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doel with national Churchos fou".dod to pmaintain a very difforent
conception of Chrisbianity?l?

Thoso questions Colenss, according 'to Arnold, "mover Youchos with one
of his fingors," and so hic work fails es a coniwibution to tho
intelloctual life of Burope,

The Dighop's other readers will be tho many whose prosent cultural
nacde are ethioal, !'iis book, self-confessodly, falls ¥o edily the
uningtruoted; furthorors, his nogative oritioign of the Soriptures and
his attompt 4o ovorthrouw the theory of vorbal ingpiration by poinbing
out numorcus arithmotionl contradiotions and imposcibilities in the
Pentateush may turn tho magsos avmy from tho Hible, uand go astuelly haym
their cultural advenco, Colonso roalises this posceibilidy, and Arnold
bocanes soverely ironlenl over the edeoguumoy of his offorts bo provide
spiritusl congolation for tho Yeimple everday Iuglishman,™ whogse faith
in the 2ible ho has degtroyed Ly hiz "rulceof=throe simg," and te vhon
ho can offer nothing botitor in retura than *hies owm Comontary on the
fomens, o chepteors of lxodus, & fragasnt of Cicoro, & rovolation to
the Sivh Cooroos, and an inveoation of Ham."18

Thus Colongote beolk faile o bo positive, oither for thoe fow or the
many, and Aynold can say thet he doss not oriticize so much what tho
Bighop has done, bul that he has not beon eble to do morce

Arnold condemmis most of the work of the Lssayistc on tho camo

prounds. Also, ho finds somw of the ossays objeotionable beomuigs of

17_121_(];.. De E&Ge
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their wnodifying impudent tones Only the essey by lark Patiison,
"Tondencice of Nelipiouns Thought in Ingland, 1638-1750," and tho escay
by Joweltt, ¥On tho Interprotation of Seripture,” doserve praise, the
Pirot booause it is the only one of the essays that offers to educated
furepo now information, and thy second because it is writion with
fanetion,™ e quality "wiiich commnicates to all works whore it is
presont an indefineble charm, and vhich ic alwayg, for tho higher gord
of minds, odifyingl"id

Arnold then contrasts the wori: of the English religious liborals

with Spinosa’s Trastatus Theolosico=Polibicug to point out “how freo

relipions apcenlation mey bo conducted so no o be informing to the
mich=Iingtructed, oven thouzh it be not cdifiying to the little-~ine
structods"20 3y an oxtonded swemry of the teachings of this work,
Arnold ghows how Spinoza, with power and ingight, trios to anscwor tho
quection "hat thon? and so intorests the higheat oulture of Euronecs
Arnold further urpes that Spinoga is not only instruotive, he is also
edifyineg, His woriz, thourh nol possessing unotion, reflects "a saored
solermity,® which dorives fros the purdty of his life, a lifo in the
wand atyle, and melkes all his writings doopl;y‘l edifying. The Tractaius,
then, combining enlighbenment and edification, far gurpassos the “woal
trifling” of the Inglisch oritics of orthodox Chyristlanity.

Such were tho arguments Awmold uged %o condenm Colenso and the

Booayicts, None of them wore newe A4All of them had beon used many timos

1011hid., pe 254
2DIbid-. Pe 22Gs
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in tho now~two=yoar~old controversye Tho Satundey Review, commenting on
Egoays and DNeviows, pointed out thet Tevery dooply read man,” oven in
England, mat have been fomilior with this moterial for many years pasty
Spinosa had digougsod the question of Biblical inspiration two hundred
vears age, snd in ingland Coleridpa had gone ovor the pume sround.2l
Stenley, in his roviow of the controversy over Lagays and Reviows, used
the argument of "nothing now” not to blame the Essayiste but Lo exoulsate
then; he quotes ominent churchuon of the pact Lifty yeers to show that
all the principles and oven tho vory words of the EZssaylist have been
ugod by students in thoology for a long $imo.22 Lven minor points in
Arioldts artiole, such as hig criticisa of the tone of somo of the
Sesayists and his Laputation of dighonesty to oclerpymen viw publiech
views contrary o thoso of the ghrch in which they heve been ordained,
had beon anticipatods

Though Arnoldtls arpunents were not new, his osgay ingtantly
atiracted notlce and caused considerablo critioal aamesnt, bocoming thus
the coutor of a controversy within tho larper controversy. Tho ogsay

may not have boeon noticed ah ell in the frogeforeall £ight that was

2ligsavs and Heviews,” Saturdoy Zeview, XI (lazch 2, 1861), 211,

22%uggavs and Roviews,” Ndinburch Neviow, CHIII (Aprdl, 1861),
£70-05, Stemloyis arbiole hes many pereilols to Giat of Arnolde Lilo
Arnold, he points out thet only Fattison's essay contains any now
information; ho praises Joweott for his improcsivo, lofiy tones he
conderne 7illiams for his £lippant and contempiuous tones and then
lavients tho loss of Letin as a loarned languago in vhich unorthodox
rolipgious speoulation might first bo preseuted to the epatolerly world.
But unlilke Arnold, dtanley dovotes ten pagpes of his articie to a
dofonse of a alergyman’s right to froe inguiry and o s publication of
hig viowse
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going on except for the ponuine originelity of Arnold's positione-his
agrooment with the conclusions of the liberals and hiz ingistonoco, at
the swme ime, that thoss conolugions should not have beon publichods
Yoot of the oritios who agreed with tho conclusions of the liberals
proised them for their courage, honesty, end love of truths thosge
eritios who dicagreod with their conclueionz atimeked the liborals for
ceusing seandel to the roligious Llifo of Inglend. But here was Arnold
ingisting thet the conoclusionsg of tho liberals, oven though geionbtife
iloally true, chould sotually bo kept from the multitude, unless these
gonclugions should be presentsd odifylngly, that is, without disturbing
the moral, religious life of the peoples .Lrncid?s incufficiont
olaboration of this saving gualifiocation end the tone of tho lenguage
hat he usod about the "fow" and the "many" mado him soom o say that -
he; as ho himgelf put it, had "propoged to throw a false religion as a
sop bo tha z.'.ultituda.“w The irritating tomo of suporiority and coue
doscensgion was creetod by tho dogaantion of the first few pages, in which
Arnold sebs up the prineiples by which literary oritloism is to "ery"
the liborals; by his atbaock on the Times, which now praigses the "publio®
as “$ho orpgsn of ell truths® by his quoting (end, as como of his oritios
pointed out, misintorpreting) the wornis of e proup of authoritiog=-
Pindar, Spinoze, iHowman, Plato, end Christe=-to prove his contention that
imowilede can be atirined only by the few and is never the possession of
the many; by his vory lofty attitudo towards the ros ivs of the work of
that "excellent arithmoetioian” Colensos and by his roferrin; contompe

2550owry, ope Oites De 208




R ———

ac

tuously to ihe many as "the undisoiplined, ignorant, pacsionate,
captious mmltitude,"24

o Saturday lovicw supported, with roservations, Arnold's views
on the fow and the menye®® Dut those views wero vory offonsivs to tho
Zzaminer and tho Spootator, both of whioh published oritieisms of "The
Blghop snd tho Fhilosophor®™ in Jamuery, and to the Vestninsbor Sovilow,
viiioh wus not able to comment on the eseay until its April icouee

Tho Zxaminer, in three consccutive weelitly issues irmediately aftor
the aspecrance of "ihe Bichop and the Philosopher,” rebulad Arnold both
aditorielly and through its correspondont "Anbi=Eaoborious.® For
ettompting o "mmsslo® tho clorpy, Arnold is onlled a 4raitor 4o tho
laity; and his “jeguitical dootrine® is summarized ag a boliof that
truth lo for a "goleeh olrele of gogmosoendi, and that tho wulgar are
1no% to be disturbed in possession of conveniont ficiions tending to tho

support of an irrational faith,*26

, %mo Dighop mnd the Fhilosopher,” lnemillan'c lsresiue, VII
\January, 12863), 25Gs

~

80tme Dducated Fow," Saturdey Review, XV (Jamuery 17, 1863),
71=72, Though tho roviewer defonds jancld's fowemany distinotion, he
points oud Ghat at first sipght it might soem arrvcpant and inguliings
nor, ho addg, "ig Aruold a writer who is at rmck paino to avert or
mitigate this indignation.”

2ingme Bichop and ‘tho Frofessor,” ixaminor, Jamuary 17, 1805,
Pe SUa Tho Imamincy had published article aftor arliolo on itho Coleuso
scotroversy, attacking any sugrostion that the {reedon of clergymen to
gpoalk the truth ca they ceo it should be restricteds The articles on
Arnocld sppoared in the Jamuary 10, Jamvary 17, and Jauuary 24 issues.
Those articlos secu scorcoly more iwmportant than nost letlers o the
oditor; wot Ammold Gook them seriously, and Wiy account for a good
1;.1'!; oi‘“'bha aerpument in his "Dre Stanley's lestures oo the Jowigh

urciie
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A mors roagonod atiack, “lir. fabtthew Arnold on the Arigtocratic

Creed,” eppeared in the Speotatore Dut oven in this ossay a good part
of tho effect doponds on the caricature of Arnold as e “god-lilo |
oritic,” vho with his Ygrand stylo," “lofty smile,” "sorone cyes,” |
"atatoly ston,” “compacsionato alr,® and "thoughtful condagoeusion U0
the woalmegs of humanily™ ic beocoming o worihy mowber of "this aristoe
cratic, osoloric, commonehordw-corpassionating school®™ 4o which his "heoxo®
Gootho beolouggs Tho eritio interprots Arnold as condenming Coloaso and
the Eessayists “for ihe unpardonable orime of foroing on & collision
betwoen the esoterio philosophy of the learned and the eaoto_lfie
doctrine which it ic vholesome for tho multitude to'boliove,” of
“ryiug o break down tho barrior bebweon the tw0e"27  Tho oritic,
ignoring frnold's historical and psychologiocal dialectic, attributes to
him o belief in the oternal eoxistence in socicty of two olasses, the few
and the many, the learned ond the uninetruected, those who Imow the
truth end those who mugt recoive Inowledpe only in such a form es the
fow think best for them,
“he eritic thon atimcks this "aristooratic philogophye” First ho
cites Armold?s owm authoritiss againgt hin, particularly ifévmn. Flato,
and Chrisgt; all of wiwom, he said, showed in their lives or works a deep
hatred of epobericigile Ia;i the next plzoe tho eritio pointo out that
this philosophy is a psychologicel impossibility for most normal metis
ton with the "fripid ertistic perceptions of suoh toachers wus Goetho,"

27up, abthow Arnold on the Arictoeratic Creed," 3Spectator,
December 27, L3062, pe 1430,
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mon who moroly play with ideas, may bo ablc to "reservo a mature
conviction;® but for most men ideas earc & mecns to asction, and ere such
decp olemonts of the personality that they canmnot Le dotained in
"aristocratic acclusion in our own hoarts without killing the vory soul
within wea"28  pinally, the Speotator oritic asserte that unless ono is
God himself thore ic the proctical difficulty of deoidinz wiat truth is
boet for the fow and whet for the many; the inoronsing gense of this
difficulty would result in greabter and grector hesitancy in prooclaining
the truth and might finelly ‘urn the fow into reclining pods, oareless
of manltinds fThus though tho oritic agroes with Arnold that Colonso's
boolk iz “very imperfoct and oven distortod,"?? he oriticizes the
eritoria by whiich Arnold would condemm it and defends the right of

emyone o publigh hic maturod ide=s on any aubjeot-so

291hid, In an oarlier article the Spectator hed slroady roviowod
Colensc very unfavorablys It found in Colouso?s book a "Shole undore
cuiront of thought which goons %o imply that when onco we have detoctad
bed erithumedic in the Pentatouch, wo mey extircly chaupe ouwr attitude
of mind Yowerds tho nerrativow-~ceassc o feol under any divine oblipga=
tiona €o its higtory, and thencoforsard, though wo nay piok and choogo
from i%s toxt 1littlo bits of spiritual sentimont thot we like or fanoy
better than the rest, as oases in the desert, dismigs all idoa off
studying (i%) as a superstition which only thoss can afford who are
aatisficd with overy dobtail in ths numoresion,” “Dr. Colonso on the
Arithrmobio of the Fenbateuch,"” Spoctator, MMV (Wovembor 3, 1882), 1251,

S07his article is intoresting ss conbaining e full portrait of the
literary porsonality which fArnold, thanks to his roviewers, was
developinz. The charges of Goothe worship and of invenbing excuses for
not londing a hend in the world's worl: had elrexdy been made in reviows
of Arnold?s poomoe Thoy will be made again and agein whon tho oritics
oono o comment on Arnoldls theorieos of “dipintorestod" oritiocisn and
‘cultures”
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Arnold wen plospod with his ossay on Colenso and SpinozaSl ang,
eftor its publioation, was gratified to find that it was abiracting
"much noties” particulerly among the olorgy, the class which he
espescially woanised to influsnce., e Immediately upon roading tho
oarlicst of tha abtacks which tho essay had inspirod in the weookly
nouspapers, his mind tumed Go writing aneworg. He planued two
ariiclos, cne for [lacomillan's Yagaszine "o remove tho misrepresontation
of my dootrine ebout edifying the many” and the other for the Times,
the subjech unotabeds®® Ie completod the first article in timo for the
Fobruery issue of Moomillen, but did not finish the "Times Artiolo"

until soring and wesg not eblo %o get 1t published until Decomber,

Stanley's bool, Lectures on the Jewish Church; which wea published
oar.l;r in Jonuvary, provided Arnold with excollont materisl for clarifying
his dootrine nbout Yodifying the many.” The subjeot matior of Stanley's
boolz, 3iblicel hictory, was the same as that of Coleonso's, but the aim
and, troatment wore altogethor differont, Thus frnold had an opportunity
for makings another contrast which would holp him egbablish the methed
proper to & writor on religion at ths present Vime. Alsco, in boing able
to praise Stanley, Arnold folt hie could be positive and so establish a
belance which had boon logb in his previous article:s ™.y consciencs a

little gmoto me with heving been, in my first articls, too purely

311ggm‘;. Ope ity Pe 206s
S23bide, Pe 2096
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