s i d e r i n g the question of d o c t r i n e t o l o o k t o the 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s of those s u p p o r t i n g and opposing the Book and 
the f a c t t h a t many bishops who might be described as 
Evang e l i c a l s were i n f a c t g i v i n g t h e i r support t o the Book. 
He also countered, the idea t h a t the whole issue was ' p r i e s t -
r i d d e n ' by p o i n t i n g out the new powers of the P a r o c h i a l 
Church Councils and t h a t so much of the Prayer Book had been 
approved under the terms of the Enabling Act, which made 
p r o v i s i o n f o r the views of the l a i t y . 

The Countess of Iveagh spoke of the i l l - i n f o r m e d o p i n i o n 
t h a t abounded on the su b j e c t and considered whether many who 
opposed the Book had i n f a c t read i t . She spoke movingly of 
the impact of the war upon s o c i e t y and welcomed the Book as 

4 
showing regard t o a changed s i t u a t i o n . Davidson l a t e r wrote 

1. I b i d . , column 1036. 
2. I b i d . , column 1043. 
3. I b i d . , columns 1054-1060. 
4. I b i d . , columns 1065-1068. 
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t o thank a l l the. M.P.s who spoke i n support of the Book and 
he thanked the Countess of Iveagh i n p a r t i c u l a r ' f o r r a i s i n g 
the l e v e l of the dis c u s s i o n t o a higher plane '."̂  Another 
s e n s i b l e speech of support came from Colonel Lane Fox, whose 
immediate o b j e c t of c r i t i c i s m was the wooliness' of Boyd-
Carpenter's speech. I t i n c l u d e d a warm a p p r e c i a t i o n of the 
s o c i a l work of moderate Anglo-Catholics, who ought t o be 
accommodated by concessions such as those t h a t were proposed. 
A l e n g t h y speech from Mr. Goodman Roberts dwelt on the 
d i f f i c u l t y the bishops had and of the need t o accept the 
changes i n order t o create an improved s i t u a t i o n of 

•5 
d i s c i p l i n e . The Duchess of A t h o l l was the f i r s t S c o t t i s h 
member t o take p a r t i n the debate. She valued the freedom 
t h a t the Reformation had brought and t h a t freedom ought now 
to be accorded t o the Church of England.^" Courthope gave a 

5 
speech t h a t was 'good but heavy' i n Temple's e s t i m a t i o n . 
He spoke as an E v a n g e l i c a l who accepted the Book and f e l t 
t h a t 'the confusion w i l l be worse eounfounded' i f parliament 
d i d not also do so. 
1. Davidson Papers, Box 7, Davidson t o the Countess of 

Iveagh, June 15, 1923. 
2. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 218 H.C. Deb. 

5 s, columns 1075-1081. 
3. I b i d . , columns 1087-1095. 
4/ I b i d . , columns 1104-1112. 
5. P.A. Iremonger: W i l l i a m Temple, Archbishop of Canterbury, 

His L i f e and L e t t e r s , O.U.P., 1948, p. 353. 
6. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 213, H.C. Deb. . 

5 s, column 1119. 
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Amnion concluded the f i r s t day's debate w i t h a speech 
f o l l o w i n g t h a t of the extremely P r o t e s t a n t Rosslyn M i t c h e l l ; 
he had no easy task and spoke t o an emptying house. I t 
seems t h a t members had stayed e s p e c i a l l y t o hear M i t c h e l l 
and had l i t t l e d e s i r e t o l i s t e n t o Ammon, who was r a t e d as 
much l e s s e x c i t i n g . Temple records 'most people l e f t when 
R.M. sat down. R.M. had had.a house of about 200. When I 
went i n i t was about 100 and grew t i l l he began'.^" His 
speech, l i k e h i s one i n December 1927, was a f o r t h r i g h t 
speech of support from a non-Anglican stance and i t i n v o l v e d 
reference t o the opinion of the E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee, of 

2 
which he was a member. 

The second day, June 14, 1928, began w i t h the important 
speech of Joynson-Hicks. Atkinson f o l l o w e d i n support of 
the Book and spoke also as an E v a n g e l i c a l , who f e l t t h a t 
Joynson-Hicks had exaggerated the reasons f o r o p p o s i t i o n 
and t h a t the campaign of o p p o s i t i o n 'has been based upon 
mi s r e p r e s e n t a t i o n of what the Book does'; he went i n t o 
detailed.argument t o j u s t i f y h i s c o n t e n t i o n t h a t the Book 

3 
d i d not a l t e r Anglican d o c t r i n e . Hugh C e c i l , on t h i s 
second occasion, spoke w i t h much g r e a t e r e f f e c t than he had 
i n h i s d i s a s t r o u s December speech. He d e a l t w i t h three 
issues: t h a t the Book d i d not a l t e r the Church's d o c t r i n e , 
1. P.A. Iremonger, Temple, p. 353-
2. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 218 H.C. Deb. 

5 s. columns 1132-1139. 
3. I b i d . , columns 1211-1224. 
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t h a t i t was an instrument f o r order and an instrument f o r 
peace.^ Other q u i t e u s e f u l speeches of support f o l l o w e d 
from people who approached the issue from very d i f f e r e n t 
p o i n t s of view. Ponsonby spoke as one who was o u t s i d e 'any 

p 
s e c t i o n of i n s t i t u t i o n a l r e l i g i o n ' but he wished t o support 
a Measure t h a t had the c l e a r approval of the Church i t s e l f . 
His speech was f i n e l y worded and concluded w i t h an appeal 
made 'as a Member of Parliament and not as a Churchman, as 
an Englishman and. not as a s e c t a r i a n , as one who values 
t o l e r a n c e and detests persecution in- the realm of 

3 
conscience'. 

A very valuable speech of support came from the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, Winston C h u r c h i l l . He had 
played no a c t i v e p a r t i n the controversy and had r e g r e t t e d 
the passing of the archaic language of the o l d Book. His 
approach, he assured the House, was 'from a d e f i n i t e l y more 
secular angle than t h a t which has d i r e c t e d most of the 
speeches t o which we have l i s t e n e d w i t h so much i n t e r e s t 

4 
t h i s afternoon and yesterday'. To refuse the Church of 
England the l i b e r t y t h a t she was r e q u e s t i n g 'appears t o be 
c o n t r a r y t o the s p i r i t of r e l i g i o u s t o l e r a t i o n which, I am 
q u i t e sure, would r u l e the House of Commons.in the case of 
1. I b i d . , 
2. I b i d . , 
3. I b i d . , 
4. I b i d . , 

columns 1230-1241. 
column 1248. 
column 1251-
column 1264-
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any other f a i t h or sect among the hundreds which e x i s t side 
by side w i t h i n the c i r c u i t of the B r i t i s h Empire1."'" He d i d 
not c h e r i s h the spectacle of the Church's p l i g h t : 'The 
Church stands at the Bar of the House of Commons and w a i t s . 
That, t o me, i s a most s u r p r i s i n g s p e c t a c l e . Here you have 
the g r e a t e s t s u r v i v i n g P r o t e s t a n t i n s t i t u t i o n i n the w o r l d 
p a t i e n t l y l i s t e n i n g t o Debates on i t s s p i r i t u a l d o c t r i n e by 
t w e n t i e t h century d e m o c r a t i c a l l y - e l e c t e d p o l i t i c i a n s who, 
q u i t e apart from t h e i r c o n s t i t u t i o n a l r i g h t s , have r e a l l y no 
c r e d e n t i a l s except g o o d w i l l . I t i s a strange s p e c t a c l e , and 

2 
r a t h e r r e p e l l e n t ' . The prospect of defeat was an unhappy 
one and was seen i n the par l i a m e n t a r y image t h a t C h u r c h i l l 
so o f t e n p r o j e c t e d . The bishops, c l e r g y and N a t i o n a l 
Assembly, he maintained, ' w i l l be i n the p o s i t i o n of a 
Government which has been defeated on a v i t a l question and 

3 
i s unable t o r e s i g n ' . He had no wish t o see Disestablishment 
and he urged t h a t Commons t o support the Church of England 
i n what she was t r y i n g t o do. ' I would l i k e t o see the 
En g l i s h people - and t h i s i s an E n g l i s h matter mainly - make 
a f u r t h e r e f f o r t t o work togethe r f o r the sake of p r e s e r v i n g 
those E n g l i s h i n s t i t u t i o n s which have l a r g e l y formed the 
n a t i o n and which are ancient because t h e y have been f l e x i b l e 1 . 
1 . I b i d . , column 1265. 
2. I b i d . , column 1267. 
3. I b i d . , column 1269• 
4. I b i d . , column 1270. 
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I t was a speech w e l l - c a l c u l a t e d t o appeal t o the House of 
Commons and i s an impressive, though of n e c e s s i t y compara­
t i v e l y neglected, example of C h u r c h i l l i a n o r a t o r y of the 
c l a s s i c p a t t e r n . 

On t h i s occasion the Prime M i n i s t e r was able t o give 
the f i n a l speech. I t was one of mixed achievement. Temple 
sa i d t h a t i n the l a t e r stages of the speech 'he l o s t g r i p 
altogether 1."^" I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o know t h a t Haigh had 
a s s i s t e d Baldwin i n i t s composition and. t h a t i n the l a t e r 
stages o f the speech Baldwin 'added v a r i o u s other p o i n t s 
which he had also discussed w i t h me but which i n some 

2 
respects he r a t h e r "muffed" when on h i s f e e t ' . He s t a r t e d 
by speaking of the a c c e p t a b i l i t y of the Book.to the 
E c c l e s i a s t i c a l Committee and of i t s a c c e p t a b i l i t y t o many 
l e a d i n g Nonconformists. He considered the l a c k of 
enthusiasm f o r the Book and f e l t t h a t t h e r e i n e v i t a b l y was 

3 
'a l a c k of enthusiasm f o r compromise'. Then f o l l o w e d what 
Temple described as 'a b e a u t i f u l passage' about the two 
streams of Evangelicalism and C a t h o l i c i s m w i t h i n the Church 
of England as a ' p r e s e r v a t i v e s a l t against s t e r i l i s a t i o n and 
decay 1 and he r e f e r r e d t o Bishop King of L i n c o l n and Bishop 
Chavasse of L i v e r p o o l as 'representing those two streams. I 
want those two streams t o go on. I want t o see the Noble 
1. P.A. Iremonger: Temple, p. 354. 
2. F.A. Barry: Haigh, p. 39-
3. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 218 H.C. Deb. 

5 s, column 1315. 
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Lord the Member f o r Oxford U n i v e r s i t y (Lord H. C e c i l ) and 
my r i g h t hon. Fr i e n d the Home Secretary r e p r e s e n t i n g those 
streams i n the Church of England1."'" He d e a l t w i t h the 
matter of d i s c i p l i n e and. the manner i n which the s i t u a t i o n 
would be eased by the Book's passage and he concluded on 
the minatory note of Disestablishment and i t s attendant 
problems which, he h e l d , would be brought nearer by the 

2 
r e j e c t i o n of the Measure. 

The opening spokesman f o r the o p p o s i t i o n on the f i r s t 
day was S i r Samuel Roberts, who spoke a f t e r Merriman. He 
stressed the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y t h a t members had t o hand the 
Church u n d e f i l e d t o those who came a f t e r and he o u t l i n e d 
many dangers t h a t he, from a P r o t e s t a n t angle, conceived t o 

3 
be i m p l i c i t i n the Book. Hayes, a member f o r Merseyside, 
f e l t from h i s own e n q u i r i e s t h a t the December r e j e c t i o n had 

4 
been j u s t i f i e d and he intended t o support r e j e c t i o n . Major 
S i r A r c h i b a l d Boyd-Carpenter gave an e x c e p t i o n a l l y vague 
speech, prefaced by the confession t h a t i t was the f i r s t 
time he had spoken i n the House of Commons i n f o u r years; 
presumably t h i s was intended t o suggest the importance w i t h 
which he regarded the matter, r a t h e r than anything e l s e . His 
basic o b j e c t i o n appeared t o be t h a t the Book was 'an attempt 

1. I b i d . , columns 1315-1316. 
2. I b i d . , columns 1319-1320. 
3. I b i d . , columns 1023-1036. 
4. I b i d . , column 1048. 
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t o d e f i n e something which i s i n d i f i n a b l e 1 . S n e l l was 
cautious i n h i s o p p o s i t i o n , which was s e l f - c o n f e s s e d l y 
r o o t e d i n h i s P u r i t a n o r i g i n s and u p b r i n g i n g . "'There i s 
great s t i l l n e s s i n the Courts of Heaven," and a l l t h i s 
o v er-dressing, t h i s embroidery, comes t o me as a harsh 

2 
noise i n a welcome s t i l l n e s s . ' S i r Walter Greaves-Lord 
had voted f o r the Book i n December but now intended t o vote 
against i t as the N a t i o n a l Assembly had done so l i t t l e t o 

3 
meet the o b j e c t i o n s t h a t M.P.s faced. S i r Malcolm 
Macnaghten, a member of the Church A s s o c i a t i o n , d i r e c t e d 
the i s s u e , i n a comparatively b r i e f speech, on t o the 
d o c t r i n a l ground t h a t the A s s o c i a t i o n enjoyed t o t r a v e r s e , 
p a r t i c u l a r l y d o c t r i n e concerning the Holy Communion. He 
also stressed the r i g h t of every M.P.. t o be i n v o l v e d i n 

4 
these issues. 

Rosslyn M i t c h e l l ' s speech had been awaited by many 
members as l i k e l y t o be e x c i t i n g . I n t e r r u p t i o n s r e c e i v e d 
s h o r t s h r i f t as Rosslyn M i t c h e l l plunged once more i n t o the 
P r o t e s t a n t polemic f o r which he had made h i m s e l f such a 
r e p u t a t i o n i n December 1927. Amidst mounting f u r y he 
c a s t i g a t e d , the Book as a 'milestone' t o Rome, along w i t h 
others such as Malines and the d e c l a r a t i o n of 2,229 Anglican 
1. I b i d . , columns 1063-1075-
•2. I b i d . , column. 1086. 
3. I b i d . , columns 1099-1100 
4. I b i d . , columns 1112-1116. 
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p r i e s t s who pledged t h a t they would h o l d and support 
T r a n s u b s t a n t i a t i o n ."̂  I t was the penultimate speech of the 
day, but there i s suggestion i n Temple's comments t h a t i t 
may not have l i v e d up e n t i r e l y t o general e x p e c t a t i o n ; 
n e v e r t h e l e s s , an exodus f o l l o w e d and the r e were comparatively 
few t o hear the l a s t speech of the day, the able one by 

2 
Mr. Ammon. 

On the second day, the o p p o s i t i o n opened w i t h a speech 
from Joynson-Hicks. He had hoped t h a t t h i s matter had been 
solved i n December, but i t was again before the House and he 
defended the r i g h t of the House t o deal w i t h the i s s u e , i n 
s p i t e of the suggestion by Henson t h a t i t was a domestic 
matter f o r the Church of England. Joynson-Hicks could not 
take t h a t view: 'Was the Reformation a domestic concern of 
the Church of. England? Ask the Eree Churches, ask the l a i t y 

3 
of the l a n d ' . He d e a l t w i t h the issue of d o c t r i n e and 
claimed t h a t i n s p i t e of episcopal reassurances there was 
a change of d o c t r i n e and he c i t e d Lord Parmoor 'one of the 
great e c c l e s i a s t i c a l lawyers of to-day' as saying t h a t t h e r e 

4 
was a d i s t i n c t change of d o c t r i n e i n the Book. Among othe r 
opponents who spoke on the second day were S i r Robert Home, 
1. I b i d . , columns 1121-1132. 
2. F.A. Iremonger: Temple, p. 353-
3. Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 218 H.C. Deb. 

5 s, column 1200. 

4. I b i d . , column 1207. 
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who dwelt v i v i d l y on h i s p o s i t i o n as a member of the Church 
of Scotland;"^" Barr, who gave an emotional speech ending w i t h 
a rhyme about Latimer whose 'Light s h a l l never go out, 

2 
However the winds may blow i t about 1; and Rentoul, who had. 
p r e v i o u s l y abstained but who would now vote against the Book, 
making h i s main reason.the 'somewhat unseemly haste* w i t h which 

3 • 
i t . h a d again been brought before the House. He would oppose 
on three grounds: i t would not b r i n g peace, the bishops 
could not be t r u s t e d and i t would open the door t o d o c t r i n e s 
t h a t were repugnant t o the Reformation.^" 

S i r Thomas I n s k i p gave the penultimate speech of the 
debate and the l a s t speech of o p p o s i t i o n . He welcomed the 
o p p o r t u n i t y t h a t the debate allowed f o r the Commons•to discuss 
questions of t h i s type. He made c l e a r h i s d i s l i k e of the 
Book and entered upon the matter of h i s conversations w i t h 
Davidson e a r l i e r i n the year, about concessions t h a t might 

5 
be p o s s i b l e on Reservation, a matter on which Davidson 
subsequently took issue w i t h him as not f a i r l y r e p r e s e n t i n g 
the tenor of t h e i r conversations. 1. I b i d . , columns 1251-1259. 
2. I b i d . , column 1276. 
3. I b i d . , column 1283. 
4. I b i d . , columns 1284-1290. 
5. I b i d . , columns 1299-1312. 
6. G.K.A. B e l l , Davidson, v o l . i i , pp. 1350-1351. 
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I n the d i v i s i o n the Measure was again l o s t and by the 
l a r g e r m a j o r i t y of 266 t o 220."'" 

The s i t u a t i o n was v i r t u a l l y as i t was a f t e r the 
December r e j e c t i o n , though by t h i s time the Church had 
r e c e i v e d a double h u m i l i a t i o n . The bishops met t o consider 
the defeat and the best course t h a t they might then adopt. 
Opinion among them was d i f f u s e . Among the Davidson papers 
are. l e t t e r s t h a t the bishops sent t o Davidson a f t e r the June 
r e j e c t i o n and, i n the absence of the minutes of the bishops' 
meetings at t h a t time, they f u r n i s h u s e f u l evidence of the 
d i f f e r i n g opinions w i t h i n the episcopate. 

Henson had no doubt t h a t the June r e j e c t i o n , though a 
matter of r e g r e t , i n f a c t confirmed h i s advocacy of 
Disestablishment: ' I p o s t u l a t e t h a t our f i r s t and evident 
duty i s t o v i n d i c a t e the s p i r i t u a l independence of the 
Church of England' and he quoted h i s t o r i c a l precedents t h a t 
might be f o l l o w e d , and favoured a somewhat obscure precedent 
as the most a p p r o p r i a t e : 'My mind i n c l i n e s t o a second 
precedent - the P e t i t i o n of Right 1628. I f the N a t i o n a l 
Assembly could agree t o a P r o t e s t a f f i r m i n g the i n h e r e n t 
r i g h t s of the Church as a s p i r i t u a l s o c i e t y and p o i n t i n g 
out the i n e q u i t y of the recent a c t i o n of the House of 
Commons, I t h i n k i t would c l e a r the a i r , ease many consciences 

2 
and l a y the foundations f o r f u t u r e a c t i o n ' . I n a f u r t h e r 

1 . . Parliamentary Debates ( O f f i c i a l R e p o r t ) , 218 H.C. Deb. 
5_s, column 1320. 

2. Davidson Papers, Box 7, Henson t o Davidson, June 18,. 1928. 
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l e t t e r , two days l a t e r , he urged Davidson t o seize the 
o p p o r t u n i t y t h a t the r e j e c t i o n presented: '...-. ..we have 
now an o p p o r t u n i t y of s t a t i n g the case of the Church as 
against the.aggression of the State which i s probably f a r 
the best we can ever hope t o have; and t h a t i f we l e t i t 
s l i p , we s h a l l have t o stand the c o n f l i c t s h o r t l y i n f a r 
l e s s s a t i s f a c t o r y circumstances...'^ But Henson f a i l e d t o 
f i r e Davidson's enthusiasm f o r the cause of Disestablishment, 
j u s t as he f a i l e d t o f i r e the enthusiasm of any of h i s 
f e l l o w - b i s h o p s . 

The anger and i r r i t a t i o n of many of the other bishops 
who supported the 1928 Book i s q u i t e apparent from t h e i r 
correspondence and none f e l t t h a t the s i t u a t i o n of r e j e c t i o n 
should be merely accepted. Headlam put forward the view 
t h a t 'we r e s e n t , and resent s t r o n g l y , the i n t e r f e r e n c e w i t h 
the proper l i b e r t i e s of the Church; t h a t we resent the way 
i n which a m i n o r i t y defeated i n the Assembly has o v e r r u l e d 
what the Assembly determined on by an appeal t o those who are 
not members of the Church of England and who are not.even 
r e s i d e n t w i t h i n the country; and t h a t , i n p a r t i c u l a r , we 
resent the a c t i o n of those Bishops who have acted as they 
have done'. He warned aga i n s t 'anything h e r o i c ' i n the 
a c t i o n which the bishops might propose and h i s suggestion 
of diocesan c o n s u l t a t i o n s came very near t o the compromise 

1. I b i d . , June 20, 1928. 
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s o l u t i o n t h a t was e v e n t u a l l y agreed t o . Less h i g h - f l o w n , 
but e q u a l l y f o r c e f u l views came from Woods: ' I f ever case 
/~sic_ 7 when the Church might p r o p e r l y assert her r i g h t s 
and c l a i m her l i b e r t y , t h i s i s one'. But he h e l d t h a t t h e r e 
were c e r t a i n m i t i g a t i n g circumstances, foremost among which 
was the obvious one, r a r e l y given f o r m a l expression: 'The 
controversy i s w i t h i n the Church i t s e l f r a t h e r than a 
dispute between Church and State I t i s not a case of 
a unanimous Church against a h o s t i l e S t a t e ' . He also h e l d 
t h a t the subjects of dispute had been too r e a d i l y dismissed 
and c i t e d the 'Western' views on the Canon, f o r c e f u l l y 
advanced by Robinson and Brightman, and t h a t , p o s s i b l y 
bearing i n mind the conference he c h a i r e d i n 1925 on the 
s u b j e c t , there had been no adequate di s c u s s i o n i n Convocation 
or elsewhere of the t h e o l o g i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s of Reservation. 
A f t e r a c a r e f u l a n a l y s i s , he concluded moderately t h a t the 
Book should be issued as 'an extension by corporate episcopal 
a c t i o n of what every bishop has done f o r years', but the 
A l t e r n a t i v e Communion Service and the Communion of the Sick, 
w i t h i t s r u b r i c s , should be withdrawn. A s i m i l a r tendency 
i s found i n Temple's l e t t e r , which shows a d i s l i k e f o r the 
idea t h a t parliament ' i s a f i t a r b i t e r on the p o i n t s i n 
d i s p u t e ' . 

1. I b i d . , Headlam t o Davidson, June 19, 1928. 
2. I b i d . , Woods t o Davidson, June 23, 1928. 
3. I b i d . , Temple to Davidson, June 19, 1928. 
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A l e t t e r from P o l l o c k shows t h a t he had no wish t o 
at t e n d the meeting of the bishops and he had no p a r t i c u l a r 
idea t o advance about f u t u r e episcopal a c t i o n . 'You see,' 
he wrote t o Davidson, 'my words c a r r y no weight v<fith the 
Bishops, and i t i s best, w i t h p e r f e c t good humour, t o 
recognise the f a c t Meantime you know me w e l l enough t o 
be aware t h a t I s h a l l n o t, i n these f i r s t days, say or do 
anything t h a t would f u r t h e r complicate a complicated 
s i t u a t i o n . ' ^ " But Davidson wished P o l l o c k t o a t t e n d : ' . . . . i t 
i s not q u i t e f a i r t o the bishops i n the m a j o r i t y t h a t they 
should be b e r e f t of the a i d of c r i t i c i s m from those who 
have not seen eye t o eye w i t h them. This i s the view which 
Worcester and Birmingham have throughout taken, and 

2 
p e r s o n a l l y I b e l i e v e i t t o be r i g h t ' . I n the face of t h i s 
l e t t e r , P o l l o c k attended the meeting. 

Davidson also had important "advice from laymen at t h a t 
time. Hugh C e c i l was, as always, i n f r e q u e n t correspondence. 
He advanced a view of h i s e l d e r b r o t h e r , Lord S a l i s b u r y , who 
he l d 'there ought t o be some d e f i n i t e and unequivocal 
a s s e r t i o n , made now of the claims of the Church t o independent 
a u t h o r i t y i n s p i r i t u a l m a t t e r s ' . He f e l t t h i s a s s e r t i o n 
would best proceed from the bishops' meetings r a t h e r than 
from any o t h e r , or f o r m a l , body; i t was the bishops 'who 
have "received" the Holy Ghost f o r the o f f i c e and work of a 

1. I b i d . , P o l l o c k t o Davidson, June I S , 1923. 
2. I b i d . , Davidson t o P o l l o c k , June 19, 1928. 
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bishop and whatever a u t h o r i t y the l a i t y or even the c l e r g y 
exercise i n the Assembly, i t i s through the w i l l of the 
bishops and by t h e i r ordinance 1."'' I t may w e l l be t h a t 
support f o r episcopal a c t i o n independent of the c l e r g y and 
l a i t y coming from the l e a d i n g layman i n these matters had 
weight w i t h the bishops i n reaching conclusion t h a t 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r a c t i o n r e s t e d e n t i r e l y w i t h them. 

Advice t h a t came from another l e a d i n g layman was b r i s k l y 
dismissed. Lord H a l i f a x , despite h i s l a c k of enthusiasm f.or 
e i t h e r the 1927 or the 1928 Book asked 'Why does not your 
Grace t e l l the King t h a t i f He approves, He ought t o assent 
t o the Revised Book? L o y a l t y would go up by leaps 
and bounds, and the King of England would indeed be a King 
we could r e s p e c t , admire and f i g h t f o r . Let him i m i t a t e 
E l i z a b e t h who would not have h e s i t a t e d f o r a moment, and 

2 
assert h i m s e l f f o r once 1. Davidson described as *a 
s t a r t l i n g suggestion' the idea t h a t the King should 'act 
independently of h i s M i n i s t e r s who o b v i o u s l y cannot defy 
the Commons. I c e r t a i n l y could not i n accordance w i t h the 

3 
C o n s t i t u t i o n of England a t present make t h a t suggestion'. 

E v e n t u a l l y the bishops were able t o agree upon a 
statement t h a t r e f l e c t e d many of the opinions t h a t had been 
sent t o Davidson and t h a t was marked by s u f f i c i e n t compromise 

1. I b i d . , Hugh C e c i l t o Davidson, June'24, 1923. 
2. I b i d . , H a l i f a x t o Davidson, June 20, 1928. 
3. I b i d . , Davidson t o H a l i f a x , June 20, 1928. 
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as t o render i t acceptable t o a l l the bishops: 
' I t i s a fundamental p r i n c i p l e t h a t the Church - t h a t 

i s , the Bishops together w i t h the Clergy and L a i t y - must 
i n the l a s t r e s o r t , when i t s mind has been f u l l y a s c e r t a i n e d , 
r e t a i n i t s i n a l i e n a b l e r i g h t , i n l o y a l t y t o our Lord and 
Saviour Jesus C h r i s t , t o fo r m u l a t e i t s F a i t h i n Him and t o 
arrange the expression of t h a t Holy F a i t h i n i t s forms of 
worship.*^ 

Davidson's l a s t p u b l i c u t t e r a n c e on the whole s u b j e c t 
was made i n a speech t o the N a t i o n a l Assembly on J u l y 2, 
1928. He was c r i t i c a l of the vote of the House of Commons 
but ' I f the House of Commons i s supposed t o have f l o u t e d or 
v i o l a t e d the well-proven working arrangement of Church and 
St a t e , the House d i d i t w i t h no i n t e n t i o n of a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l 
k i n d ' and the i n t e r e s t d i s p l a y e d i n the House of Commons was 
a good f e a t u r e . The f u t u r e then l a y i n t h e i r dioceses w i t h 
the i n d i v i d u a l bishops who ' w i l l have to consider what 
v a r i a t i o n s from the o l d p r e s c r i b e d law they can or ought t o 
sa n c t i o n . They have had t o do it.more or l e s s f o r years, 

2 
and d i f f e r e n t bishops have acted i n d i f f e r e n t ways'. Two 
days l a t e r the Assembly gave i t s support f o r what the bishops 

3 
proposed. 

I n adopting t h i s p roposal, the N a t i o n a l Assembly made 

1. Quoted i n S.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , p. 1351. 
2. Church Assembly, Report of Proceedings, v o l . i x , no. 3 9 

pp. 114-119. 
3. I b i d . , pp. 173-179-
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use of the a u t h o r i t y given t o a bishop by v i r t u e of the 
Ius L i t u r g i c u m , urged upon Davidson by a number of 
correspondents a t t h a t t i m e , amongst them the Reverend P.R.B. 
Brown, P r i e s t - V i c a r of Chichester Cathedral, who reminded 
Davidson t h a t 'each bishop possesses s e v e r a l l y the " i u s 
l i t u r g i c u m " f o r exercise i n h i s own diocese, being competent 
t o issue supplements t o the Book of Common Prayer w i t h o u t the 
l e a s t reference t o any democratic cabal'.''" The employment 
of the Ius L i t u r g i c u m was not as simple as Brown made out, 
and i t was c e r t a i n l y not w i t h o u t c o n t r o v e r s i a l aspects. But 
the a c t i o n of the bishops i n the l a t e Summer and Autumn of 
192S was rooted i n the i m p l i c i t r i g h t of the bishops t o 
ad j u s t the Prayer Book w i t h i n reasonable l i m i t s . With t h i s 
as i t s f o u n d a t i o n , there developed what became known as the 
' i n t e r i m p o l i c y ' of the bishops, by which they would regard 
the 1928 Book as the standard measure of acceptable d e v i a t i o n 
from the Book of 1662. The ' i n t e r i m p o l i c y ' l a s t e d f o r more 
than a qua r t e r of a century, u n t i l the era of l i t u r g i c a l 
experimentation i n the 1960s. The bishops f o r m a l l y decided 
t o adopt t h i s p o l i c y a t meetings h e l d on September 25-27, 
1928, and they presented t h e i r p o l i c y t o diocesan conferences 
and synods, which g e n e r a l l y showed a w i l l i n g n e s s t o accept 
t h i s p o l i c y of the bishops, j u s t as they had accepted the . 
Prayer Books of 1927 and 1928 when l a i d before them. 

1. Davidson Papers, Box 7, Brown t o Davidson, June 21, 1928. 
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But the Measure and the Book had been r e j e c t e d by-
parliament and on s t r i c t l y l e g a l grounds t h a t ought t o have 
been an end t o the matter, unless i t was t o be i n t r o d u c e d 
f o r a t h i r d time, an idea t h a t found no general a c c e p t a b i l i t y , 
though i t was urged by some, not a b l y Hinde. Many P r o t e s t a n t 
s o c i e t i e s , which h a d . r e j o i c e d i n t h e i r own ways at the June 
r e j e c t i o n , were n a t u r a l l y concerned at t h i s p o l i c y . The 
Church A s s o c i a t i o n s t a t e d t h a t the bishops 'are endeavouring 
t o impose the "Deposited Book" upon the Church by what the 
Archbishop h i m s e l f describes as " e x t r a - l e g a l action" 1.''' 
Joynson-Hicks made a s p i r i t e d a t t a c k on the p o l i c y of the 

2 
bishops i n the Empire Review. The P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h Society 
made reference t o the Bishops' 'Shamefaced d e c i s i o n t o 
au t h o r i s e 1928 Book 1.^ J. A. Kensit described i t as 'another 
f a l s e s t e p 1 ; the King i n parliament was the a u t h o r i t y i n the 
land and 'no State can brook a r i v a l a u t h o r i t y t o i t s 
sovereign head'.^ The Council of the P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h 
Society s t a t e d 'To make a r e j e c t e d scheme the standard of 
allowance i s d i s a s t r o u s and challenges the v e r d i c t of the 
House of Commons i n a manner which w i l l f o r c e the country t o 

5 
ass e r t the supremacy of i t s p a r l i a m e n t a r y i n s t i t u t i o n s . 1 

1. Church A s s o c i a t i o n , 65th Annual Report, 1929> pp. 6-7. 
2. Empire Review, November 1928, v o l . x l v i i , pp. 310-314. 
3. Churchman's Magazine, November 1928, p. 276. 
4. I b i d . , p. 277-
5. I b i d . , p. 278. 
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I n the General E l e c t i o n of May 1929, the P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h 
Society conducted a p o l i t i c a l campaign t o conserve the 
P r o t e s t a n t ' v i c t o r y 1 of the r e j e c t i o n o f the Prayer Book 
•and urged e l e c t o r s t o vote P r o t e s t a n t , whatever t h e i r 
p a r t y . 1 But f o r a l l these and s i m i l a r p r o t e s t s from those 
who h e l d t h a t the a u t h o r i t y of parliament had been f l o u t e d , 
the p o l i c y of the bishops continued and the 1928 Book began 

2 
t o be used i n a number of churches. Parliament i t s e l f 
seems t o have been comparatively unconcerned by the a c t i o n 
of the bishops, though questions were from time t o time 
asked. 

A l l the ad hoc o r g a n i s a t i o n s had t e r m i n a t e d t h e i r 
a c t i v i t i e s by the Autumn of 1928. The P r o t e s t a n t Parsons 
Pilgrimage ended and i t s leaders formed the 'Britons Back 
t o the B i b l e ' campaign i n A p r i l 1928. The Committee f o r 
the Maintenance of T r u t h and F a i t h appears t o have continued 
u n t i l 1929, l a r g e l y i n endeavours t o f r u s t r a t e the i n t e r i m 
p o l i c y o f the bishops. I t also was encouraged t o give i t s 
support t o the r e v i v e d E v a n g e l i c a l i s m t h a t the June 
r e j e c t i o n appears t o some extent t o have heralded. P.W. G i l p i n , 

1 . Poster f o r the General E l e c t i o n of May 1929, i n the 
archives of the P r o t e s t a n t T r u t h Society. Also 
Churchman's Magazine, May 1929, pp. 118-119. 

2. A survey of those p a r t s of the 1928 Book t h a t were most 
f r e q u e n t l y used i n Anglican churches i n the next three 
decades i s t o be found i n Church of England L i t u r g i c a l 
Commission: Prayer Book Revision i n the Church of 
England, A Memorandum, London, 1957, pp. 14-17. 

3. The Record, A p r i l 5, 1928, p. 246. 
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an honorary s e c r e t a r y t o the Committee, wrote t o Hinde at 
the end of September 1923 expressing h i s s t r o n g f e e l i n g 
' t h a t the Committee should n o t , f o r the present, be disbanded. 
Not only have we t o watch c a r e f u l l y over the decisions of 
the Bishops c o l l e c t i v e l y and i n Diocesan Synods; but i t 
seems to me t h a t the T r u t h and F a i t h Committee are i n a 
p o s i t i o n t o take some d e f i n i t e and u n i t e d a c t i o n i n regard 
t o a r e v i v a l of Evangelicalism i n the Church'.^ 

The league of L o y a l t y and Order came t o an end, i t s 
work i n the f i n a l a n a l y s i s unsuccessful. Oldham wrote t o 
Davidson about plans f o r i t s d i s s o l u t i o n only a few days 
a f t e r the June r e j e c t i o n : t h e i r r a i s o n d'etre had been t o 
a s s i s t i n securing p a r l i a m e n t a r y approval f o r the Book and 
they had f a i l e d ; 'there can be no doubt t h a t the league, 

2 
as such, must come to an end'. 

Archbishop Davidson announced h i s r e s i g n a t i o n on J u l y 
25, 1928, only a month a f t e r the June r e j e c t i o n , though t h e r e 
i s reason t o b e l i e v e t h a t h i s motive i n r e s i g n i n g was not 

3 
s t r i c t l y connected w i t h the r e j e c t i o n of the Prayer Book. 
His r e t i r e m e n t caused moves by a number of bishops: lang 
went t o Canterbury, Temple went t o York, Warman went t o 
Manchester and Canon H.A. Wilson was elevated t o the 
episcopate and went to- Chelmsford. P r o t e s t a n t opponents 
1. CSA, FCTP, G i l p i n t o Hinde, September 27, 1928. 
2. Davidson Papers, Box 7, Oldham t o Davidson, June 19, 

1928. 
3. G.K.A. B e l l : Davidson, v o l . i i , pp. 1361-1364. 
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were angered at these moves, as a l l those who secured these 
important e c c l e s i a s t i c a l p o s i t i o n s were a c t i v e supporters 
of the r e j e c t e d Book; indeed, they had been foremost i n the 
s t r u g g l e . 

Pew churchmen were eager i n the t h i r t i e s and f o r t i e s 
t o engage i n f u r t h e r r e v i s i o n of the Book of Common Prayer 
and when the matter was again embarked upon i n the 1960s, 
both the methods of approach and the forms and bases of the 
r e v i s i o n were r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t . Congregational experiment 
was then the main f e a t u r e i n the approach t o r e v i s i o n and 
the employment of s c h o l a r l y l i t u r g i c a l i n v e s t i g a t i o n was 
r e f l e c t e d i n the form and bases of the new r i t e s . 

The 1927 Book had owed l i t t l e t o l i t u r g i c a l s c h o l a r s h i p . 
Of the few l i t u r g i o l o g i s t s of the day, Prere was v i r t u a l l y 
the only one who had any r e a l i n f l u e n c e on the f i n a l form 
the r e v i s i o n took. The study of l i t u r g y i n the e a r l y 
t w e n t i e t h century h e l d a comparatively low place i n the 
order of t h i n g s . Many bishops f e l t t h a t i t was a s u b j e c t i n 
which they ought t o be i n t e r e s t e d merely because of the 
s i t u a t i o n of chaos and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l i n d i s c i p l i n e w i t h 
which they were co n f r o n t e d ; the approach of many of them 
to the framing of the 1927 Book was v i r t u a l l y t h a t o f 
amateurs, so f a r as knowledge of l i t u r g y was concerned. But 
the whole scheme of Prayer Book r e v i s i o n was seen more as 
an exercise i n r e s t o r i n g d i s c i p l i n e w i t h i n the Church than 
as a venture i n l i t u r g i c a l c o n s t r u c t i o n per se. There was 
t a l k of 'enrichment', of modernising archaic f e a t u r e s , t here 
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was the bol d use of eastern forms i n the Canon; but a l l 
these matters were secondary t o the main f e a t u r e of the 
r e v i s i o n , which was t o secure b e t t e r order w i t h i n the 
Church. Many opponents held t h a t even t h a t goal was 
pursued w i t h inadequate v i g o u r . I t was an u n s a t i s f a c t o r y 
basis on which t o c o n s t r u c t a r e v i s i o n of the l i t u r g y of 
the Church of England. 

There was substance i n the accusation t h a t the Church 
was not at a l l u n i t e d on many o f the f e a t u r e s o f the r e v i s i o n . 
The t wenties formed one of the periods i n Anglican h i s t o r y 
when i n t e r n a l d i f f e r e n c e s were acute. The acceptance of 
the Book by the Church's l e g i s l a t i v e machinery ought not t o 
cloak the f a c t t h a t there was intense f r i c t i o n w i t h i n the 
Church and the 1927 Book at once gave expression t o t h a t 
f r i c t i o n and exacerbated i t . Observers could not but have 
been aware of i t s i n t e n s i t y . The Church was by no means 
ready f o r l i t u r g i c a l r e c o n s t r u c t i o n a t t h a t time; the 
w a r r i n g elements w i t h i n were s u f f i c i e n t l y s t r o n g t o make 
such e f f o r t s foredoomed t o f a i l u r e . I n t h i s connection i t 
was f o r t u n a t e t h a t the Book was r e j e c t e d . No experiment w i t h 
the 1927 r i t e s had been p e r m i t t e d and no r e a l p o l i c y had 
been worked upon f o r the p r a c t i c a l implementation of them. 
A successful passage of the Book through parliament may 
have heralded f u r t h e r f r i c t i o n a t the p a r o c h i a l l e v e l ; i t 
may have r e s u l t e d i n an Ev a n g e l i c a l secession. As i t was, 
the i n t e r i m p o l i c y of the bishops enabled use t o be made of 
the Book by those who wished i t and the t e r m i n a t i o n of 
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f o r m a l discussions on Prayer Book r e v i s i o n enabled i n t e r n a l 
s t r i f e t o abate on t h i s issue a t l e a s t . 

Advocates of the Enabling Act had seen as a s i g n i f i c a n t 
p a r t of t h e i r work the c r e a t i o n o f a s i t u a t i o n i n which the 
e n t r y of e c c l e s i a s t i c a l controversy i n t o the p a r l i a m e n t a r y 
arena might be r e p e l l e d ; the Prayer Book controversy was 
evidence of t h e i r f a i l u r e . That many Members of Parliament 
were embarrassed by the d i f f e r i n g views of t h e i r c o n s t i t u e n t s 
on r e l i g i o u s issues i s amply shown i n 1927 and 1928. But there 
i s also evidence t o suggest t h a t many of them were moved by 
the view of Prayer Book r e v i s i o n as a. process dominated by 
the episcopacy and the c l e r g y , and one i n which l a y views 
had been accorded s l i g h t regard; the p r o v i s i o n s made f o r the 
employment of the Book f u r t h e r emphasised the a l l e g e d l y 
i n s i g n i f i c a n t r o l e t h a t l a y o p i n i o n was t o possess. The 
su s p i c i o n of c l e r i c a l domination, l i n k e d w i t h the 
t r a d i t i o n a l P r o t e s t a n t i s m t h a t was h e l d t o be endangered by 
the new Book, were potent f o r c e s i n m o t i v a t i n g o p p o s i t i o n 
among Members of Parliament, whose r i g h t t o a f i n a l o p i n i o n 
on the l e g a l i t y of the Book was u n a s s a i l a b l e and w i d e l y 
acknowledged even by the Book's episcopal advocates. 

Archbishop Davidson noted p r i v a t e l y a f t e r the second 
r e j e c t i o n t h a t he had never known 'a s i t u a t i o n which was 
so p e r p l e x i n g - every pathway i n every d i r e c t i o n seems t o 
le a d i n t o a morass'."'' The s i t u a t i o n would have been 

1. P r i v a t e Papers of Randall Davidson, Archbishop of 
Canterbury, 1903-28, v o l . x v i , - D i a r i e s and Memoranda, 
1927-30, Memorandum of June 17, 1928, p. 12. 
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f a m i l i a r t o a l a t e V i c t o r i a n churchman, i n v o l v e d i n the 
r i t u a l i s t i c disputes o f , say, the time of Archbishop T a i t ; 
the same issues, i n s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t guise, were the 
motive^forces i n the controversy. The Enabling Act had 
i n the meantime obscured but not removed the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 
o f the E s t a b l i s h e d Church t o the S t a t e ; t h a t u n d e r l y i n g 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y had been re-emphasised by the Prayer Book 
controversy. So long as the Church o f England remained 
e s t a b l i s h e d , she was i n the f i n a l a n a l y s i s answerable t o 
par l i a m e n t . Though there was much t a l k , a f t e r both 
r e j e c t i o n s , of a s s e r t i n g the r i g h t s of the Church as a 
s p i r i t u a l s o c i e t y , Disestablishment found few advocates and 
no e n t h u s i a s t s ; the b e n e f i t s of Establishment were h e l d t o 
outweigh i t s dangers and a l l took alarm a t the upheavals 
and complexites t h a t Disestablishment would i n v o l v e . Both 
Church and State i n the l a t e 1920s were unready t o t h i n k 
fundamentally of the problems they encountered. The issues 
t h a t motivated p r o t a g o n i s t s were of so s o l i d a character 
t h a t under the circumstances the bishops 1 compromise was the 
only s e n s i b l e s o l u t i o n . The Church of England'may not have 
been ready f o r l i t u r g i c a l r e c o n s t r u c t i o n ; n e i t h e r Church nor 
State was ready f o r any f a r - r e a c h i n g change i n t h e i r 
r e l a t i o n s h i p . 
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APPENDIX I 
DIOCESAN ARCHBISHOPS AND BISHOPS MOST CLOSELY 
CONCERNED WITH PRAYER BOOK .REVISION, 1927.-28. 

Bishops who supported the Prayer Book 
Canterbury: 
Chelmsford: 
Chichester: 
Durham: 
Gloucester: 
London.: 
Manchester: 
Oxford: 
St Albans: 
Sbuthwark: 
Winchester: 
York: 

Randall Thomas Davidson 
F r e d e r i c Sumpter Guy Warman 
W i n f r i d O l d f i e l d Burrows 
Herbert Hensley Henson 
A r t h u r Cayley Headlam 
A r t h u r Foley Winnington-Ingram 
W i l l i a m Temple 
Thomas Banks Strong 
Michael B o l t o n Furze 
C y r i l F o r s t e r Garbett 
Frank Theodore Woods 
Cosmo Gordon Lang 

The Six opposing Bishops 
Birmingham: 
Exeter: 
Norwich: 
St Edmundsbury 
and Ipswich: 

Truro: 

Worcester: 

Ernest W i l l i a m Barnes 
Lord W i l l i a m Rupert Ernest Gascoyne C e c i l 
Bertram P o l l o c k 

Walter Godfrey Whittingham (opposed only 
t o the 1928 Book) 
Walter Howard Frere (opposed only t o the 
1928 Book) 
Ernest Harold Pearce 
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APPENDIX I I 
THE MEMORANDUM Off BISHOP STRONG 

Two r e l i a b l e secondary sources make reference t o the 
f a c t t h a t Bishop Strong composed a memorandum of h i s 
impressions of the bishops at Lambeth i n the discussions 
t h a t took place between 1925 and 1927. 1 Bishop Strong had 
a l i v e l y w i t and the content of the memorandum was so 
f r a n k , t h a t i t was f e l t advisable t o place a ban upon i t 
f o r a number of years. 

I t now appears l i k e l y t h a t "this i n t e r e s t i n g document 
has been l o s t . Enquiry has been made, w i t h o u t success, of 
the f o l l o w i n g persons: 
At Oxford 
The D i r e c t o r of the Bodleian L i b r a r y 
The Bishop of Oxford 
S i r John Masterman 
The Reverend A.J.M. Saint 
The Reverend Father T.L. Manson, S.S.J.E. 
The Dean of C h r i s t Church 
Elsewhere 
The Archbishop of Canterbury 
Lambeth Palace L i b r a r y 
The Bishop of Ely 

1. H. Anson: T.B. Strong, Bishop, Musician, Dean, Vi c e -
Chancellor, London, 1949, P* 62, and C.S. P h i l l i p s 
( e d i t o r ) : Walter Howard Erere, A Memoir, London, 
1947, pp. 135-136. 
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The present Bishop of Oxford suggests t h a t the document 
may w e l l have been destroyed when the o l d Palace a t 
Cuddesdon was demolished and when a number of Bishop Strong's 
books and papers were thrown out. 
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APPENDIX I I I 
ARCHIVE MATERIAL, RELEVANT TO THIS STUDY, 
BUT TO WHICH SCHOLARS ARE AT PRESENT 

DENIED ACCESS 
The bu l k of the m a t e r i a l t h a t has s u r v i v e d on the 

Prayer Book controversy i s now a v a i l a b l e t o scholars and 
provides s u f f i c i e n t m a t e r i a l f o r a study of the controversy 
i n depth. The papers of the Archbishops are a v a i l a b l e i n 
the L i b r a r y a t Lambeth Palace a f t e r the lapse of f o r t y 
years, so i t has only been i n recent years t h a t the Davidson 
papers on the Prayer Book controversy have become a v a i l a b l e . 
E a r l y i n 1974 a ban was l i f t e d on f u r t h e r p r i v a t e papers 
l e f t by Davidson, i n c l u d i n g d i c t a t e d memoranda. 

There s t i l l remain c e r t a i n items t h a t are not a v a i l a b l e , 
and these would probably cast some f u r t h e r l i g h t on the 
controversy. 
The Journal of Bishop Henson 

Sections of the J o u r n a l , which Bishop Henson kept 
throughout h i s l i f e , have been reproduced i n the t h r e e -
volume autobiography t h a t Henson composed i n h i s r e t i r e m e n t 
i n the 1940s, but the e n t i r e Journal has not been made 
a v a i l a b l e . The Dean and Chapter of Durham Cathedral were 
unable t o grant permission f o r the reading of the se c t i o n s 
on the Prayer Book controversy, but i n 1972 Dean Wild 
p o i n t e d out t h a t Henson drew very f u l l y on the Journal f o r 
the long chapter on Prayer Book Revision i n volume i i of 
the autobiography. 
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I t i s e v i d e n t l y the i n t e n t i o n of the Dean and Chapter 
of Durham t o allow a b i o g r a p h i c a l study of Bishop Henson t o 
be produced i n due course, and u n t i l t h a t i s done, 
presumably scholars w i l l not have access t o the J o u r n a l . 
The Minutes of Bishops Meetings 

These are i n the possession of the Archbishop of 
Canterbury and not of the L i b r a r y at Lambeth Palace. They 
are regarded.as possessing an a l l - t i m e c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y . As 
the views of the d i f f e r e n t bishops were well-known throughout 
the controversy, i t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t the minutes of t h e i r 
meetings would add very s u b s t a n t i a l l y t o the study. 
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APPENDIX IV 
A SONG OF THE DEPOSITED BOOK 

This s k i l f u l l y composed song, i n the s t y l e of G i l b e r t 
and S u l l i v a n , was found among the Headlam Papers at Lambeth 
Palace L i b r a r y , though w i t h no reference t o i t s author."*" 
J. G. Lockhart, i n h i s l i f e of Lord H a l i f a x , r e f e r s t o a 
p a r t of the song and names the Reverend G.G.S. G i l l e t t , 
E d i t o r i a l Secretary of S.P.G. at the time of the controversy 
and f o r m e r l y domestic ch a p l a i n t o Lord H a l i f a x , as the 

2 
w r i t e r . I n none of the secondary sources has the song 
been reproduced i n i t s e n t i r e t y , and the se c t i o n s t h a t 
have been reproduced have o f t e n been i n c o r r e c t l y rendered. 

F i r s t Chorus of Wild Men 
A set back the cl o c k new Book, 
A b r i n g i n the J e s u i t s Book, 
A p l a i n l y P a p i s t i c a l , g r o s s l y s o p h i s t i c a l , 
Most a n t i - S c r i p t u r a l Book. 
A t u r n us a l l out new Book, 
A down w i t h the Gospel Book; 
A give i n t o flummery, i d o l s and mummery, 
A r u i n t o Souls new Book! 

Second Chorus, of Wild Men 
A b a i t on the hook new Book, 
A thank you f o r not h i n g new Book, 
A p a r t s e n t i m e n t a l and p a r t O r i e n t a l , 
And p a r t made i n Germany Book. 
A p i c k l e the- rod new Book, 
A put us i n quod new Book, 
A no comprehensiveness, f u l l of off e n s i v e n e s s , 
A n t i d e v o t i o n a l Book. 

1. Headlam Papers, 2625, Papers concerning r e v i s i o n of the 
Book of Common Prayer, 1923-29. 

2. J.G. Lockhart: Charles L i n d l e y Viscount H a l i f a x , p a r t 
i i , 1885^1934, London, 1936, p. 346, f o o t n o t e . 
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Chorus of Bishops 
Our noble deposited Book! 
Our composite, copyright Book; 
Our most diplomatical, a n t i - f a n a t i c a l 
Protestant - Catholic Book. 
Our twenty years' thought new Book, 
Our p r a y e r f u l l y planned new Book, 
Our no change d o c t r i n a l , our quite 'semi-final' 
Our r i c h l y enriched new Book. 
Our please be good boys new Book, 
Our don't make a noise new Book, 
Our why can't you wait a b i t ? t r u s t the Episcopate, 
Save the Establishment Book! 
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Prayer Book r e v i s i o n , e n t i t l e d : Don Deposit. Lang Papers 5. 
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No attempt i s made here to c l a s s i f y the very large 
number of pamphlets that were produced i n the course of the 
controversy, though a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i s needed and w i l l 
i t s e l f be a very large task. 
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