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Human Nature having hitherto been misunderstood, all the principles of Education founded upon the misconceptions regarding it, have been erroneous.  The present state of individual character and society proves the truth of this assertion…The only method calculated to remove these evils is, to bring into operation principles of Education derived from a correct view of human nature, and to establish upon these a System of Instruction, physical, intellectual, and moral, entirely in accordance with the fundamental laws so developed.

In Victorian Britain, nearly everyone wanted to expand access to educational institutions; the origins of this desire, however, differed from one person to the next.  Such differences were symptoms of the epistemological cleavage between rationalism and traditional Christian philosophy.  Rationalists believed truth could be found by observing natural phenomena and deducing the fundamental principles on which such phenomena operated.  Traditional Christians, on the other hand, believed many of the world’s invisible forces remained hidden to all but God, and could be fully known only through revelation.
  This fundamental cleavage gave birth to a variety of positions on school reform, ranging from the rationalist desire to use schools for improving mankind and creating the perfect society, to the High Church perspective that education ought firstly to seek the cure of souls.  Historians well know that the rationalist position, with the help of its auxiliaries and derivatives, eventually triumphed.  However, the reasons behind this triumph remain obscure.  This paper attempts to illuminate the reasons for rationalist success in terms of the intellectual merits pertaining to each of the polar positions on education reform.  It concludes the rationalist education program had far stronger underpinnings.  Whereas the rationalists repeatedly expressed a positive and organic educational plan that naturally proceeded from their fundamental beliefs, the High Churchmen inconsistently rejected the rationalist position and never put forward a positive plan with a similar degree of internal consistency.
In Victorian Britain, reform affected all aspects of life.  Society became more egalitarian as aristocrats sought to empower the lower classes.  Politics became more inclusive, particularly with the Great Reform Act of 1832 and the Municipal Reform Act of 1835.  The economy became freer as ancient restraints increasingly were ignored or lifted.  Religion experienced a revival as evangelicals sought to make the faith relevant to the masses.  In all areas of life, reform was the watchword.

Education, then, was only one area among many where reforms took place.  Nobody contested that reform had to happen.  The means of reform, however, were hotly debated.  In this debate, two polar factions existed:  the rationalists and the High Church Anglicans.  The rationalists, with nature as their authority, wanted schools to promote the understanding and diffusion of the laws of nature, which they believed would lead to social perfection and universal happiness.  The High Churchmen, who saw Revelation as the only means correctly to understand man’s nature, rejected rationalist priorities and saw schools as a means of ministering to a fallen race.  Between these factions was a spectrum of compromise positions that involved a mixing of Christianity and rationalism.  The compromisers, or moderates, took both nature and Scripture as their authorities and assimilated rationalism syncretistically, such that in their view, education was a means both to worldly and Heavenly happiness.  Yet the moderates did not succeed in amalgamating the rationalist and High-Church ideals.  By the very syncretism of their own philosophy, the moderates excluded any possibility of a coherent reconciliation between the polar extremes.  Therefore each of the three groups, including the moderates, had a unique educational ideal that excluded the ideals of the other two.

This paper will both delineate the arguments of these groups and analyze the said arguments’ coherence.  Both historically and intellectually, the dominant group by far was the rationalists, who retained throughout the education controversy a powerful force over the mind and soul.  Their philosophy emerged as a response to Europe’s eighteenth-century ideological crisis, which had developed over hundreds of years as the medieval synthesis disintegrated.  The traditional Christian worldview of the Middle Ages had taken into account all existing knowledge and provided a solid basis for an ordered society.  During the Renaissance, however, this worldview encountered new ideas (for example, from recovered Greek texts) that strained its limits.  The stress increased with time until, during the Reformation, it erupted into highly visible cracks, running jaggedly across the surface of Europe’s intellectual edifice.  The cracks were the beginning of the end, and they indicated that the bases of social order already had been badly damaged.  Europe’s simultaneous expansion into the global theatre, combined with revolutions in scientific understanding, completed the destruction of the medieval synthesis and necessitated its replacement.  The great project of the eighteenth-century, then, was creating a new synthesis that accommodated the changes of the previous five hundred years and provided new bases on which society could rest.
This project was the Enlightenment, and it bore a new creed, rationalism, into a suffering world.  This creed rested on the following chain of reasoning.  Man began life as a blank slate, with perhaps a few instincts but nothing else.  All his knowledge came through his senses, which collected data that could be analyzed with reason to discover underlying similarities.  The most basic and universal similarity—that is, the primal cause from which all other causes originated—was God.  The better one understood God, the more closely one would obey the perfect laws he made known through nature.  This would reduce one’s suffering and increase one’s happiness.  Therefore education, the means of making known the nature of God, became a means for perfecting society.
Rationalists believed all knowledge ultimately derived from the senses.  Sensory truths, in turn, could be used in processes of deduction to discover more abstract knowledge.  With this paradigm of knowledge in mind, W. B. Hodgson, a guest lecturer at the Edinburgh Association of the Working Classes, said, “All knowledge may be comprehensively stated to consist in an acquaintance with the nature of man, the objects by which he is surrounded and the relations which exist between them.”
  Only empirical (sensory) and scientific (deductive) knowledge had any meaning.  Ideas unverifiable by human experience fell outside the category of knowledge altogether.  This conception of knowledge was shared by all rationalists, though most did not say so explicitly.  Perhaps the best illustration of such assumptions comes from the Colloquies on Religion and Religious Education, an anonymously-written philosophical dialogue with the goal of educating the public on rationalist positions, especially those pertaining to education.  From the beginning, the book expected the reader to accept natural knowledge as a common ground for debate.  It did this by emphasizing the settings in which the dialogues took place as well as drawing moral lessons from nature.  For example, the book began with an account of a sunset, thus conjuring in the reader’s mind a sympathetic image of nature even before arriving at the philosophical discussion.
  Later, in chapter three, the principal characters took a stroll beside the Thames and juxtaposed nature’s tranquility to the cruelty of fishing.
  In chapter seven, the characters observed the stars while discussing the evidence favoring the special Creation of the universe.
  In every case, the setting was a means both to begin discussion and to convey the author’s ideas.  These ways of thinking and discussing were typical for rationalists.

Based on an inductive and empirical examination of nature, rationalists came to believe man had a unique gift that enabled him to extrapolate from empirical truths.  This capacity was reason.  As Hodgson stated, the difference between man and animal was that the former could foresee the results of actions and direct his conduct accordingly.
  That is, man’s actions were guided by thought, while animals’ actions were not.  All men seemed to possess reason to a remarkably similar degree—even to the point of having equal potential.
  For example, David Corbet, a medical doctor and the vice president of the Worcester Literary and Scientific Institution, argued that at birth, men had relatively equal potential for becoming wise.
  The author of the Colloquies directly asserted that the Deity had “bestowed faculties equally upon all.”
  To rationalists, then, a common intellectual capacity was man’s defining characteristic.

Rationalists accepted the existence of a Deity and believed they ought to learn about it through nature.  Earth’s complex natural systems, rationalists reasoned, must have originated from an Intelligent Being, or Divine Creator, who gave the world order and purpose.  Therefore God existed.  Furthermore, because God had given man intellectual faculties and placed him in a world filled with interesting objects, it was obviously intended that man investigate his surroundings.
  Man’s empirical investigation, in turn, led to greater understanding of the otherwise anonymous Creator.  Science therefore had a religious purpose.  By casting light on the tenets of true religious doctrine, science showed man how to serve God.
  This was why rationalists often linked science to religion.  According to Waddington, the highest studies of all were astronomy, natural theology, and natural history, which would “raise up your minds to the contemplation of those marvelous creations of unbounded Might and Goodness.”
  A building devoted to science became more than simply a research and teaching facility; it was a “temple of science” destined to advance man’s understanding of natural law.
  George Waddington, the Dean of Durham, boldly asserted in his inaugural address to the Gateshead Mechanics’ Institute that their meeting-place was 

not without honor…For it is another mansion set apart for the advancement of civilization.  It is another temple dedicated to the improvement of mankind.  It is another monument of the triumph of wisdom and benevolence.

These scientific temples were indispensable aids on the journey to understanding the Creator.  Only through such institutions could man know the true principles of morality.
Learning about morality through empirical processes led to a peculiar kind of spirituality.  Rationalists believed in God primarily as a process, or motive force.  Just as steam drove an engine, God was the vital force of nature, the animating principle of a vast and complicated system.
  By understanding himself and his relationships with the surrounding world, man could discern God’s purposes and thus unite his will to God’s.  Willingly subjecting himself to the laws of nature, man became part of its operation and thus one with eternity.  On the basis of this belief system, Thomas Mortimer, in the course of his inaugural address to the Barnstaple Mechanics’ Institute, advocated a “rational piety,” or reverence for nature’s principles.
  Yet this piety consisted of more than mere words.  As the Colloquies argued, merely professing Christianity did not constitute serving God; true service consisted of knowing oneself and using that knowledge for unification with the natural order.
  This was essentially a religion of the intellect, created by a skeptical age unwilling to trust Divine Revelation.
Obedience to God was the equivalent of virtuous action, or fulfilling one’s duties.  Man had incentive to act virtuously because it would lead to his highest knowable goal:  the attainment of happiness.  Rationalists agreed happiness ought to be pursued as the greatest good.  Hodgson explicitly requested his audience to allow him “to assume [the end of mankind] is happiness—the greatest good, that is, happiness of the greatest number.”
  The pursuit of happiness directly involved virtue because the latter made life more pleasant.  As the Colloquies asserted, to man’s greatest duties God attached the greatest pleasures, and therefore “the ways of religion are ways of pleasantness.”
  Waddington reiterated this point, arguing that

There is one all-comprehensive principle on which God has founded the social system of his family upon earth; and it is this:—That universal benevolence…will produce universal happiness.
  

For Waddington, this idea was not merely important; it was the chief mechanism by which humanity operated.  By acting benevolently, or virtuously, man would enable creation to function as intended and thus bring to fruition an earthly paradise in which he could be perfectly happy.
Happiness seemed to have both a negative and a positive definition.  In the negative sense, happiness was the absence of misery.  The ambiguously-named W. E., in the article “Causes of Poverty” (published in the Westminster and Foreign Quarterly Review), linked the misery of the poor to inadequate amenities and poorly-constituted social systems, the first leading to destitute living conditions, and the second to a dearth of opportunities for advancement.
  These conditions could be relieved through technology and superior institutions, which would bring the poor to a common baseline with the wealthier classes.  Relieving material misery and providing economic opportunity, however, would not bring complete happiness, because the poor still would not know how to act.  Likewise, the rich could not be completely happy solely on the basis of their wealth.  Both groups needed something more to complete their earthly existence.  The missing ingredient, rationalists believed, was empirical knowledge, which alone could teach men to live in accord with the Deity and thus achieve the greatest possible happiness.  
Attaining knowledge and virtue depended on individual efforts.  Waddington advised his audience, “You must not repose, I repeat, on any form of external aid, public or private; but you must throw yourselves on the energies of your own souls, and on the spirit that is within you.”
  This must be done because, according to the Colloquies, “All moral reforms have had their origin in self-devotion and undaunted perseverance.”
  Similarly, the Westminster Review, in an editorial entitled “The Present System of Education,” claimed that “man himself is the first mover.”
  Therefore, rationalists believed not only that man could reform himself, but also that he was responsible for the initiative behind such reform.  All virtue began at the individual level.

Yet obtaining maximal happiness was a corporate affair.  This was the case for two reasons.  First, knowledge and virtue caused men to cooperate.  According to Hodgson, 
The man who believes most deeply that even his most trifling actions are followed by certain results, will be the most desirous that they may all tend to good.  It is surely an ennobling conviction,—would that it were more generally held—that even the most insignificant among us can aid in creating an influence which may ultimately regenerate society,—that even the humblest of us may do something to promote the great cause of human improvement.

In Hodgson’s conception, philosophy led to a broad view of the connections between actions and effects, which in turn led men to realize how their actions affected others.  Having conceived of the good he could potentially do, each individual immediately would experience a sort of rapture regarding his own importance for the advancement of happiness.  This feeling, in turn, would sufficiently motivate him to act kindly toward his fellow citizens, which made everyone more inclined to cooperate.  In other words, cooperation was the natural fruit of a truly enlightened understanding.  Simultaneously, however, cooperation was the necessary precondition for progress.  Maximal happiness could arise only when everyone cooperated, for each man needed the help of his fellows to attain the best possible living conditions.  Although roughly equal in intellectual abilities, men in most other ways were unequal, and therefore they needed each other’s various talents to improve each of society’s individual aspects.
  The fullest expression of happiness could come about only when each individual drew upon his natural gifts for the sake of society as a whole.
Rationalists believed once man acquired knowledge of fundamental laws, he always would obey them.  Perfect knowledge necessarily caused perfect morality, and thus virtue.  That is, knowledge caused men consistently to fulfill their obligations.  Waddington was thinking along these lines when he exhorted his audience to remember, above all else, 

that the proper end of all human knowledge is…to enlarge and ennoble the character—to make you honest and upright—to make you fearless of every thing but shame—to remove you far away from every imagination of baseness.  Whatever is just, whatever is honourable, whatever is consistent with virtue and truth, court and cherish that, and uphold the principle in your breasts, as the inflexible director of your actions.

Knowledge, then, was a sort of guardian, constantly watching over human behavior to prevent evil and promote accordance with the Deity’s desires.  
Ignorance, on the other hand, caused immorality, which only knowledge could remedy.  Corbet used this logic when he claimed ignorance was the cause of nearly all evil.  If only man could see the consequences of his actions, Corbet claimed, he would correct his behavior.  Students attending Sunday school failed to follow the Ten Commandments precisely because their teachers never told them the rational bases for God’s Law.  One could not expect a child to stop stealing unless he was taught why theft impinged on the self-interests of both society and himself.  In the absence of this kind of teaching, Corbet concluded, “it would be truly miraculous to find on the part of the people, a consistent performance of their political and moral duties.”
  Yet once the people possessed knowledge, consistent virtue necessarily followed.  Knowledge ordered man’s desires and hence also his actions.  As the Colloquies argued,

Obtuseness or coarseness of feeling would seldom prevail, if the people were not debarred from that knowledge… which is eminently calculated to improve the sensibilities of our nature, and render the mind more susceptible to religious impressions.

In other words, knowledge shaped and proportioned the mind so it would be more likely to obey nature’s dictates.  A shaped mind readily would receive
qualities of progressive excellence…a purer morality, more deeply rooted piety, more generous principles of conduct, loftier hopes and aspirations, [and] a more fervent and comprehensive charity.

These newly-impressed qualities, in turn, would cause men to act more kindly toward each other, bringing about universal peace and harmony.  As Mortimer exclaimed, in fiery fervor, 

In fact, gentlemen, education has softened men’s manners, and intemperance and cruelty have given place to justice and mercy.  Such…are the glorious consequences attendant upon the expansion of mind, nor shall the tide of these advantages cease to flow, until peace, love, and charity, shall reign triumphant over ambition, tyranny, and bloodshed!

Knowledge ultimately would purge the world of greed, injustice, and violence.  In the new world, the citizen would understand that opinions, which could be neither proven nor disproved, must be arrived at privately and were not fit subjects for public discourse.  The resulting concord would lay the foundations for the pursuit of happiness, which in turn could be successfully consummated in proportion to the extent each individual, based on his talents and abilities, took his proper place in society and faithfully fulfilled his duties to the whole.  In this way, rationalism not only would restore order but also would bring about the fullest expression of human civilization.
The means for attaining this good was imparting knowledge through systematic mass education.  Everybody ought to receive an education, because the degree to which one lacked instruction directly corresponded to the viciousness of one’s life and the extent to which one detracted from the happiness of society as a whole.  Even a little knowledge, so long as it were true, could not help but alleviate misery and promote happiness; and the more knowledge one possessed, the greater the happiness one would bring to society.  Education therefore ought to be as liberal as possible.  As Hodgson asserted, 

Education must be brought to bear upon every portion of our nature; for, as the exercise of each of our faculties is productive of happiness…if a single faculty be left unexercised and unimproved, we do not obtain the sum of happiness of which we are capable.

With this idea in mind, rationalists sought to create high-quality educational institutions for everyone.  Once every individual had been educated, society necessarily would be perfected.

Being so intimately tied to the achievement of rationalist objectives, universal education became for rationalists a moral and religious issue.  For Corbet, education was no political question, “but one of morality, one affecting the well being of society”; for denying access to education constituted a denial of the means to not only the individual’s happiness, but also the  happiness of the community.
  Indeed, education was the panacea for social advancement, the process by which man would achieve his highest goal.  As Hodgson asserted, “In education…all the claims of benevolence meet as in one great centre.”  For education struck at the heart of all society’s evils and conferred on man the highest benefits available, enabling him “by his own exertions and intelligence to ward off poverty and disease, and by his own energy to defy the temptations of vice.”
  Similarly, Mortimer promised his listeners health, wealth, and happiness—the highest benefits conferrable by man—if only they would join “this brotherly fellowship of reason, sobriety, and order.”
  Perhaps with time, the listeners would become, like Mortimer himself, evangelists for the truth, thus taking upon themselves the noblest of all mantles.  As the Colloquies stated, no office was “more dignified and holy” than that of the educator.

This finishes the map of rationalists’ general perceptions of education; it remains to describe the program of study they employed in service to their objective.  Rationalist educators agreed man needed improvement in three broad categories:  physical, intellectual, and moral.
  The latter two categories, however, received the lion’s share of attention, because they contributed most directly to virtuous behavior.   It was in cultivating the intellectual powers, according to Hodgson, that man rendered to the Deity “the highest tribute of obedience.”
  Mortimer extolled “the expansion of the mind,” and other authors emphasized attaining happiness through intellectual means.
  Therefore, while education theoretically encompassed all the faculties, in reality it focused on man’s rational and moral parts.
The subjects of education, in accordance with rationalist epistemology, ought properly to be the sciences.  According to Hodgson, the branches of learning relevant to increasing man’s happiness were Physiology, Mental Philosophy, Political Economy, Biography, History, Chemistry, Geology, Astronomy, Mathematics, Natural History, Natural Philosophy, and Geography.
  The curriculum focused so strongly on the sciences because, according to Waddington, they raised man’s mind to see that “there is a Hand above which controls and regulates all that we see and know.”
  This focus on God gave the sciences a moral character.  Additionally, science promoted order by nullifying a great many pointless and insoluble arguments.  By confining themselves to what truly could be known, scientific institutions would raise otherwise controversial discussions “above the character of party disputes.”
  Matters of opinion—that is, matters concerning that which could not be known empirically—would not be entertained at science’s temples.  Such institutions therefore were “instruments of advantage unalloyed…by any evil.”
  They produced virtue while simultaneously preventing dissemination of falsity and vice.  They were instruments for constructing a new intellectual consensus on which society could rest.
This does not necessarily mean rationalists wanted an exclusively scientific education.  Waddington openly expressed his belief that the ideal education should include art and poetry.
  Yet for most rationalists, literature was dangerous because it led to falsehood and discord.  The Westminster Review openly derided the humanities on the grounds they were outside “the business of society”:

Directly or indirectly, we have risen to the station which we occupy, not by literature, not by the knowledge of extinct languages, but by the sciences…It is by these that we are destined to rise yet higher.  These constitute the business of society, and in these ought we to seek for the objects of education.

Literature, because it did not lead to the temporal benefits produced by the sciences, was at best a waste of time.  In another sense, however, literary discussion was positively harmful.  According to Mortimer, literary societies were “contaminated by the discussion of political subjects, which, though fruitful to the interests of society, are ever fruitful in giving birth to animosity and discord.”
  Without a foundation in the laws of nature, literary discussions ranged into the realms of unreality and fantasy, thus fostering false beliefs, which in turn led to social strife that could not easily be cured.  As a producer of disorder, literature was actually immoral.  Returning to the Westminster Review:
Literature is a seducer; we had almost said a harlot…woe be to the state whose statesmen write verses…This is a dangerous taste, a dangerous state of society.

If statesmen were misled, literature could falsely inform society’s institutions and thus cause pointless arguments until the end of time.  Like a seductive whore, literature threatened to nullify the entire rationalist project.
From beginning to end, British rationalism was a highly coherent philosophy with a clear view of its implications for education.  The philosophy’s core tenets had no fear of rigorous definition and could be expressed as a logical progression of propositions.  The rationalist view of education, moreover, as an outgrowth of such propositions, was a conclusion readily attained, easily accepted, and highly appealing.  Simple in conception yet consistent with rationalist beliefs, the ideal of educational institutions as a means of discovering and disseminating empirical knowledge could be grasped by common citizens and would by virtue of its fashionability be readily accepted.  That is, because it cohered with previously-accepted enlightenment lessons, the rationalist educational ideal would meet with quick recognition as the correct means of educating in the nineteenth century.  Furthermore, people would want to accept the rationalist ideal because it provided both a bright hope for humanity’s future and a precisely-defined means of arriving there.
Early nineteenth-century Christians utterly failed to create an ideal of comparable merit.  First, because they were divided, Christians could not hope to come up with a plan they all agreed upon.  Second, even among the Anglicans, who alone in this period contributed to resolving educational concerns (perhaps because theirs was the only sect with governmental sanction to open schools and participate in the political process), substantial divisions existed.  Many Anglicans, even conservative ones, did not see a pronounced difference between rationalist rhetoric and their own faith.  Indeed, the rationalist and Christian traditions seemed so readily amalgamable that a variety of uncritical compromise positions emerged.  These positions sometimes offered positive educational schemes.  They failed, however, to reconcile important differences between Christianity and rationalism.
Rationalism’s most fashionable tenets attracted Christian support.  William Davis, a Christian lecturing to philanthropists at Bath, argued society would not change until each man “individually” performed his social duties.
  The means for achieving this goal, Davis believed, was instructing the poor in habits of virtuous and industrious living.  The poor were rational human beings, and once they had been instructed they would be able to sustain a comfortable and tolerable state of living.  In other words, Davis fully accepted that society could be amended, that the primary impetus for amendment would come from individuals, and that the means of developing impetus was rational persuasion—tenets with no clear origin in traditional Christian thinking, and which seem to have come from rationalism.  Syncretism also arose in the works of Hannah More, a prominent Christian apologist, who wrote in an essay on education that Christians should obey God because “he is a rewarder of them that diligently seek him”—eerily echoing the rationalist position that men should obey nature because it would lead to their own profit.
  Davis and More, then, showed how rationalist ideas had infiltrated Christian discourse.
On the other hand, both authors made ample use of explicitly Christian arguments.  As shown above, Davis placed undue emphasis on individualism; yet his argument rested on Pauline beliefs.  Society comprised a body, and each part needed the assistance of the others to maintain moral order.  Those members of the body who possessed means and morality ought to teach the others how to act.  The lower orders, meanwhile, ought humbly to submit to the existing social order and attempt to live frugally and uprightly.  Such social cooperation, animated by the active principle of love (as embodied in the Golden Rule), necessarily would end with a better existence for everyone, as well as heavenly reward.
  In these ways, Davis mixed individualism with conceptions of an organic society and Christian love.

Hannah More went further, combining traditional Christian understandings with explicit criticism of rationalist ideals.  She criticized Christians’ expectation that people would become religious without religious instruction.  Religion, she argued, was the only place Christians looked to the end without providing the means.  If men expected religion to act as “the great animating spring of human conduct,” they ought to give it a prominent place at school, rather than consigning it to the dusty bin of subordinate and unimportant subjects.  Also, she recognized that for education to have any moral impact, it must be accompanied by the work of the Holy Spirit, who was much more than an intellectual being. The rationalists’ “geometrical” God, “who merely adjusts all the parts of matter, and keeps the elements in order,” was insufficient to inspire human obedience.  She went on to criticize French philosophy for seeing man “as a being made up of pure intellect” and naively presuming he could “be made happy without hope, and virtuous without fear.”  Indeed, French philosophers, she argued, “affect to be more independent than Moses, more disinterested than Christ himself.”  Their philosophy would never succeed in educating the masses.  The beauty of Christianity, More argued, was that it prescribed a manner of living applicable to everyone:  “The whole scheme of the Gospel is accomodated to real human nature.”
  In other words, More not only rejected the rationalist understanding of human nature but also recognized it as incompatible with the Gospel.

Davis and More accepted some rationalist beliefs and amalgamated them at will with Christianity.  A far more prominent compromiser was Cardinal John Henry Newman, an Anglican priest and one of the foremost intellectuals of his age.  In a series of letters, Newman criticized a speech that Sir Robert Peel had given on the opening of a reading room at Tamworth.  Peel had argued that social peace and order, as well as the efficient working of the national machine, necessitated the replacement of religion as the fulcrum on which society rested.  The doctrinal divisions fostered by religion were simply too great.  Scientific knowledge, however, was a subject on which everybody could agree, and therefore it ought to be the new means of building consensus.  Newman rebutted these claims, arguing the replacement of faith with knowledge could not possibly have the results Peel desired.  For men were inspired by reality and by dogma, not scientific conclusions.  Where Christianity had been laid as the first stone and acknowledged as the governing spirit, it would “take up into itself, assimilate, and give a character to literature and science,” thus keeping them in their proper places and using them to promote peace and order.  Attempting to replace Christianity with mere scientific principles, as Peel proposed, would result in immorality and social disintegration.

Central to Newman’s argument, then, was the contention that rationalists misunderstood human nature.  They did not know how to motivate man and thus their projects necessarily would fail.  Newman incisively satirized rationalist rhetoric, which implied the mind could be “changed by a discovery, or saved by a diversion, or amused into immortality.”  Indeed, according to the rationalists, “grief, anger…or passion, can be subdued by an examination of shells or grasses, or inhaling of grasses, or chipping of rocks, or observing the barometer, or calculating the longitude.”
  Newman had a serious point behind this satire, and this was that the rationalists had no means of “raising man above himself.”  They could neither confer purpose, nor remove vice, nor relieve heartache, nor create brotherhood.
  Their ideology simply did not possess adequate means for achieving these ends.

With this claim, Newman underestimated his opponents.  Rationalists had their own version of God and spirituality, a fact Newman ignored.  Furthermore, rationalists could argue that since man had never created a society based purely on natural order, utopian understandings of such a society’s future could not be discredited.  The main problem in Newman’s argument, however, went much deeper.  He admitted the great difficulty for the age’s statesmen was educating the masses, yet he provided no distinctively Christian solution for how such education should be effected.
  In this, he butted against the same problem faced by Davis and More.  Davis, seemingly a sincere Christian, saw the most effective remedy for society’s problems in teaching the poor how to be industrious—an objective actually more in accord with rationalist than Christian ideals.  More’s emphasis on virtue and reward, meanwhile, detracted from the substance of her message, for both purposes were shared by rationalists.  Similarly, Newman’s desire for religiously-centered education lacked the conceptual backing requisite to its success.  Indeed, in his lectures on the nature of a university, delivered more than a decade later (and following his conversion to Catholicism), he actually proposed that in conception, a university could exist independently of the Church, for a university existed solely to refine the intellect and produce gentlemen, who did not necessarily need to be Christian.
  In other words, Newman wanted religious education, but he also advocated that educational institutions ought conceptually to remain independent of religious ones.  While in his Tamworth letters he recognized religion bound the nation together and argued against an educational institution that replaced the religious “hinge” with that of knowledge, in his Idea of a University he denied the necessity that schools have a religious purpose, thereby undercutting the means to achieving his own goal.
Just like his less well-known contemporaries, Newman adopted a compromise position, integrating elements of both rationalism and Christianity, but remaining faithful to neither.  The “Plan of the Cheltenham School of Industry for Girls” poignantly illustrates the kind of education that arose as a result.  The school was
Instituted with a view to promote Religion and Industry among the Female Poor, by early impressing their minds with a just sense of the importance of both to their present, as well as future happiness.

In effect, the school simultaneously set its students on two roads:  Industry Avenue, leading to earthly happiness, and Religious Lane, leading to heavenly paradise.  The school therefore preserved a significant religious element.  Yet in one sense, this element was tainted, for rationalist influence had made happiness the primary objective.  The individual girl had become the locus of value for all activities, secular and religious.  Motivation based on self-interest, therefore, had infected even religious studies, which ought to have aimed at glorifying God rather than making man happy.

The problems encountered by Davis, More, Newman, and the Cheltenham Girls’ School seem not to have been adequately addressed.  Only one source, a letter written by Henry Kingscote, Esquire, to the Archbishop of Canterbury, actually suggested an organic view of how Christians ought to educate.  In the letter, Kingscote begged the archbishop for official sanction of lay persons preaching the Gospel.  A shortage of priests, combined with England’s rapidly increasing population, had created a desperate situation in which masses of people had never heard the Good News.  Yet there was a ready solution available:  large numbers of laymen anxiously awaited the bishop’s blessing to preach and perform other minor duties as a means of relieving overburdened priests.  This may not be the best means, Kingscote argued, but some means had to be tried; for it was unacceptable that

responsible persons, occupying the watch-towers of our city, and having great influence… remain satisfied, while nothing is being attempted on any large scale to redress evils like these [the people not knowing the Gospel].

The most important thing, Kingscote explicitly stated, was spreading the Gospel:  “I am not wedded to any particular class of means, if I can but get my end accomplished, that the way of salvation may be made known to all men.”
  The archbishop, however, turned down Kingscote’s plea on the grounds that funding was not available and that it would not be proper to tread on the toes of the other bishops, who may not approve of the plan.
Kingscote therefore failed in his goal of instigating Church reform.  His effort, however, raised the possibility that many Englishmen actually were concerned about the Gospel.  Kingscote’s letter and the archbishop’s response were published at least four times, indicating they enjoyed some popularity.  Perhaps some of those who purchased the letter actually would have agreed with Kingscote that spreading the Gospel was their highest priority.  As Kingscote wrote, 
The tremendous calamity of finding myself surrounded by hundreds of thousands of fellow-creatures who are not pretending to live by the Christian rule, or to worship my God and Saviour, and for whom, practically, there is no Church and no pastor,—this, in my judgment, makes all other evils small and insignificant.

From a Christian perspective, such a statement must elicit some respect, for it seems perfectly in accord with traditional theology.  Jesus commanded the Apostles to spread the Gospel everywhere, for man could neither attain salvation nor fulfill his earthly potential if he lacked saving knowledge and the infusion of the Holy Spirit.  Once a man possessed such knowledge and followed in God’s paths, he glorified God by intentionally giving Him the service that was His due—and this, not happiness, was the true objective of man’s earthly existence.
Yet Kingscote, like the others, ultimately may have missed the boat.  Kingscote’s Gospel education accorded most closely with Christian ideals, but he did not address what ought to be done with school education.  In this he seems to have landed squarely on the religious side of a secular-religious dichotomy.  If one envisions a picket fence between two green lawns, one can picture where each of the Anglican authors discussed here would have stood, or what they might have done to reconcile the two sides.  Kingscote stood on the Christian lawn, while Davis, More, and many of their contemporaries attempted to straddle the fence, keeping one foot on each patch of grass.  Newman industriously constructed a gracious bridge from one side to the other.  Yet all of the Anglicans agreed the picket fence existed.  Taking the analogy further, the fence perhaps can be compared to the division the ancients perceived between Christian and pagan learning.  Davis and More would have fallen into the category of mediocre intellectuals who barely perceived the problem at all and would have had difficulty solving it even were it presented explicitly.  Kingscote may have agreed with Tertullian that pagan learning was dangerous and ought to be eschewed altogether.  Newman perhaps most closely could be compared to Augustine, at least in terms of eloquence and prestige.  However, the two did not propose identical solutions.  Newman, although highly conscious that all knowledge ought to be connected and that proper connections would eliminate the possibility of contradictions, nonetheless proposed two separate realms of knowledge linked solely by the intervening hand of the Catholic Church hierarchy.  Augustine, on the other hand, proposed that Christians ought to pilfer true pagan knowledge just as the Jews had taken the riches of Egypt.  Unlike Newman’s view, which involved at best a strong bridge between two almost completely separate realms, Augustine’s view sought the organic integration of Christian and pagan learning.  Returning, then, to the analogy of the lawns and the picket fence, Augustine’s followers would cross over to the pagan side, pull up by the roots all the green grass, and return to the Christian side to replant true pagan knowledge amidst the sturdy shoots of Revelation.  For Augustine, then, the two realms of knowledge ought not to be separate; Christian understanding of the world should proceed from a single unified body of learning.
The problem was that by the nineteenth century this unified and organic understanding had broken down.  From the Renaissance to the Religious Wars and the Scientific Revolution, the early modern period had demolished the Christian synthesis.  In its place arose a new synthesis not based on Christian principles but with every bit of organicism proposed by Augustine.  Unlike Christian educators, rationalists had an educational ideal that naturally extended from their fundamental beliefs.  As shown above, rationalists were fully willing to discard traditional institutions that conflicted with their ideals.  Everything had to conform to the fundamental tenets of the rationalist faith, and thus all activity at their schools was directed toward the discovery and promulgation of true knowledge.  Unified and with the utmost confidence in their beliefs, rationalists opened their doors to people of any religious background.  All were welcome at a rationalist temple.  By contrast, Christians lacked both a unified philosophy and the confidence to proclaim it without fear.  Wracked for hundreds of years by critical internal divisions, Christians finally had given up on persuading each other; Christian educators had even instituted tests to keep out members of other sects.  These disparate sects, then, would not attend school together, yet they were obligated to live together.  They managed to do this by creating a new domain, somehow separate from any particular sect, constructed haphazardly by means of accidents rather than by natural conformity to religious belief—and this they called secular.  It was the place in society where, for the sake of peace and prosperity, one did not speak of controversial Divinity.
Nineteenth-century education predominantly followed in the course of rationalist ideals.  This happened at least in part because rationalist educational philosophy was effective, while Christian educational philosophy was not.  Upon closer examination, one discovers rationalists indeed had a single, coherent philosophy, with great promise and no record of failure, while Christians were divided and confused to such an extent they could adopt the doctrines of the opposition without realizing what they had done.  Even those few Christians who saw rationalism as the enemy failed to recognize any problem with the conceptual divorce of faith and education, thus preventing creation of a consistently-Christian alternative to the rationalist ideal.
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