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to their practice without convelsing ite"15 the relicious writer mat 

bo a yorson of infinite tact and must lniow intimetoly the cultural 

lovel of his yvoadeva co that ho will be able to adjust tho content and 

method of his wore to that lovel and lvad his reedors easily and natue 

raliy to higher stages of culimree ‘Tho oritice of a religious writer 

oust ask: Yoos his work odify or instruct? If 1% porforms olther or 

both of these functions, it ic to be praised. If 4% porforms neither, 

it has no vexson for oxistence, and Literary criticism is bound "4f the 

hook haus notoriety enough to givo it importanco, to pass consure on 

ths 

Arnold condesms Colonso because ho does little or nothing to 

advanco the culture of England or Europes Tle erltieisn is shiofly 

nopatives his positive suggestions aro ludicreusly inadequate. He doss 

Littlioe or nothing for these of his readers who belong to the higher 

culture of Guropce These voadors ara bored by his books thoir culture 

ig not advanced because the Gishor'*s messagee-his uogetive criticiean of 

the Bible==-is news sevoral gonoretions old. Those who now soel to 

enlighten the Learned fow in tho ficid of religious sposoulation met 

answer questions such ac theses 

Yhat then? thet follows frem ell this? What chanse is 1%, if 
truc, to produce in the rolations of menisind to the Christian 
relicion? If tho old theory of Scripture Inspiration is to bo 
abandoned, vnat place is tho Bible hencofort: to hold anong books? 
Whet ie the new Chrletianity to be like? low are govorunouts to 

  

liatthew Arnold, "Sho Bishop and the Fhilogophor," Maomillan's 
Mage. BIO, Vit (January, 1863), Be 2a56 

Lerpia., pe 242. 
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deel with national Churches founded to maintain a very different 
conception of Ghristiandity?2? 

Those questions Colenso, accordin: to Arnold, “never touches with ono 

of his fincors," and se his work fails as a contribution to tho 

intelloctual life of Burore.s 

the Dashon’s othes readers will be the many whose present cultural 

neode ave ethical, ‘lig book, self-confoeasodly;, fails to edify the 

uninotruoted; Purthor20re his negative oritioion of the Seriptures and 

his attempt to overthrow the theory of vorbal inaplration by pointing 

out numerous arithnotioal sontrvadlotions and imposeibilities in the 

Pextatench may tum the masses evmy fron tho Bible, and so actually hara 

their cultural advance. Colonso realises this possibility, and Arnold 

becomes severely Lrouiend over the adequacy of his efforts to provide 

spiritusl consolation for the “simple everday Euglishuen,” whose faith 

in the “ible he hae destroyed by his “rulc«ofethroe sip," and to vhon 

he can offer nothing boster in return than “hie ow Comontary on the 

Ronens, tao chapters of leodue, a framasnt of Cicero, a revolation to 

the Sitch Cooroos, and an invocation of Ham."18 

Thus Colonso's beok fails to bo positive, olther for the fow or the 

Many, and Aynold can say tat he doos not oriticlsza so mich what tho 

Bishop has dona, but thet he has uct been eble to do morce 

Arnold condemic most of tho worl: of the Ecsaylsts on tho sano 

proundse Also, ho finds somo of the ossays objectionable because of 

See teen oe 

L7Ibides De 245_ 
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thoir wiodifying Lspudent tones Only the essay by Mark Pattison, 

"endoucies of Religious Thougivs in lingland, 1666-1750," and tho eseay 

by Jowett, “On tho Interpretation of Seripture," deserve praise, the 

firot because it is the only one of the essays thet offers to efucated 

Europo new information, and thy second because it ie written with 

‘unction," « quality "which commmicates to all works where it is 

presont an indefineble chara, and which is always, for tho hicher sort 

of minds, odifyings"19 

Arnold then contrests the worl: of the English religious liborals 

with Spinoza's Tractatus Theolosico=Politious ta point out “how freo 

relipious snoculation mey be sondusted so as to bo informing to the 

micheinstructed, oven though it te not edifying to the little-in-e 

structed."20 iy un oxtonded sumury of the teachings of tais work, 

Arnold shows how Spinoza, with power and insight, trios te enscwor tho 

question “Yhat thon?” and so interests the hiphont culture of Europes 

Arnold further urges that Spinoza ie not only instruotive, he is also 

elifyine. His work, though not possessing unotion, reflects "a sacred 

solemity," which derives frai the purity of his lifes a life in the 

grand style, and mikes ail his writings dooply edifyinge The Tractatus, 

then, sonbining onligntenment and edification, far surpasses the ygalc 

trifling" of the English crities of orthodox Christlanitye 

Such were tho arguments Armold used to condom Colenso and tho 

Sesayicts, None of tiem wore news All of them had beon used many tinos 
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in tho now-twoeyoar~old controversye ‘Tho Satumlay Review, comonting on 

Essays and Reviews, pointed out thet “evory dooply read man," even in 

England, mat have been familiar with this mvterial for many years past; 

Spinoza had disouesod the question of Siblical inspiration to hundred 

years ago, and in ingland Coleridge had gone over the sane cround.22 

Stenley, in his review of the controversy over Esaays and Reviews, usod 

the argunent of “nothing new" not to blanc the Essayiste but to oxculpate 

thems he quotes ominont churohwon of the past fifty years to show that 

@ll the principles and even the vory words of the Essayist heve been 

used by students in theology for a lous timoe®2 Even minor points in 

Azmiola's avtiole, such as his criticisn of the tone of some of the 

Uesayists and his iaputation of dishonesty to clergymen wo publich 

views contrary to those of the guurch in which they have been ordained, 

had beor anticipstode 

Though Arnoldts arguments wore not now, his essay instantly 

attracted notice and conused considerablo critical aament, becoming thus 

the couter of a controversy within the larger controversye The ossay 

may not have been noticed at ell in tho frooe-foreall fight that was 

2lingsays and Koviews,"” Saturday Review, XI (larch 2, 1861), 211. 

Pe Me marrying gegen ener aor 
Srnold, he points out thet only Pattison's ossay contains any now 
informations he pralees Jowett for his improssivo, lo?ty tones he 
condemas Williass for his flippant and contemptuous tones; and then 
Janents the loss of Latin as a losrned lengueso in which unorthodox 
roligious ssequletion might first be presented to the ca.clerly world. 
But unlike Arnold, Stenley devotes ten pages of his article to a 
dofonse of a clergyman's right to free inquiry and to a publication of 
his viowse 
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going on except for the gonuino originality of Arnold's position-<his 

agreonont with the conclusions of the liberals and his insistenoo, at 

the seme time, that those conclusions should not have beon published, 

“ost of the critics wao agreed with tho conclusions of the liberais 

praises them for their courage, honesty, end love of truths those 

critics who disagreod with their conelueions attacked the liberels for 

seusing, scandal te the religious Life of Englend. Sut here was Arnold 

insisting thet the conelusione of tho liberals, even though sciscntif< 

ieally true, should actually bo kept from the miltitude, unless these 

Conclusions should be presontesd odifylngly, that is, without disturbing 

the moral, religious life of the peoples Arnold's insufficient 

Glaborntion of this saving qualification and the tone of the lenguace 

that he usol about the "few" and the "many" made him seem to say thas - 

he, as he himself put it, had "proposed to throw a false religion as a 

sop to tha miltitudes"“% ‘the irritating tone of superiority and cou 

descension was created by the Gogastisn of the first few pages, in which 

Arnold sets up the principles by which literary orltloism.is to “try" 

the liberals; by his attack on the Times, which now praises the “publio" 

as “the organ of ell truths" by bie avoting (end, as some of his oritias 

pointed out, misinterprotin:) the words of ea group of authoritiea=- 

Pindar, Spinoza, Hemen, Plato, end Christ--to prove his contention that 

knowledge can be attained only by the few and is never the possession of 

tho many; by his very lofty ettltude towards the resuits o7 the work of 

that “excellent arithnctician" Colensos; and by his referring contempe 
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tuously to the many as "the undiaciplined, ignorant, pacsicnate, 

saptious miltitudo,"@4 

fhe Saturday Review supported, with rosorvations, Arnold's views 

on the few and the manye®5 Sut those views were very offonsive to the 

Ezaniner and the Syeotater, both of whieh published oritieisns of "the = 
—V ee 0 =a es see ee, 

Bishop end the Philosopher" in January, and to the Wootninstor Roviow, 

which was not able to commont on the eseajy until ite April isouees 

the Examinor, in threo oonsccutive woolly issues immediately after 

the aopeavance of “She Bighop and the Philesosher," rebuked Arnold both 

editorially and through its correspondent “Anti-Eaoterious." For 

ettompting to “massle" tho clergsy, Arnold is called a traitor te tho 

laity; and his “jeauities] doctrine is summarized as a beliof that 

truth is for a “select oircle of cognoscendi, and that tho vulgar are 

not to be disturbed in possession of convenient fictions tending to the 

support of an irrational faith.*26 

ON ee ere eee ot ew eres eee mes 

2499 Dighop and the Philosophor," Mmemillan'’s Marazine, Viz 
(January, 1863), 256. c 

25th Educeted Fou, Saturday Review, XV (January 17, 1865), 
71-72. ‘Though the reviewer defends Arnold's fowemany distinetion, he 
points out that at first sight it might seem arrogant and insultings 
nor, he adds, “is Arnold a writer who is at mich pains to avert or 
mitigate this indignation.” 

2G0mhe Bishop and tho Frofessor," Exaninor, Jamary 17; 1565, 
Be 36. ‘Tho Exenincy had published article after article on the Coleuso 
controversy, attacking any sugeestion that the freedom of clergymen to 
spoat: the truth as they seo it should be restricted. ‘Tho articles on 
4mmold appoared in the January 10, January 17, and January 24 issuese 
These articlos secu scaveoly more inmortant than most letters to the 
editors; yet Arnold tools them seriously, and toy account for a good 
part of the argument in his “Dre Stanley's Lesinres on the Jowish 
Church.”   
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A more roasonod attack, “liz. Hatthew Arnold on the Aristocratic 

Creed," appeared in the Spectator. fut oven in this ossay a good part 

of tho effect doponds on the caricature of Arnold as a “godeliko 

oritic," vio with his "grand stylo," “lefty smile," "sereno cyes," 

"“gtotoely ston,” “compacsionate air," and "thoughtful condescension to 

the wooknass of humanity" is bacoming a worthy momver of "this aristo< 

cratic, onoteric, commonehord-compassionating school” to which his "herze™ 

Gosthe belouca. Tho critic interprots Arnold as condesming Colenso and 

the Essayists “for the unpardonable orime of foroing on @ ‘collision 

between the esoterio philosophy of the learned and the esoteric 

doctrine whieh 1b is wholesome for the multitude to'bolicve," of 

“trydue to breat down the barrier betwoon the twoe"'®! ‘tho oritic, 

ignoriag Arnold's historical and psyohological dialectio, attributes to 

him a belie? in the otermal existence in society of two olesses, the fer 

and the many, the learned ond the uninetructed, those who know tho 

truth and thosa who mast recoive knowledge only in such a form as the 

few think best for thems 

the eritie thon atiucks this “aristocratic philovophye” First he 

cites Arnold’s ow authoritios against hin, particularly Howmany Fleto, 

oud Christ; sil of vinom, he said, showed in their lives or works a deop 

hatred of enoterLoigte in the next place the critic points out thet 

this philosophy is a psyohological impossibility for sost normal mote 

Hon with the "Srigid artistic perceptions of such teachers as Goetho,” 

cones on oe eam wens, 

27try, Setbthew Arnold on the Arictocratic Croed," Spectator, 
Becomber 27, LaG2, ne LES0. 
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mon vio moroly play with ideags, may bo able to "roservo a mature 

convictions" but for most mon ideas aro e means to action, and ara such 

deep olemonts of the personality that they cannot be dotainod in 

“aristocratic acclusion in our own hearts without killing the very soul 

within use"28 pinally, the Speotator critic asserts that unless ono is 

God himself there is the practical difficulty of deciding what truth is 

best for the few anil whet for the many; the inoreasing sence cf this 

difficulty would result in greater and greater hesitancy in proclaining 

the truth and might finelly wrn the fow imto roclining cols, onreless 

of manikindse ‘hus though the critic agroes with Arnold that Colenso's 

book is “very imperfoot and oven distorteds"29 he criticizes the 

criteria by which Arnold would condezm it and defends the right of 

@nyoue to publich his matured ideas on any subjoot. 0 

emcee 

  

23rbides, De 1459. 

29%pid, In an oarlier article the Spectator had elroady reviewod 
Colense very unfavorablye It found itn Coleuso’s bool: a “whole undere 
curvent of thought which sooms to imply that vhen once we have detected 
bed arithmetic in the Penteteuch, wo may entirely change our attitude 
of mind towards tho narrabives-ceene wo feel under any divine ¢ obliges 
tions to its history, and thencoforward, though wo may piol and chooso 
freon 4% text Littio bits of spirituel sentiment thet we like or fanoy. 
better than the rast, as oases in the desert, disuies all idea of 
studying (1%) os a superstition which only thoso can efford who are 
satisfied with every doteil in ths numerstionus “Dae Golonso on the 
Sxlthnotio of the Fentateuch,” Spostator, YXXV (November 3, 1862), 1251. 

SOghis article is interesting aa containing a full portrait of tho 
Literary porsonality which Asmoid, thanks to his reviewors, was 
Gevelopins. ‘the charges of Goothe worship and of inventing excuses Zor 
not londing a hend ia the world's wort: had elrosdy been made in reviews 
of Arnold's poomae Thoy will be medo again and again whon tho eritics 
como to coment on Arnold's theories of "dinintorested” oriticisn and 
‘‘eulturoe" 
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Arnold was pleased with his essay on Colenso ond SpinozaS! and, 

eftor its publication, was gratified to find that 4t was attracting 

"much notice" porticulerly amons the clergy, the cless which he 

especially wanted to influonce.9* Inmediately upon reading the 

oarliest of tha attacks which the essay had inspired in the weekly 

newspapers, hia mind turned to writing aneworge He planned tro , 

articles, one for Macomillan's vecazine "to remove tho misrepresontation 

of my doctrine ebout edifying the many” and the other for the Times, 

the subject unctatede®3 fie completed the first artiole in timo for tho 

February issue of Maomillen, but did not finish the "Times Articic" 

until soring and wea not ablo to ret 1% published until Doconher. 

Stanley's book, Lectures on the Jewish Churoh, which wes published 

oars in Jonuary, provided Arnold with excellent material for clerifying 

his doctrine about “edifying the many." ‘The subject matter of Stanley's 

book, Siblioe2 history, was the same as that of Golonso's, but the ain 

and troatment were altogether different. Thus Arnold had an opportunity 

for matings another contrast which would help him establish the methed 

proper to a writer on religion at the present time. Also, in boing able 

to preiss Stanley, Arnold felt hé could be positive and so establish a 

balance which had been ost in his previous articles “ii; conscience a 

little gmote me with heving been, in my first article, too purely 
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