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How should we understand the relationship between Evangelicalism and Fundamentalism in early twentieth century Britain? In the post-War period, the Evangelical family was in many ways dysfunctional, suffering strained relationships, severe estrangements and outright separations. There was a significant polarisation of the conservative and liberal sections of Evangelicalism,
 and although proto-fundamentalist seeds were evident within the nineteenth century movement, the early twentieth century saw the emergence of a small but distinctive fundamentalist movement in Britain. Higher criticism, liberalism, Darwinism, worldliness and Romanism occupied the feverish nightmares of many Evangelicals.
 Each of these issues influenced the dynamics of interwar Evangelicalism, and so deserves special attention. This paper assesses the ways in which anti-Catholicism influenced both Evangelicalism and fundamentalism, and, to some degree, shaped the relationships between each other, and also the denominations. 

The historiographical consensus has been that Protestant national identity had diminished by the early twentieth century: race rivalled religion in explaining national success, Catholic casualties in the Great War strengthened public toleration, and partition in Ireland weakened an important component of British anti-Catholicism.
 Despite these changes in British society, the resilience of Protestant anti-Catholicism, particularly amongst Evangelicals, should not be underestimated.
 Various recent studies have shown the centrality of the Protestant national narrative to Victorian Evangelicalism.
 By the 1920s, Evangelicals, according to one study, retained a ‘neurosis’ about Rome,
 while, as another history has argued, anti-Catholicism contributed to the ‘truculent tone’ of British fundamentalism. It was developments within the established Church which resulted in a surge of Protestant Evangelical concern: the Enabling Act of 1919, which increased the Church of England’s degree of self-governance, was perceived as a direct challenge to the Hookerian principle of State authority over the Church; Protestants were alarmed by the successes of Anglo-Catholicism, which by the 1920s was the most dominant Church party; the fear of Rome was heightened by ecumenical conversations at  Malines between Anglo-Catholic and Roman Catholic representatives from 1921-5; and, finally, Evangelicals across the denominations were roused by the proposed revision of the Book of Common Prayer in a Catholic direction. These factors all contributed to an increase in anti-Catholic feeling, both within the Evangelical movement and beyond the Evangelical milieu.

If we generalise, perhaps to the point of distortion, there are two broad models for understanding the proximity of fundamentalism to Evangelicalism. The first is an ‘identicalist’ model which predominates in the work of James Barr and Harriet Harris. This model tends to equate conservative Evangelicalism with fundamentalism, suggesting that both movements rest on biblical foundationalism.
 The second model might be labelled ‘variantist’. This model – developed in the work of Rawlyk, Marsden and Bebbington
 - views fundamentalism as a distinct and extreme variety of conservative Evangelicalism. Marsden, for example, describing fundamentalism in the United States, suggested that the fundamentalists were a ‘militant wing of conservatives’.
 A variantist model might well recognise fundamentalistic tendencies within conservative Evangelicalism. In the words of Bebbington describing British Evangelicalism in the twentieth century, there is ‘no sharp boundary between Fundamentalist and less militant Evangelicals’.
 This variantist model provides the basis for my approach. There was, of course, a vibrant liberal Evangelical movement during the interwar period, and although when I speak of ‘Evangelicals’ I usually refer to conservatives or centrists, this is not meant to diminish the significance of liberal Evangelicalism. The framework for what follows is based on the interim and final reports (the later is called Fundamentalism: Genus and Species) of Marty and Appelby’s groundbreaking Fundamentalism Project. 
 These reports reflect the findings of the most wide-ranging research on fundamentalism to date and identify key characteristics of fundamentalist movements. I have selected a number of these criteria on which to base discussion.

What follows is divided into three parts. Firstly, I will propose a brief and broad characterisation of British fundamentalism in the 1920s. Although this goes beyond my remit of discussing anti-Catholicism, I hope it will stimulate discussion of wider themes. Secondly, I will sharpen the lens to look at anti-Catholicism and its influence on the British fundamentalist movement. Finally, I will move beyond the fundamentalist movement per se to broader Evangelicalism, discussing the extent to which anti-Catholicism may have influenced reactive/militant tendencies and attitudes towards the denominations and separatism.  

British Fundamentalism in the 1920s

As histories by Hastings, Wellings and Mainwairing have indicated, there is little doubt that British Evangelicalism was markedly conservative during the interwar period.
 Hastings’ survey of the 1920s led him to suggest that conservatives lacked a ‘largeness of heart’.
 Most maintained a very conservative view of the inspiration of Scripture,
 while a pre-millennial eschatology pervaded most circles, most notably the Keswick Convention.
 The influence of conservatism was demonstrated in the form of two acrimonious splits - the disaffiliation of the Cambridge Inter-Collegiate Christian Union from the Student Christian Movement by 1910 and the schism of the Bible Churchman’s Missionary Society from the Church Missionary Society in 1922.
 

Undoubtedly, conservative Evangelicalism demonstrated fundamentalistic tendencies in this period, not least in its inherent defensiveness; however, if one considers small but, nevertheless, important differences, one might resist calling conservatives fundamentalist. As William Shepard has wisely recommended, we should be slow to apply the label fundamentalist to those who do not accept it for themselves. 
A measure of moderation was noticeable within conservative Evangelicalism. Various key leaders, particularly W. Graham Scroggie, Minister of Charlotte Baptist Chapel, Edinburgh, Henry Wace, Dean of Canterbury, D. M. Macintyre, Principal of the Glasgow Bible Institute, George Campbell Morgan, Congregationalist minister of Westminster Chapel, resisted the confrontational impulse. Such men shied away from the label fundamentalist, deliberately refused to regard certain distinctive views as badges of orthodoxy and consciously refrained from encouraging the oppositional mentality that dominated American Evangelicalism.
 W. Graham Scroggie, the most prominent Keswick ‘name’ of the time, was somewhat generous in his orthodoxy, arguing at one convention that the Apostles Creed should be accepted by Evangelicals as a Basis of Faith.
 Significantly, various prominent conservatives, most notably Anglican theologians W. H. Griffith Thomas, T. C. Hammond and G. T. Manley, gave the movement some intellectual coherency and avoided asserting the inerrancy of Scripture.
 

Conservatives were fluid in their affiliations; for example, although Keswick became more narrowly conservative during the 1920s, it still attracted a range of Evangelicals. The affiliations of various individuals further emphasised this unpredictability: prominent conservatives, such as Henry Wace, F. J. Chavasse and G. T. Manley, remained in the CMS after 1922, and Sydney Carter, an unwavering conservative, was also a member of the liberal Anglican Evangelical Group Movement.
 You will search in vain for clear and certain organisational lines of division indicating different types of Evangelical. All these factors underlined one important feature of conservative Evangelicalism during the period: its reluctance, in comparison to North American Evangelicalism, to separate both from other Evangelicals and also the denominations. T. Dinsdale Young, a prominent Wesleyan conservative who perhaps qualifies as a fundamentalist, highlighted this belief in denominationalism in his autobiography, saying ‘I cannot but assert that the average Christian can best serve God and his age by association with a denomination’.

There are, however, a small number of organisations that have been identified as fundamentalist; most notably the Bible League, formed in 1892; the Wesley Bible Union, a body established following the controversy surrounding the appointment of George Jackson to a chair at Didsbury College, Manchester;
 and the Baptist Bible Union, formed by James Mountain in protest at the proposed setting-up of the Free Church Federation in 1919, and reconstructed as the Bible Baptist Union in 1923 (this body later became the undenominational Believer’s Bible Union).
 Alongside these three bodies, there were a considerable number of fundamentalists within the BCMS and the Fellowship of Evangelical Churchmen, and, most of all, amongst the Strict Baptists and the Brethren. 
How might we characterise organised fundamentalism? It is somewhat cumbersome to apply the nine criteria set out in the final report of the Fundamentalism Project. Rather, I think that three of their listed characteristics, reactivity, inerrancy and millennialism, are particularly salient; and one of their characteristics, the formation of sharp boundaries or separatism, is somewhat problematic, and thus requires clear definition.

A fundamentalist cartoon from 1927 shows a soldier, spear in hand, guarding watchfully on a turret, with a Sankey-inspired caption reading ‘Hold the fort I am coming’.
 This sketch illustrates the reactionary-defensive stance of British fundamentalists during the period. They were reacting to what appeared to be a host of Anti-Christ’s; defending, with militant vigour, their churches and the nation. ‘The most prominent contingents in the host of Anti-Christ’, warned the President of the Weslyan Bible Union, were ‘Romanism; Mammonism….“The Devil’s mission of amusements”; the delusion of Evolution and the kindred speculation of Anti-Christian science; the Guess-Criticism of the Bible; and the manifold speculations of vain philosophy’. ‘All these forces’, he continued, ‘are co-conspirators for the overthrow of Christianity’.
 These Anti-Christs were invariably named and demonised under the blanket label ‘modernism’.
 In many ways, as one poem from the period suggests, the fundamentalist movement was determinedly anti-modern: 

Oh how we long for the good old days

With the old-fashioned people, and their old-fashioned ways,

With the old-fashioned Bible, loved from cover to cover

Where eternal life was found, and no fault they could discover

Within the fundamentalist mindset there was to be found a pining for so-called older ways and halcyon days. Such Evangelicals presented themselves as traditionalists, standing against the tide of modernism. However, describing the reactivity of British Fundamentalism as merely anti-modern is problematic. Some of the most fiercely protected and deeply cherished doctrines, such as premillenialism and inerrancy, were hardly traditional.
 


While all conservative-minded Evangelicals felt embattled in the 1920s, it was the fundamentalist groups who defended their much-assailed turrets most relentlessly. The use of militaristic metaphors in their literature is striking; true Christians, according to one luminary, were embroiled in a ‘Fundamentalist-Modernist War’
. Their armoury was set against the Protestant and Evangelical generalities that they believed to be affecting the denominations. ‘When will the Churches wake up to realise that they are responsible to God for allowing Satan’s infidels to capture their pulpits’, asked James Mountain.
 Such belligerence was a hallmark of fundamentalism, in comparison to Evangelicalism. ‘Softness never saves’, warned the Journal of the Wesley Bible Union, which argued that there were three categories of Protestant: the modernist, the ‘silent Evangelical’ and the fundamentalist.
 These soldier saints took up sword and trowel to fight and work to identify and destroy their satanic enemies in the churches.


Both inerrancy and millennialism were key ideological factors driving British fundamentalists, who did not hesitate to claim either were signs of orthodoxy. The Bible Baptist Union’s Bible Call made clear its position regarding Scripture:  ‘When we speak of verbal inspiration we refer to the original writings; but we also hold that God in his wonderful mercy has Himself wonderfully guarded the preservation and transmission of the same’.
 The Fundamentalist magazine argued that higher criticism was essentially ‘rebellion against authority, and the assertion of the individual’s freedom to think, or to act, as may seem good to himself’.
 Another potent ideological force was pre-millennialism, an interpretation of present threats and future events that contributed to a sense of common purpose and unity. The forces of modernism were understood to be directed and controlled by Satan; modernism, according to the Bible Call, was ‘a great and last apostasy which will darken the closing days of this dispensation’.
 This eschatological interpretation meant that British fundamentalism, like other fundamentalisms, was essentially dualistic. The battle was between fundamentalism and modernism, between Christian and non-Christian, between good and evil.


While it might be argued that sections of British fundamentalism had separatist tendencies during our period, separatism was not a defining feature of the movement in Britain;
 courtroom battles were not a feature of the movement, as they were, for example, amongst Canadian Baptists during that period.
 ‘We stay in to fight’ was the battle cry of the Wesley Bible Union on hearing in 1928 that fellow true believers had left the Irish Presbyterian Church. The argument ran that fundamentalists had a responsibility to shepherd sheep who might otherwise be led astray.
 Certainly, for Anglican conservatives, the national significance of the Church, and the fear that, if left behind, a strong Anglo-Catholic party would take over, strengthened the case for defensive manoeuvres over organised retreat. Organisational, rather than denominational separatism was a feature of British fundamentalism, as the formation of bible believing bodies within the Baptist and Methodist denominations indicated.
 Fundamentalists chose fight over flight as a response to denominational heresies.

Fundamentalism and Anti-Catholicism 
During the Prayer Book controversy, Hensley Henson, Bishop of Durham, blamed opposition to revision on the ‘unimaginable fundamentalism of popular Protestantism’.
 While Henson made a miscalculation limiting anti-Catholic feeling to the most militant Evangelicals, he was right to notice a close association between fundamentalists and anti-Catholicism. All fundamentalist publications directed their polemical weaponry against the targets of Catholicism in both its Roman and Anglican varieties. Furthermore, as already indicated, Free Church Fundamentalists were particularly anxious about the modest rise of ritualism within Nonconformity. Heresy hunts ensued for members of the Society of Free Catholics,
 and ministers such as W. E. Orchard, a Congregationalist, and W. G. Peck, a United Methodist, were attacked as purveyors of ‘Satanic lies and half-truths’.
 The anti-Catholicism of fundamentalist bodies was undergirded by the support of the Protestant Truth Society. Key Protestant Truth Society leaders, such as John Kensit Jnr. and Albert Close, were identifiable as fundamentalists, and there were close links between their organisation and other fundamentalist bodies – Kensit spoke at the Wesley Bible Union Summer Conferences at High Leigh, and Daniel Hone, a member of the WBU committee from 1916, had co-founded the Protestant Defence League alongside Kensit’s father in the 1890s.
 If we select some specific characteristics listed in the interim report of the Fundamentalism Project – a reactionary-militant outlook, the influence of millennial ideas, the naming, dramatising and mythologizing of enemies and the movement’s celebration of distinctiveness -  it becomes clear that the anti-Catholicism of the British movement had clear fundamentalist characteristics, and certainly contributed to the identity of British fundamentalism. 

Firstly, anti-Catholicism contributed to the reactionary-militant nature of British fundamentalism. Alongside biblical criticism, Darwinism and worldliness, Catholicism was perceived by the movement as one of the chief threats to the churches and the nation. ‘Rome and Rationalists’, asserted one fundamentalist newspaper, were the main enemies of the church.
 Similarly, John Kensit argued that Protestantism had a message that was ‘bound to destroy all the fads and fancies of the modernist and the sacerdotalist’.
 As this paper has already inferred, the increased influenced of Anglo-Catholicism during the 1920s, real and imagined, was perceived by fundamentalists to constitute a crisis. ‘I am compelled to admit’, wrote one Methodist, ‘that our land is practically possessed by Romanism’.
 

The place of anti-Catholicism in fundamentalist militancy means that a simple equation of fundamentalism with anti-modernism is problematic. This point can be overstressed, as fundamentalists did recognise links between modernism and sacerdotalism. It was assumed that a retreat from Scripture would inevitably result in an embrace of ritual and superstition.
 The influence of liberal Catholicism in the Church of England was a sign to fundamentalists that modernism and ritualism went hand in hand - Harold C. Morton said of Bishop Charles Gore that it was difficult to tell where his ‘popery ends, and his modernism begins’.
 Nevertheless it is difficult to equate fundamentalist anti-Catholicism with a reaction to modernity. The methods used by fundamentalists to stir up popular anti-Catholic feeling also underline the complications involved with associating British Fundamentalism with traditionalism and conservatism. The Protestant Truth Society sought to use modern techniques and technology, most notably motor caravans, state-of-the-art automated presses and lantern slides, to communicate the anti-Rome message.
 Furthermore, ideological aspects of fundamentalist anti-Catholicism, such as its flag waving for Britain and its religious constitution, were rooted in the modern ideal of the nation-State. All this lends credence to Harriet Harris’ assertion that fundamentalists struggled within, rather than against, modernity.
 

Secondly, fundamentalist anti-Catholicism was given focus and shape by the force of millennial ideas. Of the various Anti-Christs threatening church and nation, Rome and the Pope were the easiest to name and demonise because of an Evangelical tradition that used the pre-millennial framework and eschatological language of the book of Revelation to under gird anti-Romanism. For example, a 1923 article in the Journal of the Wesley Bible Union declared that a ‘dark spirit’ controlled Romanism and that divine prophecy showed that Roman Catholicism had been ‘drunk with the blood of the saints down through the long period of its flourishing’. PTS stalwarts John Kensit and Albert Close were both convinced pre-millennialists and identified Rome as the Anti-Christ and Babylon of biblical prophecy, with Kensit happily describing the Pope as the ‘Devil’s Vicar on earth’.
 Romanism, like modernism, was an apostasy of the last days, and the threat of Rome contributed to the feeling amongst fundamentalists that they were embattled actors in the final eschatological drama.

Thirdly, despite the increase in religious tolerance in Britain, fundamentalists did not shrink from naming, dramatising and mythologizing the Catholic enemy. The black hand of Rome - what the Journal of the Wesley Bible Union referred to as ‘subterranean Papal influence’
 - was perceived in all areas of British society. Fundamentalists perpetuated the Protestant paranoia of Romish fifth columns and Jesuit political intrigue. A number of conspiracy theories regarding the First World War were influential within fundamentalist circles in the 1920s: that Rome had provoked the outbreak of the Great War, that Jesuits had secretly communicated with German U-Boats, that Irish priests had stirred up trouble in Britain’s backyard, that French Canadians and Australian Catholics had been disloyal to the empire, and that a Roman Catholic fifth-column operated within the Foreign Office.
 It was often asserted that Rome controlled the Rothermere and Beaverbrook press empires, with the Protestant Truth Society reporting in 1931 that three quarters of all editors, sub editors and reporters were Anglo or Roman Catholic.
 As the Malines conversations took place, it was argued that if Rome increased her influence, this would mean fines, imprisonment and death for British Protestants – English town squares would again witness the red glare of Martyr fires. 
 
Although the creation of the Irish Free State removed a spur for anti-Catholicism, Fundamentalists continued to compare British liberty, prosperity and morality with Irish slavery, poverty and corruption. John Kensit argued at a Wesley Bible Union meeting that a Protestant only had to look across the Irish Sea to recognise the ravages of Romanism.
 Southern Ireland, asserted one fundamentalist correspondent, was an unfolding tragedy, while Ulster had experienced the ‘marked blessing of God’.
 News of Catholic lawlessness attracted the special attention of Protestant reporters. Liverpool gaols, readers were reminded, were full to the limit with Roman Catholic delinquents.
 The supposed moral laxity of Catholics was emphasised. One pamphlet asserted that a safety net of absolution and penance encouraged Catholics to succumb to the ways of the flesh, arguing also that the Anglo-Catholic clergy put no restraint on earthly pleasures and ‘as a rule, drink and smoke or not, as they please…patronise the racecourse, the dancing saloon, the gambling tables’.
 Of course, there were those with milder manners where Catholics were concerned. T. Dinsdale Young, for example, believed it was pointless to denounce Catholics on political and sectarian grounds, arguing that preaching a positive gospel was the most effective antidote to Roman influence.
 However, the aggressive character of fundamentalist anti-Catholicism, again underlined the essential Manicheanism behind the movement’s mentality. Rome was dark and Satanic; in the words of one Protestant Truth Society leaflet: ‘her strongholds are ever places of darkness; darkness which she creates and fosters, and in which she thrives’.
 

Fourthly, fundamentalist anti-Catholics tended to celebrate their distinctiveness as members of the British Protestant polity and Anglo-Celtic race. Like other Protestant groups, they emphasised the religious foundations of the British nation and constitution. This was a main point of concern regarding the rise of Anglo-Catholicism in the 1920s – Catholic influence in the national Church would endanger the Protestant coronation oath. ‘Doctrinal and constitutional considerations are closely related to one another’, wrote the editor of the English Churchman at the height of the Prayer Book crisis. 
 There was also a distinct ethnonationalistic element to fundamentalist anti-Catholicism. The Journal of the Wesley Bible Union described the British as an ‘Imperial Race’, members of a Protestant nation, chosen and predestined for greatness. Following a visit to the United States, A. H. Carter, organising secretary of the Bible League, argued that one cause of the decline of Protestant civilisation was race: there were two kinds of American, he emphasised – those of ‘puritan stock’ and the immigrant.
 The ethnonationalistic strain was most obvious in the British Israelite ideology which was influential in various circles. James Mountain, editor of the Bible Call, was a convinced British Israelite, and the idea that the Saxon-Celtic race was the ‘stock of Israel’, pervaded the publication.
 T. Dinsdale Young was also a British Israelite,
 and other leaders, such as Harold C. Morton, declared some sympathy for the movement, condemning the ‘baseless attacks’ against it.
 British Israelitism, while too far-fetched for many, certainly harmonised with the sense of Christian patriotism that characterised the fundamentalist movement and undergirded its anti-Catholicism.  
Evangelicalism, Fundamentalism and Anti-Catholicism 
As I have already argued, it is problematic defining conservative Evangelicalism as fundamentalist in the 1920s; however, as the historiography of interwar Evangelicalism suggests, it is clear that conservatives had clear fundamentalistic tendencies, particularly in its reactionary, defensive and militant characteristics. To what extent did the fear of Rome contribute to fundamentalist impulses within conservative Evangelicalism? To address this final question, I will examine two main characteristics listed in the final report of the Fundamentalism Project - a reactionary/militant strain and the tendency towards separatism. 

a) Reactionary/Militancy
It is perhaps stating the obvious to say that anti-Catholicism was not uniquely a motif of Evangelicalism; rather it was rooted in the traditional popular culture of Britain. Furthermore, in the 1920s other varieties of Protestantism sometimes had a sharp anti-Catholic edge. Many Modernists and liberal Evangelicals gathered around the totemic Bishop Barnes of Birmingham, agreeing that the rise of Anglo-Catholicism would result in a ‘new era of intellectual barbarism’.
 Revealingly, W. R. Inge, the ‘gloomy’ Dean of St Pauls, wrote in 1922 that Roman Catholicism flourished ‘best in illiterate and barbarous strata of society’ doing little to ‘restrain the savage criminality which marks a people whose growth has been artificially arrested’.
Alongside such modernist anti-Catholicism, the High Church or ‘English Catholic’ movement in the Church of England was also distinctly anti-Roman. Thus, it is impossible to define anti-Catholicism per se as fundamentalist; however, one might argue that aspects of the reactionary and militant response of Evangelicals to the growth of Anglo-Catholicism were distinctly fundamentalistic. When the final report of the Fundamentalism Project discusses reactivity, it suggests that the reaction might be towards ‘compromising religious establishments’ that were ‘endangering the survival of true religion’.
 In the interwar period, conservatives certainly believed that the Anglican hierarchy had become dominated by a Catholic bias.


There was a palpable sense of crisis within the Evangelical community at the waning of national Protestantism. In a 1926 speech, E. A. Knox, still de facto leader of Anglican conservative Evangelicals, warned churchmen that previous dangers from Berlin and Moscow were to be followed by ‘a peril from the Vatican of Rome’.
 Nonconformists, too, were concerned about Anglo-Catholicism: ‘One of the most salient features in modern Church life’, wrote one Methodist correspondent, ‘is the growing influence of Anglo-Catholicism in the Church of England…a movement which threatens to destroy the Protestant character of our national Church’.
 Many believed that British Protestantism had become spineless. ‘The Protestantism of this country’, argued the United Methodist newspaper, ‘has been smothered by a charity which has preferred peace to truth.’
 

The Malines conversations and culmination of the Prayer Book project resulted in the militant mobilisation of Evangelicalism. Anglican Evangelicals of different hues reacted strongly to what they perceived as the Catholicisation of Church and Nation.
 The Record newspaper, usually a voice of moderation, was a voice of Evangelical anti-Catholicism
 and a range of Protestant organisations organised public meetings throughout Britain.
 Moderate Conservative leaders, such as H. W. Hinde, Vicar of Islington, and C. M. Chavasse, of St. Aldates, Oxford, took leading roles in directing Evangelical militancy. Nonconformists displayed considerable concerns about Anglo-Catholicism because they thought the Catholicisation of the Anglican Church would inhibit the chances of reunion.
 In 1926 the Federal Council of Evangelical Free Churches passed a resolution against ‘Romanising tendencies’ within the Anglican Church.
 The reaction of Nonconformists against Prayer Book revision, particularly those in the rank and file of the denominations, was so strong that, despite the best efforts of some high-ranking leaders,
 eventually the Federal Council, the National Council of Evangelical Free Churches, as well as representative bodies of the Baptist Union, the Congregational Union, the United and Primitive Methodists passed resolutions opposing the revision proposals.
 
It is true that fundamentalists were more truculent in their anti-Catholicism than their conservative and centrist counterparts. J. W. Poynter, a former Roman Catholic popular in the conservative press, although convinced that Catholic religion could be narrow and tyrannical, also emphasised the ‘spiritual and noble side’ of Romanism.
 Erik Sidenvall has recently noted that British Protestant attitudes towards Cardinal Henry Newman became noticeably milder following his death; A. H. Forbes of the Protestant Truth Society wrote in disgust in the 1920s that some Evangelicals saw this British Catholic as a man of honesty and integrity.
 On the issue of political and civil liberties for Roman Catholics non-fundamentalist Evangelicals could be noticeably tolerant. Protestant societies failed to attract rank-and-file Evangelical support for their crusade against the Roman Catholic Relief Bill of 1926.
 However, the hostility and intolerance of mainstream Evangelicals towards Catholic religion during this period should not be underestimated. The Record warned before the parliamentary debate on Roman Catholic Relief Bill that the House of Commons had a duty to protect national Protestantism and resist the growth of Catholic influence.
 Non-fundamentalist Evangelicals also used militaristic metaphors to describe the threat of Anglo-Catholic growth; Thomas Nightingale, General Secretary of the National Council of the Evangelical Free Churches, promised Anglican Evangelicals that if they needed an ally against Anglo-Catholicism, the Free Churches would ‘roll up our forces and stand with you shoulder to shoulder, different regiments but one army’.
 John A. Hutton, editor of the British Weekly, instructed A. S. Peake in 1928 to start sharpening ‘the point of his dirk’ because of the onslaught of Catholicism in the nation.
 Centrists and conservatives also emphasised the distinctiveness and chosenness of their Protestant country. The Record addressed the topic of national identity in 1928, declaring that the nations ‘innate love of freedom, her knowledge of recent papal developments, and her detestation of the Statecraft of the Curia make her uncompromising in her national Protestantism’
, while M. E. Aubrey, Secretary of the Baptist Union, attacked Prayer Book revision on the grounds that ‘The King’s Coronation Oath and the terms of many acts of Parliament explicitly recognise the Protestant character of the English people’.
 Conservative Evangelical anti-Catholicism also had a social dimension in its identification of the ‘other’. The National Church League’s Church Gazette still reminded readers that every Roman Catholic had a ‘double allegiance’ towards country and Church and that this would always result in a conflict of interest.
 A correspondent in the Methodist Times asked ‘What is the moral and spiritual condition of countries, and even neighbourhoods in this country and Ireland, where Roman Catholics do most congregate?…Does Rome elevate morally, spiritually and socially?
 Thus, overall, the successes of Anglo and Roman Catholicism in the 1920s provoked a reactionary and militant response from Evangelicals.
b) Separatism

The relationship between anti-Catholic militancy and separatism was complex; two important points need to be made.


Firstly, anti-Catholicism in some ways prevented separatism, and so, on one level, weakened the fundamentalist impulse within Evangelicalism. It contributed in various ways to Evangelical loyalty in the denominations. As already mentioned, it was inconceivable to Anglican Evangelicals that they could leave and surrender the national Church to Anglo-Catholicism, and so allow Rome to destroy national identity and character. Furthermore, Nonconformist Evangelicals, who by the 1920s emphasised the protection of national Protestantism over and above their traditional anti-establishment views, encouraged their Anglican kinsmen to fight the good fight for the welfare of the nation.
 In turn, this discouraged separatist instincts amongst Free Church conservatives and fundamentalists, who could not encourage Anglican Evangelicals to defend the Protestantism of the national Church while fleeing the heresies of their own denominations. 
Importantly, anti-Catholicism allowed centrist Nonconformist leaders, particularly those such as J. D. Jones for the Congregationalists and Baptists M. E. Aubrey and Thomas Nightingale, to share a common concern with conservatives and fundamentalists within their denominations. Their stands against Rome, particularly during the Prayer Book controversy, impressed the conservative-minded. Fundamentalists praised the Baptist leadership for their condemnation of the revision proposals, with one BBU member declaring they had proved ‘that at least in one section of the Church the old Puritan spirit of healthy and holy hatred of  sacerdotalism is by no means dead’.
 Furthermore, Evangelicals were surely drawn to the various movements for reunion during the interwar years because of the anti-Roman component in these schemes. Sir Robert Perks, who would become the first Vice-President of the post-reunion Methodist Church, had argued that a strong united Methodist Church could ‘save’ England’s national soul.
 It seems likely that the campaign for Presbyterian reunion north of the border was driven, at least in part, by the fear that the Irish race and their Catholic religion imperilled the Scottish national identity.
 Overall, anti-Catholicism was a force for unity within the denominations and a significant stimulus for loyalty from Evangelical constituents.

Opposition to Rome could also, on occasion, encourage unity between the various sections of British Evangelicalism. Anti-Catholic ideology acted as a centrifugal force, pulling different sections of the movement towards each other. This was not always the case, as relations between moderate and militant Protestant organisations were sometimes strained, and the characteristic individualism of Evangelicalism had resulted in the establishment of many Protestant societies and considerable rivalry between some, most notably the Church Association and the National Church League.
 However, it is significant that anti-Catholicism is one ideology that brought Evangelicals of most stripes together during the period. Books on Protestantism and the Anglo-Catholic threat were able to draw together conservative and fundamentalist writers.
 The Record, a moderate Evangelical newspaper, argued that the whole of ‘British Christendom’ needed to unite and face the common danger of Anglo-Catholicism during the Prayer Book controversy.
 The formation of a Committee for the Maintenance of Truth and Faith in 1927 underlined the potential for Evangelical unity.
 Under its banner, moderate groups, such as the Islington Clerical Conference, respected individuals such as H. W. Hinde and Christopher Chavasse, conservative organisations such as the National Church League and the Fellowship of Evangelical Churchmen, and militant anti-Catholic bodies such as the Protestant Truth Society and Church Association, mobilised against the revised Prayer Book. This cooperation resulted in some unlikely persons sharing platforms: for example, Hinde addressed the militant United Protestant Council and later shared a stage with John Kensit.
 The Evangelical Alliance used its considerable influence to bring together non-Anglican Evangelicals against revision. A shared anti-Catholic ideology and a sense of national crisis were factors working against Evangelical disunity.
Secondly, while anti-Catholicism was a force for intra-Evangelical unity and discouraged secessions from the denominations, it is important to note that it could contribute to the ghettoisation of conservative Evangelicals within their denominations, particularly the Church of England. Here, conservative Evangelicals developed a martyrdom complex, believing themselves to be the victims of Anglo-Catholic success, unwanted in their own Church. H. W. Hinde expressed these feelings in a letter to Archbishop Randall Davidson in 1927, saying that it appeared ‘Evangelicals are no longer wanted in the Church of England’.
 An opposition to Anglo-Catholicism meant that Evangelicals retreated from the life of the Church. A Record editorial in 1927 was telling, arguing that the Evangelical party must show a ‘larger loyalty’ to biblical truth, rather than the ‘executive chiefs’ of Anglicanism.
 The self-concentration of Evangelicals and their valuing of party principle over denominational loyalty in the 1920s put Anglican Evangelicals into a part chosen, part imposed wilderness. They were overlooked in terms of Episcopal preferment until 1939, when Christopher Chavasse was appointed Bishop of Rochester. Conservative Evangelicalism would not finally emerge from its ghetto until the 1960s under the leadership of John Stott.
 In the case of Methodism, the issue of Protestant defence could complicate the issue of wider denominational unity. The Wesley Bible Union opposed reunion on the grounds that its definition of Protestantism was too generalised. While anti-Catholicism discouraged Evangelicals from outright secession from the denominations, their concern for Protestant purity meant they could both be an uncooperative partner in denominational life.

Conclusions

Anti-Catholicism was a resilient characteristic of British Evangelicalism, both militant and mainstream, in the early twentieth century. Indeed, the continuing importance of British national identity to Evangelicals should not be underestimated; Alister Chapman has shown that as late as 1962 John Stott made a serious attempt to draw Anglican crowds from a ‘Protestant defence’ platform.
 Opposition to Rome played a significant role in shaping Evangelicalism and fundamentalalism, their relationships to each other and to the denominations in the 1920s. The anti-Catholicism of organised fundamentalism had clear fundamentalistic characteristics: it was reactionary - militant, strongly premillienial, it named, dramatised and mythologized its enemies and it celebrated ethnic and national distinctiveness. Anti-Catholicism contributed to the fundamentalistic tendencies of conservative Evangelicalism, giving it a reactionary - militant tone. Evangelicals responded fiercely to the rise of Anglo-Catholicism and the perceived decline of Protestant Britain. 

However, anti-Catholicism also contributed to the non-separatist character of British Evangelicalism. The 1920s was a critical decade for the movement, and a common concern for Protestant defence to some extent united Evangelicals to each other and to their denominations. It is worth stressing that the existence of a national Church and the alleged menace of Anglo-Catholicism to Church and nation fostered amongst both Anglican and Free Church Evangelicals a feeling of denominational responsibility. Anti-Catholicism, then, is one explanation for the paradoxical character of British Evangelicalism in the 1920s. It contributed to the militant and reactionary attitude of both conservatives and fundamentalists; however, it also played a part in encouraging Evangelical unity and loyalty to the denominations.
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