
Liturgy was theological: namely, in the areas of ecclesiology, covenantal/
sacramental theology, and pastoral or practical theology. Given the scant academic
attention paid to date to Baxter’s Reformed Liturgy, Segger provides a salutary
service in arguing for how ‘the Reformed Liturgy reflects the theology and creativity
of those who fought for their puritan convictions…and lost’ (p. 220).

Perhaps one of the most valuable things about Segger’s book is the appendix,
which reproduces the Reformed Liturgy and, for easy reference, maintains the
original pagination. With this appendix, Segger ensures that Baxter’s Reformed
Liturgy has become easy for future scholars to read, which might in turn encourage
more scholarship on Baxter’s liturgy, theology and ecclesiology. Overall, the only
quibbles with Segger’s book are occasionally ambiguous turns of phrase or errors
which a proofreader should have caught, such as ‘posthumous autobiography’
(p. 4). I assume this means posthumously published rather than posthumously
authored, but perhaps this is a quiet claim for a saintly miracle. On the same page, a
typographical error creeps into the title of Jeremy Taylor’s eucharistic order of 1658,
which should read ‘An Office or Order for the Administration [not ‘Sacrament’] of
the Holy Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper’. The merits of Segger’s work far outstrip,
however, such pedantic distractions.

Glen Segger’s Richard Baxter’s Reformed Liturgy will prove of interest, then, to
historical theologians, cultural historians and liturgists in particular. Segger attends
carefully to Baxter’s historical context and leaves the reader with an appreciation for
Baxter’s ingenuity and subtlety. Segger’s work allows the Reformed Liturgy to be
heard as one more significant voice in the panoply of liturgical creativity in the
period. Segger has opened up a new avenue for study of a long-neglected text, and
the textures of his nuanced argument should set the standard against which future
scholarship will be judged.

Paul Dominiak
Durham University

Sarah Flew, Philanthropy and the Funding of the Church of England, 1856–1914
(London: Pickering & Chatto, 2014), pp. 250. ISBN 978-1-84893-500-6 (hbk). RRP £95
doi:10.1017/S1740355315000170

Most historians of modern religion are bamboozled by subjects like finance and
funding, and so steer a wide berth. Most economic historians have no interest in
religion, assuming it is the prerogative of theology departments. And never the
twain shall meet. Yet in this innovative monograph, Sarah Flew of the London
School of Economics aims to ‘bridge the gulf’, bringing her expertise in accountancy
and financial management to bear in analysis of Anglican home mission. Her bread
and butter are the long subscription lists at the back of printed annual reports from
diocesan societies, recording donations, legacies and collections – where other
church historians quickly pass by, Dr Flew finds treasure.
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The Church of England’s major financial institutions, like Queen Anne’s Bounty
and the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, have already been the subject of substantial
studies by Geoffrey Best (1964) and Andrew Chandler (2006), amongst others. Flew
focuses instead on the diocese of London from the start of A.C. Tait’s episcopate in
1856 to the eve of the First World War in 1914, which was also the year that the
Church of England overhauled its financial systems by creating diocesan boards of
finance. By the mid-nineteenth century the funds of the Incorporated Church
Building Society had dwindled, and parliamentary grants towards church extension
had dried up altogether, so the burden of responsibility fell increasingly on indivi-
dual dioceses. London led the way and its Metropolis Churches Fund (1836–54),
supported by donations from the Anglican laity, built 78 churches with 106,000
extra sittings, schools for 20,000 children, and sent out 146 additional clergymen in
the space of 18 years. But even this was a drop in the ocean, unable to keep pace with
the exponential growth in the capital’s population. If the masses were to be
evangelized, deeper pockets were needed.

During Tait’s episcopate a raft of new organizations was launched. The Islington
Church Extension Society (1856), led by evangelical Daniel Wilson junior, aimed at
nothing less than ten new churches for his burgeoning parish in only six years. The
LondonDiocesanHomeMission (1857) employed clergy asmissionaries for the slums.
The Parochial Mission Women Association (1860) supported women in house-to-
house visiting, under supervision of local incumbents, a ministry paralleled by the
London Diocesan Deaconess Institution (1861) and the Ladies’ Diocesan Association
(1864). They taught not only the Bible but also the virtues of thrift and cleanliness. But
dominating the field was the Bishop of London’s Fund (1863) which gave grants to
multiple Anglican causes including new churches, mission rooms, schools, rectories,
additional curates and Scriptures readers. In half a century it raised £1.5 million and
was lauded by Bishop Winnington-Ingram in 1907 as ‘the central war-chest of the
Diocese’ (p. 29). Despite theirmany successes, these specialist Anglican concerns could
not compete with the allure of interdenominational evangelical mission. The Bishop of
London’s Fund raised £20,000 per annum, but was eclipsed by the London City
Mission which raised more than double the amount.

In assessing their financial health, Flew demonstrates that the buoyancy of all
these diocesan societies was determined by ‘the generosity of the Anglican laity’.
She describes the mid-nineteenth century as ‘undoubtedly a great philanthropic
age’ with the multiplication of collectivist charity unseen in previous generations
(pp. 40-41). Her investigations reconstruct the identities of the major donors –
aristocracy, landed gentry, clergy, bankers, businessmen – a ‘gallery of philan-
thropists’ no longer buried amongst the ‘anonymous mass’ of unknown subscribers
(p. 102). What they held in common was a firm belief that supporting home mission
with their money was a spiritual duty, an obligation upon landowners and
employers to spread the Christian faith throughout the metropolis.

Flew’s analysis reveals a steady decline in donations towards the end of the
century, which she interprets as a symptom of the shifting attitudes of the laity and
blames on the fact that the Church of England had failed to educate them in the
ethos of giving. Effective fundraising strategies were essential – such as regional
associations, collecting boxes, annual sermons and prominent patrons – but
underpinning all of these was theology. At the start of the period, Flew argues, the
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emphasis was upon Christian ‘stewardship’: all property belongs to God and human
beings simply steward it on God’s behalf. Therefore, when donating to Anglican
mission they were giving God’s money not their own. This theology often led to
extravagant and spontaneous giving. By the 1860s it had been replaced, however, with
an emphasis on systematic and proportional giving. The interdenominational
Systematic Beneficence Society encouraged Christians to give a tenth of their income to
the church as the basic minimum. The problem was that it led to an assumption that
when you had given a tenth to God you had given enough and could spend the rest.

As fund-raising flagged, new secular techniques were adopted from the 1870s,
focused on entertainment and social events in an attempt to persuade the Anglican
laity to open their wallets. Charity bazaars, sales of work, concerts and recitals
became popular, but were also a sign of financial desperation and loss of confidence.
In place of stewardship and systematic giving, Anglicans now increasingly expected
to receive something back in return for their donations. And the fund-raisers
conspired with this theology. J.P. Foster’s Fancy Fair Religion (1888) assailed the
new approach, complaining that Christians were now being exhorted not to support
the church on principle but ‘enticed to do so through pleasure’ (p. 119). Almost all
the Anglican organizations in Flew’s study were experiencing financial hardship
by the start of the twentieth century. The passing of the Victorian age brought with it
the ‘loss of the paternalists’ (p. 133), replaced by a new Anglican generation who
had to be coaxed to give money to mission. She argues that this loss of financial
obligation signals a deeper malaise, a loss of commitment to the Church of England
itself. Religion had become a commodity, ‘just one more leisure product on the
market’ (p. 140).

This stimulating study opens new avenues of enquiry for historians of the church,
and is proof positive that the interdisciplinary gulf can be bridged. Sarah Flew
successfully demonstrates that, for those with eyes to see, account books can be
remarkably revealing.

Andrew Atherstone
Oxford

Phil Groves and Angharad Parry Jones, Living Reconciliation (London: SPCK, 2014),
pp. xxii + 170. ISBN 978 0 281 07226 2.
doi:10.1017/S1740355315000200

In the context of a Communion that (mostly) seeks to try and preserve its unity,
despite its great diversity, it is perhaps not surprising that a book that grows out of
an official Communion-wide reconciliation project should be trying hard to be all
things to all Anglicans. But despite questions concerning how much this resource
will resonate in the non-Western contexts of most Anglican churches, this deliber-
ately accessible guide to the importance of reconciliation considers important
themes with intelligence and candour.
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