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tn the latter half of the nineteenth century} within the Catholic Church;
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e h
>F;;oseiﬁ liberalizing movemenb. While this movement, often called "modernism,”

was itself divided on various issues, it was united in that it professed

loyalty to institutional Catholicism

insisting various teachings of ‘the Church be changed to place them inte

conformity with the latest findings of science and Bible criticism, A controversy

developed beftween the scholarsady;qaéveeaéeé-ﬁeéefﬁism wno desired dintellectual
44wvtﬁﬁpffi_w

freedom within the Church and it to change its doctrines : and the

defenders of the tradltlonal teachlngs who saw them and thelr views as

heretical and.as denying true Christian beliefs, Baron Friedrich von Hugel (1852-1925),
a modernist scholar of % German-Scot background, was a major player in this

controversy, although he normally operated behind the scenes, Lawrence F,

Barmann in Baron Friedrich Von Hﬁggl and the Modernist Crisis in Englandlpresents

a we¥y thorough, very detailed, yet decidedly biased analysis of the Baron's

activities and his conflicts with authority in the Catholie Church, for he canme&—_
e Eeny 5T

hardly conceive that the authority figures who destroyed the |

movement were sincere in their convictions or (worse yet) could be right in

their beliefs,

Barmann's work mostly describes the scholarly activities of the Baron on
behalf of modernism in England as well as in France and Italy in the period
1890—19é§. After briefly describing his childhood and largely self-educational
preparatlonjgiLﬁls career as a liberal scholar, Barmann describes how von Hugel
Launched campaigns defendlng various fellow liberal scholars, such as Alfred

fﬁﬁ?ﬁz /Loisy and George Tyﬁfll,geae;a&i;-behiﬁé—%he-saenes*\ In print he also
sty ~

attempted to narrow the application of various Vatican and Papal decrees that

attacked the methodology and/or results of Bible criticism, such as the O
1Cambr1dge University Priif/jCa rldge Engl§225y1972
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encyclical Providentissimus Deus (1893) and the condemned set of propositions

// found in Lamentgbili Sare Exitu (1907)5 His and others' constant struggles

with the defenders of traditional orthodoxy, especially with those in high
places in the Vatican, receive detailed attention, as well as his attempts

to persuade those in authority to a different, liberal and/or liberal-tolerat-
ing, course, Von Hugel aies in 1925, after seeing the modernist movement
within Cathelicism mostly destroyed by excommunications and other suppressive
measures, leaving him officially uncbndemned% but largely alone in his beliefs
within the Church, - .

Barmann “e=wrorke doesn't attempt to write a full autobiography ifwvon
Hugel, nor does he déscribe in systematic detail the Baron's theological
ideas.l By leaviné out so often von Hugel's personal life, or at least its
potentially significant effects on his work, it is samewhat hard to get a feel
for the Baron as a man, as oppesed to as a campaigninf;&%e@&ugi&; déeply
immersed in church politics. For example, von Hugel's[deafness gets only
inecidently mentioned once or twice, when such a problem could have been
fundamental in shaping his Life, or his outlook upon it (B., p. 68). His
concerns over his own nealth and his wife's also ﬁzﬁémentioned in passing
now and then, but no attempt is made to see hcw éuch problems may have
affacted the Baron's worldview (B., p. 33, 70, 72, 136). Perhaps the

Q@f7' Baron's attachingupon the importance of suffering in developing one's human
; potential was related to his own and his family's health problems, but
Barmann doesn't speculate on such possible conmnections (B., p. 73).

Likewise, the specific liberal theological ideas von Hugel and others had and
which were at the center of the modernist crisis get mentioned, but they
largely take a backseat to déscribing how the Baron worked to defend these
ideas and those who advocated them in print. i - ,ﬁﬁcb issues as the
unity of lsailah, the date of Daniel, the author of the fourth Gospel, eté, are

o enel s specific
J;ma&& but the reasons why the Baron holds the (liberal) views he does hold

The Baron ac ually does get named inthe Vatican' Sewipapegﬁt he is never forced
gpecificall deny his liberal view of Scripture, tates—da—tifn (B., p. 184),
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‘aremt~hardly ever given (B.,O, 221). Only a very few of the specific

propositions condemned in Lamentgbili Sane Exitu get included in the text

(B., p. 190-2). While Barmann routinely assumes the Baron's iberad views
on such subjects must be-—of course!--correct, little‘argumentation or proof
for them is ever given in the text.

Since Barmann doesn't closely analyze the Baromn's character or personality
(although, to be falr, that's not the point of Barmann's work), he sometimes
takes ven Hugel's description of himsself for granted, when furtfer analysis
could be fruitful. For exam?lel he quotes von Hugel as saying he doesn't
like Church politics: "L am no politiecian; even Chufch politics I quickly
have too much of" (B,, p. 30). Yet, on the other hand while he disliked

" the "Labour and Battle" of ecclesisstical politics in Rome, ”(Eze found it
exhilarating and would be unwilling to exchange it for a gﬁ?ﬁfwexistence
elsewhere” (B., p. 87)., Indeed, muéh of the book is a record of how von
Hugel defends Loisy and Tyrrell by various backdoor maneufverings and attempts
to influence his peers and those in the,hierérchy wwver—him to look favorably
upon scholars in the Church engaged in Bible criticism. Indeed, although
von Hugel is »at¥ a mere layman in the Catholic Church, he shows himself to
be a consumate player 14 church politics throughout much of his career,
axthough Barmann never states this, LIn the end, he and his point of view
loses, but this was due to the weakness of the hand he was dealt, not the
skill with which it was played by the Baron. Hence, sincg;?ugel dild seo much
church politicking, he probably liked doing it, as well as felt a duty to
engage in irt,

Also, von Hugel engages in a major number of word games to try to avoid
the clear Intent of various Vatican decrees énd others in authority in the

Church, although Barmann never really calls him to account for this due to

. e
sympathizing with his position (ene-suspeetsd, TFor exdmple, éﬂyTroviazgzlgg:Hv

(;ET}EiMEffégivon Hugel hunted throug%%gé to find Ioopholes in its plain endorse-

ment of an inerrant, infallibie Biblé;;ﬁ;i&e—efiginainaubegfﬁﬁh‘\which his
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friend Loisy himself was skeptical about finding (B., p. 42). Likewise, when
the :

the Holy O0ffice issued a decree tnathpart of T John 5:7 whichis missing from
almost all Greek manuscripts was to be considered inspired Sceripture, the

22 €l
Baron had The Tablet puwbddeh a letter.of-his that questioned the finality of
this decree (B., p. 67). Similarly, he goes over the Vatican decree Lamentabili
Sane Exitu trying to find a way to lessen its autheritativeness based (quite
literally) on what day of tne week it was issued, which Loisy properly looked

y :

upon as an illusery subterfuge (H#., %. 190-1), Von Hugel swrete—smd—tae publighed

a letter that seemed to endorse the encyclical Provendentissimus Deus, yet tried

to interpret it as loosely as possible in order to try to get the higher
critiecs within the Churen iﬁtellectuai breathing space, when in fact he felt
the encyclical was trash, plain and simple (B., %f 45~47). Since the Baron
graatly Valued/ the Institutional structure of the Uhﬁrch, his refusal to
openly condemn' the Church head on ower~such an issue is very understandable,

but one has to wonder whether such tactics are at some level deceitfui, which
i}

Barman says little about (B., %g 78, 250).
Barmann's work 1s very scholarly in its attention to detail while pushing
the i?ﬁh' £ .
through A mountain of docume t%(he bases his menograph,wpen., Barrman frequently
corrects the minor errors of other scholars or sources (B., p. 127, 137, 151).
He constructs an excellent, highly détailed narrative of what the Baron is doing
0
behind the scenes and in print to promote modernism during the 1890~192# period
by foliowing the Baron's diaries, tetters, published pieces, and the writings
ot otners, like Loisy's memoirs.
" : ' Dripvevesi
ékﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁg\ﬁervasive in Barmann's Wor%%is a very entrenched bias against
those who held to the traditional teachings of the Church, anc especially
against those in authority wno sought to enforce orthodox doctrine. He,
, . . hardly |, .
much like the Baron himself, cannef"hee“any sincerity or truth in those
holding views opposed to liberal catholicism. Hence the authorities in the

Catholic Church are seen as "throwing up a barrier of prejudice,”.that tne
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.{Baron was on the side of "sincerity, rather than (that of) orthodoxy,”Jﬂﬁﬂf*5 
‘Mthe Pope and curial Rome (made) ever more irresponsible statements and
decisions," shat Witdrid Ward made "excuses for the excesses of the authorities,"
and theat the authorities often were "hysterical' and "feactionéry" (B., p. 33,
111, 207, 210, 246). "Tne authorities destroyed a whole generation of thinkers
within the Roman Catholic church, forcing those who would survive as members
of that institution back into the thought patterns and formulae of another
(B., p. 245). The good guys and the bad guys are not hard to find herei

The hazardas of this bias are clear when the evidence could really be on

the side of traditionai orthodoxy's view of Scrlpture. —&-contemporary-of-Fom---
Pl Ly
NHugelms,WBQhextWIugKMH;;son (1856-1930) , wh;ﬁ{- 2 ig;wggﬁghﬁat;Princetonﬁﬁgaff

two further" axs of postgraduate study at Eggﬂﬁﬁfggfsity of Berliq;ftaught

at Western Theological éémin;_w,,»g ‘rlnceton’ and mastered over 4U Semitic I 2
languages, was willj te say: "I may add thdt-she result of my forty-five Jéz%%zﬁzf%i
— -

yedrs o tdy of the Bible has led me all the time to a fir”-v.faith that

rameTt—werhave—a-true urstt’rf-:tea%—aecountwo-f--tnemT’S"raeI1te-pég::"w:f'?’”“;ggzg%—i;a
Lo give an example of how orthodoxy has been often vindicated by research into
the sible's origins, the book of Daniel onphilologicalgrounds alone cannot
be dated later than tne fifth or late sixth centuries, since if it had been
written in the 160's b.c. as the higher critics:supposé%-its vocabulary should

have been similar to what has been found in the Dead Sea scrolls of Qumrang4

Similarly, the Pentateuch is full of loan words from Egyptian, wnich—worrtd-make-

doesn't contain once the term "the Lord of Hosts," which was a staple reference

to God by the post-~exilic prophets, which indicates it had to have been
when
written much earlier beforeﬂtnls rerm was in common use, Hence, while some

loose ends almest inevitably will always exist for a traaitional orthodox

view or the Bible, it's hazardous for Barmann to assume, as tne Baron did,

é%ph351s removed; .28 found in bavid. Otis Fuller, ed., Which ﬁlble? {Grand
Rapids, Mich,:~ Grand Rapids International Publlcatlons 1973), p. 42,

“Gleason L. Archer, tncyclopedia of Bible Difficulties (Grand Rapide, Mich.:
Zondervan, 1982), p. 283. 5



that "brutal facts" refute the traditional view of the inspiration ot
Seripture (von hugel's emphasis, B,, p. 214),

Heﬁeei\Wﬁile Barmann has done much valuable work in throwing light on
how a particular modernist scholar (Baron von Hugel) defended and advocated
his views within the Catholic Church, he shares his subject's bias against
the wisdom of the authorities within the Catholic Church, Hence, he .
ends up sceing the Pope's secretary or state, Merry uél val, as sending
a "curt snub” of a letter to von Hugel, when in fact Del Val may have been

annoyed at being manipulated by the Baron's letter (writtem with 'much

pains' he said) -
to—the—s#arens—ohildren (B,, p. 105). Hence, with such a bias against the
Catholic Church's hierarchy, the analytical portions of Barmann's work

are going to be seriously oiff-bage on the motives behind the.hierarchy's.
actions, which mar his work here as a whole, and make it harder to under
what the other side was thinking and doing during the modernist crisis

in England and France in the Catholic Church,
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