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Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to assess the impact of modernity upon religion in Britain in the 18th and 19th centuries.  Consequently we begin with a discussion of modernity, move on to the consideration of the mechanisms by which modernity might make an impact upon religion and then open out into theoretical interpretations of the data (Marx, Weber, Durkheim and Taylor) before considering the specifics of religion in the period under review.

Modernity

No single definition of modernity can be offered.  It is a concept that is embedded within a theoretical discourse and takes its meaning from particular usages.  It is normally connected with but distinct from enlightenment (as a philosophical and intellectual shift that can be marked most easily by Kant’s essay advocating the dismissal of ancient authorities in favour of the primacy of human reason
) and secularisation (as a social process characterised by a decline in public and private religious observance, a lessening of political power of the church and its associated symbols and a rejection of its worldview).  In Owen Chadwick’s words ‘that is why the problem of secularisation is not the same as the problem of enlightenment.  Enlightenment was of the few.  Secularisation is of the many’.

Moreover, even if modernity is conceived as a two-decker concept with philosophical discourse at the upper level and social change on the ground, there are questions to be asked about the relationship between these two realms.  For Marx, economic reality determined consciousness so that the superstructure is driven by the infrastructure but for Taylor the proposing of two realms is based upon a false dichotomy because ‘what we see in human history is a range of human practices which are both at once’ i.e. both material and intellectual.

Sociological analysis of modernity is capable of deconstructing the concept and of testing it by operationalisation using social science methods.  At least four batteries of tests have been devised  to chart ‘psychological modernity’ with the purpose of assessing the average modernity of individuals within different countries so as to predict likely paths of national social change.
  The scales of modernity include subscales of separate traits of activism, secularism, religiosity, family integration (or family independence, kin obligation), women’s rights and a range of others.  None of the scales can, of course, be applied retrospectively to 18th and 19th century populations but very fact that such scales have been devised, and devised with the content attributed to them, indicates not only that the grand narrative of social change driven by modernity has currency but also how modernity itself is conceived.

Although modernity as a concept is alive and well and although the standard account of it as an intellectual movement that began with the Reformation, the defeat of Papal absolutism, the acceptance of Newtonian science and Cartesian philosophy can be used to explain historical, scientific and philosophical elements in the centuries that followed, it is also possible to question the entire account.  This Stephen Toulmin does by pointing out that many of the beginnings of philosophical change occurred during the Renaissance and that, for all the public rationalism of Newton and Descartes, both valued their private theological speculations.
  In other words for all the presentation of them as champions of reason, they should be seen more roundly.  The standard account is schematic and without nuance.  
Mechanisms

At their simplest the mechanisms of social change may either be top-down or bottom-up.  If they are top-down we can assume that transformations occur as intellectual elites imbibe new ideas that were passed down to the masses.  This model of change can be found in the presumption by 18th intellectual sceptics (e.g. Gibbon and Hume) that religion had a social utility in keeping the poor in their place or, in Voltaire’s words, that atheism should not be discussed in front of the servants.
  Such mechanisms presume that modernity is essentially an ideological or intellectual vision that is eventually embodied socially; ‘the ruling ideas of each age have ever been the ideas of the ruling class’.
 An alternative bottom-up process can be suggested if we de-emphasise intellectual discourses and focus instead on piecemeal social, technological, demographic and political change.  In this perspective war, food shortages, immigration, steam power and improvements in transport are as important as any ideas offered by intellectuals.  During the 18th century there was a steady growth in the population due to a decline in the death rate, better food, medicine, orphanages and farming methods and between 1801 and 1811 the population of England and Wales increased by over 10% from 9.1m to 10.4m.

Theorisations

Marx begins the analysis. Marxist accounts presume that ‘the history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles’ and this class struggle will eventually issue in the triumph of the proletariat.
  According to iron laws human society over the centuries modernised from feudalism through intermediate forms to capitalism.  In the current capitalist phase the means of production are manned by unfortunate wage slaves who will finally overthrow their capitalist overlords and establish a new communist epoch.  Economic reality distorts the consciousness of the privileged few while religion, as an opiate, dulls the senses of the many oppressed and diverts them from revolutionary activism.  It is therefore economic laws which determine the course of societal development and, once the communist utopia has been reached, religion, family and the state will wither away.  Religion has no objective validity and God is a Feuerbachian projection of an ideal, a perfected fantasy.
This account, derived from a plethora of Victorian data, was consciously materialistic and inspired by a Hegelian account of historical inevitability.  It consigns a subordinate role to religion which, at its worst, buttresses the forces of repression and, at its best, lessens the pain of the brutalised worker. 
Max Weber reverses Marx’s causal direction by attributing to religion the capacity to create social forms and organisations.  The advent of modernity, as an expression of rationality in technology and bureaucracy, disenchants the world and drives religion into the private sphere.  Whereas perennial contingencies and life’s existential angst provide a stimulus for religious explanation and meaning, the advance of rationality has removed mystery and minimised contingency with the result that religion must retreat.  Religion, as a source of ideas and meanings, may once have shaped social and economic life but modernity signals the end of a culture unified in this way.  
Religious symbols persist but secular culture, with its autonomous and irreconcilable value domains, reduces the possibility of community while rationality coupled with technology spawns vast bureaucratic entanglements that inhibit human freedom.
  At the start of the Reformation, the radical individualism of Protestantism legitimated the idea of human rights and therefore sowed the seeds for the extension of political enfranchisement.  Subsequently 16th century Puritanism may have been seen as one type of rationalisation designed to order the whole of human life according to religious belief through an ability to conceive of human law as being an instrument of divine purpose.
  Looser more evangelical expressions of Christianity gave more inward, and perhaps more Arminian, accounts of faith that issued less in law and more in charity.  Where rationalism stressed ethical religion it could portray the cosmos as governed by impersonal rules and this, in turn, opened the way for 18th century Deism and 19th century secularisation.  In the hands of neo-Weberians, Protestantism itself, by demystifying the sacraments, could be implicated in the advance of secularisation; the universe becomes less holy and matter itself can be invested with no divine significance.

Durkheim disagrees with the Weberian claim that sociocultural unity has been destroyed and that secularisation has resulted from the pre-eminence of rationality expressed in institutional forms.  On the contrary Durkheim argues that every society rests upon
a religiously based set of shared moral understandings which by virtue of integrating the personal and social system provide a basis for identity and societal community as well as a transcendence standard of judgment.
 
In this way Durkheim insists that Weber is mistaken and that society has not been transformed from a religious to a secular entity or that community has been destroyed to be replaced by countless individuals.  Durkheim’s reflection on modernity and meaning is underpinned by ideals drawn from the Romantic movement.  Religion derives from the shared emotional life of simple communities, and collective beliefs and practices, expressed in common symbols and sentiments, evolve in a way that allows the divine to become increasingly transcendent and universalistic.  Certainly modern social structures become differentiated but, even so, a moral community and social integration are a necessary condition for personal identity because the construction of the self is dependent upon a moral order.  Where the moral order collapses and chaos ensues, suicide may be a logical exit.
  Though Durkheim’s views changed over time, it is clear that his belief that religion is a symbolic expression of our collective life was central.  Science may ultimately replace religion’s representational function but, if it does so, science ceases to be science.  
In the hands of neo-Durkheimians, ‘religious evolution’ as a concomitant to social evolution results in the appearance of a modern religious symbol system whose central feature is ‘the collapse of the dualism that was so crucial to all the historic religions’.
  The emergence of modern religion can be traced back as far as Kant who questioned the traditional metaphysical basis for two worlds by showing that there are as many worlds ‘as there are modes of apprehending them’.  The dual world of the transcendent and the immanent has now been replaced by an infinitely complex alternative that is echoed by a dynamic multi-dimensional self that is endlessly revisable.  The attentive reader notes that the Durkheimian trajectory ends its consideration not with the transcendent divine but with the mutable self so that, for all its apparent welcome of religion, the religion it welcomes appears to have little to do with God as traditionally understood.

Charles Taylor, writing with the advantages of a 21st century perspective, contends that classical accounts of modernity are incorrect.  He argues that the ‘subtraction model’ of modernity whereby society jettisons a collection of religious and superstitious beliefs in favour of a clean scientific explanation is flawed.  Rather,

Modernity is not that form of life toward which all cultures converge as they discard beliefs that held our forefathers back.  Rather it is a movement from one constellation of background understandings to another, which repositions the self in relation to others and the good.

So modernity is concerned with background understandings rather than with the discarding of beliefs.  The conventional views of Marx, Weber and Durkheim 

conceive(s) of modernity as the growth of reason, defined in various ways: as a growth of scientific consciousness, or the development of a secular outlook, or the rise of instrumental rationality, or an ever-clearer distinction between fact-finding and evaluation.  Or else modernity might be accounted for in terms of social, as well as intellectual changes: the transformations, including intellectual ones, are seen as coming about as result of increased mobility, concentration of populations, industrialisation, or the like.

The conventional notion attempts to describe transformation between pre-modern and modern societies in terms of a ‘culture-neutral operation’, that is, an operation which is not defined in terms of specific cultures but is thought to be acultural, and this is so even if this operation stresses social transformations more than intellectual ones.  The social transformations envisage people breaking out of old habits and beliefs that have become rationally unsustainable.  The difficulty with the acultural theory is that it is a theory of loss and lacks its own vision of the good: it presumes that all cultures are ineluctably converging on the modern West.  It presumes all cultures will reap the fruits of European Enlightenment without following their own historical course.  It ‘locks us into an ethnocentric prison, condemned to project our own forms on to everyone else’.
  
In an extensive analysis of the advent of modernity which only be summarised here, Taylor notes the emergence of public opinion in the 18th century and of what he calls ‘stadial accounts of history’.  Public opinion, through pamphlets and exchanges of the printed word, emerges as an important factor influencing the political realm.
  Stadial accounts of history - accounts that presumed history to pass through well-defined stages e.g. from hunter-gather to agricultural to the contemporary scene - had the effect of taming the nobility and relegating martial values to a subordinate role.  It was not enough to understand history in terms of its perennial problems.  One needed to understand the epoch itself.  Modernity was such an epoch.

As we shall see when we look more closely at Wesley, the 18th century has been understood, and is understood by Taylor, as a reaction against the bloodletting of the 17th century wars of religion.  When, in 1751 Bishop Butler speaks to his diocesan clergy of ‘the general decay of religion in this nation’ his remedy hardly invokes the saving work of Christ or the life of prayer.  His arguments turned exclusively to demonstrate God is the creator and source of Providence.
  In turning to Providence Butler is implicitly acknowledging the new emphasis upon human agency and inward piety. But this piety must be rational and without claim to religious experience.
 The emphasis on inward piety is transformed, by deistic hands, into moralism and eventually into a new humanism that cuts off its Christian roots.  Like Butler, Hume and Gibbon are contemptuous of Christian ascetic traditions, fanaticism, missionaries or emotional preaching -- and Wesley again is the target here -- and if there is to be a respect for immanent moral power it is to be through the pure universal will, as in Kant.  For, ‘how could the immense force of religion in human life in that age be countered, except by using a modality of the most powerful ethical ideas, which this religion itself had helped to entrench?’
  What happens next is a double movement.  A new exclusivist humanism emerges that defines itself against earlier theism and against previous enchanted understandings of the world.  Once in existence this humanism fastened onto all the successive modes of Christianity and systematically opposed its claims.  Where Christianity had seen the need for grace, humanism denied it; where evangelical Christianity pointed to the power of moral reformation in conversion, humanism offered an ethical alternative which it claimed was superior because it needed no extrinsic reward system for its enforcement.  
Religion in the 18th Century
It is impossible to characterise the whole of Britain’s 18th century religious life within this brief survey.  Trevelyan speaks of an age of ‘Latitudinarianism above and Wesleyanism below’.
  For Latitudinarianism one might read a form of Christian Deism of the kind already mentioned.  The contrasting figures of the introverted and philosophical Joseph Butler (1692-1752) and the energetic and evangelical John Wesley (1703-91) personify the differences.  Our concerns are with the impact of modernism, understood for the moment as a philosophical orientation, on both men.  Both, of course, are Anglicans and therefore had access to the best education of the day.  Both had access to libraries and books in several languages.  We began with Wesley.
Semmel presents Wesley is a man of the Enlightenment.
  He admired Locke though he had nothing but disdain for the French and Scottish atheists.  Voltaire was a ‘consummate coxcomb’ and Rousseau a ‘prodigy of self-conceit’.  Gibbon, who was a discerning but biased observer of these things, noted that ‘a secret reformation has been silently working in the bosom of the reformed churches’ whereby ‘many weeds of prejudice were eradicated’ and he attributed these changes to the influence Erasmus and Arminianism.  Even so, there were considerable differences between Wesleyan Arminianism and Enlightenment liberalism.  In political terms, probably because of the vulnerability of Methodism, Wesley was a champion of civil and religious liberty and disliked the Scotch Presbyterians and New England Calvinists for what he took to be their bigotry.  Wesley’s own dogmatism moderated over time.  By 1770 he argued that ‘Passion and prejudice govern the world…by religion and reasoned joined’ and it was the job of Methodists to ‘counteract them all we can’.
  Part of the complication any discussion is that, while Wesley disagreed with David Hume on purely philosophical grounds (‘the most insolent despiser of truth and virtue that ever appeared in the world’), his disagreements ranged more widely because of Hume’s determinism which aligned with the Calvinism that Wesley rejected.
  The Free Grace sermon of 1740 proclaimed the doctrine of universal redemption as against the predestinarian position, and this was a controversial step to take when determinism in theology was frequently combined by other clergy with Hartley’s associationist philosophy into what appeared to be an unassailable synthesis.  It was conscience, according to Wesley, that saved free will and prevented ‘the noblest creature in the visible world to be only a fine piece of clock-work’.  And it was conscience, presumably, which drove Wesley to his anti-slavery position published in 1774, a position almost entirely based on natural rights rather than on scriptural argument.

Early and polemical reflections on the 18th century dismissed Wesley as having an ‘aversion to scientific reasoning’ which was repeated by Andrew Dickson White in 1896 in his influential History of the Warfare of Science and Theology in Christendom.
  The dismissals of Wesley rely mainly on secondary sources and ‘provide little sense of the scope of Wesley’s engagement with the natural sciences’.
  For instance in 1760 Wesley published The Desideratum; or, Electricity Made Plain and Useful.  In 1763 Wesley published for the benefit of his preachers A Survey of the Wisdom of God in Creation; or, A Compendium of Natural Philosophy that in its two volumes contained many long quotations including extracts from the Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society.  Part of the difficulty of locating Wesley on a pro/anti science spectrum is that science itself was undergoing metamorphoses in the 18th century.  There were those who mistakenly, from the modernist/fundamentalist controversy in the 1920s, read back into Wesley’s work the presumption that he argued in favour of evolution although, actually, he simply embraced the philosophical ‘chain of being’ that was current in the 18th century and apprehended God’s perfection through a static series of progressively more complex beings.

Wesley’s account of electricity probably increased the openness of Methodists to the study of nature.  The 17th century was the period when hypothetico-deductive paradigms of science were being contested before they were eventually established.  Newton placed his Principia in the field of ‘natural philosophy’ and only by the beginning of the 19th century were the terms ‘science’ and arts’ used with something like their contemporary meaning.  Newton elevated the importance of mathematics within natural philosophy (it became science) whereas Wesley’s Survey, which more or less discounts mathematics, is a different kind of compendium.  Where Wesley was hesitant about Newton, he was by no means alone and Newton’s professional peers had their own reservations.  Moreover, it is arguable that natural philosophy retained background theological goals and that its role was to elucidate nature so as to lay bare the attributes of God within the natural world.  Such a goal is evident even in the Principia and, although there were figures like Thomas Hobbes who attempted to frame entirely materialistic accounts of nature, these were unusual before the end of the 18th century.
  We can offer, following Maddox, five characteristics of Wesley’s theological engagement with science.  First, it was committed to a modest natural theology with a view to strengthening faith and love for God (remembering that Paley’s Natural Theology, published in 1802, remained on the syllabus for Anglican ordinands for the next century).
  Only later, after Darwin, could all these arguments be turned on their head and used as an argument against the existence of God and for atheism.  Second, there is a call for epistemic humility by both theology and science so that, whatever Wesley detractors may have said by dubbing him ‘Pope John’, his written work shows him steering away from rash conclusions.  Third, Wesley is aware of the fallibility of his opinions which changed over time (e.g. on the matter of women preachers).  Fourth, Wesley pushes for ‘appropriate consonance’ between science and religion being prepared, when necessary, to attack what he considers to be mistaken philosophical/scientific opinions (e.g. David Hartley associationist philosophy).  Finally, Wesley denied or challenged Francis Bacon’s view that the value of any study was proportionate to the technological benefit it could provide to human beings.  Rather, we should seek knowledge so that we could follow God more closely.

These comments on Wesley’s view of science and human rights are amplified and supported by an excellent chapter on enlightenment and enthusiasm by David Hempton.
  He is quite clear that Wesley is indeed, despite his belief in witches and poltergeists, a man of the Enlightenment and that this is particularly demonstrated by Wesley’s willingness to accept Locke’s prioritisation of role of sense experience in the acquisition of knowledge.  So Wesley follows Locke and rejects Descartes and is therefore much more empirically attuned than pure rationalists were.  Secondly, Wesley bases the ‘principle of consent in natural jurisprudence.  The principle of consent informs Wesley’s conception of the church which is based not upon apostolic authority, confessional orthodoxy, or state coercion, but rather on the free consent of equals to form a voluntary association’.
  These two debts to enlightenment thinking have inform his dealings with the phenomenon of ‘enthusiasm’ (or the claim personal spiritual revelations).  Wesley admitted enthusiasm into Methodism while, at the same time, looking for tests (like the reliability of those who became enthusiasts) for the validity of claimed extraordinary spiritual experiences.  Where prophecy or millennial speculation occurred, as they did in early Methodism, Wesley looks for rational arguments to test these claims rather than ruling them out of court a priori; in this sense his Lockean reasonableness and his empiricism function in coordination.

Joseph Butler, originally educated at a Dissenting Academy, converted to Anglicanism and therefore gained entrance to Oxford where he graduated, became a priest and devoted much of his time to philosophical defences of Christianity. Their merit led to his being offered an episcopacy.  His early sermons are among the finest works on ethics in English.  He shows how conscience guides passions. The mode of argument is careful and cumulatively persuasive:

But there is a superior principle of reflection or conscience in every man which distinguishes between the internal principles of his heart, as well as his external actions; which passes judgment upon himself and them; pronounces determinately some actions to be in themselves just, right, good; others to be in themselves evil, wrong, unjust: which, without being consulted, without being advised with, magisterially exerts itself, and approves or condemns him, the doer of them, accordingly; and which, if not forcibly stopped, naturally and always of course goes on to anticipate a higher and more effectual sentence, which shall hereafter second and affirm its own. But this part of the office of conscience is beyond my present design explicitly to consider.

In his later book The Analogy of Religion (1736), Butler defended Christianity against Deism by showing how nature and the Bible echoed each other.
  If human beings have consciences by which passions and actions are judged, the universe itself must have a moral governor.  If there are difficulties in understanding nature, it is reasonable to suppose there will be difficulties in understanding religion. 
As the manifold appearances of design and of final causes, in the constitution of the world, prove it to be the work of an intelligent Mind; so the particular final causes of pleasure and pain distributed amongst his creatures, prove that they are under his government; what may be called his natural government of creatures endued with sense and reason. This, however, implies somewhat more than seems usually attended to, when we speak of God’s natural government of the world. It implies government of the very same kind with that which a master exercises over his servants, or a civil magistrate over his subjects. These latter instances of final causes, as really prove an intelligent Governor of the world, in the sense now mentioned, and before distinctly treated of; as any other instances of final causes prove an intelligent Maker of it.

Religion in the 19th century
Only after the shocks of the French Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars was English society ready for a resurgence in evangelical practice.  ‘The deepest and most fervid religion in England during the first three decades of this century was that of the Evangelicals’ wrote H P Liddon.
   Or, in the words of Michael Burleigh:
In England and Wales, where senior clerics were not usually give to lurid pronouncements, Anglican bishops followed the Abbé Barruel in regarding the Revolution as a conspiracy and the rise of Napoleon as the advent of the reign of the Anti-Christ.

This was an era when Methodist fires continued to burn strongly and when Anglican evangelicalism, as yet unrecognised by ecclesiastical preferment, took to heart its social mission.  But the Nonconformist and the Anglican societies involved with education began respectively in 1808 and 1811 to round up the urchins in ragamuffins who might have become fodder for revolutionary and atheistical agitators.
  Even so, there were profound differences between Anglicans, with their privileged access to education and parliament, and Nonconformists, Jews and Roman Catholics who were all excluded from public office, university education and the financial benefits of the church rate.  Methodism cut against the social grain and by insisting that Duchesses were as sinful as their domestic servants and implying that every labourer had as much right to political power as any high-born aristocrat.  High and dry Anglican Tories had a vested interest in denying the theology that questioned their inherited privileges.
  It is impossible to say whether modernity in the form of the ideas spawned by the French Revolution or egalitarian theology in the form of ideas derived from the pages of the New Testament were more efficacious in the extension of voting rights and the Reform Act of 1832.  What we can say, with Frances Knight, is that ‘a trio of measures passed between 1828 and 1832 provided the final nails in the coffin of the notion that parliament’s major function in relation to religion was to protect the best interests of the established Church’.

It was not until 1871 that Nonconformist scholars gained full access to degrees and fellowships at Oxford and Cambridge.
  Consequently Nonconformists were partially protected from the ideological aspects of modernity.  It is no surprise that the Oxford Movement was based in Oxford rather than elsewhere.  According to Knight the Movement and its adherents never amounted to more than more than 5% of the total of Anglican clergy although its impact was out of all proportion to its numbers.
  It was a movement that has been characterised as being concerned with ‘mere foolery’ of ritual, ecclesiastical dress and ceremony or, more charitably, of seeking to establish the independence of the church from the government of Parliament and of re-discovering the root of Anglicanism within pre-reformation spirituality.
  It was not about mere notional ascent to doctrine but about a spirit of veneration and devotion that could be dated back to the apostles rather than to the legal enactments of the Elizabethan settlement.  In Newman’s words ‘Christ shines through the sacraments’.
  Despite Roman evident sympathies it is possible to trace a philosophical influence from Butler through stress on moral conscience and the importance of internality; we know Newman had read Butler in 1823.

In attempting to give an overview of the century, we can identify six themes:
a.  Romanticism: there was a connection between the Romantic movement, a movement that contrasted the value of emotion with the rigidity of classical form, and emerging conceptions of spirituality.  The poets Wordsworth and Coleridge in their early days were champions of the French Revolution until both, seeing 40,000 heads guillotined in Paris, migrated in a conservative direction, Wordsworth from a Deistic pantheism to Anglicanism and Coleridge from impractical utopianism to the theological solutions of liberal Protestantism provided by leading German names like Schleiermacher.  Byron, by contrast, deeming himself to be a fallen being and inevitably dammed, alienated British society by his sexual wantonness and went to fight for the freedom of Greece against the Turks where he died.  Romanticism as a movement continued to percolate through Victorian society and can be found not only in the wistful overtones of Matthew Arnold but mingled into the spirituality of late 19th century Keswick.

b. Eschatological speculation:  Serious discussion of biblical prophecy can be dated at least as far back as a series of conferences held annually in Albury Court, Surrey, between 1826 and 1830.  These conferences, organised by Henry Drummond a British member of Parliament, brought together leading expositors of the historicist method of interpreting the Book of Revelation.  This method involves seeing the book of Revelation as essentially a prophecy dealing with the entire era of church history stretching from the days of the early church right through until the present.  The conference members included clergy and laity drawn mainly from the evangelical wing of the Church of England and the Church of Scotland, though representatives from the free churches also attended.  The first conference ended with all the participants agreeing that the church age was drawing to a close, that the Jews would soon be converted and returned to their ancient homeland and that Christ would come back to the earth sometime between 1844 and 1847.
  The remaining conferences concentrated upon the practical missionary tasks needed to prepare the way for these cataclysmic events.  Among those attending these conferences was Edward Irving who later founded the Catholic Apostolic Church at which speaking in tongues and prophecy occurred.  Irving was one of the most powerful and dramatic preachers of his day, so much so that fashionable London society went to hear his eloquent orations.
  That Irving’s life ended shortly afterwards (of tuberculosis) and after his expulsion from the Church of Scotland did nothing to shake the confidence of the members of his circle in the truth of their prophetic calculations.  Among those influenced by Albury was Lady Powerscourt who opened her stately home in Ireland for a similar series of annual conferences after 1831.  Darby’s beliefs divided British missionary societies.
   Pan-evangelical initiatives like the one mentioned in the next paragraph were part of the response.

c. The Evangelical Alliance: The Alliance dates in its formation to a gathering of over 50 denominations in London in 1846.  A meeting the year before had brought together more than 260 leaders from 20 denominations including the Church of England and the Church of Scotland.  The great majority of the denominations represented were British and only 8% were from the USA and 7% from the rest of the world.  The draft basis of the document agreed by the delegates had three distinctive characteristics.  First, it was argued that the body should come together ‘to suit the exigencies of modern times’ rather than to make a new pan-evangelical creedal statement.  Second, it was intended to make ‘a general statement’ which ‘could not be mistaken by parties who acted in good faith’.  In this way the statement was both practical and primed for activism.
  It avoided any attempt to develop an evangelical ecclesiology, which would have been divisive.

Among those involved in a setting up of the Alliance was the Anglican Bishop, Edward Bickersteth, the Wesleyan leader Jabez Bunting and the Baptist Edward Steane.  Because Bickersteth was the first evangelical bishops, preferred by Lord Palmerston during the time when he was advised by Shaftesbury, his appointment was received with ‘great bitterness and wrath’ at Cambridge, an indication of High Church displeasure.
  The Alliance came into being to combat ‘Popery, Puseyism and Plymouth Brethrenism’
 though resistance to Brethrenism rapidly disappeared. Because of argument about slavery which, at the time, remained a contentious issue among American evangelicals, the Alliance became ‘a loose network of autonomous national and regional alliances’.
  At its foundation, it had 3,000 members and this rose to 6,000 by 1859.  The Alliance launched a journal, Evangelical Christendom, in 1847 and this took its place among the numerous Nonconformist journals that made Nonconformity into a body with political muscle, especially when this muscle was allied with the emerging Liberal party.

To the extent that the Alliance depended upon communication, travel, printing, shared middle-class social values, it was a modern phenomenon.  It demonstrated the non-sectarian mindset of evangelicalism even if its critics continue to attack what they saw as its narrowness.

d. Science and religion: The controversies between Victorian science and Victorian religion resulted in a pincer movement that hurt many Christians.  One side of the pincer was be found in the rise of Darwinian science, based upon fossil evidence supported by the reconceptualisation of geology, which had the effect of the first questioning the biblical account of creation and then questioning the special place of human beings at the heart of this creation and, as a kind of spiteful afterthought, upsetting traditional Christian views of the benevolence of God.  If animals suffered through predation, and if human beings were linearly descended from animals, what guarantee was a that human beings might not also be part of the same blind struggle for existence?  Darwin’s own spiritual journey took him from training for Anglican orders, where he would have read Paley, through agnosticism as he eventually came to refine his ‘survival of the fittest’ doctrine and, in the end, after the death of his favourite daughter, to a reluctant atheism.  The exact stages of his spiritual journey are a matter for dispute because of his public reticence and because of his respect for the social role of religion as well as the religious feelings of his believing wife but, according to the most recent biographers, his faith had finally disappeared by the end of his life.

This pincer movement was publicised by T. H. Huxley in the 1860s and propagated through the growing non-Anglican universities, particularly University College London.  It came to be the weighty consensus of academic opinion across the biological sciences and eventually physical sciences, particularly when the age of universe could be extended to the period time that would be necessary to allow the evolutionary process to occur.  Among the victims of this movement were men like Matthew Arnold, brought up in the broad church faith of his father Thomas, and Thomas Carlyle, also from Christian home, as well as many other intellectuals.  Even Gladstone, with an evangelical heritage, moved to a broad church position while Newman, also from an evangelical home, took refuge in the immovable stability of Roman Catholicism.

The second pincer, also eventually claiming scientific credentials, was found in the dissection of the biblical text, particularly the Old Testament, and the eventual questioning of traditional authorship, dating, provenance, accuracy, value, miracles and all the other long-held beliefs of traditional Christians.  This pincer movement had the effect of weakening Christian apologetic which depended upon miracles as a means of confirming doctrine and of denying the force of predictive prophecy.  This pincer movement was mediated by Coleridge though his own position was by no means one that ended in the wilderness, much to Carlyle’s displeasure.  Coleridge, a poet at heart, always believed that Scripture could speak directly to him.

e.  Chapels and secularism: the impact of the scientific assault, if it can be give quite such a blunt name, upon religion and the rise of secularist radicals, resulted in public debates with atheists like Charles Bradlaugh.  Despite their vocal denunciations of religion, Knight is clear that the National Secular Society, which was founded in 1866, and other freethinking organisations functioned in much the same way as small chapels.
  Indeed the numbers of secularists rose and fell in line with the statistics on chapel attendance.
  Denunciations of Christianity appeared, for the most part, to fall on deaf ears though it is true that Voltaire’s philosophical dictionary went through three English translations between 1807 and 1843.
   Many of the secularists preferred not to speak directly against religion but tried to present a positive message in favour of female equality, family planning or workers’ rights for which they receive a more favourable hearing.

f. Continued revivalism: the 1851 census of religion in Victorian England has been interpreted as indicating that about half the population who attended church did so under the aegis of Nonconformist ministers.  This figure has been questioned because the census counted attendances rather than people and Nonconformist chapels required more than one attendance per day whereas Anglicans needed only to go to church once.  This means that although the figures for Nonconformist and Anglican attendance are about the same, in England at least, the Nonconformist population was about 30% and the Anglican population about 60% of the total.
  Nevertheless, the size and Nonconformity in comparison with that of the established church was seen as being an important indication of the political potential that existed outside Anglicanism. In 1859 and 1860 the revival took place in Northern Ireland, southern England, in Wales and across the rest of Britain.  The story is told by J. Edwin Orr in The Second Evangelical Awakening and can be read as an indication of the continuing vitality of Christianity in mid-Victorian Britain.
  This revival, which had an enormous impact in Wales and Ulster particularly, brought fresh life to the churches.  And, if it was not directly connected the birth of the Salvation Army, can, at least, be seen as belonging to the same spectrum of religious vitality.  We can see the evangelical fire of the church being rekindled as new denominational forms come into existence.  In 1900, about 25 years after its foundation, Salvation Army had a total membership of 100,000 with 4,000 full-time officers and workers are never 1,300 buildings.

Summary conclusion
Of the many conclusions which could be drawn from the survey, three are presented below.  Each conclusion in different ways is related to the notion of testability.
1.  It is in the nature of sociological theory, particularly when it is based upon historical data, that decisive tests of its correctness are almost impossible to construct.  Only when sociological theory attempts to predict the future, as Marx did, and that future fails to materialise, as communism its idyllic form did, does the theory becomes unstuck.  Marx certainly lays bare the use of religious discourse to justify inherited privilege, as occurred when the Established Church attempted to protect its own interests during the social changes of the 17th and 18th centuries, but other aspects of his analysis appear crude.  Weber offers a more subtle vision: there is an interaction between the values implicit within religion and the social forms that these values draw into existence.  Once the social forms have been concretised, there is a reciprocal flow between the forms and the changing values of religion so that each may continue to influence the other.  More particularly, rationalism may be expressed through the creation of bureaucratic mechanisms which, though these are not specifically modern (since bureaucracies existed well before the Enlightenment), the authority of bureaucracy vies with the charismatic authority of religion to create cycles of change: religious revival is followed by the creation of deadening denominational forms that bureaucratise and need once again to be renewed.

2.  The narrative of modernity is a metanarrative which, in its classical form, presumes the eventual conversion of religious societies into a secularised democratic ideal.  In this sense the narrative of modernity is historicist and untestable.  Whether it is driven by the belief in the irresistible power of human reason or in the providence of God, history is treading an upward path.  In its rationalist form modernism may be combined with Christianity (as in the natural philosophy espoused by Wesley) or turned into an exclusive humanism (where all the arguments that previously appeared to support Christianity now support atheism).  Taylor is convincing in his refusal to allow the classical accounts of modernity to stand unchallenged.  His notion that modernity is a change in the background conditions of society has merit.  As Chadwick pointed out, British people living at the beginning of the 19th century saw nothing enlightened about the French Revolution.

3. The compatibility between religious doctrine and religious experience functions to allow for a kind of testing to occur.  Religious conversion, sanctification, a sense of conviction of sin followed by the joy of repentance ran through the preaching of Wesley, evangelical belief and revivalism.  The doctrine was true, or seemed to be true, because it turned the drunken father into a sober husband.  In this respect evangelical doctrine opens itself out to verification.  However, in the case of eschatological speculation, conditions were very different.  Eschatological speculation could not be tested.  Napoleon might or might not be the Antichrist.  Consequently eschatological speculation, despite the apparent rationality of its exegetical methods, led to unassailable convictions.  If the French armies were defeated, the eschatological scheme needed to be rewritten.  And rewritten it was since, with the Oxford Movement, the new enemy now became Popery and we read in Irving and Darby of anti-Roman Catholic feeling inspired by the same Scriptures that were once applied to Napoleon.  If modernity is a form of rationalism, then rationalistic eschatological speculation is a species of ideology which may indeed lead to religious fundamentalism while its secular twin, in the form of revolutionary Marxism, leads to secular fundamentalist.  In my analysis it is untestable eschatological speculation that leads in the direction of fundamentalism – to a form of Christianity that can erect barriers against all forms of change and criticism. 
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