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A W Harrison reminds us that it was Vincent Perronet who first used the

term the Methodist Church, even in letters to Charles llesley, who must

have winced at the very sight of the words.; In the years which
followed, three svents in particular marked the gradual separation of the
Wesleyan Methodists from the Church of England. These were John Wesley's
ordinations of three of his preachers for work in-England, in 1788 and
1789; the permission given by the Conference to lWesleyan societies to
receive the Sacrament of ﬁhe Logd's Supper from fheif own travelling
preachers, where appropriate, from 1795 onwards; and the Buntingite
ordinations, by the laying-on of hands in British Wesleyanism from 1836
onwards. By and large questions of churchmanship did not feature so
strongly in the non-wésleyan Methodist traditions. We need to remember
that when these Methodists looked back they saw Wesleyan Methodism over
their shpulder, rétﬁngfhan the Church of England.

By 1834, Joseph Boaumont was speaking in the Wesleyan Cohference, even
for the most ‘conservative of the English Church Methodists, whén he
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uttered his famous,diétum:

Mr MBgley,«like a strong and skilful rower looked one
way while every stroke of his oar took him in the I
opposite‘direction.'é ;

Beaumont went on to say:

'(Mr Wesley) never resolved that he would go further from
the Church. ' We :must have room to breathe and move our
arms. I do not like to be tacked on to the Established
Church. Let us retain our primitive liberty.!

At the same Conference James Dixon insisted that: he was not to be turned
into a Dissenter. He would stop at the threshold of that principle and
declared: A o i L

'"Not an inch nearer to the Church. UWe Methodists stand
in the noblest position between the two.'!
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In the same conversation Jabez Bunting was even more severe about Wesleyan

relationships with Dissent:

~ 'We cannot be friendly to Dissent. One of its first principles
is - Every man shall choose his own master. Can you be friendly
to that’?'3 ,

When the Wesleyans of 1B42 produced their counterblasts to the Tractarian
pamphlets in ‘their own Wesleyan Tracts for the Times, they were taking
their firm stand over against both ithe Church of England and historic

English Dissent. John Hannah:ésserted, in Weslayan Methodism not a Schism:

‘*Singular, and even anomalous, as the present position of
Wesleyan Methodism may be, it is doubtless, in itself, the
fruit of an extraordinary visitation and work of God. To
this our thoughts cannot fail to advert, when we have
occasion to speak of the validity of its ministerial orders,
and of its other claims as a part of the unlversal church

of Chrxst..4
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In 1884 Benjamin Hellier was informing the Methodist people:

'Ag..to what High Churchmen tell us about our departure
from Wesley's principles ... our answer.is plain. We knouw
that we have departed from them, and should have been very
foolish if we had not. UWe greatly reverence:lWesley's
memory; but we never held him infallible, and on this
matter we know that he was mistaken. Wesley said, "If the
Methodists ever leave the Church, Ged will leave them."

We have left the Church, but God has not left us; He is
with us, as surely as He ever was with our fathers. And
this is to us demonstration that on this ‘point‘Wesley was
in error. As to the idle dream of the.re~union of
Methodism with the Church of England, there is one short
but sufficient objection: "Neu' Wine must’'not ‘be put into
old bottles." e ‘ ‘ ~

Hellier listed five reoasons why the union of Methodism with the Church of
England was impracticablé. In tho first instnace, tho Church of England
was a house leldBd agalnst itself. 'The two convocations and the high
church party would neuer reach a common mlnd. Secondly,'the Methodlst
Conference would likewise never reach a gommon mind on re-union. Thirdly,
the minds of both churches would not .arrive at a common policy, even if
they could agrec among themselves. Fourthly, if the convocations and:the
Conferencg did reach a common mind, their suggestions would prove
unacceptable to the Methodist people @& a whole. Fihally, even if the
first four points were met, Hellier believed that the sanction of

Parliament would be withheld. Hellier prophesied:
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" 1Thase things considered and without saying what may or
may not be possible ane hundred years hence, when you and
I shall no longer be dwellers upon this earth, we may say
that the question of organic union between the Methodists
and the Church of England is one which belongs to the
region of pure spoculation; and as a question on which
practical men can take action, it has not yet come within
the field of vision.'6

James Harrison Rigg, the most informed and prolific critic of Puseyism,

wrote in a similar vein, in 18B86:

tCherishing no hostility or animosity against the Church of
England ~ desiring for it nothing worse than that it should
be freed from all germs of Popish superstition and spiritusl
despotism, and should undergo, without violence or spoliation,
a salutary and effective reorganisation - Weslayan Methodists
decline, without thanks, though with respect and gooduwill,

all overtures whatsoever for reunion, or (which is the same
thing) for absorption. They must "abide in their lot" till
"the end of the days."'7

Rigg's confidence in Wesleyan Methodism had led him to produce a series of
gssays comparing each of the primitive and protestant.church orders with
his own. o His condescension plumbed the depths in his remarks on the

non-Waesleyans. When he contemplates Methodist union, then almost fifty

years away, he reflects:

'And as time advances, while I hardly expect or even desire
to see only one form of Methodism for this great and various
realm of England, any more than for the wids werld, I do
hope that there will be a great confederation of Methodist
Chur¢hes, combining for many great objects, and recognising
each other with the most frank and cordial fraternity. To
me this secms to be the fitter, and for old England even
the greater, ideal. At the same time, if there is to be
organic unien in any measure or to any extent, it would '
more naturally be accomplished first between the New
Connexion and the Free Churches, and then between the
Primitives and the Bible Christians. Three bodies instead
of five would be a great step.'g

In the same year,‘1886, the young A- S Peake was an undergraduate at
Oxford, and within months of Rigg's complacent utterances about organic
union, Peake was writing to his cousin, Annetta: '

'I. can never be satisfied till we have gained organic
unity. This unity will never be gained till we consent
to sink differences of belieof and meke Christ the
foundatioh.on which we build... For myself I don't care
to be called either Methodist or Church of England, or
Protestant, or any name except Christian.’ln
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A S Peake took. up the torch of. the:Methodist search for organic union with
men like Scott Lidgett. Tholf great’forebears in the movement among
Methodists‘mereswesieyans;like Hugh Price Hughes and T B Stephonson; but
the pioncor éproés the‘Angl{canumofhodist divide, on whose work they were

all to buidd, was:Henry Lunn,ll

Henry Lunn was a latter-day Adam Clarke. Half cleric and half layman, he
moved Freéiy and cﬁnfidently in the corridors of cecclesiastical anpd
political influpnce. Hig porsonal wealth and his audacious charm enabled
him to remove padlocks from denomlnatlonal gates that had been closed for
as long as most people could remember. In lBQl, with the 1n1t1al
encouragement of Percy Buntlng (the grandson of Jabaz), Henry Lunn began

his periodicail. and Journal Revicw of the Churches, for which he solicited

learned articles from the.d;01nes‘and gtatosmen‘of each of tho churches,
always on an equal Footing.n Even Cardinal Manning acknowlodged the
contributidn which the publication was making tolards the desire and
prayers for the reunion of Christendom.  In gome Ang;icqn,pircles,

including the Church: Times, -great .objection wasﬂtakon,to”thc-use,gf}thc,n

word 'churches! in relation to the -Methodists and the Baptists.,,

et on | E i
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A year later, the thirty-three year old Lunn invited lgading bishops and
churchmen of most of the British and European churches -to confof‘in the
Alps, at Gr;ndelwald.. Lunn mas, of course, paylng the bill, ‘'so many of
them accepted Angllcans s0f 4 varylng partles, Scottlsh Presbyterlans,

Swiss and French Refcrmed? Dld Fathollcs and Free Churchmen, all made their

way to these somewhat lav1sh contlnontal worklng holldays,f

v

The first Con?erence, in 1892,»mét in July and again in September, with

nearly Flve hundred mambersa Dr Perouwne, the Bishap of tlorcester, wrote

i

afterwards°

'Never shall I forget the solemn communion last Sunday,
when in the Zwinglian Church of Grindelwald, I, assisted
by three'clergymen of the English‘and Irish Churches,

- administered the Sacrament of.the.lord's Supper,
according to a form prescribed in the Prayer Book, to
leading ministers and other representatives of the
Scattish Preshyterian and English.MNenconformist Churches,
all of them devoutly kneeling. None can have witnessed
that scene unmoved. Such a:reunion, I venture to say,
stands alone in the hlstory of -Christendom...!' 13

P L
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The 1892 Conference started with tho Lambeth 'quadrilateral! statement of
1888 as a basis for its discussion. T B Stephenson, from the Methodist
group, affirmed himsolf to be a strong believer in the episcopal system of
the church, but he urged that frank recoanition of the valid minis try of
those who were already recognised as ministers in the Nonconformist churches
was a necessity in any proposals for reunion. Hugh Price Hughes nailed his
colours to the mast on a number of crucial points. Like Stephenson, his
Wesleyan colleague, he declared himself strong{y in favour of tho episcopal
system. Hughes wént,so far-as to say that he maé willing to be absorbed in
the Church of England if ft wes for the glory of God. Nonatheless, ho
argued, any rceal organic-union, if thore was to be any hone of parmanent
roconciliation, must contain some liberty of interpretation. He was all

for distinguishing between faith and matters of dogma. Hughes belicved

that the Lgmﬁeth 'quadrilateral! of 1888, had it beon forthcoming at the
time of the Restoration, would héva saved English non-confdrmity the

trouble of carving out for itself a separate oxistence. Hughes had arrived
at Grindelwald under great suspicion. The Angliéans in particﬁlar despised
whbt they kngwiof his groat oratory and popularity,Athough he was by no
means popular with the Wesleyan establishmont in their oun conference.
Howecver, Hughes-left Grindeluald having amazéq his Anglican companions

with his spéeches.l4 ’ i
At the July and September meetings of the 1893 sessions at Grindelwald high
Ahglicans and Free Churchmen, in particular, atféﬁpted to thrash out a
Qqﬁmgp definition of the church. Both groups soon dismissed the Erastians
;iq fﬁéir midst and movad on tovthe key iésues. To Hughes was giﬁan the

task of summarising the papors énd the comments of the Septemberhconference:

'I wish to say that the distinctive ohject of this
Reunion Conference is not to promote the fellowship
of individual Christians, not even toc promote the
roturn of individual Christians to particular
communitios of Christians, but the organised réunion
of Christian communities as such ... the -essential -
the vital point we are met to consider is this - can
the great organised sections of the Church as such
come together and restere our shattered ecclesiastical
unity?’l5

Hughes rounded on those of his Anglican companions wha believgd that all
nonconformists should return, as penitent schismatics, to the bhdrch,

condemning it as:
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! just the sort of schems likely to be pronounded by a good
honest soul who lives up in a balloon, far, far away from
all the facts of life.! AT

16
In a somewhat prophetic vein Hughes remarked:

'It has been pointed out to me that if the Church (of
England) gave way on the point of re-ordination, they
would be abandoning all hope of reunion either with the
Roman or Greek Church. But I ask them - is there any
hope of any reunion of the kind? ... To the vain hope of
reunion with Rome many Anglicans are sacrificing real,
incstimable and world-wide blessing.'17

Hughes concluded:

'The divisions of long centuries are not going to be
healed. in a day or in a generation but at these conferences
a word has been spoken which will never be forgotten.!

‘when Chancellor Vernon Smlth spoke in the Church of England Congress of
1893 he put forward the vieus of’ Hughes, more or less, as hlS own. Either
nonconformist ministers would have to be tre~ordained by blshdps or, by
direct 1nsp1rat10n from above, once and once only, ‘the whole body of the
Church should readmit such ministers without the laylng-on 0? hande.lB

One of the lasting and closest relationships to come out of the Grindelwald
conferences was that between Hugh Price Hﬁéhéé'and the Congrega%ionalist,
Charles Berry - both men declaring themselves' to be Catholics. Born of
their friendship was the Free Church Council Mowement, of which Hughes and
Berry were the chief architects. They alsoc played a leading’bﬁrt in shaping
its policy and, along with A S Peake and others, in providfng'its
celebrated catechism and in créating its constitution. The first session
of the Free Church Congress opened in Manchester in Nouember 1892, Of the
370 members who were present at least 53 were Wiesleyans, 34 were Free
Methadists, 31 were Primitive Methodists, 12 were from the New Connexion
and 2 were Bible Christians. A year later, F Luke Wiseman was the prime
movar in the Birmingham Free Church Council and fellow Methodists, in

other cities, began to follow his example, or at least to give their active
support to other Free Church enthusiasts for the movement. The movement
was to receive great impetus from the national tours and campaigns of
Hughes, Berry and Thomas Law - the latter a full-time officer of the
Council, being drawn from the non-Wesleyan tradition. By 1899, there were
five hundred Councils or Federations and thirty-six District Foderations.
There was hardly a prominent Free Church leader who was no on the Council

platf‘orm.lg
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The Free Churceh Council Movement had three areas of comparative success.
It led a sustained, vigorous:and semi-intellectual inter-city programme of
mission and evangelism under men like Gipsy Smith and Moudy and Sankey; it
secured lasting and far-reaching decisions onymatters of national education
policy and it became thoroughly involved in British polifics in the first

two dscades of the present century.

In the quest for a united Free Church in England there was a different
story to tell. The great enthusiast and orator of the campaign was the
Baptist statesman, J H Shakespsare. In 1916 cach of the Free Churchaes
appointed ten representatives to confer at Mansfield College, Oxford, and
that body set up committoos to study such topics as ministry, faith,
cvangelism and the naturc of federation. The movemqnt towards federation,
such as it was, came in 1919. The Waesleyans, heeding the warning of J A
Sharp, instigatod delaying tactics in their ouwn conference. At the first
meeting of the Federal Council of Evangelical Free Churches in October
1919, the lWesleyans were conspicuous by their absence. In later years,
the Methodist Church was to use the Free Church Council for its ouwn
occasional purposes, but saw the ecumenical future as developing on a
larger canvas. In many ways the work of the Free -Church Council Moveoment
was out-paced by the British Council of Churches and its local counterparts

from the 1950s onwards.

In 1920 the bishops of the Anglican communion, meeting at Lambeth, issued
their famous call An Appea; to All Christian Peaple. Within the context of

some form of mutual commissioning, the bishops appealed, in particular to
the Free Churches, to makc sacrifices for the sake of a common fellowship,

a common ministry,  and a common service to the uorld.oo

All three branches of British Methodism through their conferences, and
parallel with the other Free Churches and the Free Church Council Movement,
drew up their responses to the Lambeth appeal. These responses were
cordial and cautious. Each reply indicated reoal problems with the
necessity of an opiscopate in a united church, or did not mention it.

The Wesleyans vere slightly less cautious than their Free Church sisters
and noted that the suggestion:

'is one that obviously needs careful and prolonged
investigation.'21



The two outstanding Methodist giants who saw the ultimate necessity of
making a positive response to the Lambeth appeal were A S Peake and J Scott
Lidgett. Both men, in turn, were to be Presidents of the Free Church

Council.

When A S Ppoake gave his Proesidential Address to the Council, in 1928, he
declared the Lambeth appeal to be:

'A noble document, comprehensive in its scope, lofty:-in
its spirit, generous in its temper.'22

Paako knew and told tho Council that for the Anglicans to abanddn episcopacy'
would be to snap one of the chlef llnks which it had wlth the Eastern and
Roman communions. But he remlnded hlS fellow Froe Churchmen that the
envisaged episcopate in a unlted church would not only be constltutlonal,

but would be combined wlth olements in the congrogational and presbyterlal
(sic) order., He confossed:

'To an opiscopate so limited, provided no theory that
Episcopacy is of the essence of the Church is demanded,
I should personally have bo objections. Church order: is
for me a matter of expediency and not of principle. I
could live and work happily under any form of Church order
except despotism. The existing Anglican system needs
stroengthening and refarm; but recent non-episcopal
developments suggest that Episcopacy has its oun value.

B

Even sa, Peake hoped, in the long run, that Anglicans would accept the

validity of those Free Church mlnxstrlos which had been authorlead by their

own ordaining bodles, as- mlnistrles of  the- unluersal church

Scott Lidgett viewed the Lambsth appeal as:
tan epoch-making act; the greatest ecclesiastical evént,
in my judgement, since the Ref‘ormation.'23
He saw difficulties over the acceptance of the Lpiscopate, especially for
the Presbyterians. He knew, however, that it was, for him, the one means
of providing a universally ackowledged ministry. Episcopacy for Lidgett
had to be treated as:

'a living development that has not yet reached its final
goal,!
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The greatness of the end should not render any difficulties insurmountable:

'Doctrine apart, it is clear that a united church is only
possible on the basis of the historic and primitive
'e'piscupate.'z4 :

Federation, Lidgett claimod, pointed to the possibility of fellowship,
whereas rounion would éstablish the fact of fellowship:

'Under such circumstances the Catholic Truth will live
‘as a vital faith and all true apprehension and wseful
service will live in it and For,it.'25
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