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ABSTRACT 

This thesis describes the evolution of the peace 

testi many of the Bri ti sh Soci ety of Fri ends (Quakers) du ri ng 

W.W.I. From a disjointed and confused collection of 

inspirations, orientations, and critiques of society their 

peace witness developed into an integrated and comprehensive 

cri ti que of human behavi our and fundament a 1 soci al 

structures. In doing so, it tells a sto~y that has been 

largely ignored by hi stori ans of Bri ti sh paci fi sm who have 

assumed that there was a coherent Quaker position during the 

Great War or have poorly understood as a whole the beliefs 

and practices of the Friends. The struggles of British 

Quakers, both wi th thei r i ndi vi dual consci ences and amongst 

themselves, have been obscured by historians concentrating 

almost exclusively on the Society's involvement in the 

conscription controversy. By focusing on the Society of 

Friends over a broad range of issues, this th0Sis reveals 

that the Quaker response to war was not the easy reflex of 

tradi ti anal sectari an eccentri. ci ty. Rather, thei r response 

was one of an agonizing division of loyalties and d 

conscientious re-examination of fundamental beliefs. T tis 

also the story of a closely knit community struggling to 

maintain a unity of belief in the face of a surprisingly wide 

range of opinion among its members. In the end, the unity of 

the Society was preserved but only at the cost of its 
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potential as a significant agent of social change. 

Between August 1914 and May 1915, British Quakers 

struggled to re-aEEirm a long-standing commitment to 

pacifism. This commitment was threatened by the complex and 

devastating nature of the war and by thei( o~n compromises of 

the previous fifty years. ~t their yearly gathering in 

London, in May 1915, the Society's members confirmed that 

pacifism was essential to their unique faith and determined 

that this witness should be an outward testimony: an 

immediately relevant gospel for all mankind. 

Between May 1915 and May 1916, this invigorated 

pacifism led the Society into a conflict ~ith the state over 

compulsory military service. Conscription forced Quakers to 

recognize the conflict betvveen their ideals and their 

capacity for militancy. The majority of Quakers refused to 

end or s e rn j 1 ita n t pol i tic a 1 act ion des pit e t h (= '-= ){i-l:11 p 1. e 

provided by an absolutist minority. Individual Quakers would 

continue to play active roles in more aggressive 

organizations but the Society of Friends would avoid 

controversy in the interests of unity. 

Between May 1916 and May 1918, the re-examination of 

the peace testimony prompted by the outbreak of war began to 

bear fruit in the form of a more thorough-going understanding 

of the roots of violence. Liberal and socialist Quakers 

developed the Society's first comprehensive analysis of human 

nature and society and the implications for pacifism of such 
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analyses. Combi ni ng the ideas of New Li beral thi nkers sllch 

a sT. H. G r e en, 0 . G • R i t c he, and L • T . Hob h 0 11 s,~ a n J t h ~~ 

Guild socialism of S. G. Hobson and G. D. H. Cole, Quaker 

thinkers presented the Society with a remarkably radical 

program for social change. After some resistance from Quaker 

employers, the Society's Yearly Meeting of 1918 endorsed this 

approach as consistent with Quaker beliefs. Although the 

ideals expressed in the new testimony wece never openly 

repudi ated, the rejecti on of mi Ii tancy in 1916 undercut the 

act i vis m n e c e s s ,'1 C Y t l) C C (-~ d. t f~ the new soc i e t yin B r ita in. 

Thus the decline in government-sponsored Reconstruction after 

1918 was paralleled by and contributed to a decline in Quaker 

radicalism. The British So~iety of Friends never had such a 

com pIe t e u n d e r s tan din g 0 fit S o,~ 1 'l (~ r: s: b iJ t.i t v. a sun a b 1 e t 0 

face the challenges they presented. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In 1914, the membership of the Society of Friends was no 

more than sixteen to seventeen thousand individuals. This 

number only amounted to a tiny fraction of the forty-one 

million people living in England and Wales. 1 Yet, throughout 

the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the Quakers, as 

they were commonly called, had had a historical impact far 

beyond their numerical status. This disproportionate 

influence on British society was partially a result of their 

pi votal economi c and soci al posi ti on. Quaker economi c 

resources were concentrated in a few industries and in both 

London and provi nci al banki ng. Quakers domi nated chocolate 

manufacturing and were influential in the china and shoe 

i ndustri es. As well, Quakers were deeply involved in at 

least two publishing houses and a Quaker, George Cadbury, was 

owner of the world's largest radi cal/li beral newspaper, the 

Their high standards of conduct, progressive 

policies towards their work forces and steady record of 

economic success gave Quaker firms a distinguished position 

within the British business community. 

The leading role of the Society of Friends in the 

network of interlocking pressure groups which dominated 

British social activism from 18210 to 1914, was of even 

1 
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greater importance than thei r economi c power and poli ci es. 

Quakers were in the forefront of efforts to eradicate 

slavery, i ntrodilce temperance legi slati on and ameli orate 

factory condi ti ons. The Society's contribution to the 

success of these efforts in a straight-forward and honest 

manner earned for them an unmatched respect and reputation 

for success among the British public as a whole, as well as 

among the nati on's ru Ii ng eli tes. I n a soci ety domi nated by 

a resolute middle class devotion for socially useful work, 

Quakers embodied the Victorian virtues of honest toil and 

good works. 

This veneration of the Quaker image gave the Society 

considerable influence. The ~~iend, the Society's weekly 

periodical, had a wide readership and often contained 

arti cles by leadi ng progressi ve thi nkers who were not 

Quakers. Charles Booth, Beatrice Webb, C. F. G. Masterman, 

J. A. Hobson, and Clifford Allen were just a few of these 

distinguished, non-Quaker contributors. As well, the role of 

individual Quakers in public life contributed to the 

Society's influence. A tradition of small but influential 

parliamentary representation, initiated by John Bright in the 

mid-Victorian period was continued between 1914 and 1918 by 

such able M.P.'s as T. E. Harvey, Arnold S. Rowntree and 

Alfred Pease. The speeches of these men, well known for their 

constructive tone of reason and moderation, gave British 

social radicalism a sturdy respectability that repudiated 
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labels such as "fi rebrand" and "anarchi st." The work of 

individual Quakers in the civil service compounded this image 

of constructive and earnest social reformers. Sir George 

Newman's tenure as the chief medical officer for the Board of 

Education and the Ministry of Health, and B. Seebohm 

Rowntree's efforts on behalf of nutrition and land reform are 

just two examples of the disproportionate contribution of the 

Society of Friends to the implementation of social welfare. 2 

The works and character of the Soci ety of Fri ends 

created an image of Quakerism respected in Britain and 

throughout the world. Indeed, the deference of Bri ti sh 

soci ety to the opi ni on of what G. M. Trevelyan descri bed as 

the "spiritual aristocracy" gave the Society considerable 

social influence. 3 Yet, while the contribution of Quakers to 

B r i tis h Soc i e t y i s r e cog n i zed, the Soc i e t y its elf i s poor 1 y 

understood. T. S. Eliot described Quakerism as a 

"distinguished, but isolated culture".4 This ignorance of 

Quaker beliefs is especially true of Quaker pacifism. 

Traditionally, the designation "Quaker" has been considered a 

synonym for pacifist. Yet throughout the greater part of its 

history the Society of Friends did not consider its pacifism 

the predominant aspect of its faith. In the nineteenth 

century, for instance, pacifism was just one in a wide 

spectrum of Quaker concerns which included advocacy of free 
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trade, prison reform, emancipation of slaves, and temperance 

reform. They were also known for their contribution to forms 

of philanthropy such as relief and schools for the poor. 

There was, and still is, more to the Quaker faith than simply 

non-violence. Nevertheless, it was pacifism which primarily 

determined the relationship between Quakers and the rest of 

twentieth century society. 

The emergence of Quaker pacifism was not simply a case 

of British society finally recognizing this particular aspect 

of Quaker doctrine. Much more important was recognition by 

the Society of Friends of the nature and implications of 

thei r beli efs. Nineteenth century society and later 

hi stori ans gave Quakers credi t for more phi I osophi ca I 

sophistication than they deserved. During this period, 

Quaker understanding of their peace testimony was limited and 

contradictory, but the Society of Friends was not alone in 

its confusion and ignorance. The entire British pre-war 

peace movement was unclear about the exact ethical basis for 

non-violence. Most pacifists of the day expressed various 

inspirations and critiques simultaneously. Informed 

observers in late vi ctori an and Edwardi an soci ety fai led to 

distinguish between those pacifists who rejected violence in 

all cases, and those who were willing to tolerate it under 

speci al condi ti ons. 

Martin Ceadel, in his authoritative book, Pacifism in 

distinguishes precisely the various 
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subtle differences within the range of pacifist opinion. His 

most basic division is between the pacifist and the 

paci fi ci st. For the pacifist, war is wrong and can never be 

accepted, whatever the consequences. A pacificist, however, 

while insisting that the avoidance or prevention of war 

should be the over-riding political priority, would recognize 

some limited circumstances where violence would be the only 

or most correct course. 5 Such was the muddle among those who 

sought a peaceful world that most Eacificists tended to 

consider themselves pacifists. This was the case for many 

Quakers in the first decade of the twentieth century. 

Virtually all Quakers during this period believed they were 

pacifists, whereas, in fact, many were merely pacificists*. 

This state of affairs existed despite the fact that the 

Society had espoused a peace testimony for over two 

centuries. During the First World War the Society's peace 

testimony evolved from a confused and generally shallow 

conception of pacifism to an integrated perception of the 

roots of human violence arising from social conditions and 

innate human weakness. The Society's response to war was not 

automatic and unanimous. Nor was the response a story of 

*rn this paper the term pacifist will be used in all cases 
largely because the distinction Ceadel makes is unimportant 
to the thesis presented here. 
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intransigent and fatal divisions as was the case for much of 

Nonconformity. Faced with an 

loyalties, this closely knit 

conscientious re-examination of 

agonizing division of 

community undertook a 

its fundamental beliefs, 

producing in the end a transformed peace testimony. Yet, in 

order to unite the Society behind this new testimony, the 

Society's potential as an agent of social change was severely 

undermined. 

The bulk of the primary material for this thesis was 

taken from the Society's weekly periodical, The Friend. This 

periodical was a particularly valuable source because of the 

extraordi nary comprehensi ve pi cture it provi des of Bri ti sh 

Quaker opi ni on. Each weekly issue would begi n wi th an 

edi tori al or an arti cle by a promi nent Quaker, commi ssi oned 

by the editors, on a subject of current importance to the 

Society or within Britain. The Friend also occasionally 

repri nted arti cles from the Fri ends Quarter ly E xa~i ner, the 

Society's forum for scholarly essays, and from the 

~l~~~~~~~~~, the periodical of the Society of Quaker 

Soci ali sts. More importantly, the Fri end publi shed all the 

proceedings of the Quarterly and Yearly Meetings, the 

Society's regional and national collective assemblies; the 

Meeting for Sufferings, the Society's executive committee; as 

well as minutes and reports of all the Society's conferences 

and committees. The Frien~ also had a regular column of 

current events and announcements of the acti vi ti es, bi rths, 
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and deaths within the Society. Prominent Quakers were given 

detailed obituaries and testimonials by other Quakers. A 

regular column interpreted a selected scriptural quotation 

and another revi ewed books of interest. Both of these 

columns were written by various Quakers and provided a 

broader picture of their interests and intellectual 

positions. 

One section above all others, however, reflected the 

attitudes within the Society. Thi s was the "Correspondence" 

section. The Frie~Q had a very open editorial policy with 

regard to the letters it received. The editors attempted 

successfully to include a representative selection of the 

letters that came in each week. They considered this section 

of the publi cati on to be an open forum for Quaker opi ni on and 

only very occasionally included their own opinions along with 

a particular letter. In the past the Frie~Q had obstructed 

the efforts of radical Friends to obtain a hearing, but by 

the outbreak of W.W.I. such practices had been abandoned. 

The Friend was occasionally more strident than i ts 

correspondents, but just as often it was more cautious. This 

conjunction is revealed by a comparison between the views 

expressed in the editorials and those expressed at Yearly 

Meeti ngs. The Friend, whatever its posi ti on relati ve to the 

rest of Quaker opinion, took an active, if cautious, role in 

shaping Quaker opinion. Other material has been taken from 

both the F.Q.E. and the Plo~~Q~~ar~ as well as reports and 
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pamphlets produced by Quakers during the war, but these 

merely supplement the material provided by the Friend. 
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CHAPTER ONE: QUAKER PACIFISM TO 1914 

For all dwelling in the Light, that comes from 
Jesus, it leads out of wars, leads out of strife, 
leads out of the occasion of wars and leads out of 
the earth up to God. 

George Fox, 1657 1 

The Society of Friends was by no means the first 

Christian community to develop a peace testimony. The early 

Chri sti an church, before it became the establi shed fai th of 

the Roman Empire under Constantine, espoused a strong (but 

not unani mous) peace testi mony. Once Chri sti ani ty was 

established as the orthodox faith in late Roman civilization, 

paci fi sm was characteri sti c of small communi ti es whi ch saw 

themselves as separate, either from the Roman church or from 

society as a whole. 2 The Society of Friends was the fi-cst 

significant pacifist community to emerge in Britain; 

developing at a later stage of the Puritan movement which 

transformed Bri ti sh Chri sti ani ty in the si xteenth and 

seventeenth centuries. 3 The Puritan revolution sought to 

bring about the "Kingdom of the Saints"; to move English 

society and government towards a radical, religious 
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parliamentarianism. As the Puritan movement regressed into an 

overtly military regime, whose goals placed less emphasis on 

religious change than on political transformation, many 

Puritans lost faith in political and military action as a 

method of religious change. It was among these most severely 

disillusioned that the Quaker faith developed. 4 Quaker 

pacifism was partly the rejection of conventional social and 

poli ti cal acti vi ty. An aggressi ve "a-poli ti ca 1 i. sm" led easi ly 

to an "a-mi li tari sm". However, a full-fledged peace testi mony 

evol ved slowly. The consensus among modern historians is that 

the Quaker peace testi mony emerged throughout the 1650's and 

was not confirmed as an essential or inevitable part of Quaker 

belief until as late as 1660. 5 By this time Quakers were 

committed to pacifism and saw their peace testimony as a 

direct consequence of their fundamental doctrine of the "Inner 

Light". 

By the concept of the "Inner light" the Friends claimed 

there was essentially a direct illumination of the human soul 

by the Spirit of Christ. This belief was not the exclusive 

possession of Quakerism. Indeed, as Geoffry Nuttall indicated 

in Th~ Purilan ££i~il, while a return to the theological 

prominence of the Bible was fundamental to the reforms of the 

Reformation, "the recovery of the Bible brought with it a 

recovery of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit".6 The religious 

conflict between Quakers and other Puritans focused on the 

relative importance of the "Word of God spoken inwardly by 
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His Spirit ... ".7 For Puritans, including Quakers, the Holy 

Spirit working through the soul of the individual enlivened 

and illuminated Scripture and experience. In so doing, the 

Spirit of Christ provided a means of spiritual improvement. 8 

Quakers differed from other Puritans on the extent of 

possible transformation. Less radical Puritans recognized a 

degree of progress but still insisted on the inescapable 

sinfulness of man. Quakers, by contrast, emphasized how the 

Spi ri t released the i ndi vi dual from the "domi ni on" of si n. 

Man rem a i ned s i r1 E Ij 1 b u i: the Inn e r L i g h tal lowed him to" see 

over the evi 1" and release him from its effects. 9 The Quaker 

had a clear and direct sense both of his own sinfulness and 

of his forgiveness by God. Seeing both the good and the evil 

within himself, the Quaker was compelled to see those around 

him in a new way: .. , he who despises, despises not men but 

God who had given us His Holy Spirit. 10 Illuminated by the 

Inner Light, Quakers were "brought into that life which takes 

away the occasion for all wars."ll Essentially Quaker beliefs 

went beyond bei ng unable to de~3pi se another i ndi vi dual to a 

state where they could do no violence against him either. 

For the concept of the Inner Light decreed that some spark or 

aspect of God, through Christ, was present in every human. 

To wage war was thus to attack God. 

In order for Quaker thought to progress from loving the 

individual to an espousal of non-violence, Friends assumed 

that a violent act and love were incompatible. Quakers 
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created a basis for this assumption by establishing Christ's 

Ii fe as a gui de to human acti ons. As the Quaker was gui ded 

by the Inner Li ght, the Spi ri t made hi mover into the image 

of Chri st. Christ's actions were the ultimate example to 

man. George Fox, the founder of the faith, could say, 

therefore, "We love, because he first loved us.,,12 Hence, 

early Quaker pacifism was a particular tendency in mid

seventeenth century Puritanism taken to its logical 

conclusion. This development should not obscure the fact 

that Fox's pacifism was largely intuitive, as it was for many 

of his immediate followers. However, Quaker pacifism became 

more habitual than intuitive after the initial period of 

persecution. 

After 1650 Quakers became the object of severe 

persecution under Cromvvell and then the Stuarts, after the 

Restoration of 1660. The primary motivation for punitive 

actions was a fear t 11at the loyalty of Quakers could not be 

trusted. The refusal of Quakers to swear oaths and to 

perform the customary acts of deference was taken to reflect 

a rebellious anarchism. The Society of Friends was not able 

to 8xplai n convi nci ngly the apparent contradi cti on between 

their professions of loyalty and their refusal to swear oaths 

of allegiance. As a result, the Friends were not trusted and 

more frequently they were harshly treated. This persecution 

profoundly affected the character of the Soci ety.13 Arthur 

Raistrick in Quakers in Science and Industry states that the 
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di rect and i ndi rect persecuti on of Quakers produced a 

communi ty of i ndi vi duals wi th very speci al characteri sti cs 

and moti vati ons. 

The insistent defamation of their religious 
beli efs was a powerful spur to show in thei r 
lives the sterling character tha 14 was the 
f lower of thei r despi sed reli gi on ... 

The persecution they suffered drove Quakers to seek 

i denti ty and communi ty in li ves of exemplary i ntegri ty and 

si mpli ci ty. A failure in any of these areas could mean 

expUlsion from the Society. Quakers distrusted all "worldly 

amusement"; art, music, theatre and all recreational activity 

was regarded as "anathema".15 The Quaker~-:; shared these 

attitudes with most Puritans, but the relatively severe 

persecution of the Society meant that only the most dedicated 

and courageous men and women would persist in their 

affiliation. Quakers tended to live up to the ideals set by 

thei r fai th, and to thei r: popular i mage of hard-worki ng, 

serious and unshakeably honest eccentrics. Persecution also 

affected the Society's internal relationships. Quakers 

developed a custom of self-help and co-operation to assist 

fellow Quakers who were being prosecuted. Quakers usually 

married within the Society and indeed marriage to an outsider 

could result in expUlsion. This custom, plus their self-

imposed isolation from wider society, made the Society a 

ti ghtly-kni t, i nward-looki ng communi ty. Throughout the 

eighteenth century the Society was primarily concerned with 

preservi ng its own i denti ty and tradi ti ons. It had no 
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outward testimony apart from the example Quakers provided by 

their way of life. It is not surprising, considering the 

restri cti ve and i solati oni st character of the Soci ety, that 

its membership declined rapidly both in absolute terms and 

relative to Britain as a whole. At its peak, around 1660, 

the Society of Friends membership was as great as 70,000 

individuals. By the middle of the eighteenth century this 

figure had fallen to just over 20,000. From 1850 to 1914, 

the Society's membership fell very slowly.16 

In keeping with this social involation and concentration 

on respectabi li ty, the reli gi ous style of the Soci ety duri ng 

the eighteenth century became quietist. The primary source 

of spi ri tual knowledge was thro1lgh i ITIrn(~di ate reve1ati on by 

the Inner Light. Reason and the Bible were devalued as 

sources of knowledge. Quietist theology placed considerable 

emphasis on the doctrine of original sin, believing man's 

sinful nature to be complete and inescapable within this 

world. Salvation, made possible by Christ's death, was 

avai lable to everyone, but was only attai nab1e by obedi ence 

to the dictates of the Inner Light. To clear the path for 

complete revelation, quietists eschewed any intellectual 

understandings of Christianity which might interfere with 

this communication. 17 Both their beliefs in the absolute 

sinfulness of man and their belief in direct revelation gave 

eighteenth century Quakers a fatalistic and passive approach 

to society in general. No action in this world could lead to 
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greater revelati on amongst manki nd; nor could such acti vi ty 

lead to salvation. Thus, social, political and economic 

changes in the Quaker community brought about both anti

intellectualism and a new emphasis on sin - so absent from 

the early days of Fox and his contemporaries. Quakers had 

failed to bring about the New Jerusalem and saw this failure 

as a product of their inescapable sinfulness. 

The persistence of a mentality of persecution and 

the passi vi ty of a qui :?ti st fai th affected the adherence of 

the Society to its peace testimony during the eighteenth 

century. The peace testimony's importance to the Quaker 

identity encouraged the Society to maintain a strict 

interpretation of this testimony. If a Quaker was called 

upon to serve in a militia, usually the individual accepted 

distraint upon his property or imprisonment as an alternative 

to service. In addition, it was considered improper for 

Quaker merchants and i ndustri ali sts to trade or manufacture 

goods associated in any direct way with military activities. 

Enforcement of these rules, however, was often very lax. 

Offender s often were not brough t i~o tdsk for decades. 18 Thi s 

policy of maintaining a strict interpretation of the peace 

testimony while enforcing it weakly and/or sporadically 

continued into the first two decades of the nineteenth 

century. 

Between 1820 and 1830, Quakerism underwent a 

s i 9 11 j f led n t c han g e i nth e 0 log Y • The Soc i e t y 0 f F ri end s was 
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influenced by the evangelical movement which began 

transforming British Christianity in the last quarter of the 

eighteenth century. Although the Society's exclusiveness and 

inwardness slowed the incursion of evangelical doctrines, by 

1830, the transition was complete and evangelicalism 

dominated Quaker thinking for the following fifty years.19 

The shift to evangelicalism did not involve a complete break 

with the quietism of the previous century. Evangeli cals and 

qui eti sts shared a beli ef in the importance of the doctri ne 

of original sin and in the exclusive source of salvation 

brought about by the Atonement. Similarly, many evangelicals 

accepted the existence of, and placed some value on, the 

doctrine of the Inner Light. The basic difference between 

the two approach8s lay in the importance gi ven the Bi ble as a 

source of revelation. The evangelicals considered the Bible 

of central importance and a "miraculously flawless 

llocument.,,20 The quietists, on the other hand, considered 

U1-> ~ i h 1 e to be of "subordinate and relative imp 0 r tan c e . " 2 1 

At the 1829 Yearly Meeting, an epistle was produced 

establi shi ng "the paramount authori ty of scri ptLlre.,,22 Thi s 

statement marked a shift by the Society to evangelicalism and 

the rapid decline of the Inner Light as a source oE 

revelation and as a basis of Quaker doctrine. 

The decline in the importance of the Inner Light did 

not produce a corresponding decline in Quaker pacifism. 

Instead, Quaker pacifism underwent a significant 
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rejuvenation. A new pacifist inspiration based on a strict 

(if selective) reading of scripture was developed by 

evangelicals. J. Bradley Rhys, an Anglican clergyman, was 

typical of evangelical pacifists both within the Society of 

Friends and without. His work The Lawfulness of Defensive 

rational examination of the justific~tions for war and how 

they compared to the requirements of the Christian life set 

down in the Bible. He believed that the distinction made 

between murder and war was "a distinction without a 

di fference.,,23 This belief led Rhys to renounce capital 

puni shment and war, as the "usurped power over human Ii fe 

that no mortal can assume.,,24 As evangelicalism permeated 

the Soci ety, the basi s of Quaker paci fi sm became a bi bli cal 

Ii teralism. Works by Quakers like John Joseph Gurney's Essay 

(pub. 1833) and Jonathan Dymond's Essays on the Principles of 

~Q~~li!Y (pub. 1829) passed over the implications of the 

Inner Light in favour of citations from the Bible. 25 

The most profound effect of evangelicalism on Quaker 

pacifism was not in the area of doctrine. Evangelicalism 

gave the Society an entirely new awareness of, and a concern 

for, the state of society oiltsidc"= of their own community by 

banishing the passive fatalism of the quietists. 26 The world 

became a battlefield where the enemy was the ignorance of 
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sin. Quaker mission work and philanthropy represented a 

sharp break with the character of the Society in the 

eighteenth century. Nineteenth century Quaker activism was a 

direct result of the adoption of evangelicalism. 

Evangelicalism also exposed the Society to wider 

intellectual influences which eventually led to the dilution 

of Quaker doctrines. 27 This was particularly true of Quaker 

pacifism. There had always been a certain legalism and 

rationalism in the evangelical critique of war. Peter Brock 

noted that the arguments of evangeli cal paci fi sts were 

largely pragmatic, rational and humanitarian, in a way that 

was very similar to the secular, utilitarian critiques of war 

that had paralleled Christian pacifism during the eighteenth 

century.28 The rational, humanitarian basis for pacifism saw 

man as fundamentally peaceful. Only the perverted state of 

social and economic relations stood in the way of the 

expression of his peaceful nature. Through the nineteenth 

century the hurnani tari an paci fi st tradi ti on was mai ntai ned 

p rim a r i 1 Y by the 11 t i. 1 ita ria n s . Bey 0 n d the 1 8 4 0 ' s, howe ve r , 

all British pacifists presented a variety of justifications 

for pacifism. The Quaker John Bright's reaction to the 

Crimean war is typical of Quakers views in the mid 1850's. 

He cri ti ci zed the war usi ng mostly humani tari an arguments. 

Historians disagree on whether or not Bright had a personal 

belief in pacifism. 29 Regardless of this uncertainty, 

Bright's decision to criticize the war on non-religious 



20 

grounds, despite his Quaker association, reveals just how 

i ntermi ngled the humani st and Chri sti an paci fi st trddi. ti ons 

* had become. 

In the long run the mixing of humanist, evangelical and 

Quaker tradi ti ons led to the decay of Quaker paci fi sm 

altogether and not just to the eclipse of its original 

i nspi rati on. Both the evangelical and the humanist 

inspirations encouraged pacificism rather than pacifism. D. 

W. Bebbington in The Nonconformist Conscience claimed that by 

1880 the Nonconformist churches had abandoned all but the 

pretext of pacifism. 

It is certainly clear that Nonconformists did not 
feel bound to stand by the principle of the Peace 
Society or even the views of John Bright. They 
still believed themselves to be champions of peace 
and non-intervention, yet in practice3~hey were 
prepared to sanction war and annexation. 

Although Bebbington tends to see the Quakers as the 

exception to this trend, he may be giving the Society too 

much credi t. Elizabeth Isichei suggested that although 

individual Quakers tended to support organized pacifism 

financially, this did not necessarily indicate a strong 

* The veneration of Bright's pacifism by Whig historians such 
as G. M. Trev~ly~n obscured the lack of clear thinking that 
was characteristic of mid-nineteenth century pacifists. 
Trevelyan discusses Bright's views on peace and war "as 
limpid and as resistant as a block of crystal." This was 
anythi ng but the case. (G. M. Trevelyan, Li f5:. of Joh.!:!. 
Bri~ht, p. 1). 



21 

personal commitment to pacifism. Apart from fi nanci al 

support foc the Peace Society, Quakers played a small part in 

other Victorian peace organizations. 31 According to Isichei I 

the peace movement in general was in decline as early as 1860 

and the Crimean war must be seen as the "Indian summer of 

Vi ctori an Paci fi sm."32 Bebbi ngton clai med that the decli ne in 

pac i f i s ten t h u s i a Sill d :i d not beg i nun til the 1 8 7 0 ' s • 

Regardless of who is correct, it was clear that by 1880 there 

had been a sharp decline in the energy of Victorian pacifism. 

Certainly the level and character of Quaker pacifism activity 

after 1870 did not compare in conviction and energy expended 

on their efforts for other causes: the temperance movement, 

the anti-opium trade campaign and educational innovation all 

seemed to generate moce enthusi asm wi thi n the Soci ety. 

Although the Society of Friends was undergoing a new 

beginnl r1g ir1 the 1880's, concern for pacifism among Quakers 

did not increase markedly until the Boer War. 

Between 1880 and 1895 the Society of Friends 

underwent their most significant theological change since the 

evangelical movement swept through the Society in the 1820's. 

Young Quaker intellectuals were influenced by a new liberal 

Christian theology. Through their efforts the Society of 

Friends abandoned in less than a decade the evangelicalism 

that had dominated Quaker thir1king for fifty years. Two 

publications marked the beginning of a concerted campaign by 

the Quaker liberals. These semi nal documents were: A 
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Reasonable Fai th wri tten by Frances Fi rth, Wi lliam Pollard, 

and William Edward Turner and published in 1884, and The 

Di vi ne Fai th wri tten by Edward Worsdell and 

published in 1886. The authors of A Reasonable Faith took 

over the editing of The British Friend in 1891, making it the 

voice of Quaker liberal theology. Edward Grubb who would 

continue to figure prominently in the Society's pUblications 

through the First World War, also contributed to this 

movement with articles and reviews in various Quaker 

publications. The most venerated contributor to what has 

been termed by historians as the Quaker Renaissance was John 

Wi lhelm Rowntree. Rowntree di d not emerge as the domi nant 

figure in the movement until 1893 and he died abruptly in 

1905. 33 

The Society converted rapidly to a liberal theolog~ 

No single event marked the shift from evangelicalism but two 

events testify to the extent of change over a single decade. 

In 1887 a conference open to all Quakers in Richmond, 

Indiana, U.S.A., adopted a declaration that amounted to an 

evangelical creed. The declaration, put forward by J. Bevan 

Braithwaite, head of the British delegation and the most 

weighty Friend of the older generation was readily endorsed 

by the conference and it was expected that the London Yearly 

Meeting would do likewise. Most surprisingly, a minority of 

liberal Friends prevented the adoptIon of the declaration. 34 
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By the Manchester Conference of 1895, convened to discuss the 

relation of Quakerism to modern thought, the Society had 

become dominated by liberals. 

As with other Christians converted to a liberal 

theology, Ii beral Quakers were influenced by Darwi n's theory 

of evolutionary change and the popularization of the 

conclusions of Bi blical criticisms. The primary effect of 

these influences was the rejection of the Bible as a perfect 

and ultimate source of religious l<noh1 Iedge. The Bible was 

percei ved as di vi nely i nspi red, more so than any other 

Christian document. Nevertheless, it differed from other 

religious texts only in degree and not in kind. Quaker 

liberals were able to cope with the de-sanctification of the 

Bible, particularly of the Old Testament, because they found 

a SOLl rce 0 f theologi cal knowledge in i ndi vi dual experi ence. 

Liberal Quakers had resurrected the old Qual<er belief in 

immediate revelation. At the Manchester Conference Silvanus 

Thompson, the erni nent Quaker chemi st, attested to a di rect 

illumination of the individual soul. 

Toe v e r y man the r e com e sac 0 n sci 0 usn e s s, not to b:~ 
analyzed in the test-tube of the chemist, .... ~ 
consci ousness of somethi ng qui te other than those 
things which are to be apprehended by the physical 
senses. Not to the intellect ~~t to the soul of 
man does the voice of God speak. 

Liberal Quakers easily identified this source of knowledge 

with the traditional Quaker doctrine of the Inner Light. 

Liberal Quakers also developed a highly qualified approach to 

the doctri ne of ori gi nal si n. Quaker liberals did not 
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completely reject the sinfulness of man. Indeed, it would 

have been difficult to do so and still be considered 

Christian. However, because they believed in the possibility 

of man's ethical evolution in this world, they saw origil1al 

sin as unimportant. 

This qualification of the doctrine of original sin 

profoundly affected the Quaker soci al conscl ence. Although 

evangelicalism had rekindled Quaker activism and unleashed a 

remarkable energy, the persistence of a strict interpretation 

of original sin restricted the character of Quaker socidl 

work. The evangelical approach to social work was primarily 

concerned with relievil1g the pain of this world and educating 

the ignorant to the salvation available il1 the next world. 

Evangelicals' ~ E£i~!" belief in the inescapability of this 

world's sufferi ng prevented them from considt=ri ng i ntensi ve 

domestic reform. Quaker Ii berals, as a consequence of thei r 

belief in the social implications of post-Darwinian 

evolutionary biology, did not consider social reform futile. 

The illOSt important influence of later liberal interpretations 

of Darwin's theory for such Quakers was the f0stering of a 

belief in progress. Nature was no longer perceived as 

stati c, but rather as exped enci ng constant and progressi ve 

change in which natural selection no longer operated. Thus, 

Quaker liberals, following the lead of contemporary Liberal 

theori sts, went beyond stri ct Darwi l1i ani sm and clai med that 

the struggle for survival had evolved into co-operation. 
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They also believed that all of this was just as true of man's 

ethical nature. Man's perfection had been, and could sti 11 

be, advanced in this wo~ld. 

The resurrection of the Inner Light and the rejection of 

inescapable human sinfulness had significant implications for 

other Quaker doctrines. It prompted a return to an optimistic 

view of human nature. Although liberal Quakers did not 

reject the depravity of man, because they s~w each individual 

as enlightened by God, they emphasized the hope that the 

Inner Light held out to all people. They had "confidence in 

the spiritual capacities" of the individual. 36 Quaker 

Ii beral s, because of thei r fai th in every man's capaci ty for 

divine guidance, set a high standard for human conduct. Like 

the founding fathers of Quakerism, liberal Friends 

established Christ's Ii fe on earth as the supreme standard of 

conduct and sacrifice. This approach to Christ's purpose on 

earth and the atonement differed radically from the 

evangeli cal tradi ti on of substi tuti on. Liberal Quakers saw 

Christ's life and sacrifice as part of God's revelation to 

mankind. 37 ~hrist's life, they believed, was an example to 

man of how to live. The appropriate course for man was to 

emulate this example. 

Both these changes in Quaker orthodoxy profoundly 

effected the Quaker peace testimony. The return to the Inner 

Li ght once agai n gave Quakers an independent paci fi st 

inspiration. The fresh liberal view of the signi ficance of 
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Chri st' s life on earth provi ded a di rect ethi cal i deal. All 

of these consequences, however, would wait at least two 

decades for fulfillment. The most i mmedi a b~ ,~f i:~~c r: ()f Ul(~ 

Qllak'~r Renaissance was the stimulation of a parallel 

development in the Quaker social conscience. Li beral Quaker::~, 

became deeply intecest8d in the social distress of the day. 

As mentioned previously, the transformation of 

Quaker theology was not an isolated incident. Ideas such as 

those adopted by the Quaker liberals were commonplace among 

advanced liberal political thinkers in the 1880's who had 

been influenced by a combination of Hegelian idealism and 

Soci a I Da r w i ni sm. M i chae 1 F reeden, in Th~ Ne~ ~i!2~ral.i~!!!, 

indicated a change amongst liberal thinkers in their approach 

to social reform. 

For the new liberals, social reform ceased to be 
solely a question of removing hindrances, of 
adjusting social evils, ••• , of occeasional 
i nterventi on to restore nature's balance. 3 

Rather, ::loci a 1 t"eform became a method of advanci ng the 

ethical status of the society; of encouraging the fll11 

ethical potential of mankind. This belief in itself did not 

significantly alter the character of social reform, although 

it certainly encouraged it. Peter Clarke, in Liberals and 

Soci~ De!!!oc~~~, identified its essential companion as a 

belief that the moral ideas of a society were embodied in its 

laws, institutions and social expectations. The ethical 

progress of mankind would be measured by the state of social 
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instltutions. 39 Real changes in the laws, institutions and 

social expectations could be justified if they encouraged the 

ethical advance of the society. 

The influence of these ideas on Quaker thought was 

revealed in the writings of John W. Graham, Edward Grubb and 

John Wilhelm Rowntree, who were the primary contributors to 

Quaker li beral thought at the turn of the century. Graham's 

Evolution and Empire published in 1912 but based on a series 

of papers presented in 1890, was linked to the ideas of the 

"new Ii berali sm". Graham hi rosel f stated that hi s ideas were 

i nfl uenced by Herbert Spencer, John pi ske and D.G. Ri tche. 40 

Of these writers, Ritche was Graham's link with the new 

liberals' belief in co-operation. Graham adopted the 

assumption of Social Darwinism that society had evolved. 

Indeed he made this belief the basis of his rejection of war. 

it is not hard to show that the world has in 
reality outgrown all fitness for war, that the gain 
from its P1.acti ce •.• has become a loss at length 
unbearable 4 

The changes that Graham identified were largely ethical. He 

believed man had experienced a process of ethical evolution, 

which ~aJe hi~ rise above martial appeals to a condition when 

man did not need such motivations. In this belief Graham 

reveals his debt to L. H. Hobhouse's concept of orthogenic 

evolution. He rejected strict Spencerism because he felt 

that man had evolved beyond the simple mechanics of natural 

selection. 



..• with regard to the whole life of man a little 
reflection will show that civilization and co
operation have, even since the dawn of morality, 
been steadi ly eli mi nati ng or putti ng into an even 
remoter backgroun1 the blind forces of natural 
selection by death. 2 
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Graham's rejection of laissez-faire industrialism followed 

directly from his rejection of simple natural selection. 

Laissez-faire industrialism was not the last word in social 

organization. It was merely a "motto of a necessary stage in 

i ndustri al growth".43 Graham believed that the aim of 

government in hi s day should bl:! to intervene "to exploi t or 

utilize the stat~ for the benefit of the individual".44 

The adoption of New Liberal ideas was not unique to 

Quakerism. New Liberal thinking influenced th~ whole of 

British Christianity. Peter d'A. Jones, in The Christia~ 

Christian social activism that developed in the last two 

decades of the nineteenth century. 

To the average vi ctori an pri est or parson "I:he 
poor" - and even the mass of the working classes -
were Ii tt Ie less forei gn than the Andaman 
Islanders. This was the ultimate moral failure of 
Victorian religion and the problem faced by the new 
generation of Chri~§ian reformers that arose in the 
1880's and 1890's. 

Jones was parti cular ly interested in the revi va 1 of a 

Christian socialism, but what he said is true of a broader 

and m 0 rem 0 d era tel i be r aIr e sur g e n c e a s well. '1' he 1::'~ vi" a 1 

Jones identi Eisd was manifested in every denomination by a 

small, radical organization accompanied by another which was 

larger and more moderate. 46 Christian social unionism, as 
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the more moderate section of the movement was called, drew on 

New Liberalism. Chri sti an soci ali sm, the more radi ca 1 

section, had different intellectual roots. Nevertheless, 

both types of Christian social radicalism were motivated by 

the new concerns within Christianity for constructive social 

work. Both movements also drew the most talented members of 

their denominations. The leading Baptist of the period, 

Rev. John Clifford, was a moderate Christian socialist. 47 

Jones, claimed that the "liveliest Quakers, such as .J. 

Theodore Harris," were also Christian socialists 48 . These 

talented and enthusiastic individuals, acting as "radical 

nuclei (or. "gi. nger groups")", gradually swung thei r 

denominations around to an acceptance of a more radical 

social gospel than had previously existed. 49 Jones, in 

speaking of the Anglican Christian Social Union, perceived 

the change they effected as significant; 

Largely because of the great prestige and social 
and intellectual understanding of its membe~s, 
general church opinion began to change. The Social 
Gospel of 1908, however vague and mild, was a far 
cry fr~& the complacent individualism of the 
1870's. 

As a movement, Christian socialism began within the 

Anglican church which had been home to an intermittent school 

of Chri sti an soci ali sm si nce the Anglo-Catholi c Oxford 

Movement of the 1830's. In the late 1870's the Anglo-

Catholics again provided the impetus for a Christian 

socialist revival. Steward Headlam's Anglo-Catholic Guild oE 

St. Matthew (est. 1877) was a direct descendant of earlier 
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high Anglican radicalism. Headlam's organization was the 

lone representative of Anglican radicalism for many years 

during which it attracted considerable attention and support 

among a young generation of talented, socially conscious 

clergyman. However, Headlam eventually found his efforts co-

opted by a more moderate organization, The Christian Social 

Union. This organization drew support away from Headlam's 

group while directly benefiting from Headlam's ideas and 

initiative. The C.S.U. became the most influential 

organization within Christian social radicalism. Sixteen of 

the fifty-three episcopal appointments made between 1880 and 

1913 went to meinbers of this organization and the founders of 

the C.S.U. were responsible for the new interpretation or: 

Anglican theology; Lux Mundi (c1887). At its peak the 

C.S.U. 51 claimed a membership of six thousand people. 

The evolution of Quaker social radicalism paralleled 

that of the larger 1\'1']1 i. can ltlO\1ement in many ways. As was 

the case with Anglican social radicalism, the first Quaker 

group to emerge was the most radical one. The Socialist 

Quaker Society, established in 1898, set out to convert 

Quakers to socialism. Shortly afterwards, a more moderate 

organization, The Friends Social Union, organized in 1904, 

subplanted the original group, and gained the support of a 

larger segment of the Society. The F.S.U. associated itself 

with reform along the lines of the New Liberalism and 

attracted several powerful and influential Friends. Among 
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them were B. Seebohm Rowntree, who became F .S. U.' s presi dent; 

George Cadbury, owner of the Daily Ne~~, the largest liberal 

paper in England, and J.W. Graham and Edward Grubb, both 

significant contributors to Quaker liberal Christian thought. 

The F.S.U. also had more support from the Society's central 

organization. The S.Q.S. was banned from usi ng Devonshi re 

House by the Soci ety's "Premi ses Commi ttee" and had great 

difficulty getting their articles published in the Frie~Q, 

the principal Quaker periodical. In contrast, as late as 

1910, the Soci ety' s "Commi t tee on Soci al Questi ons" publi shed 

a pamphlet entitled The Stewardship of Wealth which endorsed 

the moderate policies of the F.S.u. 52 

The F.S.U., like its Anglican namesake, was 

influenced by new liberal political thought. Social unionism 

emphasized ameliorative reform to redress injustices and 

imbalances in the existing system. Underpinning their whole 

p~ogramme was an emphasis on participating within the system 

in accordance with Christian ethics. Discriminatory 

purchasi ng, patroni zi ng only those shops or fi rms wi th 

acceptable labour practices, was one tactic of social 

unionism. Reform of government legislation regarding working 

conditions was another. On the whole, however, social 

unionism was content to sponsor lectures and publications to 

educate the public to a proper understanding of society.53 

This approach was consistent with the ideas of the new 

liberal thinkers. Freeden outlines how these thinkers viewed 



the role of the reformer. 

The evolution of mind was a catalyst of social 
progress... The reformer, by arousi ng i ndi vi dual 
minds to an awareness of their social nature, by 
providing a rational concept of society, was 
eli~itin~4the ethical potential from the members of 
socIety. 
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By contrast, the Quaker soci ali sts were less concerned 

with ethical advance than with the incompati.bility of 

i ndustri ali sm wi th Chri sti ani ty. "Chri sti an shoppi ng" was 

not enough. The S.Q.S. cri ti ci zed the exi sti ng modes of 

produ(~tion for emphasizing profit above usefulness and 

individual gain above social service. The S.Q.S. wanted to 

convince Quakers of their responsibility to society and for 

the existing injustices. They believed that the original 

faith of the Society had been corrupted by the rise in the 

economic status of many Quaker families. This wealth caused 

the Society to loose touch with its roots among craftsmen and 

artisans. 

The socialism of the S.Q.S. between 1898 and 1912 

was descri bed by Jones as an "ethi cal Fabi ani sm". 55 Several 

Quakers were among the original members of the Fabian Society 

and Ii ke thi s group saw soci ali 8m as developi ng out of 

capitalism via political change. Other natural "collectivist 

pressures" assi. sted thi s process. They cri ti ci zed 

capitalistic industrialism for its "individualistic 

'busi ness' mode of producti on" whi ch emphasi zed profi t. 56 

Industry should be organized instead to emphasize service to 

society. They confidently believed that change would come 
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through a "long and hastening evolution".57 

The S.Q.S. urged other Quakers to t"ecognize and 

encourage this process in order to fend off social revolution 

on one hand and social stagnation on the other. Between 1908 

and 1912 the S.Q.S. recovered from the F.S.D. the momentum of 

Quaker social reform. During this period their ideals did 

not change significantly. After 1912, however, the 

S.Q.S. turned towards Guild socialism and away from the state 

soci ali sm of the Fabi ans. 

newly established periodical, rejected collectivist solutions 

because there was "no evidence that socialized industries 

would treat workers any better than large corporati ons •.. ". 58 

Socialism needed to be more than "mere State employment".59 

It requil.:'ed 

an industrial movement of the workers themselves, 
to resist the downward pressure of capitalism upon 
their class, so as to gain complete emancipation 
from employment as mere wage-~rners either by 
private capitalist or the State. 

It is not surprising that Quaker socialists eventually 

endorsed a programme rejecting state-sponsored change. 

Despi te the compromi ses of the ni neteenth century, the 

Society of Friends retained an element of its sectarian 

i denti ty forged in the persecuti ons of the late seventeenth 

century. In fact, social unionism, with its association with 

change through moderate soci al legi slati on, was i ncompati ble 

wi. th Quaker tradi ti ons. The decline of social unionism can 

be partly attributed to the effects of this conflict. The 
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incompatibility between social unionism and Quakerism would 

be heightened during the First World War as the Liberal 

government threatened to i nfri nge upon i ndi vi_ dlwl f-ceedom of 

consci ences. Despi te the di fferences between the F.S.U. and 

the S.Q.S., both organizations were products of the same 

Quaker Renaissance. Both groups origins resulted from the 

impulse towards real social change that was the derivative of 

liberal Christian theology. 

While the Quaker Renaissance immediately effected Quaker 

social work, its effect on Quaker pacifism was slight in the 

two decades before the First World War. By contrast, the 

experiences of the Society of Friends during the Boer War 

revitalized a waning interest in pacifism. Although the 

government came under criticism for the army's incompetence 

and brutality in the war, the legitimacy or morality of 

Britain's involvement in South Africa was not questioned by 

the majority of Britons. Those who criticized the government 

from this perspective were a small and harassed minority. 

Among these few, the Quakers have been described as lithe most 

constant and i ntrepid. 1I61 It is true that no other church 

was as active in supporting the Pro-Boer position. The 

Baptists, while they were united against the war, had only 

one active and influential Pro-Boer; Dr. John Clifford. Both 

the Methodist and the Congregationalist Churches were divided 

on the issue but the majority of their members supported the 

government. The Anglican church supported the government 
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vigorously, although there were a few exceptions. 

Considering the rapprochement that had developed between 

Nonconformity and imperialism during the last three decades 

of the nineteenth century, it is hardly surprising that so 

few religious organizations opposed the war. 62 

The Society of Friends had made this same gradual 

compromise and it response to the Boer War was initially just 

as divi.ded and hesitant. Some Quakers openly supported the 

war. Peter Brock believed that these Quakers were "mainly 

wealthy members who gave their political allegiance to the 

unioni st cause" (Most Quakers supported the Liberal 

Party).63 But, as Brock himself indicated, support for the 

wQr among Quakers did not appear to be linked to pacifism. 

John Bellows, the world famous book binder was an example of 

a paci fi st Quaker who supported the war. Bellows fel t that 

ideals such as support for the government and the institution 

of imperialism were more important than his peace testimony. 

Although the war was deplorable, it was fought in defense of 

a worthwhile institution. The war was considered the lesser 

oft woe \l i. 1 s. 6 4 The actions of Bellows sparked a major 

controversy within the Society, revealing how the Quaker 

peace testimony had been compromised by the adoption of a 

uti. 1 i l:a-ci an-Ii ke moral calculus. Quakers like Bellows 

believed that wars and violence could be justified by the 

ends that they might bring. The presence of this attitude 

within the Society prevented it from responding decisively to 
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the beginning of the Boer War. They made no definite 

statement of their feelings and simply published ao appeal 

for peace which had Eirst appeared during the Crimean War. 

During this period the commitment to pacifism of the Society 

of Friends was questioned by outside observers and rightly 

so.65 Not until the Yearly Meeting of 1901 did the Society 

officially declare the war un-Christian and urged a peaceful 

settlement. 66 

The Boer War rt==mi(}d,~d Quakers that they had a 

traditional peace testimony and the leaders of the new trends 

in Quaker thinking began to consider the importance of their 

pacifism. Richard Rempel in "British Quakers and the South 

African War" stated that the war "accelerated a movement:: 1::0 d 

new soci al Ii berali sm and, in some cases, a grow) '1'-] 

connecti on wi th the Labour movement.,,67 Rempel was correct 

on the enli veni ng effect of the Boer War, but it is important 

to view this impulse as more broadly felt. The Boer War 

encouraged Quakers of all philosophical positions to pay 

closer attention to their peace testimony. Some Quakers felt 

compelled t,) h~a v':! th~~ Soci ety because they could not Ii ve up 

to this ethic. 68 Quakers who remai. ned became heavi ly 

involved in pacifist activities. 

The years between the end of the Boer War and the 

beginning of World War I saw an unprecedented Quaker. 

peaceti me i nvol vement in paci £i sm. Individual Quakers 

pu r sued a vari ety of objecti ves, reflec ti ng the di ver si ty of 
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pa.ciflst inspirations co-existing within the Society. 

Brock's description of the Society's pact Eism in early 1914 

differs significantly from the apathy which existed in 1898. 

On the eve of World War I, British Friends stood 
almost united behind their peace testimony, 
?l though ~here. mi ght be d.i ff1;V ng vi ews concerni ng 
lts practlcal ImplementatIon. 

Brock described the situation pre cis ely. QI1<'11( (-:!( ,:; accepted 

the importance of the peace testimony, but there was 

considerable variation in the inspirations and practices 

espoused. 

The Boer War profoundly affected the pacifism of the 

Society of Friends, but it also brought about the 

rejuvenation of the British peace movement in general. 

Between 1906 and 1914, British pacifists were more active 

than they had been in any of the three previous decades. 

Quakers shared this new enthusiasm but also many of the 

illusions that went with it. The pre-war peace movement 

res i s ted the r i sin g tid e 0 f mil ita r ism t hat see m ,~ d r: () h (o;! 

engulfing Edwardian England. The National Service League was 

demanding compulsory military service. A seemingly endless 

vari ety of "Boy's Bri gades" were i ndoctri nati ng the youth of 

Britain with a martial spirit and its values. 70 Britain 

developed a wild interest in anything military and a. 

hypersensitivity towards the country's defensive weakness. 

The peace movement attempted to combat these trends with a 

vigorous public campaign to balance the publications of 
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groups Ii ke the N.S.L. They were confident that eventually 

the public would see reason. Thomas Kennedy in The Hound of 

Conscience points out that while the efforts of pacifists may 

h b 'd bl h' d' l' '. d 71 ave een conS1 era e, t e1 r au 1 ence was .1 ffi1 te' . 

Moreover, they tended to underestimate the appeal of their 

opponents. The optimistic view of human nature held by most 

pacifists made them see their own popularity in too 

favourable a light. 

Howard Weinroth in "Norman Angell and the Great 

Illusion" goes even farther than Kennedy. He believed that 

British pacifists convinced themselves that war was 

unlikely.72 Strong international economic ties would prevent 

war from breaking out. Something of this optimistic 

complacency was evident in an editorial in The Friend in 

February 1914. 

The march of sci ence and its innumerable, 
applications; the world wide sharing of literature; 
the emancipati.on of women; the renaissance of 
knowledge and its spread from west to east and east 
to west; the germinating thought of evolution; the 
common link of the European Labour Movement; the 
means of international communication; the essential 
and ever-tightening bond of trade interest - all 
these factors make for peace and exert a steadying 
influence in the world. What we need to do is use 
these bonds, strength them, develop them, make them 
c los era n d f30 rev ita 1, for t h u s men w i 11 be b 0 un d 
together •.• 

The same editorial pointed towards growing support for 

di sarmament. Thi s support represented the " ... s low but sure 

growth of a nati onal peace senti men t. ... " 7 4 As the summer of 

1914 revealed, Quaker pacifism was overly optimistic and 
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complacent. There was some justification for these feelings. 

In the spring and early summer of 1914, relations between 

Germany and Britain appeared more relaxed than they had been 

in many years. Yet, pacifists, Quaker or otherwise, could 

not take any credit for the situation. As Zara Steiner 

pointed out, the anti-militarist oppositiDn had had very 

little impact on the actions of the Foreign office. 75 Quaker 

pacifists had an exaggerated perception of their own 

influence and unity. No precise pacifist inspiration had 

establi shed i tsel f. No common programme of peace work had 

been agreed upon. Britain's descent into war in August 1914, 

revealed to the Quakers just how confused and precarious 

their pacifism really was. 
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CHAPTER TWO: CRISIS OF IDENTITY, AUGUST 1914 - MAY 1915 

•.• acti ng contrary to present outward interest, 
from a moti ve of oi vi ne love and in regard to truth 
and righteousness, and thereby incurring the 
resentments of people, opens the way to a treasure 
better than silver! and a friendship exceeding the 
friendship of men. 

John Woolman, c1753 

The pacifism of the Society of Friends during the First 

World War has never been questlol18d. Although it has been 

recognized that not all Quakers were pacifists, historians 

have generally assumed that most Quakers were pacifists 

because their traditional beliefs endorsed this position. 

This assumption is essentially correct, but the story of 

Quaker pacifism is scarcely as simple as this might suggest. 

Virtually all Briti.sh religious organizations had pacifist 

tradi ti ons. Ne vertheless, the maj ori ty of churches endorsed 

the war in 1914.* With the exceptIon of the Society of 

Friends, these churches which did not were small, modern 

sectarian churches such as the Jehovah's Witnesses' and the 

Christadelphians. Their rejection of the war was automatic 

*The desi gnati on "church" is used in its broadest sense 
throughout this thesis to avoid the conflict between 
sociological and theological definitions of cult, sect, 
denomination and church. Virtually all religious 
organizations in Britain considered themselves "churches" 
which in itself justifies the usage employed here. See Bryan 
R. Wilson, Re1:.i~i2 __ Q. i_~ Se~ul~!. Societ~ A Sociological 
Comment for a discussion of this issue. 

44 
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in a way which most people have attributed to the Society of 

Fri. ends. In fact, the Quakers had less in common with these 

groups than they did with the Nonconformist churches which 

supported the war. The similarities between Quakerl sm drld 

the other NOI):~on formi st churches begs the questi on: why we(";~ 

the Quakers opposed to the war in 1914? As this chapter 

reveals, Quakers did not unanimously oppose the war and the 

Society did not confirm its commitment to pacifism until the 

Yearly Meeting in May 1915, more than ten months into the 

war. 

The difficulty of British pacifists in 1914 was that 

Britain's entry into the war seemed overwhelmingly just. 

G e r man a g g res s ion and the a 11 ega t ion s 0 f act r 0 (~i l: i. ,~ sin 

Belgium placed Britain in the role of protector of morality 

and civilization in the eyes of most other citizens. 

Nonconformity quickly responded to this perception. Stephen 

overni ght Nonconformi st cd ti cs of government armament and 

foreign policies came to view British intervention on the 

Continent as both morally justifiable and strategically 

i mper ati ve. 

As if to atone for their earlier pacifism and to 
compensate for centuri es of outsi dedness, leadi ng 
Free Churchmen made a comparable volte-face. 
Apostles of neace, they were transformed into holy 

. :2 warrIors .•• 

The shi ft was not as comp1et<~ or uncondi ti onal as thi s 

quotati on i ndi cates. Nonconformi ty, in fact, spli t into a 
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large majority in each church who suppO~lt~d th'2 war and a 

small minority who did not. The majority believed that 

Nonconformists should support the war because they were 

Chri sti ans. Sir William Robertson Nicoll, publisher of the 

major Nonconformi st peri odi cal, the Br~!.i sh ~eegy, upheld 

this view while speaking as chairman of the November 1914 

conference of the National Council of Free Churches. 

It is Christ who has taught us to fight for 
liberty, righteousness and Peace. It is He who has 
taught us to care for small nations and to protect 
the rights of the weak, over whom He has flung his 
shield., ~he devil w?uld have,counseled neutfality, 
but ChrIst has put HIS Sword Into our hands. 

This decision was not surprising. D. W. Bebbington argued 

that Nonconformist attit~des on foreign affairs since 1880 

made their support of the war in 1914 natural. 

The great change in view was not an entire about 
turn, for Nonconformists as a whole had never been 
committed to the great radical rallying cry oE 
nonintervention. In the midst of a heady 
crusade old convictions could be cast aside whe2 
they conflicted with an apparent moral imperative. 

Gladstonian moral politics had gradually eroded the 

Cobdenite principle of non-intervention venerated by 

Nonconformists in the 1860's. The Society of Friends had 

mad e the s a ill e com p I:: 0 to i s e sin the 1 8 8 0 's and 1 8 9 0 's as the 

rest of Nonconformity. During the Boer War, however, Quakers 

reversed thi s trend and developed a stronger commi tment to 

pacifism. This was less true of other Nonconformists, but the 

difference was largely one of degree of commitment and not 

i nspi rati on. The basic similarity between the'? attitudes of 
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many Quakers and thos~ ,)f other Nonconformi sts was sti 11 

evident in 1914. The Quaker J. A. Pease, for example, 

although chairman of the Peace Society, did not find it 

necessary to leav(~ his Cabinet post upon Britain's 

declaration of war in 1914, and in fact went on to work in 

the 1:-7 d r ;-1 i f} i s t:c y. 5 G e 0 r g e Cad bur y , the pro min e n t Qua k e r 

publi sher of the Da~.!.y Ne~~ and a strong Pro-Boer who had 

actively supported the pre-war anti-armaments campaign, 

quickly resigned himself to the war. 

Now that we have entered into war it is as 
i mpossi ble to stol.) it: as to stop a ragi ng torrent. 
The anger of the people naturally has been roused, 
and ~ve rnust secure resti tuti on to Belgi urn for the 
injuries inflicted. 6 

Similar views appeared in The Friend during the fall of 1914. 

F. W. Pim saw the war as a "world-wide contest between 

antagonistic and i rCeCOf1cl lA.'ole philosophies" between which 

there was no possible compromise. 7 Pim believed that Friends 

had to decide between the supremacy of one philosophy or the 

other; in short, they had to determine whether to Eight or 

not to fight. Clearly some Quakers were close to following 

the path of the rest of Nonconformity in the fall of 1914. 

Chri sti an soci al radi cals also fai led to support thei r 

Quaker colleagues. Peter Jones stated that the outbreak of 

war in 1914 was the final blow for both the C.S.U. and the 

C.S.L. Both organizations participated in the antimilitarist 

campaigns before the war, but, like most Britons, pacifist 

and nonpaci fi st ali ke, they were sllrpri sed by the events of 
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early ~ugust 1914. The C.S.D. almost i mmedi ately recogni zed 

the war as a necessary evi1. 8 This response was typical of 

non-Anglican moderate Christian radicals as well. John 

Clifford, the leading Baptist socialist, and by 1914 the real 

leader of Nonconformi ty generally, "regretted unspeakably" 

Britain's decision to go to war, but he conceded that the 

country was "forced into it.,,9 The membership of the C.S.L., 

the more radical Anglican organization, divided over support 

r: '_' 10 .: <) r ,_ new a r . Although the C.S.L. did not simply fade away 

as did the C.S.D., the final effect of the division was the 

same. Some members of both these organizations became 

pacifists but a larger group supported the war. As active 

organizations, both the C.S.D. and the C.S.L. played minor 

roles during the war. 

Individual Christian socialists did oppose the war. 

Some of those who were frustrated with the position of their 

churches and organizations such as the C.S.D. and the C.S.L. 

banded together to form the Fellowship of Reconciliation 

(F.O.R.). The F.O.R. encompassed Quakers, Congregati onali sts, 

Baptists, and, indeed, many Anglicans. Henry T. Hodgkin, the 

most influential Quaker of his day, was a founding member of 

the F.O.R. Although complete agreement amongst the 

membership was rare, the P.O.R. was the source of the first 

and most comprehensi ve Chri sti an soci ali st cd ti que of the 

war. Apart from co-operating with other oppOsi.tLon 

organi zati cns the pri mary acti vi ty of the F.O.R. was the 
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development and dissemination of this critique. Of the 

various organizations which opposed the war, it was the only 

exclusive vehicle for Christian pacifism and gave Quakers 

1; ke Hodgki n an outlet for thei r acti vi sm whi ch the Soci ety 

could not provide. Thei r involvement in the F.O.R., however, 

did have a reciprocal effect, and it has been argued that 

Friends in the F.O.R. provided the bridge which brought a 

cad i c:a 1 Chri sti an soci ali st cri ti que of war into [:h,,, S, l(~;_ ety 

of Friends by 1916. 11 

The majority of the Society of Friends opposed the war 

in the fall of 1914 because of the persistence oE two 

tradi ti ons wi thi n the Soci ety i tsel f: paci Ei sm and Di ssent. 

Of these two traditions the continuity of the peace testimony 

was the most important. without an explicit doctrine of non

violence dating back to the seventeenth century origins of 

the Society, the Quakers would not have resisted the war. 

There was no ti me and even less i ncli nati on to develop such a 

testimony in the fall of 1914. As important as the mere 

existence of the Quaker peace testimony was the rejuvenation 

that thi s testi mony had undergone dud ng the Boer War. In 

the years before 1914 Quakers were more attached to their 

peace testi mony than they had been in the previ ous th ree or 

four decades. The strength of the stand made by the Society 

at the turn of the century had been the first step in 

complete i denti fi cati on of Quakeri sm wi th paci fi sm both in 

the minds of Britons at large and more importantly within the 
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minds of Quakers themselves. Through the efforts of the 

Quaker liberals the Society of Friends developed a greater 

knowledge of their early history, and through this greater 

sense of a distinct Quaker identi.. i:y. Part of that identity 

was the tradi ti on of paci fi sm. In August and September of 

1914, when the Society considered supporting the war, Quakers 

knew that this would mean abandoning a two hundred fifty year 

old tradition. 

Another facet of the Quaker identity carne from its roots 

as a Dissenting Church. As Alan D. Gilbert indicated in 

Religio~ ~~~ ~Q~i~~Y in Industrial ~~~~~, the Society of 

Friends, more than any other church within Nonconformity, 

maintained the tradition of the radical puritanism of the 

late seventeenth century. He placed the Society in the 

cat (~ 9 0 r Y 0 f II a I d Dis sen t II a Ion g wit h the Eng lis h 

Presbyterians/Unitarians and the Old Connection General 

Bapti sts. These churches did not und~(yo the change that the 

other historic Dissenting churches, such as the 

Congregati onall s ts, the New Connecti on General Bapti sts and 

the Particular Baptists, experienced at the hands of 

evangeli cali sm. 

[Old Dissent) was a residual category for those 
elements of seventeenth and early eighteenth 
century dissenting traditions which were not caught 
up in the evangelical Revival. In its 
characteristic values and orientations to the wider 
society it was continuous with the older 
traditions •..• It tended to remain exclusive and 
elitest while the new dissenting movements be~~me, 
like Methodism, inclusive and conventionalist,L-
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Quakers were definitely influenced by the evangelicalism, but 

in a different way from Methodists, Baptists and 

Congregationalists: the Society never completely abandoned 

its traditional testimonies nor was the character of its 

membership transformed in the way it was for the 

Congregationalist and Baptist churches. Moreover, the 

remnants of the seventeenth century present in the Society 

received new attention with the re-examination of early 

Quaker history by amateur Quaker historians. The continuance 

of an Old Dissenting identity had a pivotal effect on the 

crisis faced by the Society of Friends in 1914. The Old 

Dissent, because of an unbroken link with its origins in 

persecution and rebellion, possessed greater tendency towards 

sectarianism than the rest of Nonconformity. Methodi sm and 

New Dissent sought to mold but also to be identifiea wi i~.h the 

Bri ti sh nati on. This part of Nonconformity believed that it 

represented the true Bri ti sh personali ty, and was 

correspondingly less able to cope with social ostracism. In 

contrast, there was still present in Old Dissent a greater 

sense of being a separate religious community and a 

correspondingly greater ability to adopt a socially unpopular 

position. In August and September of 1914, the Society of 

Friends was better equipped to face the social isolation of 

pacifism because of the persistence of its Dissentin9 

tradi t1 ons. 

The importance of a residual Dissenting mentality within 
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Quakerism should not be over-emphasized. During the first 

months oE the war, the Society of Friends was torn between a 

desire to support the war, because they were British, and 

because of thei r close ti es wi th the rest of Nonconformi ty, 

and a desire to guide their actions by their conviction that 

all war was morally wrong. The pe£sistence of a mentality of 

Dissent simply tipped the scales in faVOU1" of pacifism at a 

time when the Society was under considerable stress. 

The extent of the crisis of identity was revealed in the 

e d ito ria 1 s ,Ie t t e r san dar tic 1 e s f> (1 b 1 i. she din the F r i end 

between August and November of 1914. In the two months 

before the outbreak of war, peace issues were not frequently 

discussed in the Friend. A. (ter l\ugust 1st, the Fri end was 

filled with little else. The first Quaker reaction to the 

outbreak of war was to give it a religious significance. The 

Society's public letter to the country used plainly 

apocalyptic symbolism when it cried "Christ is crucified 

afresh today.,,13 Boward Neave, writing to Th~ Frien~ three 

weeks later, gave to the war much the same meaning. 

This is a time of harvest: we are reaping the 
frui ts 0 E the earth accordi ng to the good seed sown 
by husbandman and blessed by our bountiful Heavenly 
Father. Elsewheu~ a harvest is being gathered of 
death, desolation, destruction, poverty, misery: 
the seed of that harvest was sown in the hearts of 
men by the de vi 1, who puts evil for good and good 
for evil, who is marshalling his forces to try and 
deceive the very elect. 14 

That the war should h(~ ~:;f;i~n in i:hi sway in the columns 

of a reli gi ous peri odi cal is ha rdly surpri si ng. It is 
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~mportant, however, that the tone of vindication revealed in 

Ne-3ve's letter carried over into the other Quaker critiques 

of the war. The war triggered -3 lnongst Quakers an unusual 

desire to be mor-3lly patronizing. The war simply proved 

everything they had ever said about contemporary society. In 

an August 7th editorial in The Friend, the war was portrayed 

as the inevitable product of the arms race between Britain 

and Germany; 

Is it not rather that years of suspicion and 
jealousy have produced a state of nervous 
apprehension, such that the very slightest occasion 
will bring about a great war? Men have gone on 
repeating and believing in the foolish old heathen 
maxi m "1 f you want peace, prepare for "1ar." They 
have prepared for war, and war has come. 15 

The war was also depicted by the Frien,Q as the product of the 

diplomatic system that entangled Britain in obligations 

without the consent of Parliament, much less the people. 

This system was clearly "out of relation to the needs of the 

people.,,16 It involved the country in a "responsibility of 

whi ch we canno t not escape.,,17 Another cause of the war 

i denti fi ed by the Fri~.!:!.,Q was the presence of "vast mi li tary 

machines" and the "insolent and growing dominance of the 

mi.li.tar::y caste".18 R.J. Long, Chai rman of the acti vi st 

Northern Fr~ends Peace Board was certain about the sources of 

thi s threat. 

[Let] it be granted that Prussi an mi li tari sm is a 
raenace to the Ii berti es of Europe, and that it has 
already enslaved the German people forcing them 
through the ruthless machine of the conscript army, 
working against the liberty of the press, breedi~~ 

arrogance and the ascendancy of a certain caste. 
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Yet another critique claim~d t 118 war was the product of the 

economics of imperialism. William E. Wilson, clearly 

influenced by the ideas of J.A. Hobson, vlevled the war as 

retribution for the common sins of the European imperial 

system; a "greed for gain which leads to under-payment at 

home and abroad. ,,20' 

To obtai n concessi ons in semi -ci vi li zed countri es 
the financial magnates of the various European 
powers vie with one another. They back up their 
demands with the power of their State, and that 
power is represented in Dreadnou<Jhts and armi es ... 
This system, by which financiers feather their own 
nests, has been the root t ~ ·-HI S:~ of the i n f 1 ate d 
armaments of E1l(Ope, and these in turn have led to 
suspicion, jealousy, and hatred, which have made it 
possibl~ that the whole of Europe should be engaged 
in war. 1 

Wilson wrote virtually the same words in Christ and War 

published in early 22 1914. It is clear from these few 

examples that, duri ng the first three months, Quaker views on 

the causes of war were not greatly influenced by the course 

of the war itself. The war was perceived as confirmation of 

their pre-war critiques of society. 

The first months of the war did not to solve the 

confusion surrounding Quaker pacifis:n. An early September 

editorial in the Friend presented four justifications for 

Quaker paci fi sm. The fi rst was a Chri sti an beli ef that war 

was a negati.on of r;hri..st's teachings. The second asserted 

that war was u 1 ti mately i nconcl usi ve because the 11S:~ 0 E Eo rc(~ 

b C~ :~ J s for c e and the ref 0 r e co u 1 d n eve rho pet 0 pro v ide a 

complete remedy. The third justification claimed that the 
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sacri fi ces and energy d,~JO ;;.:=<1 to wi? r could be better used in 

other ways. Lastly, the editors rejected the current war 

because, they believed, the people of the nations involved 

opposed i t. 23 There was a certai n nai vete and bli ndness to 

events evident in this last justification. As this editorial 

was written, the wave of volunteers in all the combatant 

countries repudiated this shallow hope. 

Another feature of this article was the editors' failure 

to connect Quaker pdci [ism to the Society's belief in the 

Inner Light. The editorial identified this belief as the 

f 0 un d a t ion 0 f Qua k e r pac i f ism, but no a t t r:= iU p t ~v a s 10 a d e t 0 

deiUonstrat,~ how this basic doctrine lead to a reject i on of 

war. Nor was it revealed whether any of the justifications 

for paci fi sm presented cou ld be 1 inked to the beli ef in the 

Inner Li ght. Not only was thi s edt tori al unclear about the 

inspiration for Quaker pacifism, but the editors did not even 

appear to be committed fully to a pacifist stance. The 

pu'o11 cati on Ii sted the three tasks the war re(jt.l i red of 

Quakers. Fi. rst, the Quakers "must bear wi tness to the 

peaceful spirit." Secondly, the Society had to "render our 

full measure of national service." And finally, the Society 

was to "set about the business of Reconstcuction.,,24 These 

responsibilities were both ~ague and contradictory. There 

was an obvious conflict between bearing witness to peace and 

rendering a full measure of national service to a country at 

war. The Friend recognized this dilemma and in advising 
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Friends on how to deal wi th it made a surpd si ng suggesti on 

of pri ori ti es. 

It is perfectly clear that our peace testimony 
cannot at the present time take its usual orthodox 
form of protesti ng agai nst all wa.r 1 ~ •• Though we 
are Quakers we are al so Engli shmen ••. 2 

The Friend was expressing an opinion similar to that held by 

many pre-war pacifists in the fall of 1914. P:~'i.c·~ acti vi sm 

in peacetime was one thing, but now that the wa"C had arrived, 

Quakers were told to accept reality and modify their 

position. 

The Friend was not alone in believing that some soct 

of compromise would have to be made. Lucy Fryer Morland, in 

ale t t e r w h i c hap pea red i nth e s a in e iss I.F~ () r: T 11 e F r i e n ~, 

urged Quakers not to fight or recruit. 

It seems to me that only those who have taken the 
Quaker position as to war can rightly hold 
aloof from the present demands of the War Office. 
But I believe that we Friends must keep clear of 
any share in the work of recru.i t i ng if we are to be 
of ~ssif~ance as we should in the work of peace 
makIng. 

Mor land i mpli es tlla t, ~'lhi Ie Quakers should not fi ght, other s 

had no alternative. This was a common attitude among F"Ciends 

in the fall of 1914. They recognized the validity of the war 

but not a Q1laker obligation to fight. Quakers were to bear 

witness to peace by example and contribute to national 

service in other ways. In doing so they tacitly condoned the 

war. Henry M. Wallis, in .'3. letter to the Friend in 

September, identified an inconsistency in the views expressed 
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by many Fri.<~ndc; at: that time. While they spoke of a desire 

for peace, Quakers also revealed a desire for military 

success. Surprisingly Wallis' own wish was for "Lord 

Kitchener's appeal to be well responded to.,,27 Wallis's views 

are typical of a more extreme position that openly supported 

the war. These Friends believed that Germany constituted a 

threat to nati onal securi ty and wi thout a mi Ii tary response 

she would have overrun France and Britai n: " ••• where as a 

nati on would we be if everyone held the same opi ni on as our 

Society with regard to the taking of arms in defence of our 

country [?].,,28 Indeed, one Quaker thought that a lack of 

military preparedness had contributed to the outbreak of war 

in the first place: "will anyone of us assert that if 

England had had a mi IIi on, or even half a million armed and 

drilled coen last July war would have broken out?,,29 The time 

for negotiation and petitions had passed. The only course 

left was to end the war as quickly as possible. The letter 

of J. Wilmer Green, a Friend of enlistment age, is typical of 

thi s posi ti on. 

The all apparent justice of Oile CrlllSe and the fact 
that there is no other method of solution, make it 
imperative therefore that we see the successful 
termination of this war. 

Under these excepti onal ci rcumstances th(~ 
questi on must be asked, Do we young Fri ends ht':!lp to 
attain this end by remaining non-combatants? I say 
decidedly that we do not or we should be assisting 
wrong to tri umph over ri ght • ••• now that we are in 
it, let us help to bring) i::. to a speedy conclusion 
in the only honourable \,va¥ l{~ft us. "He that loveth 
hi s 1; fe shall lose it.,,3 
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Jpinions like Green's continued to be expressed by a 

few Friends until the Yearly meeting of 1915. 31 The 

surprising characteristic of all of these letters was that 

thei r authors re [used to consi der support for the war, 

enli stment, or even participating in armed conflict, a 

compromise of their Quakerism. Most of these Friends, along 

with Juliet M. Godlee, saw war as a necessary evil. 

Wrong and hideous dS war is, there must be many 
members of the Society who do not hold that "Peace 
at any Price" is a more "vital" doctrine than that 
of the "Inward Light"; who think that once in a 
thousand yeat"s (perhaps oftener) the pri ce ~~y be 
too high and that such a case has arisen now. 

The opinions of Friends who condoned compromise, both 

the moderates and the extremists, testify to the 

precariousness of Quaker pacifism in the first months of the 

war. However, there was an equally vocal body of Quaker 

opinion that rejected compromise and urged the Society to 

maintain its loyalty to a higher authority: 

tea chi n gsa n d s p i r ito f J e sus C h r i st. Ale t t r~ r (~("; ':; ::: i. ~ i n g 

tho sew how 0 u 1 d S [1 P.P () r t the war a p pea red i nth e F r i end i n 

late August. 

As individuals we have to answer to Him alone, our 
very li ves are Hi s, and it is not for us to say 
w h e the r w e s hal 1 l: ;-1 k (~ sid e s wit h t his 0 r t hat 
nation who are at war, which is absolutely wrong 
and contrary to His will. If other people have not 
been trai ned to look at the questi on from our poi nt 
of view, [then]. •• , we must not be influenced by 
their lower voices, we must not bear arms. 33 

Despite the importance given the war by the vast majority of 

Britons, the correspondent urged Friends to resist the desire 
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to conE orm. Thi s was the cour ag(~ () r: a (es] dua 1 sectari ani sm. 

This Quaker was more than willing to distinguish and isolate 

himself from the rest of society. 

Another of the Friend's correspondents, Edith J. Wilson, 

was even more critical of the Society in her letter published 

on September sixteenth. Wilson repudiated the compromise of 

Quaker tradi ti on and the Soci ety' s wi IIi ngness to acqui esce 

to public opinion. 

We have urged no faithfulness to the old Quaker 
testimony. We have attempted no examinatton of the 
logic of the Non-combatant's present position. We 
have not sympathized with the terrible stress that 
many are undergoing. We have assumed that Frie~ds 
in general would not enlist, and have promised the 
nation that though we cannot go to the front, we 
will help with the cleaner work at horne and 
(~xerci se a go~~ moral influence when the ti mt~ comes 
to set t Ie up. 

The criticisms of these two correspondents and others in 

(::!arly September of 1914 affected the editors of the Fri~~~. 

In the same issue in which Wilson's letter was published, the 

Friend reversed its earlier position. 

The Society has its own religious duty to perform, 
and at thi s ti me and on thi s issue its testi mony is 
the message of p{~ace. All war, we say, is 
incompatible with Christ's gospel. 3~hat is the 
candle we must keep aliyht i~ England. ~ 

The Friend realized that to be true to the Quaker faith it 

was essenti al to be a paci fi. st. The ~~i~~~, like its 

critics, exploited the imagery of sectarianism. Quakers 

would be the few against the many, the possessors of truth in 

the midst of darkness. In attempting to resist those Friends 

who favoured cornpromi se, and to encourage those Friends who 
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were uncertain, Quaker pacifists fell back upon the remnants 

of the Society's Dissenting origins. These origins were a 

powerful check to the nationalism exploited by those in 

favour of cornpromise. In the contest between two identities, 

Quaker or Briton, thc~ s,~ctarianism inherent in the Quaker 

identity gave the Quakers the ability to cope with the social 

isolation that a pacifist stance entailed. 

At the same time, the Friend's editors real-L:.~t~d i:hcl.i~ 

sectarianism could be taken too far. The Society had to 

resist the tendency towards compromise, but equally, it could 

not turn in upon itself and ignore the war. In the same 

September si~teenth issue, the editors argued for a 

constructive pacifism. 

we feel strongly that ••. t~~~~ is a need for 
s u c h a b~ s t i :11 0 r1 y a i: t 11 e pre sen t tim e ; but i t m u s t 
be more posi ti ve and more di rect ly conc,-::rned than 
in time of peace with the immediate problems before 
us. To our usual peace testimony, as we have said, 
we m u s t now add 0 u r con t rib uti 0 n ton a Si 0 n a 1 
service and definite work for reconstruction. 6 

The Friend was not over-reacting in its fear of a descent 

into sectarian isolation. In the 1870's the Society's 

pacifism had become almost inert, and there was still a 

section of the Society which would have been quite willing to 

be left alone and not to be involved. 

In an effort to encourage a middle course between 

passive isolationism and compromise in October 1914, the 

Friend's editors commissioned two articles, one by Rufus M. 

Jones and the other by Edward Grubb. Rufus M. Jones was the 
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most respected Quaker intellectual of hi.s dClY. Although an 

American, Jones perspective on the Quaker faith transcended 

the di fferences bet ween the Ameri can and B ri ti sh S oci eti es. 

His writings on the Society's origins and its mysticism are 

still considered a significant interpretation of the early 

history of the Society. More than any other Quaker, he 

i nheri ted the bri e f: bri lli ant mantle of John Wi lhelm 

Rowntree. In 1914, Jones was the accepted source of the 

historical perspective on Quaker traditions. 

Jones began his article by dissociating the Quaker 

testimony from any pragmatic attitude towards war. The 

Quaker testimony was not concerned with whether war did or 

di d not "pay". He i nsi sted that Chri sti ani ty and war were 

"utterly incompatible" because the practice of violence stood 

in the way of the complete fulfillment of the Christian soul. 

Man's purpose was essentially spiritual. To become a 

complete person he had to awake to a consciousness of the 

divine; to man's filial relationship with God. Ultimately 

man was to "enter into the actual i. nhed tance of thi s di vi ne 

human p_rivilege, and to live it and practice it.,,37 War 

obstructed this process. 

Men cannot come to their spiritual stature, they 
cannot reali ze thei r potenti al nature, ina soci al 
atmosphere of hate and anger, when they are 
occupied with killing men like themselves. In that 
inward climate, the higher impulses and diviner 
contracts are weakened or missed altogether and the 
truer i~Nal of manhood is frustrated and 
defeated. -

Jones i mpli ed that changes in the quali ty of the materi al 
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existence could be made to encourage the spiritual advance of 

mank i nd. However, Jones sti 11 emphasi zed the need fo r the 

i ndi vidual to lead a moral li fe; a Ii fe that would "aboli sh 

the spirit that leads to war.,,39 Part of his programme for 

change was for Quakers to lead by example. 

He must exhibit, hard as is the call, a life that 
puts hi s Ideas of God and man, of di. vi ne and human 
interEellowship, of Love and selfgiving, full into 
play. He must wea4~ his Idea into the visible 
stuff of daily life. 

This example was not to be one of "cloistered piety." 

Quaker's should take a "thoroughly vi ri Ie dnd robust part" in 

the task of improving the national spirit and encout'dgi.ng a 

"healthier soci.al dtmosphere.,,41 These goals could be 

accomplished by CUltivating the sympathy among classes, 

improving public education, raising the moral tone of the 

press and thro~gh participation in local government. Jones 

encouraged Quakers to take an active, if moderate, part in 

c rea tin g the "pe a cab 1 e kin g do m " . 

The second article was written by a Quaker whose 

![ r)clu:~nce was greatest amongst a younger section of thc~ 

Soci ety. Edward Grubb, a liberal Quaker associated with the 

F.S.U., played an instrlllO,~ni:dl '(ole in the transformation of 

the Society in the 1890's. He edited the British Friend 

U:1ti 1 its demi,se in 1913, providing a forum for liberal and 

even socialist Quakers writing at a time when the Friend had 

been narrowly conservative. He had taught at several Quaker 

schoo 1 s and t~'1rough thi s exposure i nfl uenced a large par 1: j on 
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of the YO'1I1J8C 'j.~n,'?-catl on of Fri ends. Ouri ng the war, he was 

primarily involved in the activlt1es of the No-conscription 

Fellowshi p, an organi zati on establi shed to resL st government 

legi slati on of compulsory mi Ii tary servi ceo Oespi te these 

other activities, Grubb remained a regular contributor to the 

Friend throughout the war. 

In his article, Grubb presented a similar argument to 

Jones. He began by returning to the issue that had emerged 

in September and asserted that a distinction must be made 

between the duty of the nation and that of the Society of 

Friends. Friends could not hope that the nation will at once 

swing around to a policy of non-resistance considering its 

history of imperial force and self-interested diplomacy. 

Such a change was especially unlikely while "the motives and 

domi nati ng spi ri t of its people" remai n unchanged. 42 Grubb 

clearly considered this belli.gerent attitude as 

characteristic of English society at large. The Society of 

Friends had to resist this spirit. 

Our duty as a Society is, I submit, not to 
surrender to the average pol~tician, but to try to 
show that therei s a hi ghec 'J/ay and that it is not 
Utopian to strive to follow it.(3 

Quakers had to provide an example for the rest of the nation. 

He was also concerne~ that the Society not lose faith in the 

methods of non-violent persuasion. The outbreak of the war 

in August did not mean that Quaker pacifism had been 

repudi a b~d. On the contrary, it simply meant that Quakers 
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had failed to proclaim their peace testimony effectively. 

They had to learn that pacifism was a testimony that must be 

worked at. 

Our faith as Friends is that there is in every 
human heart -- and therefore in every nation -
sam e t h i. n 9 :) f the D i vi n e , s 0 met h i n g t hat w ill 
respond to love, to the mani festati on of good wi 11, 
to the trust that man reposes in man. This faith 
must carry with it the confidence that if we had 
practised it towards Germany we should not have 
needed to enter into a network of fOifLgn 
a IIi ances, to fear the growth of her fleet .•• 

Jones and Grubb presented the opti on of an acti ve 

pacifism as a compromise between those who felt compelled to 

do some constructive work and those who were afraid any 

action would compromise the peace testimony. Jones and Grubb 

managed to establish pacifism as the most correct course but 

they failed to deal with the position taken by Henry Bryan 

Bi nns, edi tor of the Present Day Paper~. Bi nns asked the 

Society to let pacifism be a matter of individual conscience. 

I do not thi nk we ought to regard the i nj uncti on as 
a universal one. It applies to people who dedicate 
themselves to a specific function. As they enter 
into and realize it, they find themselves, at a 
certain stage, restrained from anything like 
mi Ii tary servi ce; but they do not thereby ac~~i re 
any right to hinder others from performing it. 

Binns himself believed that a strict policy of non-resistance 

was the natural outcome of a belief in the primacy of the 

peace testimony. He recognized, however, that there might be 

other pa ths to follow in Quakeri sm. Bi nns di d not consi der 

the peace testimony the only or even an essential element of 

the Quaker faith. Belief in the liberty of the individual 
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conscience could supersede it. Deborah Scott Moncrieff, in a 

letter to the editor of the Friend on March 12, 1915, spoke 

for a section of the Society which objected to the call for a 

strict pacifist position on this basis. 

We others know that we, too, have consciences; and, 
for us also, the society is our horne. We do not 
think it is right that it should become the Peace 
Society. And especially just now. The Peace Ideal 
is growi ng on all hands and inmost vari ed soi Is ... 
All the less, to my mind, does it behove us, at the 
moment, to re-engrave the ultr~ form of it as an 
inexorable tenet of the Society.46 

Moncrieff believed that while the peace testimony was a 

common element of Quakerism, it was not a creed which was 

narrowly defi ned and obli gatory. It was more important that 

each person have the right to choose his own course. 

The fundamental problem with the solution suggested by 

Binns and Moncrieff was that it provided no guide to the 

Quaker conscience. By leaving the issue completely to the 

discretion of the individual, they were denying the existence 

of the Society itself. Without some commonly held beliefs, 

if only a very general set of ethics, the Society would 

degenerate into a widely diverse collection of religious 

opi ni ons. Such a possible collapse was the concern of those 

Friends who argued that the peace testimony should be made a 

stri ct standard for Quakeri sm. F ri ends, Ii ke Caroli ne 

Armfi eld, beli eved that paci fi sm was the "Ii tmus" test of 

Quakerism. Without this testimony there would be no 

Quakeri sm as such. 4 7 Moreover, Armfi eld fel t that the 
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practice of pacifism distinguished the Society from other 

churches which merely espoused it. Joseph E. Southall shared 

thi s posi ti on; 

Now one can understand that there are those who yet 
cli ng to the beli ef that wrongs can be put ri ght by 
force of arms but the incomprehensible thing is 
that they should wish to be members of the one and 
only ,reli.¥d ous body that emphati cally deni es thi s 
teachIng. 

Southall remai ned one of the most vocal and uncompromi si ng 

Quaker pacifists. Despite his integrity on this issue, 

Southall's emphasis of pacifism was not supported by reasoned 

argument and thus failed to provide an effective argument for 

a strict adherence to the peace testimony. Ernest E. Unwin 

provided this foundation by insisting that the peace 

testimony was an inescapable Quaker practice because it was 

so closely tied to the heart of Quaker doctrine; the Inner 

Light. 

war is the absolute denial of our belief in the 
Inner Light in every man (yes, in every German): of 
our belief in the absolute value of the individual 
in the sight of God; of our faith in the power of 
the Spirit as wf see it revealed in the life and 
death of Chri st. 9 

Since the Manchester Conference of 1895, the Inner Light once 

again became the primary source of Quaker revelation and the 

life and death of Christ the supreme example for man's 

actions in his world. Unwin was the first Quaker during the 

war to clearly link the Society's pacifism to the 

fundamentals of Quaker liberal theology. By connecti ng 

Quaker paci fi sm to doctri nes and tradi ti ons consi dered 
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essential to Quakerism, pacifist Friends were able to 

maintain the Society's commitment to its peace testimony. 

By March of 1915, the question of the Society's 

commitment to an active pacifism was almost resolved. 

However, it was not unti 1 the Yearly Meeti ng that thi s 

position was completely confirmed. As mentioned previously, 

there were still a few objectors who found it difficult to 

concede defea t. A session of the May Yearly Meeting was 

assi gned to thi s topi c in an effort to establi sh fi rmly the 

Society's response to the war. The opening address was made 

by William Littleboy. Littleboy's influence within the 

Society was considerable, but it is difficult to show why 

this was the case. He supported, but appeared not to be 

prominent in, a variety of Quaker organizations. He was only 

an occasional speaker at Yearly Meetings and he was not a 

frequent correspondent of the Frie~~. The evidence of his 

power li es in the fact that on issues of importance hi s vi ews 

were rarely contested. Littleboy would speak to an issue and 

that would settle the controversy. It seems that he was the 

quintessential "weighty" Friend - one whose views were of 

pre-emi nent influence si mply because of the tremendous 

respect in which he was held. Certainly his opening address 

on the peace testimony settled this particular issue. Those 

Friends who still objected would be tolerated but would have 

no influence. 
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Littleboy began by dealing with the relationship between 

the Society's belief in liberty of conscience and the peace 

testimony. 

It was claimed that a man might act on his own 
i ndi vi dual impulse and that hi s acti on was beyond 
criticism if he pleaded that he was, as he 
believed, following an inward illumination. This 
is no new claim; it had been repeatedly claimed in 
Christian history, and its results were always 
di sastrous... I f we admi tted our own li abi Ii ty to 
error, obviously we needed an objective standard by 
which we might "try the spirit whether it be of 
God". And that we found in the Ii fe and teachi ng 
of Christ and the experience of His Church. 50 

It was the responsibility of each individual to measure his 

actions against Christ's example, and Christ was a pacifist. 

Littleboy also addressed the issue of the relationship of the 

peace testimony to the Inner Light. He believed that the 

testimony was a direct and inevitable outgrowth of the Inner 

Light. The session confirmed this position and declared that 

"wi thi n a generati on of its foundati on the Soci ety had been 

forced by an inexorable logic into the testimony which it had 

ever since maintained".51 The minutes of the session also 

stated that it was the maintenance of these testimonies that 

distinguished Quakerism from other Christian churches. While 

other churches believed in, or recognized the validity of the 

Inner Light, the Soci ety of Fri ends practi sed its 

i mpli cati ons. 

On the issue of the activism of Quaker pacifists, 

Littleboy again based his position on the belief in Christ's 

life as the example for man's worldly actions. He indicated 
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that the weakness in the purely negative testimony was its 

failure to encourage the "life and power which takes away the 

occasi on for all wars".52 He also i nsi sted that the Soci ety 

was not so much against war as for peace. Non-resistance 

merely suggested ignoble acquiescence; 

But that was neither the teaching nor the method of 
Christ; to die for one's foes was not the act of a 
neutral. In the undertaking of "destroying the 
works of the devi 1" Chri st laid stress on the 
active principle of love: "Do good to those who 
hate" " smother their hatred under the closely
clinging covering of an ever-hopeful, preserving 
Love." ... "the whole strength of the position of 
the Society of Friends lies in its conviction that 
it offers the one and only really effective 
resi stance to ag~Jessi on... by meeti ng it wi th love 
and gentleness." 

In confirming the pacifism of the Society Littleboy based his 

argument on two doctrines resurrected by Quaker liberal 

Christianity: the Inner Light and the interpretation Christ's 

life and death as examples for man's worldly life. The 

transformation of the Quaker Renaissance was finally applied 

to Quaker pacifism. The Society considered it important that 

the practice of a peace testimony distinguished them from 

other churches. The Quaker liberal theology provided the 

firm foundation for the Society's pacifism. The long history 

of the peace testimony and the Society's residual 

sectarianism gave it the strength to believe they were right. 

August 1914 to the Yearly Meeting of 1915 was a 

period of crisis for the Society of Friends. Unsure and 

confused about who they were and what they believed, the 

Society struggled to find the correct path. Henry T. 
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Hodgkins spoke of this struggle in his address to the 1915 

Year ly Meeti ng. 

There had corne to us a challenge to think out what 
we meant by our peace testimony, to work it out in 
relation to the concerns of life ••.. The truth 
needed to be expressed clearly and forcibly, but it 
also required a thorough application, ..• Now was 
the tim e

5 
~ 0 s tat e w hat t his po sit ion 0 f 0 u r s rea 11 y 

meant •.. 

Although many of the detai ls had yet to be worked out, by May 

1915 Quakers had established two aspects of their religious 

beliefs. Pacifism had become an essential ethic of Quaker 

li fe, and that paci fi sm, whatever its speci fi c content, was 

an outward testimony. It was necessary to encourage the 

"life and power which takes away the occasion for all 

wars".55 The Society of Friends was at last prepared for war. 
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CHAPTER THREE: THE LIMITS OF QUAKER ACTIVISM, 

MAY 1915 TO MAY 1916 

The power and dominion of the conscience are the 
province of God, and he alone can properly instruct 
and govern it. No one whatsoever may lawfully 
force the conscience of others regardless of the 
authority or office he bears in the government of 
this wor1.t1. 

Robert Barclay, C. 1676. 1 

Two closely related issues dominated the activities of 

the Society of Friends in the twelve months between May 1914 

and May 1915. These were: first, the struggle to prevent the 

Liberal government from enacting legislation instituting 

compulsory mi Ii tary servi ce and, second, the problems whi ch 

arose once conscripton had been introduced in January 1916, 

over the applications [or exemption on the grounds of a 

conscientious objection. These two issues have been the 

focus of several studies of pacifism during the First World 

War, that have exposed the diversity, character and 

commi tment of the younger generati on of B ri ti sh paci fi sts. 

Yet at the same time, because they focused on just this ol1e 

segment of the pacifist community and just one element of 

pacifist ideals, these studies obscure as well as reveal. 

They concentrate on conscientious objection to the virtual 

exclusi on of paci fi sm generally. Although the Quaker peace 
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testi mony was di rectly affected by the experi ences and 

example of the conscientious objectors, this effect was 

mediated by the traditions and character of the Society. 

C.O's were a minority among Quakers and the Society was 

obliged to accommodate a wide range of opinion when 

deterrni ni ng its response to conscri pti on and consci enti ous 

objecti on. Thi s chapter exami nes the changes in the Quaker 

peace testimony during the period, May 1915 to May 1916, when 

consc(iption and conscientious objection were the predominant 

issues for Fri ends. 

By 1914, Britons prided themselves on a unique tradition 

of voluntarism within their armed forces. In the first year 

of the war, the vast majori ty of Bri tons conti nued to 

believe that a voluntary system of recruitment produced the 

best soldiers and symbolized the virtues of the British 

political system. 2 From one perspective this belief was 

well-founded. The flood of volunteers in the first weeks of 

the war confirmed the adequacy of this method. Yet it was 

this very success that revealed the weaknesses of the system. 

Too many men offered thei r servi ces at the same ti me, 

overloading the available facilities. Indiscriminate 

recruitment stripped key industries of large portions of 

their work forc~.3 As the war dragged on and developed into a 

massive contest of attrition, the necessity of imposing some 

order on the recruiting system became evident to both the 

army and the government. The decline in numbers of 
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volunteers, combined with the unprecedented number of 

casualties, gradually convinced more of Britain's leaders 

and the populati on in general of the necessi ty for 

conscription. 

Within the Liberal government this realization did 

not come to everyone at the same time. Winston Churchill was 

convinced of the eventual necessity of conscription from the 

outset of the war, while ~loyd George was not convinced until 

August, 1915. There w~s also a faction within the party 

which never accepted the need for compulsion. 4 The key 

£i gure balanci ng the di fferi ng opi ni ons wi thi n the Li beral 

party, was Herbert Henry Asquith, the Prime Minister since 

1908. Asquith had a strong attachment to the voluntary 

system but his overriding commitment was to the unity of the 

nation. He may have accepted the military necessity of 

conscriptions as early as 1915, but he also recognized its 

poli ti ca 1 i mpossi bi li ty wi thout the voluntary system fi rst 

bei ng clearly di scr:-edi ted. The possi bi li ty of conscri pti on 

was discussed in the Commons in mid-August, 1914 but it 

appeared at the time that the supply of volunteers would be 

sUfficient. 5 Indeed, between August 1914 and January 1915 

Asquith and the Tory leader, Andrew Bonar Law, maintained an 

agreement not to discuss conscription in Parliament. 6 

However, there was considerable informal pressure on the 

government from both Liberals and Tories. On January 8th, 

1915, two prominent Tory peers, Lords Selborne and Curzon, 
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asked the government to reconsider its commitment to a 

vol unteer army. Asquith was able to push aside this request 

because of the support of anti-conscription Liberals and a 

clear opposition to the measure within the country. By 

August, the Conservatives and the newspapers had 

significantly increased the pressure upon the government and 

in October Asquith endorsed a final test of the voluntary 

s y s tern t hal: bee a 'J1 \2 k now n a s the De r by s c hem e , aft e r its 

sponsor Lord Derby. The Derby scheme was dn attempt to 

extract from the voluntary system either sufficient manpower 

or evident failure and has been described as "one of those 

shot-gun wedalngs between the fair maid of Liberal idealism 

and the ogre of Tory mi Ii tari sm ••. for whi ch Asqui th' s last 

mi ni stry provi ded such effi ci ent brokerage.,,7 Clearly 

idealism and militarism could not be so easily d~ videa along 

party lines, but in some ways this descciption was 

appropriate. The scheme requested all males between the ages 

of eighteen and forty-one to state their willingness to 

serve. Each man was sent a written appeal from both Lord 

Derby and the Ki ng aski ng hi m to come forward. Both the Ki ng 

and Derby made it clear that this experiment was the last 

chance for the voluntary system. If successful, the Derby 

Scheme would be the sdviou~ of liberal ideals. If it failed, 

the way would be open for conscription. 

In the end the scheme produced the answer the pro

conscriptionists sought. Although well over a million men 
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came forward, Derby could point to another 600,000 who 

resisted the government's appeal. This figure was 

subsequently revised downwards to 360,000, but the government 

did not wait for this correction. On December 15th, Asquith 

appointed a committee to draft a bill introducing compulsory 

military service and on January 15th, 1916 the first Military 

Service Act was passed by Parliament. 8 Derby had made it 

possible to justify conscription by the failure of voluntary 

system. In Eact, numbers of men were not the real issue. 

The government adopted conscription to control the number and 

type of recruits. Indeed, the problem wi th \l)11i1ca.rism was 

that it was too successful, especially in draining away 

ski lIed workmen. 

Resistance to conscription was generally slow in 

developing. Before the fall of 1915 there were only a few 

individuals who distrusted the intentions of the government 

and its ability to withstand pressure from the military. 

Thes'= E~~\v, in the winter of 1914-1915, sought community and 

acti vi ty wi thi n an organi zati on called the No-conscripti on 

Fellowship (N.C.F.). The N.C.F. was a diverse collection of 

socialists, Christians and libertarians. Most of the 

N.C.F.'s members were pacifists, but this was not an 

essential belief. Thomas Kennedy, in his recent study The 

Hound of Conscience, stated that seventy-five to eighty 

percent of the N.C.F.'s members were socialists, and that 

those mati vated stri ctly by reli gi on or 11 berta dan i sm vJ[~re 



79 

a small minority.9 The stated goal of the organization was 

the preventi on of the i l1 t COdllcti on of the compulsory mi Ii tary 

service. A.£t<'?r their failure to prevent conscription, they 

became a source of support and advice to individuals claiming 

exempti on under the consci ence clause t) f' ;:hf~ i1 iIi tary S ervi ce 

* A.cts. 'I'hE= N.C.F. established chapters throughout the 

country and obtained a membership of several thousand 

i ndi vi duals. Of the various religious organizations 

represented within the N.C.F.'s membership, the Society of 

Friends had the largest contingent and the greatest 

influence. Wealthy Quakers, influenced by Edward Grubb, the 

N.C.F.'s national secretary, made significant financial 

cont d buti ons. 110 As well, other radi cal QIJa1<ers such as A. 

Barratt Brown and John P. Fletcher sat on the N.C.F.'s 

nati onal executi ve. ll 

It was through the Friends Service Commj tte,'? (F.S.C.), 

created at the Yearly Meeting of 1915, that the Society was 

able to work closely with the N.C.F •• 12 The F.S.C. was a 

very small group organized to co-ordinate the Society's 

special wartime activities. Consisting of the most radical 

* The Military Service Act provided for exemptions from 
military service for reasons of health, the dependency of 
others on the individual's services, and "on th,~ grounds of a 
conscientious objection to undertaking combatant service". 
E x em p t ion set) ,1 1 d be com pIe t e ,Ii mit edt 0 com bat ant d u t Y , 
condi ti onal or temporary, at the di screti on of the tri bunal. 
Inclusi on of these provi si. ons was at the i nsi stence of 
Asquith himself, for immediate political reasons rather than 
any deep-seated attachment to liberal ideals. (John Rae, 
Consci~~~~ and Politics, pp. 27-31). 
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and acti ve Quakers, thi s commi ttee campai gned energeti cally 

against conscription and assisted conscientious objectors. 

The views of its members had considerable influence 

e s p e cia 1 1 Y a In 0 n g Qua k ere. o. ' s • 0 e s pit e the F. S • c. e f for t S I 

however, Quakers were as divided on the conscription issue as 

they had been on opposition to the war itself. The Soci ety' s 

division left it temporarily ineffectual btli: did promote 

eli scussi on. 

At the beginning of June 1915 an article in the 

Friend outlined the reasons for rejecting compulsory military 

service. Although the Friend's editors insisted that their 

objection to warfare formed the basis of their rejection of 

conscription, it was clear that other Quaker tenets had a 

great influence. The core beliefs which formed the Friend's 

critique of conscripti.on were essentially libertarian. 

Conscription would be a violation of a traditionAl liberty of 

conscience and it would provide the basis for the institution 

of mi li tari sm; 

First we claim that no man should be called 
compulsori ly to fi ght if the di ctates of hi s 
conscience convince him that it is morally wrong 
for him to do so. Secondly, we claim that to 
require every man to be a soldier is to hand over 
individual freedom to the military authority and to 
make the nation essentially military in power and 
dependent upon military and material force. In 
other words, it would be to introduce in England 
the beginnings of the very vice against which we 
profess to be at war, namely, prussii~ militarism. 
Militarism cannot abolish Militarism. 

The F~~end's editors were naively confident that conscription 

would not be insti tuted whatever the views of a vocal 
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minority, because there still existed "a large body of 

judgement in the country opposed to any form of compulsory 

mi litary Service.,,14 The Friend also pointed to the vast 

numbers of enthusiastic recruits as a confirmation that 

voluntarism would be adequate for the defense of the country. 

This was an odd argument for the Friend's editors to use 

against conscription. First, the enthusiasm to which the 

Friend alluded had been a devastating blow to the optimists 

in the pre-war peace movement. Second and more importantly, 

the Friend was condoni.ng military service. By doing so, in 

an a t tempt to repudi ate conscri pti on, the edi tors revealed 

just how distinct this issue was from their peace testimony. 

A distinction between the conscription issue and 

opposition to war can be justified. The conscription 

controversy was not a confli ct over the war itself but over 

how the W~( should be fought. For this reason, conscription 

was not primarily a peace issue. It had more direct 

parallels with objections to the Vaccination Bill of 1898, 

because in both cases the confli ct was over Ii berty of 

conscience. lS Conscription would effect Quaker pacifism 

only indirectly. Conscription raised thl~i SSLl8 of the 

Society's relationship with the state. If the Society could 

not find the courage to stand against the government on an 

issue as unanimously supported amongst themselves as liberty 

of conscience, would they be able to make a stand on the more 

controversial issue of resistance to war? Some Friends still 
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celt that Quakers should do their utmost within this limit to 

support the war effort. It was no surprise, therefore, that 

there were Friends who supported conscription. James Henry 

Doncaster is typical of those Quakers who supported the 

government's po lj cy. 

I assume that we all agree that no woc(ls dee too 
s t :: <) r1 '] i: () (~x P 1: e s S con d e m nat ion 0 f war. But I am 
also convinced that our nation did profoundly right 
in entering upon this war, and that the effort to 
carry it to a vi ctori ous conclusi on should 
overshadow all other efforts now. 16 

The strongest statement made supporting conscription 

was by Bernard Ellis in a letter to the Frien~ published on 

Nove m b e r 1 9 t h, I 9 I 5 • E 11 i s i. 11 sis ted t hat torn a i n t a i nor d e r 

any organi zed state requi red of its ci ti ;;:ens certai n 

servi ces. Moreover, should these servi ces not be Eulfi lIed 

voluntari ly, the communi ty gave the ruli ng powers the ri ght 

to compel. Ellis did not favour conscription but he clearly 

considered its enactment as within the rights of the 

government. He believed that if Friends did not want to be 

compelled, they should volunteer their services. 

A last effort is being made to maintain the 
voluntary system: if it fails, then compulsion 
must be the result. It depends upon the answer 
givan by those who have not corne forward. Are the 
young men of the Society of Friends to b:l.fmongst 
those who force compulsion on the country? 

Ellis was placing one Quaker ideal above another. The 

Society's peace testimony should be sacrificed to save the 

nati on from compulsi on. Ellis believed that Friends should 

be fighting anyway. In the face of the dire need of the 
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country, Ellis believed that young Friends should do what 

they were best equipped to do. 

I hope every young man in the Society of Friends 
will seriously consider his position and not be 
misled by argument.s iigainst com p ulsion:

18 
things 

much more important ~(e at stake just now. 

Ellis was not the only Friend willing to place the 

demands of the state above the demands of his church. In the 

following issue of the Friend, H. Watson Smith iicgued for 

essentially the same policy. 

Many Friends seem to be Ii vi ng in world of thei r 
own, wi th not the least concepti on in thei r mi nds 
that we are in the midst of an awful struggle with 
the powers of darkness. It is no time to be 
talking about individual liberties. This is no 
ordinary war in which we are free to take sides or 
to take no side at all. To defend the freedom, the 
c i vi li z a t ion 0 f the w 0 r 1 d, i sou r d ult~ and w 0 r thy 
of any sacrifice thiit has to be made. 

This position was maintained by Smith, Ellis and a few other 

Friends well into 1916. 

The correspondence columns of the Friend between 

November 1915 and the end of January 1916 reveal the views 

opposed to those of Ellis and Smith. On November 5, 1915, 

Oswald Clark had urged Quakers to make opposition to 

conscription "the question above all others."20 The greatest 

reaction against views such as those of Ellis appeared in the 

Friend at the beginning of December 1915. In the first issue 

of that month, there were five letters objecti I1g to Ellis' 

position on conscription. All of them admitted that Friends 

owed their country a service, bue jllst as unanimously they 
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rejectt~d Ellis' characterization of that service as v/ell as 

his insistence that the government could compel it. 

B. Ellis would have Friends accept the direction of 
the British State as overruling their vision of the 
greater Kingdom of Christ in which the law is to 
suffer rather than i. f1flict injury ... The soldier 
has surrendered, in part at least, his liberty of 
conscience. Thus the foundation truth of Quaker 
life is flung to the winds. 

William Henry F. Alexander 

The State cannot, however, tell us what the nature 
of the service is to be; no one can tell us; it 
is a matter we must all decide for ourselves, under 
the guidance of God. 

Ronald Theobald 

.•• it appears to me, in the long run, we serve our 
country best by obedi.ence to the ideal which it has 
not yet grasped, but some day will realize, if only 
enough ci ti :lens are fai thful now • ••• Bernard Elli s 
truly says 'things much more important than 
C (>I'll P II 1 S ion are a t s t a k e jus t now. ' Loyal t y t 0 

Chri st, and those deeper and more enduri ng 
interests of England and humanity are in jeopacd~, 

Henry Hancock L 

Clearly Ellis' letter startled Friends into an 

uncharacteristic excitement. No single letter of the war 

produced so great a response among Friends. Other members of 

the Society were anxious to make it clear that they disagreed 

with Ellis' viewpoint. The i mpor tance of the issue is 

testified to by the presence of letters in the Frien~ by two 

prominent influential Friends, William Littleboy and Henry T. 

Hodgkin. Neither was a very frequent correspondent to the 

Friend, restricting his letters to major issues. Both 

Littleboy and Hodgkin indicated that some of the opinions 

expressed in the Friend were those of individuals marginally 

associated with the Society: 



Some of us feel that it is not necessary to take 
too seriously letters to The Friend from persons 
whose active interest in the Society seems to date 
from the time when the outbreak oE the present war 
di sclosed thei r wi de dj vergence from the posi ti on 
of Friends as held through long years of trial, and 
as stated in our official documents. 2 

Henry T. Hodgkin 2 
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Both Littleboy and Hodgkin expressed sympathy with the right 

of these people to express thei r vt Wws, but they hoped that 

these would not be confused with the true position of the 

Society. 

Littleboy and Hodgkin also sought to clarify what they 

considered to be the proper position of the Society. They 

believed that the Quaker testimony called the individual to a 

higher loyalty than to the state. I f necessary, the Soci ety 

must be prepared to oppose national opinion and maintain its 

testimony; 

••• the truest patri oti sm consi sts not in dri fti ng 
with the tide, but in setting forth by word and 
much more by example the highest that we know, in 
bearing unfaltering witness to the supremacy of 
Love. 

William Littleboy23 

Although neither Littleboy nor Hodgkin made any direct 

reference to conscription, by supporting such an 

uncompromising stand on the peace testimony, they implied an 

implacable objection to conscription as well. Littleboy and 

Hodgkin made the issue more than a test of the Society's 

beli ef in Ii berty of consci ence and made opposi ti on to 

conscription a test of j ts loyalty to the peace testimony. 

In doing so, they made opposition to conscription no longer a 
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matter of individual conscience, but a question of the 

identity and unity of the Society. In May, 1915 , the pf-~ace 

testi mony had become of pre-emi nent importance to the 

soci ety. The efficacy of an active peace testimony during 

wartime would depend on the Society's willingness to oppose 

the government. Littleboy and Hodgkin made it clear that the 

Society had to begin with a stand against conscription. 

The influence of Hodgkin and Littleboy within the 

Society was such that their declarations effectively brought 

the debate to a halt and the Society's executive moved 

quickly to mobilize Quaker energy against conscription. The 

Meeting for SufEerinys sent a letter to the members of 

Parliament in September 1915, outlining the Society's 

objection to conscription. Their primary objection was that 

such legislation would compel some individuals to act against 

th~ dictates of their conscience. The Meeting for Sufferings 

re j ected po li tical or mi li tary cri ti ques of conscri pti on or 

the idealization of any "abstract doctrine of the right of 

the individual to be free from state control"24 The Society's 

objection to conscription rested on a traditional ideal of 

the freedom of conscience and not political or religious 

extremism. They recognized the duty of every citizen to 

serve his country, but at the same time, each indjvidual had 

the right to follow his conscience. The Society of Friends 

had espoused some form of conscientious objection to the use 

of force for two and a half centuries. It was wrong, 
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therefore, to compel the enlistment of Quakers. 

Although this letter made clear to Parliament the 

S oci ety' s posi ti on on conscri pti on, nothi ng more was done by 

the Meeting for Sufferings to prevent such legislation until 

the end of NovenbAr. A~ this time, the Meeting for Sufferings 

decided that the Society's main focus should be preventing 

the introduction of conscription. The meeti ng "(!lade several 

recommendations to strengthen the opposition to conscription. 

They agreed to co-operate with all individuals and 

organizations outside the Society who shared their objection 

to compulsory military service. Specific reference was mrld~ 

to the No-Conscription Fellowship a~d the Fellowship of 

Reconciliation, with the suggestion that meetings be arranged 

to co-ordinate their respective efforts. The Meeting also 

urged that an effort be made to strengthen the Parliamentary 

opposition to conscription, but public appeals or 

demonstrations were to be avoided. 25 

This policy was undoubtedly a tactical mistake. 

Fear of public outcry was the principle check on the Liberal 

could only counter the demands of government. Asquith 

Liberal and Tory pro-conscriptionists hy (~ldiming that such a 

measure would severely divide the nation. However, the 

dec i s i 0.. t r) a v 0 i d pub I i cap pea I s cam e fro m wit h i nth e 

Soci ety, and was not based on an aSSeSST!lent of the poli ti cal 

si tuati on. Quakers were still so divided amongst themselves 

t hat t1H~ 8 j{ e (~ 11 U. ve M e e tin g for S u f fer i n g s did not bel i eve 
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that it c<)ult1 commi t the Soci ety to a programme that would 

place Quakers in open opposition to the government. Without 

the consensus generated by a Yearly Meeting, the Society's 

executive would not expose the Society to pilhlic opprobrium. 

To its credit, the Meetings for Sufferings took 

extraordinary action to obtain the necessary consensus and 

organized a special session of the Yearly Meeting for late 

January, 1916. 26 This session, called the Yearly Meeting 

(Adjourned), was a reconvening of the 1915 Yearly Meeting and 

could establish official Quaker policy. Unfortunately, by 

the time this Yearly Meeting had gathered, the first Military 

Service Act had been passed. The goal of the Meeting for 

Sufferings in November, to prevent the instlclltion of 

conscription, was by then irrelevant. With this in mind, the 

clerk of the Yearly Meeting, John Henry Barlow, directed the 

discussion towards intr::!rnal concerns. He clearly believed 

that the first order of business was for the Society to 

determine its own position. 27 

The discussion that followed Barlow's address did not 

stray from his lead. J. W. Graham, A. Barratt Brown, and 

William E. Wilson, all liberal or socialist Quakers, 

confirmed that the problem with conscription was its 

i nfri ngemen t of an i ndi vi dual's Ii berty of consci ence. They 

believed that each person was free from compulsion in certain 

areas of consci enti ous concern. 28 Conscri pti on was already 

cri ti c i zed f () (: i ts contri buti on to mi Ii tari sm. 2 9 These two 
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poi nts domi nated the Quaker (~r; i: i que of conscri pti on before 

and after January 1916. The special Yearly Meeting endorsed 

Bar low's explana ti on of the Quaker posi ti on on conscri pti on 

and thereby isolated Ellis and his supporters in their 

idiosyncrasy. The general statement produced by this special 

Yearly Meeting made the Society's position quite clear. 

We regard the central conception of the Act as 
imperilling the 1ioer:t1 of the individual 
conscience -- which is the main hope of human 
progress -- and as entrenching more deeply that 
militafasm from which we all desire the world to be 
freed. 

The Adj ourned Year ly Meeti ng establi shed i:l1(~ () r: Ei ci al 

Quaker position just in time, ironically, for the issue to 

become unimportant. Thei r delay made the effort pointless 

and pathetic. The Society was unable to prevent the 

imposition of conscription - a failure which revealed that 

the S oci ety' s d L r!~'; i: po li. ti cal in f 1 uence, was i nsi gni fi cant 

when it acted outside the rest of Nonconformity. The Society 

was slow to mobilize its efforts to influence the political 

process. Just as in the summer of 1914, the Quakers acted 

slowly on issues of elemental 5.ropoctance to their beliefs. 

However, by hi ghli ghti ng these weaknesses and fai lures, the 

Yearly Meeti ng (Adjourned) encouraged the Society to be 

prepared for the next major confrontation. Between the 

meeting in January and the next regular Yearly Meeting in 

Hay, the Soci ety was preoccupi ed wi th the consci ence clause 

of the M.S.A. 
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The Mi litary Service Act passed on January 5th, 1916, 

and its successor of May 25, 1916, provided an absolute 

exemption from military and civilian service for the genuinA 

con sci enti ous objector. Local tri bunals were to determi ne 

which requests for exemption were genuine and what form of 

exempti on would be granted. The vast majority of the 

exemptions given were only p~rttal. Out of a total of 16,500 

individuals recognt~~d as some form of conscientious 

objector, only 350 were given complete exemptions. 3l It is 

impossible to determine how unaccommodating the tribunals 

actually were. Not all C.O.' s requested complete exempti ons, 

and no estimate has been made of how many C.O.'s requested 

absolute exemptions but accepted partial ones. Whether or 

not it was their intent, the government, by including 

p (o\1i S1. ons for exempti on from servi ce on conscj enti ous 

grounds in the Military Service Act, effectively undercut the 

major critique of conscriptton by gi \1ing the opposition what 

they asked for. In theory, no one would be forced to fight 

if he could convince the local tribunal that he had a genuine 

conscientious objection. The government had placed the issue 

squarely in the hands of the anti-conscriptionists. It was 

now up to the potential conscientious objector to justify his 

position. Although the Society of Friends and many others 

objected that the system was unfair and the tribunal me~be(s 

incompetent, there was very little wrong with the way the 

system was organi zed. The potenti al exi sted for a fai rand 
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just accommodation of all consci.entious objectors. 

Unsympathetic and inequitable judgments by the tribunals did 

cause many problems but, on the whole, the controversies lay 

elsewhere. 32 

For the Society of Friends the problem was to decide 

what type of exemption best conformed to Quaker ideals. The 

traditions of the Society with regard to alternative service 

or substitution were ambiguous. Since the seventeenth 

century, Quakers had consistently refused to serve in 

militias or allow substitutes to go in thei.r place. They had 

also refused to make a commutati on payment in li eu of 

personal service. 33 Although these practices had not al~ays 

been scrupulously adhered to, transgressi ons were the 

exception rather than the norm. When (dced with compulsion, 

Quakers generally accepted some distraint upon their 

possessi ons, or: j (' they were too poor for thi s, a short j ai 1 

term. However, in the past, the Society had made a 

distinction between combatant and non-combatant service. In 

1690, Quakers employed at the Chatham naval shipyard were 

willingly involved in the building of men-of-war. However, 

these same men refused when asked to muster for a local 

militia. 34 A similar incident took place in Antigua in 1708 

in which the alternative service offered was non-military. 

Antigua Friends were granted exemption from combatant service 

if they would perform other tasks SllCh as the "bui ldi ng of 

watchhouses, cleari ng common roads, mald ng bri dges, di ggi ng 
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ponds" and acti ng as messengers incase of i nvasi on. The 

response of the Friends of ~ntigua was to refuse, not because 

the services asked were themselves unconscionable but because 

they were offered as an "al terna l: i ve servi ce". 35 

We are willing to dig ponds, repair highways, and 
build bridges, or such convenient things where they 
are done for the general service of the island and 
othe~ people at work therein with us, and not to 
b a 1 an c e t h 0t e t h i n g s w h i c h for con sci en c (? s a k ewe 
cannot do. 3 

This response was entirely consistent with the spirit of 

Quaker practice of refusing to compromise their beliefs 

through conven~ent deceptions. Surprisingly, the Meeting for 

S 11 f fe rings in London refused to suppor t the posi t i ,):1 :)f i:h(~ 

.l\.ntigua Friends and told them to accept the compromise 

offered. The London executive saw the services asked for as 

"i n n 0 c e n t t h i n g s I, W h i. C h s h 0 u 1 d not be 0 b j e c ted to. They 

urged the Antigua Friends not to give the imp(~ssion of being 

"a self-willed and stubborn people.,,37 Brock quite rightly 

noted that the policy adopted by London was a grave 

compromi se of the p(~ace b~sti mony. 

Such arguments indeed, if constantly used, would 
have undermi ned the ki nd of peace wi tness F ri ends 
presented when they refused to pay their militia 
fi nes; they even cast doubt, •.. , on the vali di ty 
of the Quaker variety of pacifism in general. 38 

The Quaker policy on non-combatant services remained 

inconsistent throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth 

centuries. Before the issue could be resolved, the passage 

of the Militia Ballot Act in 1860 disp8nsed with compulsory 

military services and removed the threat of forced war 
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work. 39 

The other Christian churches that claimed exemption in 

1916 did not provide the Society any useful examples to 

follow either. Most of the non-Quaker Christian pacifists 

belonged to small and rather eccentric churches. Typical of 

these were the C1u:ist,'ldelphldI1S, a small, insular Christian 

church whi ch produced the largest si ngle group of 

conscientious objectors. The Christadelphians refused to 

fi ght in an lIearthly" confli ct. Nevertheless, they an xi 0\]51y 

awaited the great conflict which would occur at the time of 

the Second Coming. Christadelphians were willing to work in 

muni ti ons factori es as an al ternati ve to combatant servi ceo 

Thei r approach was "essenti ally passi ve, not po'lci fi st; they 

did not wish to become involved. 1I40 Other small Christian 

sects such as the Plymouth Brethren, Jehovah's Witnesses, 

SAventh Day Adventists, and the Pentecostal churches all had 

similar conscientious objections. 41 Some like the Jehovah's 

Wit n e s s (~ S v{ ,~ -r [~ c: l. ear I y not eve n nom ina I I Y pac i f i s t s. 4 2 

Political objectors were just as ambivalent about strict 

pacifism. As John Rae indicated in Conscience and Politics, 

political objectors included "both men who made no bones 

about their willingness to fight for a cause of which they 

approved and men who regarded fighting as immoral in all 

circumstances. 1I43 

Despi te what the confusi on of posi ti ons among 

conscientious objectors might suggest a particular peace 
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testimony had a corresponding type of conscientious 

obj(~cti on. The details of a specific peace testimony 

determined the most appropriate exemption. Given that the 

Society of Friends possessed a nominally unanimous 

interpretation of their peace testimony, there should have 

been no disagreement over alternative services. In practice, 

however, Friends had not yet worked out all the implications 

of thei r testi mony. Between January and May 1916 this 

process was completed, but not all Quakers were happy with 

the resul t. 

The Quaker conscieT1tious objector in 1916 had two 

choices how to respond to the M.S.A. The fundamental 

decision was between accepting some form of war work in lieu 

of combatant service (alternativism) and rejecting such work 

because it contributed to and prolonged the war (absolutism). 

Most young Friends were alternativists and only objected to 

work which was overtly associated with the war effort. Many 

accepted ambulance or civilian work as consistent with Quaker 

pri nci pIes. The alterT1ativist position was also the more 

widely recognized response to conscientious obje(!tion by 

Quakers. Thi s was partly due to the posi ti ons taken by two 

Quaker members of the House of Commons, Arnold S. Rowntree 

and T. Edmund Harvey. Both Rowntree and Harvey endorsed 

alternativism as the reasonable response. I t was a course 

that testified to the evil of war while at the same time 

c 1 ear 1 y i 11 u s t rat r~ d t h f~ \d lli n g n e s s 0 f Qua k e r s tom a k e 
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sacrifices for their country. Quaker absolutists, as well as 

many others, were infuriated by Rowntree's and Harvey's 

actions. They felt that these two publicly prominent Quakers 

had compromised the reputation oE the Society. Although the 

~bsolutists were only a minority within the Society, they 

were corlvi need, and were later able to prove to other 

Quakers, that their position was the most valid Quakec 

response to conscription. 

The absolutists' position had been outlined even before 

the M.S.A. was passed. Joseph E. Southall, writing to the 

Frien~ in December of 1915, stated that Quakers must decide 

where thei r "hi ghest duty" lay.44 

To my mi nd our young men who stand steadfast here 
in their places are the greatest heroes of all. 
Let the rest of us stri ve to be worthy of them, and 
banish from the Quaker vocabulary the expression 
"a 1 t ern a t i ve s e r vic I~" wit hit s fat ali m p 1 i cat i4 ~ n 
that killing our brother is one form of service. 

Southall had expressed the main objection raised against 

alt<=cnati.ve service: to accept alternative service was to 

accept the necessity of combatant service. 

Littleboy speaking at the Yearly Meeting (Adjourned) raised a 

secondary objecti on to al ternati ve servi ceo Littleboy 

considered alternative service a child of the Hilitary 

Service Act and any activity performed under its auspices 

condoned compulsory service and the H.S.A. which had as its 

stated etlr:pose the more efficient prosecution of the wac. 

It was not a question of the methods of England or 
of Germany, but the methods of God against the 



methods of the world. Any service to which we put 
our han d s m u s t h a ve a sit s d ire c t 0 b j e (~l: i: h e 
establj shment of the Kingdom of Jesus Chcis i: i and 
such would not be less truly national service. 
This ,was not a ~a~ional service act but a Military 
SerVlce Act, ••• 
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The alternativist position emerged clearly for the 

fi r::;t: t:i.me at the Yearly Meeting (Adjourned) in J.3nuary 1916. 

I'h,~ il1ajority at that meeting were in favour of "doing 

something for the nation".47 At the time, this meant some 

form of al ternati ve servi ceo Ambulance work was considered 

an obvious choice. In early 1914, the Society of Friends 

organized two special efforts to provide relief in F(dnCe; 

the Friends Ambulance Vnit (F.A.V.) which worked along side, 

but was largely independent of, the Royal Army Medical Corps 

(R.A.M.C.); and the War Victims Relief Committee (W.V.R.C.) 

which assisted in civilian reconstruction in areas destroyed 

by the war. The F.A.V. was eventually recogni zed as a 

legitimate form of alternative service. 48 

The R.A.M.e. and the F.A.U. performed the same tasks on 

the battlefield. The F.A.V. was organized along military 

lines and its members even wore khakl l.1ni.forms. 

Nevertheless, conscientious objectors made a distinction 

hetvh~en the two. The R.A.M.C. was part of the army. 

in that unit required the military oath and its ~~mbecs W~C2 

subject i:() Lhe ,11 rect authori ty of army. Many conscientious 

objectors, Quakers included, felt that taking the military 

oath infringed upon their liberty. They could not transfer 

the responsibility for their consciences to another. By 
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contrast, servi ng wi th the F.A.. U. di d not requi re a mi Ii tary 

oath. C.O.'s also favoured this kind of work because it 

provided the satisfaction of saving human life and because it 

presented the same dangers as combatd.ni~ service. The 

consensus at the Janlla-cy meeting was that this was an 

excellent form of alternate service. If the objector found 

ambulance work objectionable, the meeti ng recoo:Hl1ended 

agricultural work as a second choice. 

A regular spokesman for alternative service throughoui: 

the war was J. W. Graham. In a mid-February issue of the 

Fri end Graham stai>~:l clt?a-cly the basi s of the al ternati vi st 

position. 

We have to find a way whilst rendering loyalty to 
two principles. We can take n~ ~8rsonal pact in 
war or the pr8pacation for it, on one hand, and yet 
we owe devoted and costly service to the State, 
which is at wac in spite of us. These two 
principles point very urgently to the necessity 
la~? upon us, ea~~rly to undertake some kind of 
naclonal serVIce. 

Graham ignored the fact that these two principles were 

i rreconci lable. Whi le it was possible to be loyal to both, 

this possibility depended on a generous interpretation of 

national service. If Quakers followed the interpretation of 

the absolutists, virtually any activity of national 

importance contributed to the war. Graham, in contrast, 

believed that there would be no conflict as long as the 

al ternati ve servi ce di d not personally i nvol ve the Obj2C tor 

in the war effort. 



.•• can any of us honestly say that we~ do not want 
to win the war? Personally I am not able to reach 
such a detachment from my fellow citizens as that, 
and I have never met a man who is so indifferent. 
This does not conflict with our hostility to all 
war. 50 
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While there is obviously some basic truth and honesty in what 

Graham said, his last statement is clearly incorrect. The 

crux of the Quaker dilemma was that their peace testimony did 

conElict with a natural patriotic desire to win the war. 

Graham attempted to solve this problem simply by ignoring 

this conflict and any responsibility for the repercussions of 

individllal action: "I hold the view that we are not 

(2sponsi ble for what the other man who we Ii bf::rate lUay do. ,,51 

l1n li K(:? G c ah'31l, the absol uti sts could not ignore what they saw 

as their thoroughgoing complicity in the war effort. 

Another basic difference between the absolutists and the 

al ternati vi sts was the extent and degree of 
., . I,: '1t~: :-: 1-' • aC_lVlsrn. 

Some alternativists tended to be more passive than pacifist. 

For example, Elizabeth M. Cadbury, a supporter of alternative 

servi ee, was cri ti cal of the mi Ii tant spi rj t a f the 

absolutisi:S. 

One does not wish to misjudge the motives of any 
young men who refuse mi Ii tary servi ce, but 
questions are provoked when some go furth~r and 
decli ne to undertake "al ternati ve servi ce" ... Does 
not this refusal betray a share of the militant 
spirit that is working such havoc in Europe? It 
certainly contrasts unfavourably with those who 
have given5~p everything for the sake of their 
country I ••• 

Behind this passivity lay a fear of offending public opinion. 
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The vast majority of Quaker fa~i lies were middle class and 

very conscious of maintaining an image for themselves, as 

well as Ear the Society, of propriety and respectability. 

These Quaker s shared Cadbury's vi ewpoi n t and were concerned 

about the backlash mi litancy would produce. In an article, 

written for the Friend in May 1916, Graham recognized the 

responsibility of the individual to the dictates of his 

conscience even in the face of a contrary opinion of a 

democratic majority. Howpver, Graham insisted that there 

were limits on how the objector could express his opposition. 

The consci enti ous objector has no ri ght to 
interfere with the operations of others by 
resistance outside the law. The democracy must 
hav(~ i i:s~d.y. We Friends have, indeed, as a ti ny 
mi nori ty, no ri ght c:) :~lt)g i 1:s ,\111'c:>,~1::; except by 
tireless political action. 53 

Although Graham urged political action, he explicitly 

rejected militant civil disobedience. with specific 

reference to the Suffragettes, the Home Rule supporters, the 

Ulstermen and the passive resistor.s to the Education Act as 

examples, he insisted that such tactics would not lead to 

victory . 

... we shall only win by the support of public 
opi ni on. To gai n that we must g¥oi d the accusati on 
of unreasonable cranki ness, ... 

The position of both Graham and Cadbury was entirely 

consi_si:f~r}i: with the traditional policy of the Society. Yet 

they stood ayai nst the trend in Quaker thi nki ng establi shed 

at the Yearly Meeting of 1915. The commitment made at that 

gathering to an active pacifism led diu~ctly to the type of 
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strict adhf-;r"(=r1C c-:o [:0 consci ence di splayed by the absoluti sts. 

The absolutists' integrity impressed upon other Quakers 

the implications of a strict pacifism. This change in 

attitude is revealed in the editorials of the Friend. In 

November 1915 the Friend's editors had endorsed a broad 

programme of alternative service. However, on March 10, 

1916, the editors recommended a stricter position. They 

began by objecting to the military oath because all oaths 

necessitated the "enslavement and subjugation" of conscience. 

Secondly, the FrieE.~ believed that Quakers should object to 

military combatancy because the Society considered human life 

sacred and bel i e1led the true Chri sti an could not "do murder". 

Lastly, the Fri end could not endorse non-combatant mi li tary 

duty because this would be "aiding and abetting the slaughter 

of men".55 They elaborated on this last objection by noting 

that the Quaker objection carried with it an "objection to 

any form of direct military service or to any form of service 

di rectly imposed by mi Ii tary authori ty." The Friend's 

editors recognized a further r2st~iction against any service 

which might release another man for military duty, but 

considered this extremity as "pressing the matter to an 

imp r act i cab 1 e c 0 u n s e 1 0 f per f e c t ion " . 5 6 The F ri end had 

rejected the fundamental absolutist ideal only on the basis 

of its i mpracti cali ty. The Fri en~' s edi tor s recogni zed the 

"perfecti. on" of the absoluti st. 57 
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The absolutist position was given further credibility in 

a May issue of the Friend by Clifford Allen, chairman of the 

No-Conscription Fellowship. Allen was imprisoned in August 

1916 after refusing a partial exemption. 58 In his article 

Allen criticized the establishment of the various forms of 

alternative service because they diminished the chances of 

C.O.'s obtaining absolute exemptions. Allen also rejected 

the argument made by many alternativists that their service 

was simply a response to the great sacrifice being made by 

those who went to war. The time for such conscientious 

sacrifice was before 1914 when agitation might hRvP prevented 

the conflict. 59 Allen's principle argument was that absolute 

conscientious objectors could not make a distinction between 

their own personal objection and a desire to witness against 

the war and the militarism. 

They believe war to be wrong. They are out to 
prevent war. They will never prevent war merely 
securing exemption for themselves and assisting in 
the harmoniog& administration of militarism for 
other people. 

The absolutist's contribution to national service was his 

witness against the imposition of militarism and the 

immorality of war. W. Arthur Cooper, an imprisoned Quaker 

objectot', who wrote to the Friend in response to Clifford's 

article, provided an example of this view. 

Most of us, I think, are longing to take up "work 
of national importance" if we are given the 
opportunity, but we comfort ourselves by hoping 
that at this present time our most pressing work is 
the work which we are doing, that of remaining 



quietly in prison, following our light, and 
trusting that it will lead us 

"on to the bound of the wagre, 
on to the city of God". 

10'2 

By May 1916 mos]: Qlli':l.kers had recognized and, in many cases, 

admired the validity of the absolutists stand. Allen's 

article had made the issue cledr and the response in the 

Friend confirms that his message was understood. 

Unfortunately the confli ct between the absoluti sts and 

the alternativists did not end with the realization that the 

Quaker peace testimony led inexorably to absolutism. While 

Quakers were willing to concede the moral victory to the 

absolutists, they could not condone their tactics. By 

refusing alternative service, or by refusing to co-operate 

with the tribunal system altogether, the absolutists could be 

accused of wi 1 fu lly obstructi ng the system. Al though ci vi 1 

disobedience was the course of action most consist9nt with 

Quaker beliefs, the majority of Quakers, because of their 

respectable social position and history of dignified liberal 

di ssent, would not adopt mi Ii tant tacti cs. These at t i ttldes 

constituted the strength of the alternativists position. 

Alternati vi sm was the only tolerable approach for many 

Quakers, even though it involved a compromise of the peace 

testimony. As the yearly meeting of 1916 approached the 

Society was faced with an impossible situation. The Yearly 

Meeting could not endorse the absolutists without dj \Tiding 

the Society. Moderate and conservative Quakers would not 

tolerate that kind of militancy. The choice of endorsing the 



103 

alternati.vists' posi ti on was equally i mpossi ble. Such a 

decision would involve an official qualification of the peace 

testimony so recently resuscitated. Such a precedent could 

not be set and an open clash between the two viewpoints 

appeared inevitable. In fact, the meeting was an anticlimax. 

The issue could not be completely avoided but there was no 

fatal collision. Both absolutist and the a 1 t e r: n a l:; \1 i s t 

positions were defended. Robert O. Mennel1, chairman of the 

F.S.C., whi ch had been vJorki ng closely wi th the N.C.F. in 

support of conscientious objectors, urged Friends to 

recogni 2e th(~ contributi on of the absoluti sts and to reject 

the idea that these men were "prepared to do nothing". At 

the same ti me he fel t that "each form of peace acti vi ty was 

essentially complementary to all the rest".62 The tone of 

Mennell's speech was conciliatory and in general the 

alternati vi st/absoluti st controversy did not interfere wi th 

meeting. 

The tone of Mennell's speech was surprising, considering 

the commitment of Mennell and the F.S.C. to the absolutist 

position. The F.S.C. fought bi tterly wi th the ~.J.C.F. over 

this very issue during the rest of 1916 and much of 1917 as 

we 1 I . 6 3 Jus t ass u r p r i sin gas Men n ell 's .I! l 1 1; n 9 n e sst 0 

compromi se was the absence of any reference to the 

absolutist/alternativist controversy in either the statement 

issued by the Yearly 11eeti ng or in the mi nutes of the sessi on 

on conscription. The submergence of Mennell's militancy, and 
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t: 11 e ,,: 0 n t r 0 ve r s y w hi c h had do min ate d the Soc i e t y for the 

previous five months, can be explained by the actions of a 

few influential Friends who acted to preserve both the 

Society and its peace testimony. The dominant themes of the 

1916 Yearly Meeting were unity and caution. Almost every 

session emphasized the need to both. By calling for unity 

and by avoiding direct reference to the difference of opinion 

certain Friends hoped to avoid an open clash at the Yearly 

Meeti ng. Just as they had intervened to defend the Society's 

critique of conscription, William Littleboy and Henry T. 

Hodgkin moved to prevent the division of the Society. Tn 

1916, their efforts were assisted by Arnold S. Rowntree and 

John Henry Barlow, the clerk of the Yearly Meeting. These 

four men steered the Society away from any firm statement on 

ei ther the absoluti st/al ternati vi st issue or the peac!~ 

testimony. 

The topic set for the Openlr1g session was the underlying 

unity of Christianity. However, it was clear from the outset 

that unity of the Society was the real issue. Anne Warner 

Marsh in the opening address urged Friends to remember that 

"there were others who were equally strong in what they held 

to be ri ght" and the "great uni ty" of the Soci ety "depended 

on its di versi ty". 64 

Might it not be that this very crisis was to make 
us aware of the di versi ti es whi ch exi sted amongst 
us and other contributions, including the 
sufferings Eor conscieng~ sake, which went to make 
up the essential unity? 
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This call to unity was evident during the discussion of the 

conscri pti on issue as well. At that session Arnold S. 

Rowntree, a [lcomi nent, moderate Quaker and a member of 

Parliament, spoke of the need of the Society to "feel that 

they had been gathered into a uni ty whi ch could not be 

djvJded".66 

At the session set aside to discuss preparation for 

permanent uni versal peace, Li ttleboy, Rowntree and Hodgki n 

all spoke of the necessity of waiting for further 

enllghtenment before the Society made any decisions or 

statements. The urgings of these influential Friends was 

supported by all but a few of those who spoke. This policy 

of caution is clearly evident in the minutes of the session 

produced by the clerk. 

"We have realized, as perhaps never before, that 
the duty before us now is to humble ourselves in 
the presence of God and wait that he may reveal 
hi mself. ... It is ti me for man to be si lent and 
for God to speak. There is a need to be patient, 
to pot~ess our souls, to '.vai t for the divine 
call." 

At the session on peace, held the day after, John Henry 

Barlow i n h~j s openi ng remarks to the sessi on on peace 

;. nsi sted that it was "not necessary to do anythi ng: it is 

necessary to discover what is required of us".68 Barlow, 

Littleboy, Hodgkin and Rowntree had steered the Society 

towards the only solution that would preserve both of the 

peace testimony and the Society. The Society could not 

openly endorse the absolutists because of the militancy that 
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posi ti on demanded. Nor could it endorse the al te (n.3. ti vi sts' 

view without compromising the peace i:estil::lOny. ;)0 ::~l''! 

Society did nothing. The statement issued by the Yearl~ 

Meeting was silent on the most important issue facing the 

Society at the time. 

Littleboy, Hodgkin, Rowntree and Barlow were 3u~c~ssful 

in their efforts to preserve both the unity of the Society 

and the integrity of the peace testimony, but heavy price was 

paid for this accomplishment. Since August 1914, the Society 

of Friends had been moving gradually towards a stricter 

paci fi sm and an increased mi Ii tancy. Afb~r the Yearly 

Meeting of 191fi only a few Quaker militants would continue to 

fight an uncompromising battle with conscription and 

mi Ii tari sm. It was obvious that the Society of Friends as an 

organization could not follow that path without becoming 

fatally divIded. The Society would not be a vehicle for 

militdnt paclfism. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE RESURGENCE OF QUAKER SOCIALISM 

Is thec8 any cure for the woes of the world until 
we are ready to believe that Jesus meant Hi.::; Gospel 
to be taken seriously, and that He really waits to 
usher in a new era in which rejuvenated men shall 
dwell in a rejuvenated social order? 

1917 Iowa Year~y.Me1ting 
Epls~le 

At the Yearly Meeting of 1916 the Society rejected tf}ro 

strategy of deliberate confrontation because the majority of 

Friends refused to appear willfully disruptive. Although 

Quakers were already at odds with the government over its 

policy of conscriptions, the Society had not brought this 

conflict upon itself. The Society continued supporting both 

alternativists and absolutists through the F.S.C. and 

conscientious objections continued to be a major concern of 

Quakers throughout the war. There was, however, an increase 

in Quaker acti vi ty in other areas wi th the resu 1 t tha t 

questions concerning conscientious objectives became less 

important. This chapter, thus, focuses on the changes to the 

peace testi ~ony brought about by two new thrusts of Quake( 

activity which developed between 1916 and 1918. 

After May 1919, Quakers increased thei r efforts to 

encourage a negotiated peace and a subsequent reform of 

international relations. Although the Society contributed 

di rectly to thi s effort, much of the work was done by 
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individuals providing time and money to organizations such as 

the Union of Democratic Control (U.D.C.), the primary group 

seeking democratic reform of international c1i[llomacy. The 

O.D.C. had been founded as early as August 5th, 1914, by a 

small group of Liberal Radicals who criticized the foreign 

policy of their own party, and Sir Edward Grey in particular, 

for failing to avoid the war and for being incapable of 

ending it. As well as Liberal and Labour politicians such as 

C.P. Trevelyan and Ramsay MacDonald, the O.D.C. membership 

included popular figures and prominent intellectuals, such as 

Norman Angell and Bertrand Russell. The leaders of this 

emminent association were Trevelyan, E.D. Morel and ~rthur 

Ponsonby. Mor8 than any others, these three men gave the 

O.D.C. its particular intellectual critique, based on a 

traditional liberal rational internationalism. Disillusioned 

by what they perceived as the betrayal of Parliament in 1914 

by the Foreign Minister, Sir Edward Grey, they attempted to 

establi sh the U.D.C. as an effecti ve left-wi ng opposi ti on to 

the Liberal Government. In the short run the Liberal 

leadership succeeded in restricting the O.D.C.'s influence. 

However, by the war's end the O.D.C.'s ideas had gai ned 

support and became essentially the foreign policy aspirations 

of the new Labour Party fashioned in 1918. 2 

The U.D.C.' s campai gned for four major poli ti ca 1 reforms 

to be i nsti tut~~d after a negoti ated peace: post-war 

boundaries between states should conform to national 



113 

groupings and not traditional empires; each nation must be 

given the ability to determine its own future; all the major 

combatants should grasp the opportunity presented by a peace 

settlement for. b)tal dlsarmament; and, most importantly, all 

diplomacy must be open to public scrutiny. Within Britain in 

parti cular forei gn poli cy must be subject to parli amentary 

control. 3 As these aims revealed, the U.D.C. was not 

pri mari ly a " s top-the-war" movement. Whatever the truth to 

the U.D.C.'s claim that the war was a product of the 

machinations of a secretive and aristocratic diplomatic 

systecu, 3tdb~ments such as this were scarely relevant after 

August 1914. si mi lar ly, thei r suggested reforms were to be 

implemented after the war and contained no criticisms of the 

how the war was being conducted. 

This feature of the U.D.C.'s critique of government 

policy, plus the respectability and status of its leaders, 

led to organization to adopt a political style that was 

strictly constitutional, however controversial they appeared 

to ardent patroits. The respectable tone and rationally 

argued literature of the U.D.C.'s campaign appealed to 

moderate Quakers. The U.D.C. was ~ vehicle for opposition to 

the war without the stigma of disloyalty or obstructionism. 

Quakers were also receptive to the U.D.C.'s ideas because 

they had supported the Liberal party, and in particular its 

Radical wing, since Gladstone created the party in the middle 

of the nineteenth century. The U.D.C.'s tactics of di rect 
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but informal political influence matched the inclinations of 

many moderate Quakers in 1916, who wished to avoid notoriety. 

Although Quakers devoted considerable energy to this new 

effort, it did not effect the Society's peace testimony in 

any di rect way. It may, however, have contributed to the 

acceptance of the most significant restatement of the peace 

testimony since the eighteenth century. As Marvin Swartz 

s tat e din his aut h 0 r ita t t v est u d y, T h ~ U n ion 0 f D e !!!.9 c !:. a tic 

Control in Bri ti sh Poli ti cs, parti ci pa ti on in the acti vi ti es 

of the U.D.C. "facilitated the transition of a significant 

number of liberals into the Labour Party."4 Liberal and 

Labour co-operation in the U.D.C. gave a resp~ctability to 

~abour politics among left-wing Liberals. Within the Society 

of Fr.ien(ls this association created a more willing audience 

for radi cal Quakers and thei r ideas. The Quaker peace 

testimony was transformed by this previously octracized 

mi.nodty. 

The U.D.C. inherited the long-standing rationalist/ 

humanitarian critique of war that believed arbitration to be 

a far bettl~-( '~ay to solve international disputes than 

warfare. Although very few Quakers objected to this 

conviction, by 1916 Quaker radicals had led many to the 

belief that the ultimate solutions to war lay elsewhere than 

in the reform of a secretive and aristocratic diplomatic 

system. This desire to find more complete solutions produced 

the second major thrl.lst of Quaker activity between May 1916 
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and November 1918. Quaker pacifism, in search of a more 

comprehensive critique of violence and war, merged with 

Quaker socialism. 

The Socialist orthodoxy applied to the problems of peace 

by Quaker paci fi sts in 1916 had been adopted hy Qll"k'-=~ 

socialists between 1912 and 1913. In this change Quaker 

socialists paralleled a widespread shift taking place within 

British socialist thought generally. In the course oE a few 

years P"lct: of thl~ British socialist community rejecb?d 1:he 

centralism of state socialism in favour of a pluralistic 

social organization expounded by the Guild socialists. Oddly 

enough, Hilaire Belloc's reactionary critique of governmental 

authority, The Servile State published in 1912 gave 

considerable impetus to a trend among liberals and socialists 

away from faith in state sponsored socialism and in doing so 

temporarily revitalized Edwardian socialism. Peter Jones 

identifies the proponents and the key issue of this new 

Boci ali st energy. 

The great socialist revival that began in the 
1880's seeiTI,~d to have ground to a halt. A younger 
generati on of soci ali sts were determi ned to start 
afresh and incidently recapture for British 
socialism an essential idea that had somehow been 
lost on the way between 1830 and the 1900's; direct 
worker control. 5 

The desire for direct worker control was not unique to Guild 

soc::i ali sts. The Syndicalists had this goal in mind as well. 

Early propo~e~ts of the Guild socialist alternative believed 

that economic reform must create a system that benefited the 
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whole communi ty. workers had to share power within society 

with other institutions such as the state and the church. 

Syndicalism sought by revolut!lon a "too exclusive claim for 

worker's self-government .,,6 Gui ld soci ali sm was developed as 

an alternative both to st~te socialism and to syndicalism. 8 

Industrial Guild socialism was first elaborated 

comprehensi vely by S.G. Hobson, and Vli-tS subsequently 

developed and expanded by G.D.H. Cole. Hobson's contribution 

and i nfluence, eS.i.')o~cl ally amongst Chri sti an soci ali sts, has 

been undervalued in relation to the work of Cole. Hobson's 

!..Jclcti.culdr: rormulation of the Guild idea had a greater appeal 

~~ong Christian socialists because of speci [i.c differences in 

emphasi sand objecti ves. Nevertheless, Cole was Gui ld 

socialism's most broadly influential and, ultimately, most 

sophi sti cated proponent. In developi ng Hobson's ideas, Cole 

gave Guild socialism a greater rigour and thoroughness, and a 

form of social organization that was ideally suited to 

political and religious dissent. Like all Guild socialists, 

Cole sought to place significant limits on the extent of the 

state's authority. The state, because it was an expression 

of the geographical aspect of man's personality and not the 

,:?conomi c or reli gi ous aspects, could not clai In to represent 

all the "associative will of man.,,7 Each individual 

functi oned wi thi n several associ ati ons, each an independent 

P (l),1uc i: of TOO. n' s na tu reo The state could not claim any 

superior power over these other associations. Membership 
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in the associations gave individuals the right to set "limits 

to the duties which they owe to their state."B Cole 

recognized the obvious appeal that these concepts had for 

pacifists and conscientious objectors. 9 Cole deliberately 

kept a disc~eet distance between himself and the war 

resi stor s, because he feared any i denti fi cati on of hi s ideas 

wi th the C.O.'s would produce a patriotic backlash and 

jeopacdize support for his ideas among trade unionists. 10 

Despite all his efforts at discretion, Cole's ideas had 

a wide influ~nce. ~. M. Winter, in socialism and the 

Challenge of War, crf~di. ted Co Ie wi th i nfl uenci ng the ideas of 

Clifford Allen, chairman of the N.C.F.i Bertrand Russell, 

also active in the N.C.F.i and Ramsay MacDonald, leader of 

the Labour Party until he resigned with the advent of war. ll 

Winter also states that the adoption of Guild socialist ideas 

by these men was "part of a wider movement of opinion during 

t he war w h i c h b r 0 ugh t man y d iff ere n t m e r1 i: () U 19 P (),:;i ti 0 n 

which Cole and others had developed.,,12 winter believed that 

the appeal of Guild socialism was partly due to the new 

fearful vision of the state produced by the war. 

After three years of war, the state was seen to be 
a very different and far more dangerous cI~ature by 
even a moderate socialist like MacDonald. 

If Cole was the primary agent of Guild socialism for men 

li ke Allen, Russell and MacDonald, S.G. Hobson most di rectly 

influenced the Quakers. There are some obvious reasons for 

thi s preference. To begi n wi th Hobson was a Quaker hi msel f, 



118 

although his autobiography makesi. i: clear: that his adherence 

to Quaker practice was intermittent. 14 He was a close friend 

of promi nent Quaker soci a 1 ist A 1 fred B. Thorne and hi s wi fe 

Mary, who were perhaps the most active Quaker socialists 

before the war. 15 Apart from these personal connections, 

Hobson's form of Guild socialism received a readier audience 

among Quaker socialists because of his emphasis on the full 

development of the i ndi vi dual personali ty as the ul ti mate 

goal of society. Quakers would eventually modify Hobson's 

goals slightly to make spiritual development the goal of 

soci al reform. 

Hobson's disenchantment with orthodox socialism was 

evident as early as 1905 where he abandoned the Independent 

Labour Party l6 (LL.P.) . By 1910 he had left the Fabian 

~ . t 11 17 ;::'OCle y as we . S.T. Glass, in hi s book, Th~ Re~E.0nsi ble 

Soci~.:!:.y, noted that the primary distinction between Hobson 

and orthodox socialists was his belief that the workingman, 

simply because he was a man, "had a natural t"tqht to share in 

the management of thei. ndustry in which he was engaged.,,18 

It was not enough to redistribute material wealth. Hobson 

believed that the fundamental social environment was the 

workplace and its condition had "important formative 

influences" on the personality of the worker. 19 In the 

existing industrial system the conditions of labour were 

domi nd. i:r~:l by t~1(~ wage rel a ti onshi p. Hobson considered this 

relationship unjust because it treated the worker as a 
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commodity and, more importantl/; because it required him to 

sell his right to control the products of his labour. 

Capitalism, because it it depended upon an unjust 

organization of labour, prevented the full develop~ent of 

those involved in the system. 

Economic sUbjugation brings in its train certain 
definite psychological results, which, in their 
turn, colour and domi nate poli ti cs.... A communi ty, 
four-fifths of which is rendered servile by the 
wage system, cannot pos~ibly slough off the 
psychology of servi Ii ty ..• 210 

The wage system produced an active minority and a passive 

majori ty. Hobson was convi nced that si mply exchangi ng one 

set of owners for another, as the nati onal) '.2:ati Oil schemes of 

state soci ali sm suggested, would not al ter thi s basi c 

relationship. Work en vi ronment reform had to be di rected 

towards worker control to banish the psychological effects of 

wage slavery. I twa s the e mph a sis 0 nth e i fl t ,~ r: rl d 1 

impro~ement of the individual rather than the purely 

political advance of industrial democracy that gave Hobson's 

Guild socialism its appeal among Christian socialists. 

The conversion of the S.Q.S., the dominant Quaker 

soci ali st organi zati on, to Gui Id soci ali sm was revealed in 

the Ploughshare, the organization's monthly periodical, in 

November 1913. In this issue, the S.Q.S. openly rejected 

collecti vi sm because there was "no evi dence tha l: soc i .-,1 j ~,~d 

industries would treat workers any better than large 

corporations.,,21 State socialism was no more than state 

employment, whereas true socialism was as follows: 



an i ndustri al mO\Tl~ment of the workers 
themselves, to resist the downward pressure of 
Capitalism upon their class so as to gain complete 
em an c i p a t

2
i
2

0 n r: ( O:f'\ '.~Jn I? loy men t as mer e wag e
earners •.. 

1213 

The S.Q.S. did not immediately apply Guild socialist ideas to 

the problem of war. In a pre-war critique of militarism, the 

S.Q.S. i denti fi ed the enemi es of peace as the. 

organi zed forces of the ari stocra ti c hi erarchy 
of Army and Navy, and of the financial interest of 
banks, bondholders, shareholders in the arma~~nts 
ri ng, and profi tmongers of all descripti ons •.• 

Although there was clearly an antagonism towards capitalism 

behind this critique, there was very little in it that was 

strictly socialist and even less that could be identified as 

Gui Id sod a li st. Before the war the S.Q.S. co-operated wi th 

the collectivist I.L.P. on peace issues. 24 This co-operation 

indicated that they did not feel that the ideological 

diEEe~ences between themselves and the I.L.P. carried over 

into their anti-militarism. 

The change in Quakec socialist orthodoxy took place just 

ass u p po rtf 0 r soc i ali s m wit h i nth e Soc: i ,~t: y 0 E F r i end s 

reache~ a plateau. Between 1912 and 1913, the S.Q.S. 

realized that its special conferences were only attended by 

the con v e r ted min 0 r i t y • 25 The res t ° I: i: h,~ ,~'J': i-' i~.l a p pea red 

immune to its appeals. Indeed, the response to a letter 

circulated by the S.Q.S. in 1911 outlining its basic ideals 

revealed the depths of conservatism within the society.26 

Between 1911 and 1914 the S.Q.S. acted more cautiously to 
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avoid alienating existing support. In mi nute form a S.Q.S. 

meeting in the sum~ec of 1914 reflects this caution 

... great care should be exerci sed not to antagoni ze 
Priends by introducing Socialist economics ..• The 
first point to be aimed at is to help Friends to 
feel a confiction of sin for the present system of 
industry.2 

Although Quaker socialism was clearly on the defensive in the 

last years of peace, the war did much to change this 

situation. Some Quakers saw the outbre~k of war as the 

vindication of their critique of militarism but the majority 

had to admit that their efforts to prevent war had failed 

dramati cally. This failure prompted many Friends to 

reconsider thei r understanding of the roots of war and 

violence. Such a desire is evident in the first official 

statement by the Society after the outbreak of hostilities. 

In the distress and perplexity of this new 
situation, many are so stunned as scarcely to be 
able to di scern the path of duty. In the si ght of 
God we should seek to get back to ::i rst 

. . 1 28 prlnclp es .... 

Quaker socialists took this opportunity to restate their 

belief that the roots of war lay in the existing organization 

of the industrial system. Permanent peace could only be 

brought about with the construction of a new Christian social 

order. The new order that the S.Q.S. advocated was a 

modified form of Guild socialism. 

By 1916 Quaker socialism possessed a broader base of 

support within its parent organization and a greater vitality 

amongst its members than any other Christ;an socialist 
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organization. The war seriously weakened if not destroyed 

other Nonconformist Christian socialist organizations and the 

same was true of the C.S.U. 311,-j the C.S.L. wi thi n the Church 

of England. 29 In contrast, the S.Q.S., and to a lesser 

extent the F.S.U., drew new strength and purpose from the 

outbreak of war. The search for a better understandi ng of 

the causes of violence gave socialism a second chance among 

Quakers. The first evidence of this was a minute forwarded 

to the Yearly Meeting of 1915 by the Yorkshire Quarterly 

Meeting which asked that time be set aside for the 

"consideration of the Industrial and Social 0 C]9r 3ndi ts 

relation to the great war.,,30 The minute linked 

international conflict with social strife. 

We remember that many of the social and industrial 
conditions in this country have no foundation in 
justice and that the spirit of unchecked greed 
lead

11
to industrial strife as well as international 

war. 

This Yearly Meeting was very significant for the future of 

Quaker pacifism. Opinions expressed were by far the most 

radical statements made at any Yearly Meeting since the 

speeches advocating a liberal theology shook the Society in 

the 1880's. The sitting began with the report of the Friends 

Social Union, which linked efforts for peace with a desite 

for the restructuring of social order. "Those of us worki ng 

for peace amongst the nations must also be ready to work for 

peace in our industrial order.,,32 The report was as vague as 

the statement of the Yorkshire Quarterly Meeting, but the 
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speakers that followed were more explicit. John St. George 

Heath began the discussion, and quickly focused on one source 

of strife, the profit motive. Heath considered this drive 

the root of' 
, , 

dL I .. social evi 1 , the results of which were 

"reckless competition, low wages, social wreckage and ever 

increasing bitterness of capital and labour.,,33 Heath sought 

a hi gher concepti on of i ndustri al li fe, and he beli eved that 

different motivations were possible. Despi. te these 

criticisms, Heath stopped short of calling for a socialist 

restructuring of society. The new economic system would 

follow out of a determi nati on to Ii ve in the i mage of Chri st. 

Bye ant r a s t W. L oft u s H are, e d i. t o·c 0 f the E.l. aug h s h a r ~, 

went much further. He was adamant in hi s condemnati on of a 

social system "based on the idea of industry not for use, but 

for profit; ••. " It was thi s "uni versal rush for profi t" 

which had brought about the war.,,34 Hare's vi ews were 

supported by several of the speakers that followed. However, 

the radicals did not completely dominate the sitting. E. 

Vipont Brown, a member of the F.S.U., and long-time liberal 

Quaker, did not think that war need be tied directly to the 

competitive system. The first goal of the Society should be 

to introduce the Kingdom of Heaven here on earth. Once that 

was achieved, competition would be unthinkable. Another 

speaker, Alfred Brooks, in words that recalled mid-Victorian 

Quaker values, denied that the present war could be seen as a 

product of the present social order. He believed that if 
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there was a soci al illness it had more to do wi th the evi 1 of 

drink than the organization of industry.35 Between these two 

opposing positions stood a group of Friends who were 

unwi lli ng to co,niO i t themsel ves. Typi ca 1 of thi s posi ti ons 

were Wi lli am Char les Brai thwai te and Mauri ce Gregory, who 

called for a conference to study the relationship between the 

soci al order and war, and di scuss what Quake"c i deals had to 

say to the issue. The last act of the sessi on was to create 

a committee to organize the suggested conference. This 

committee, called the War and Social Order Committee, was to 

playa leading role in uniting the Society's pacifism and 

soci ali sm. 36 

The formation of the War and Social Order Committee 

provided the first effective voice of Quaker socialism within 

the official structure of the Yearly Meeting. 

year the commi ttee pursued its mandate vigorously. It 

organized two conferences: one at OXI:()cd Lrl 7\1.19.1:51::. of 1915 

and the second in London in October of 1916. 37 The 

committee's most significant effort was its report to the 

Yearly Meeting of 1916, ~henc~ Co~~ Wars? The authors of 

the report were all members of either the S.Q.S. or the 

F. S. U • , and the a r gum e n t s r- 8 f 1 e (e t t 11 e i. n put 0 f bot h g r 0 ups. 

Essentially the report borrowed a New Liberal understanding 

of human nature and the effects of the social environment and 

grafted this ideology on to a Guild socialist critique of 

industci aUsm. 
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The report begins with an article by William Loftus Hare 

on the role of human nature in the persistence of violence 

and war. Hare believed that every individual was endowed 

with a primary impulse, the most important of which was the 

"wi ll-to-li ve." Man's i mpul ses as a whole were a part of the 

natural order, and therefore were unchangeable. However, the 

"will-to-live" need not invariably lead to conflict, as was 

com~only suggested. Pacifism was in fact a logical 

rationalization of the "will-to-live" impulse. Hare believed 

the individual reali7.ed that carrying individual or national 

egotism to an extreme was a biological danger. 38 Once the 

individual perceived that his own welfare was dependent upon 

the welfare of others, his natural egotism would encourage 

co-operation. Co-oper ati on or "mutua I ai d" was a pr agmati c 

development from the fact of society. This development could 

not occur if social conditions obscured the logic of co

operation. Hare was convinced, however, that the natural 

i nsti ncts of man would be di rected into a force "that may one 

day make war i mpossi ble, II if both reli gi ons and the economy 

were properly ordered. 39 On this basis, Hare argued thdt 

paci fi sm was in fact consi stent wi th human nature. I t1,h~,:-,a 

Hare goes as far as to say that "human nature has progressed 

so far that war is now unnatural.,,40 This led him to the 

obvi ous quest ion; why does war sti 11 take place? Hi s answer 

was quite explicit. 



we have not in the material, industrial and 
economic elements of our Social Order kept ~ice 
with our moral and psychological enlightenment. 

And with speciEi~ ~eference to the First World War; 

.•. we do not think that the present war is to be 
explai ned as an outburst of radi cal antagoni sm or 
reli gi ous ani mosi ty, but t

4
0 the perpetuati on of an 

unsound economi c system •.. 2 
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Hare obviously believed that wars could be prevent~~ hy 

reforming the economic system. 

Hare's analysi s of human nature was nei ther i nnovati ve 

nor uncommon. Bertrand Russell, in hi s work Pri nci pIes of 

Social Reconstruction, published in 1916, outlined a si-milar 

understanding of human motivations. Russell, like Hare, 

believed that man's natural impulses did not invariably lead 

to war. It was true that war was a product of certain 

natural impulses but it was equally true that other impulses 

acted against war: 

Impulses may be divided into those that make for 
life and those that make for death. The impulses 
(~ mba d t .~ din the war are am 0 n g tho set hat m a kef a r 
death. Anyone of the impulses that make Ear 
life, if it ,is stroni3enough, will lead man to 
stand out agaInst war. -

Like Hare, Russell asserted that the existing condition of 

so(~iei:y restricted those impulses which would :nak(~ Eo~ life 

~nd Jiscourage war. Injustice, and an economic system which 

compelled "almost all 'l1'-=i1 to carr.y out the purposes of others 

rather than their own, ••. ", destroyed the vigor of society 

and its ability to view life generously.44 Paci fi sm Wi'lS 

consistent with human nature, hut: I:h8 generous impulses that 
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lay behind it were not then dominant. IE society could be 

reconstructed so that those impulses which encouraged 

., * pAcifism because dominant, an end to war might b~ posslole. 

Like Russell's book, the bulk of the committee's report 

was devoted to a critique of the existing soci ety and 

recommendations for change. The committee, however, 

concentrated to greater extent than Russell on the problems 

of industrial organization. This emphasis reflected the 

input of the Quaker socialists. The committee identified two 

flaws in the economic system: the institution of private 

property dnd the wage system. In making these particular 

criticisms the committee appeared to present a complete 

repudiation of industrial society. In fact, thei r rejecti on 

of private property was not complete. They had no real 

objectic):1 to the possession of property in itself. What 

concerned them was the use of property beyond the needs of 

basi c necessi ty. The analysis of pri vate property was made 

by Maurice L. Rowntree. Rowntree drew upon L.T. Hobhouse's 

* Russell's shift from the liberalism of his family to 
socialism is best exemplified by his attitude towards the 
wage system. By denouncing this fundamental element af 
industrialism Russell was abandoning any faith in U1(~ 
existing system. J. A. Hobson, a prominent New Liberal 
thinker, had made the same transition by 1916. See Russell's 
Roads to Freedom (1918) and Hobson's article in the Friend on 
October1916. 
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* distinction between property for use and property for power. 

Property for use involved those possessions necessary to an 

ordered life. Property for power was the possession of 

property for the domination of others, in particular the 

control of PCO<luc::ts of other peoples' labour. Rowntree 

concedes the necessity and virtues of property for use and 

condemns the use of property for power. 45 The use of 

property for power led to social conflict by denying to large 

groups of individuals the full benefits of their labour. 

the modern organization of industry tends to 
make the workers into machines, devoid of 
initiative, enervated by monotony, compelled under 
the present system, without any say in the matter, 
to surrender part of the just proceeds of thei r 
labour in the form of interest and di ,,; J'~ncls to 
those who may never ha~e done one stroke of honest 
work for the business. 4o 

Even if such power was used with the best intentions, this 

evi 1 remai ned. The fundamental exploi tati on of others was 

not a 1 t ere d, nom a t t e rho w m u c h cOin per} sat i 0 11 'J! ,1 sma de. By 

thwarti ng the personal growth of the worker, i ndustri ali sm 

created "widesprc~ad soci al evi 1 and di scontent, thus sowi ng 

the seeds of i ndustri al revol uti on at horne. ,,4 7 Rowntree a 1 so 

believed that the conflicts created by the use of property 

[or power contributed to international rivalries. 

* Rowntree openly follows L. T. Hobhollse's analysis of 
property, quoting and paraphrasing his work extensively. 
There is no direct indication which of Hobhouse's works he 
drew from, but Morals in Evolution (1915) is listed in the 
report's bibliography of suggested readings. (See ~Q~nce 
C o!!!.~ ~ a r s ", p p • 15 - 1 8) . 



.•• because of the fight to maintain and increase 
power through property, the severest strife is 
caused with foreign competitors, each sic1e 
contendi ng to embroi 1 its government and thus 
provoke war between the nations. 4H 
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This critique of the effects of industrial competition on the 

relations between states was not new. Rowntree's innovation 

for Quaker thought was to base this long-standing critique on 

the defects of a fundamental economi c i nsti tuti on, pr i vate 

property. 

The second characteri sti c of the exi sti ng economi c 

system criticized by the committee was the wage system. The 

corami ttee's cri tique of the wage system was mor(~ complete. 

"Wagery" was the root of all social evil and the fundamental 

division within industrial society was between employer and 

employee. Mary E. Thorne in her porti on of the commi t tee's 

report considered the conflict created by this division to be 

the real class w~r. The employer and employee would be 

inevitably opposed because the gains of each were at the 

expense of the other. 

While this is the condition of industry imposed by 
capitalism, the struggle must continue; neither 
side will lay down arms. The opposition of 
interest betwixt employers and employed cannot be 
resolve<l any other way than by t~~ abolition of 
wage-earners and wage-payers alike. 

Thorne believed that this struggle between the employer and 

the employee was the root of all social conflict and that a 

solution to this fundamental conflict would reduce social 

conflict generally. 1ft he i n d U :3 t r i. a 1 s y s t e m C 0 U 1 d be 
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modified to give the workers a new status ~ith control over 

production, industrial conflict, and therefore civil and 

international conflict as well, would be reduced. 50 Rowntree 

stated this succinctly in his previous article: 

The more mankind transforms competition into co
operation, the more every human soul is accorded 
the chance of that full and complete life that 
Jesus meant him to have, the more quickly ~ill 
wars, both industrial and military, disappear. 5 

Having identified what its members believed to be the 

two principal economic ills, the committee examined various 

sollll:Lons. Co-operatives and profit-sharing schemes were 

rejected because nei ther allowed for any real change in the 

employer/employee relationship.52 State socialism was 

rejected because it involved no more than the exchange of one 

owner/exploiter for another. Despite the worker's powers 

within a democratic state, his economic circumstances would 

not change significantly.53 By contrast, Guild socialism 

sought to improve the worker's status wi thi n the i ndustri al 

envi ronment. Alfred B. Thorne, in his portion of the report 

describing the Guild socialist alternative, once again 

identified the fundamental problem for the worker as his lack 

o~ control over the products of his labour. Thorne favoured 

Guild socialism because it insisted that the right of workers 

to manage thei r own labour was as i nali enable as thei r 

political rights. 54 The Guild system, with its democratic 

industrial organization, gave the worker full cont-col OITL~'~ 

his primary occupation. I twas thi s change whi ch the 
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committee saw as essential to relieving the tensions within 

industry and the dOloestic and international strife which they 

produced. Restructuring society along the lines suggested 

would encourage the best impulses in man. By providing a 

fuller opportuni ty foe personal responsi bi Ii ty for the 

individual and by encouraging co-operation and mutual aid, 

Guild socialism would foster those human qualities which made 

for peaceful co-existence. Guild socialism provided the key 

to a non-violent society and in their attempt to create a 

permanent peace, the Committee made it their model for social 

reconstruction. 

Despi te the fai lure of the report to state how the new 

Chri sti an soci al 0 ("(h~ (" ~"ollld b"'! hrought about, the document 

did amount to a vastly more sophisticated and comprehensive 

study of the roots of violence and war than had existed 

within the Society prevjously. The report also was quite 

specific about the changes that were necessary, and these 

amounted to nothing less than a denunciati on of a the 

capitalist system. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: A SOCIALIST QUAKER ORTHODOXY 

We are called to dedicate ourselves to the great 
endeavour of building our social BEe that it may 
s(~i: free the mass of the people instead of 
l~nslaving them, ... that we may lead out th(~ 

children into a full life instead of fit t ; n g i: h i~'1 
to take places in the industrial or military 
machine. 

1918 Yearly Meeting Epistle l 

The radicalism of the War and Social Order Committee is 

less surpri si ng when it is reali zed that in 1916 member::s 0 r: 

other Christian churches were producing documents similar to 

Whence Corne Wars? The most obvious parallel. was the fifth 

report of the Church of England's National Mission of 

Repentance and Hope. The Mi. ss l ,):1 'lndertaken by the church in 

the autumn of 1916 is described by Alan Wilkinson in The 

the church "to respond to the spiritual needs of the nation 

in wartime".2 More pragmatically it was an attempt, as 

wi lki nson stated, to answer the cri ti ci sms leveled agai nst 

the Church for not pre~entlng the war and for failing to 

speak effectively to the lower classes. Wilkinson also 

believed that the church was concerned with a decline in 

attendance that developed aEi:ec an initial increase in 1914. 3 

Whatever motivations prevailed, the Mission was not a 

tremendous evangelical success. John Oliver in The Church 

and Social Order claimed that the Mission failed because it 

135 
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called the nati on to repentance at a time when it was 

struggling to survive. 4 Britons were not in the mood for the 

Church's medicine. 

Regardless of its failure to bring Britons to ~ new 

appreciation of the Church, the Mission did produce five 

comprehensive reports on the condition of the Cl)Il(ltr-y "Ii: vJar. 

was an extraordinary document for the Church of England to 

produce. It made five main points. Christian moral teaching 

should be applied to society, industry and economics just as 

they were to the i ndi vi dual. New Testament teachings about 

the dangers and legitimate use of wealth should be g~ven 

g r: {~a t ere mph a sis. C h r i s t tau g h t the sup rem e imp 0 r t cOl '1'~ f~ 0 I: 

personality and therefore men should not be treated as mere 

instruments 0 f producti on. Indi vi duali sm must be 

complemented by duty to the community. Lastly, society must 
... 

accept cesponsibility for the welfare of its members.~ These 

resolutions contained a great deal of encouragement and very 

little condemnation. As such it was a less radical and hard-

hitting critique of society than the Quaker report. However, 

the rea reo b v i. 0 II S s i mil a r i tie s bet wee nth e two. The 

importance given the application of Christian morality to all 

parts of soci ety, and to the personal i ty of the i ndi vi dual, 

are clear examples. Moreover, both reports statc~ thd.[: i·.h,~r:e 

was a need for a new social order based on Christian ethics. 

The Angli can report also recogni zed that the necessary 
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changes were more than mere adjustments to the existing 

sysb~jn. The problems in soci ety were "express) on,.., of certai n 

deficiencies deeply (nnted 1n the nature of the social order 

itself." 6 

Wilkinson stated that the authors of the Church's report 

tried to bridge differences of opinion on t'.Vo ;S'-;'l'~S; '~lh(~theJ: 

social issues were in fact the concern of the Church at all, 

and if so, how much worker control was appropriate. In 

skillfully incorporating both sides of these arguments in the 

report, the authors made possible its publlcat-j on but 

severely hindered its application. After the war several 

attempts were m~de to put into practice the principles set 

down in the report, but for many reasons very little was 

accomplished. 7 The major problem Ear the report was its lack 

of suppo r"r: r r"() "1 vI i. thi n the church i tsel f. Similar problems 

faced the report of the War and Social Order Committee. 

Although it had an official status as a report to a Yearly 

Meeting, the Committee's r:c~?O(t :nc~rely represented the 

o pin ion S 0 f a S ill a 1. 1 r,~ d i cal min 0 r i t Y • I f the rep 0 r twa s t 0 

be accepted as Quaker doctrine, many more Friends would have 

to be convi nced. 

The Quaker report was published in December 1915, but 

the first discussion of the Committee's ideas did not take 

place unti I the Yearly Meeti ng of 1916. Thi s gatheri ng '.Vas 

pre-occupi ed wi th defusi ng the absoluti st/al ternati vi st 

confli ct and rejecti ng mi 1 i tancy in the process. For these 
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u~aSOr)'5 th~~ report was not embraced enthusi asti cally. The 

minutes of the session on war and the socj ctl (Jr",lee ,'Ii: i:he 

Yearly Meeting of 1916 reveal very little support for the 

specific suggestions made by the committee. Only commi ttee 

members themselves made any statements which included 

suggesti ons for radi cal soci al reform. There was, however, 

widespread agreement on the need for some sort of change. J. 

T. Walton Newbold, a member of the committee, closed his 

statement with a call for a change in the organization of 

society. 

Let Friends seek a transfor.,nation, that the things 
that were given by God in this fair world might be 
used for the good of all men. 8 

His point was taken up by al:nost ever:y member at the sitting. 

The most significant supporter was Henry T. Hodgkin. Hodgkin 

poi n ted t 0 UH~ ext 1':.'" a 0 r din a r y a c com p 1 ish men t s 0 f the nat ion 

o n c e its e n erg i e s we red ire c b? d t 0 a c 0 ,n 111 0 n c a use. I nth i s 

he saw as a lesson for Friends: 

••• might we not also see some vision of a nation 
orgrlili ~(~<1 ror: p'~al:::e and righteousness [?] Surely in 
such a case we should see great stri des towards the 
day of peace, •.. The lesson of war should be the 
organization of society or nation for peace. 9 

Hodgkin's comments brought the sitting to a close and the 

minute produced by the Clerk echoed his recommendatior) 01: 

work for social change. 

We must show ourselves as a community who believe 
in the practi cali ty of the Ki. ngdom of God. We must 
believe in the possibility of reconstruction and 
seek acti vely for new Ii ght. we must make 
experiments and provide that out of this period 8f 
war and change a new and better order may arise. l 
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Just as he had h08r1 instrumental in defusing the conflict 

between the absolutists and alte(n~ttvists, Hodgkin was able 

to direct the Society into this new activity. Tn the process 

of directing the Society away from militant political action 

he directed them towards work for social reconstruction. 

Interest in the socialist critique increased immediately 

after the Yearly Meeti ng of 1916 and remai ned hi gh over the 

next two years. Typi.cal of letters to the Frien9. in the 

summer of 1916 was one by Wi lfred E. Li ttleboy whi ch 1i nked 

an acti~e peace effort to a new way of looking at society. 

Did [Christ] not rather teach principles which if 
carried out as He had intended wOll1d have 
transformed this world here into the Kingdom of God 
on earth? And is not one reason for th(':) Cr.l i III (,~ ,'.<) 

a c com p lis h t his res u 1 t, t hat ins t u d yin 9 1: '1 .> 

teachings of Jesus we have only looked for those 
aspects which affect men as individuals and have 
failed to grasp those 1!pects which r.lccect men as 
members of a communi ty? 

Ru fus Jones suggested the same revi si on of Quaker r.lt t:i i::ldes 

in the same issue of the Friend. Jones believed that the 

Soci ety could "never agai n accept the easy i ndi vi duali sm of 

the eighteenth century" and ml1Sl: (,~c')':fni 7,(' that the social 

group made an "i mmense formati ve contri buti on" to the li Fe 0 r-

th . d' , ~ , 12 e 1 n 1. iT I II <1 ~ 1._ 

The vi ews of Li ttleboy and Jones, however, were 

relatively moderate. Some Friends proposed even more radical 

sol uti 0 n s t han the Com m j t i: e (~ 0 n War and Soc i a lOr de r • The 

Committee had condoned a limited ownership of private 

property. D <) 11 <J 1 ~ s ,T. ,T. 0 wen, w h i 1 e g e n era 11 yin f a v 0 u r 0 f 
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the Co:u ,ni t: tee's r ecommenda ti ons, a 1 so spoke a wo rd of 

warning. 

without a doubt, Friends will be labouring under a 
delusion if they think that these or any other 
plans will find any real meaSllU:' or: success in 
reconstructing society or alleviating the miseries 
of the poor, so long as socL ety remai ns based on a 
fundarJntal i nj us i: i c~~ -- th(~ pd vate ownershi p of 
land. 

Owen made specific references to Herbert Spencer's early 

works and the writings of Henry George (proponent of the 

Single Tax). He saw the ideas of both of these men as 

developments of principles recognized by the eighteenth 

century American Quakec, John Woolman. For Owen, Woolman's 

work established the incompatibility of private ownership of 

land with the standards of the Gospel. Owen urged Friends to 

"i nqui re afresh into the sources of our incomes, and our 

acquiescence or otherwise in the continuance of a state of 

i nj usti c(~. ,,14 Owen's chi di ng was repeated by Robert T. Pa rkt=! ( 

a month later. Parker insisted that thl"! aim of the Society 

to Christianize the existing social system was an impossible 

task. 

any such effort can 
of symptoms without the 
[COin whence wars come. 
be made Christian? Can 
p r i "d t e ., 0 '.II n e r s hip", and 

f 1 ·' ?L5 means 0 pro"lcclon .. 

only result in the relief 
eradication of the spirit 

Can competition for gain 
Christianity j'lsti Ey the 
control of land and other 

Parker believed that Quakers should reject half-measures such 

as rest [i cti ng investments to certai n vi rtuous i ndnsi: des or 

by creating experimental communities. Instead, they should 
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beg i n by" con v e r tin g tho s e i n d u s t r i e s w h i. c h are sol a r gel y 

under Quaker control" in a way that would elimtnate the 

indecent spicit and peove the sincerity of their pacifism. 16 

Parker believed that if a form of social radicalism was going 

to contribute to peace it was not the mild reformism of 

social unionism but the more thoroughgoing reconstruction 

recommended by Quaker socialists. 

Socialist Quakers were critical more than of private 

property in the summer of 1916. J. Theodore Harris in an 

article written for the Friend in October 1916 lists three 

basic evils in the existing social order; the private 

ownership of land; the pri vate control of capital and 

production for profit. Harris believed that for true 

reconstruction to take place these three evils had to be 

replaced by their opposites; collective ownership of land and 

capital and producti.on for use. 17 It is evident, therefore 

that th(ough the summer and fall of 1916, a wider group of 

Friends were more willing to entertain suggestions for 

radical social change than ever before. Nevertheless, it is 

likely that Qljak>~(,~",,;rh siJ[)ng socialist views were still in 

a roi nori ty. Interest had increased but it was unclear how 

much real commitment had developed. At the conference 

o r g -3 n iz ,'= d b:l i.: h c~ 1,iJ a ran d the Soc i a lOr d ere 0 m rn itt e e i n 

October, a clearer picture emerged of the extent of Quaker 

radicalism. 
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I n a c cor dan c e wit 11 t 11 I~ j~ (;! q' l'~ S t 0 f the 1 9 16 Yea r 1 y 

Meeting, the War and Social Order Committee organized a 

conference open to all Friends. The conference was held in 

London in October, 1916, and at t racted a la rge hI) r~ ~:k 1 (-,,'!: 

attendance. i\ commentator from the Friend describ,?d tho 

conference as a "thoroughly representative gathering" but was 

almost certainly guilty of wishful thinking. lS Other Quakers 

~n attendance objected to the narrow range of experience 

drawn upon at the conference. H. Sefton-Jones, who spoke 

regular 1 Y d ur-j n 9 t.: h e co n f e (" en,: ,--, : vV r. 0 i: '2 tot h e F r i end 

afterwards to criticize the conference's attendance. "For a 

several areas V/f::;! re (lnrepresented. ,,19 

••• it is more difficult to account fOt" the almost 
entire absence of leading local Friends engaged in 
business, and still more for the very thin 
attendance on the part of London Friends and 
attenders of the wage-earni ng classes on Saturday 
and Sunday especially.20 

Sefton-Jones' concern that more Quaker employers should have 

been £)t:esent is a valid one. Such Friends should hal/e had a 

considerable interest in the proceedings. His second 

concern, that 51) f,"?;'"v lf%rki ng-class Friends were present, is 

unrealistic. Certainly since the early eighteenth century 

the Soci ety of Fri ends had not drawn more than a ti ny 

fraction of its membership from the working class. Sefton-

Jones was concerned abo~t the attendance of people who did 

not exi st. This inexplicable expectation aside, Sefton-

Jones' concerns about the unrepresentativeness of the 
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gathering were justified. His characterization of those that 

did attend should not be ignored either. He identified the 

most outspoken as the IIIntellectual Prol(2tariat" who made up 

o n 1 y II •• ami nut e f r act ion 0 f the Soc i e t y •.. " H e s q '4 i '1 t 11 r~ 

co n fer e nee a. de t e r m i ned e f for t to" t h r u s t 0 u r d en 0 min,: ; rJ '1 

into the posi ti on of an obedi ent seconder of the demands of 
'">, 

the Labour Par t.l. 'I'< '- Por Sefton-Jones this was a threat to 

the existence of the Society. 

It is abundantly clear that unless the cauti OtIS 

de 1 i ber a ti on and practi cal busi ness eXl?(~ (; ~~nce 0 f 
many more Fri ends can bri ng the T.N.T. enthusi aSH1 

of certai n spokesmen and spokesw();n'~n Or} i:he 
Committee within the definition of a safe explosive 
there will be more likelihood of shattering the 
Quaker gun than hitting the mark. 22 

Sefton-Jones' remarks were the objections of a Friend 

disagreeing with the nature of social reform and not with 

reform i tseli:. rH s programme of soci al change i nvol ved " ••• 

Law Reform, Land Reform, and Drink reform", all traditional 

areas of Quaker soci al cri ti ci sm. 23 These changes i nvol ved 

modifying the existing system rather tha.n reconstructing its 

basic structure and ideals. The division among those 

attending the conference was over how much and what kind of 

chang~ was neeJed and not over the need for change itself. 

The commentator for the Friend also recognized this division 

within the conference. Although the Friend attempted to de-

emphasize the disagreement, the basic and determined division 

between those who sought only reform and those who sought 

fundamental change was still evident. 
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Sefton-Jones, descri bed one extreme as a group of hard-core 

radicals. 

they appeared to think that no reform was worth 
the expenditure of time and effort so long as we 
Ii ved under the competi ti ve system in industry 
no t e.ven 24maki ng an excepti on in regard to 
educatIon. 

The more moderate view was expressed by J. W. Graham in 

the opening addre~~ or the conference. Graham, like the 

r ad i cal s, bel i eve d t hat t 11 e S 0 ci e i: y m u s t 1 00 k for the roo t s 

of war in the nature of society. The problems he identified, 

however, were the traditional ones. 

First among unhealthy conditions which we should 
all agree must be r8~oved or avoided was commercial 
protection ••• Only by uncondi ti.onal Foree Trade 
could we be relieved from the constant economic 
pres~ure for war. 25 

The:! commerci al ri valry associ ated wi th protecti oni sm was 

compounded by an aristocratic lust for power. 

For while capitalist enterprj 8e8 ••. all had their 
finger in every pie of national rivalry which had 
led to war, they would operate in vai n unless there 
were monarchs and war lords and governing persons, 
desi ri ng power for i. ts own sake, and conquest for 
. , 'f :L6 cne saKe 0 power. 

While these criticisms point to specific causes of war, 

Graham believed human failings were behind them all. 

It was truer to say that war and the social order 
were both dependent upon human nature, rathe5 than 
that war was dei)e{lJ,~nf~ ()'l i~h,~',()(~ial order ••• 7 

Graham's critique of war was basically the traditional Quaker 

combination oE Cobdenite Radicalism and the Nonconformist 
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Consci ence. Hi s only real advance on thi s approach was hi s 

conviction that human nature progresses. H~~ beli eved that 

"the progress we desi red, towa-cds co-operati on, towards love, 

was on the li ne of the march of human nature.,,28 Graham's 

faith in the progressive evolution of human nature made him a 

graduali st. Change would come slowly and i nevi tably. This 

faith made him reject the necessity of the structural change 

of society. Peace would come because soc': f~i:y ,}:):11d ,::hange as 

human nature progressed. He saw nothing in capitalism itself 

which linked it inextricably to war and denied that economic 

com pet i t ion led top 0 lit i c a I com pet i t i. <) n . G ( d h rl. 1.l1 's s pee c h 

was clerl.cly Ea~ less radical than the Report of the 

committee. 

The opposing opinion was best expressed by J. 

Hodgki n, clerk of the conference and chai rman 0 r t~;1'2 \Vac 3Jld 

the SOl: i a 1 Order Committee. Hodgkin began with a call fo~ a 

real change in the order of society. He quoted the part of 

Epistle of the Yearly Meeting the previous May. "We are 

convi nced that He is lealJi ng l1S to somethi ng di fferent from 

that which has sati ~,r=i ad us so far.,,29 Hodgkin asked the 

conference whether this was mere rhetoric. While he 

personally did not see how competition could be eliminated 

fro m the pre sen t s y s b= '-0, C\ t the sam e tim e hew ass u ret hat i t 

was not consistent with brotherly love. Beyond a certain 

level, all advance in wealth by an individual was at the 

expense of others. If co-operation for the common good CQuld 
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replace competi. ti. on, desti tuti on would di sappear. Hodgki n 

asked the Society to recognize its complicity in the existing 

system as employers or shareholders, li~ing ~holely or In 

pact l1 p Q nth e 1 abo u r 0 f 0 the r s • Imp 1 i cit i nth iss tat e :u ~~ n t 

is a criticism of capitalism as an exploiter of labour. 

Hodgkin also believed that the basic problems lay in the 

nature of industrial relationships and not in the character 

of the individual. Al though Hodgki n spoke in mi ld and 

cautious terms, uDderlying his words was a much more severe 

critique of capitalism than Graham had presented. 30 

The clerk of the me e t 't il 'J i n d (" aft t n g a nli nut e based on 

these discussions was obliged to distill those ideas upon 

~hich there was a consensus but also indicate the range of 

ideas presented. The minute that was finally drafted reveals 

bot 11 i: 11,~ i~ K i: ~ :1 t r1 n tl the 1 i mit s 0 f Qua k e r soc i a lis m • I t 

begins by stating that the ethics of competition were 

discll'-'S,~t'l hIlt dl)8S noT: endorse either of the opinions 

expressed 31 • Obviously there was r10 (_~:)(l-;":i~ ,~; Or) i:11i.::; issue, 

and indeed strong opir1ions were expressed on both sides. 

More interesting is what the minute indicates was agreed 

upon. Those present agreed that educati on was an essenti al 

aspect of reform and that surplus capital may be acquired I!at 

the cost of the lives and welfare of their fellow-menl!. The 

min ute a 1 s 0 S tat (~d t hat F r i end s s h 0 u I d con sid e r the i r 

-r e s p 0 n sib iIi t Y for the bad con d i t ion s 0 f s 1 \hl1 1; C (~ and for 

t 11 ere s t ric ted 0 p po r tun i tie s 0 f the w 0 r kin g c 1 d S S - I, VI '1 i c h 
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seem to prevent thern from enteri ng upon the fuller li fe, the 

more abundant Ii fe, which our Masters came that they might 

have.,,32 In short, there was agreement that the existing 

economic system was both exploitative and oppressive. 

T 11 est ate men t t hat eve n t u all y erne r g e d fro ;u t h ;~ 

conference was definite on both the need for change and what 

shape that change must t~ke. Like the committee's report, the 

statement endors(~d a modiEied form of Guild socialism. 

Secular Guild socialism saw full individual liberty as an end 

in itself. In contrast, the conEerence clearly believed that 

full liberty should serve the ultimate goal of bringing into 

bei ng the Ki ngdom of God on earth. They wanted to create a 

new Christian social o~der. 

We base our position on our loyalty to Jesus, with 
His tho ugh t 0 f s e r vic e tot h e \1 I: i: e (in 0 s t , and 0 u r 
belief in the Divine in every man with all its 
iJllpli cations. 33 

Th'2 most important i mpli cati on of thi s fundamenta.l i (l,~,1.l vJas 

"the sa.cred right of every man to develop his own true 

personality ••• ".34 The goal of all social change should be 

the creati on of the greatest oppor tuni ty for the i ndi vi dual 

to reach his Ell11 spiritual potential. Only with the full 

spiritual development of every individual would society hope 

to eliminate war. 

The conference also modified the means of social change 

rtd0f>t:=d by the secular Gui Id soci ali sts. As paci fi s ts, they 

;~ould not accept class conflict as an engine of social 

advance. Social change must come about by means which 
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conform to the ideals of th'2 r1.~"" 0(18(. Only through co-

operation and unaerstdndi rltj (~():l11 11,~(:nony be created in human 

relationships. Existing social inst1ttltions, the conference 

dec lared, shou ld be judged on how they enCOll Cdtjr'! 11d uQony. 

No org'3ni zati on, however complex or fi rmly 
establi shed, should be tolerated whi ch thwarts or 
violates this ideal. In so far as society as we 
know it is based on ignorable or inferior aims, if 
""~(, or industry, or social convention treats the 
i nd; "i .]'H 1 as a pawn, or as a m1pns and not an end, 
it is in antagonis~ to Chri st. J 

Having summarized its general beliefs the conference 

incorporated them in seven resolutions ",,11ich they considered 

the * foundation of a Christian social order. 

fTnfortunately, the seven points did not include any step 

hy S i:t21) progr amme for crea ti ng the new order. 1'he COrll:!2 r>~'1ce 

only manag8d to agree on principles. The seven points are 

also not as specific nor as direct in thei r cr:iticisms as the 

original report 01: the War and the Social Order Committee 

because the conference i nclllrl·-'J d ,nlje.::h bcoader cross secti on 

of the Society. This mOd8(ati.on does not discount the fact 

that the "seven points" represented a significant advance for 

the Society of Friends. In 1914 the argument that peace must 

be brought about primarily thro~gh radical social change was 

a vie ~v h (2 l t1 '0 Y a sma 11 min 0 r i t y • 

* See Appendi x 1 for a full text of the "SeV8r1 Po i. nts". 
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At that time a variety of approaches competed within the 

Society, none of which were as comprehensive as the one 

developed in 1916. Moreover, the October conference's 

statement reveals that the socialist critique had becomA the 

approach of a much larger section of the Socl.,~ty. 

Nevertheless, the conference was not tota lly repr(~s(~n ca ti ve 

in either its attendance or its status. Without the 

endorsement of a Yearly Meeti nlj i::h,~ 'O::"J(_",! i.)();. :1ts could not be 

considered tenets of the Society of Friends. More support 

for the committee's proposals would have to be created if 

such an endorsement was to OCCllr. 

In the months that collowed the October conference 

support for the seven points appeared to be decreasing rather 

The principle source of opposition came 

from Quaker employers. L 0 0 kin g b a c k i. '1 1 q ~ 4, 1 ;')();J Q il a k e r 

opposition to socialism, the last clerk of the S.Q.S.; 

Steph~n James Thorne, saw the conflict within the Society as 

being 

" .•. between a group of young radicals of modest 
means dnd the great, sturdy Quaker business 
families, deeply tooted, socially conservative, 
pi ous, and ri ch". 3 

Thorne is probably exaggerating the distinction. There were 

a f e '"v Q II d b~ r:c~n I) 1 () Y e r s who held radical views. Even those 

Quaker employers who rejected the committee's recommendations 

could not agree on how completely they should do so. Some 

refused to even consider th0 s~ven points whereas others were 

cautiously interested. These moderates would provide a 
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b r .i d g e bet wee nth e soc i ali s t san d t h::? ::: ,) : Ie; .~ " \1 ct i: i. v,?,:; IU a 1< i. n tJ 

possible an accommodation between the two by 1918. 

The 2xtrem~ opposing view was exemplified by the old 

pro-Boer, James N. Richardson. Richardson denied that the 

relations betwe?n :::apital and labour were inherently 

antagonistic and insisted that private ownership of land and 

ca.s1l i::i'.ll, and production for profit, were all "God-ordained" 

and a stimulus to "good order and good conduct.,,37 

••• tha[~ Stah~i s wise which sternly confirms its 
citizens in the possession of their private 
property and avoids wild-cat schemes for depriving 
such of the results of their own earnings or the 
earnings of their forefathers, in order to endow 
and re-endow those who never had the nece~~ary 
self-denial to put by a penny for a rainy day. 

Ric h a r d son's a t tit 11 dew a s r a r (~ 1 Y e x pre sse din the F r i end 0 r 

at Yearly Meetings. However, Richardson was not 

fundamentally di fferent from the type of social critic who 

':;onc(?ntrated on i ndi vi dual morali ty. Richardson went une 

~t~~ farther and rejected any personal responsibility for 

soci al depri vati on. 

but 1 really don't see why I should seek to 
enable my employees to educate their children at 
"Bootham" or "Leighton Park". It would not be good 
for mo~~ of them, and I should be on the rates 
myself. 

Other Quaker employers, although more sympathetic, than 

Richardson were also critical of the idealism of those who 

spoke at the conference. They beli eved the conference 

suffered from the "great disadvantct0~ ur speaking on the 

subject oE capital and labour from the theoretical rather 
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than th,~ pr:actical standpoint." 40 Thei r own experi enCf~ 

tended to make them less optimistic about the capabilities or 

aspirations of the working man. 

A few, but only a few, workmen have the desire to 
better their social conditions. These few would be 
the men of the class who attend ~dult Schools, and 
from s~ch the speakers seem to have drawn their 
views. 4 

These Quakers believed that to do any more for the worker 

would be a wasted effort. Typical of this viewpoint was 

Edward J. Gibbins who was unsure of the wisdom oE increasing 

the basic wage of the worker. 

I fi nd that, generally speaking, those earnLng 
about thirty-five shillings weekly live the best 
lives. The high wage earners frequently adopt 
extr avagant habi ts 0 f ')I)~r1r1'i ng. 42 

Quaker employers did not recognize the condescension in their 

vte~vs. They saw themselves as rather en1i ghtened: 

recognizing the need to improve relations between owners and 

workers and willing to make changes beyond material 

improvements. Gi bbons, for instance, made a number of 

recommendations including complete recognition of trade 

unions and the formation of joint wage ad vi sor:y boards 

composed of workers and owners. 43 Trade unions had been 

effectively legalized in 1871 and their right to strike and 

'k h d b f' -'l' 1 ,,(.{r 44 pI C et a een con I rm~'l 1. '1 _ ':1'J:), Clearly Gibbin was not 

breaki ng new ground in i ndustri al relati ons. Equally dated 

were the co-partnership and profit-sharing suggestions of 

Kenneth C. Allen. 



Profit-sharing dell (::)-~).:H·i::nArship, when run on 
well-thought-out lines, is, I believe, likely to 
prove of inestimable value in solving many 
problems. As has al((~ad.y b(~an pointed out, a man 
will look i'lft,~t: and "alile his own property in a way 
he woul~ not think of doing if it belonged to 
another. 5 
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Allen at least had an opti I11LsI:;.c fai '":11 in human nature. This 

was the fundamental difference between the t:adicals and the 

businessmen. The committee was attempting to change not just 

the structure of society but also the relationships within 

it. This transformation included the changes in the basic 

motivations of human activity. Most Quake~ 2m2loyers did not 

think such a transformation was possible. 

The War and Social Order Committee had a second 

opportunity to place their ideas before the whole Society at 

ib," Y:,,,.rly Heetl ng of 1917. This time the committee had the 

" (lL)}'-):) r::: 0 f the sta tement by the confe rence i n Oc tober. 

Nevertheless, the ').:)1.)OS i. t i. on of conservati ve Quaker employers 

such as Sefton-Jones, Allen, Gibbin and Richardson prevented 

the adoption of the seven points. Harrison Barrow, in the 

opening address to the sittl ng on war and the social order, 

identified the main obstacle to the work of the committee as 

"the deadeni ng hand of custom" shown in an "unreasoni ng 

opposi ti on by certai n F d ends to Soci ali sm.,,46 However, it 

was not just the opposition of the conservative Quaker 

employers that blocked the adoption of the seven points. The 

co~mittee contributed to its own failure by asking the Yearly 

Meeting to state that the seven points were based on a "true 
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understanding of Quaker principles as shown in the Book of 

Discipline." In doing so they misjudged the sentiment of the 

Meeting. Initially, there was no objection to the seve~ 

points being endorsed in this manner. The clerk of the 

Yearly Meeting proposed a minute adopting the seven points 

and "commending them to the consideration of Friends." If 

the Yearly Meeting had accepted the minute as proposed, their 

doctrine. At the last moment, the si tti ng appeared to 

realize the magnitude of their actions and referred the seven 

points to the Quarterly Meetinss for consideration. The 

Quarterly Meetings were to indicate whether they believed 

t hat the s eve n poi n t s w ere i n dee d b a. ,:; [~ J :) n ;'\ t t: t U~ 

understn.r1ding of the Quaker principles and report thr-=i ( 

concillsi ons to the Yearly Meeti ng of 1918. Adopti on of the 

~even points had been postponed for a full year. 47 

The decision to refer the seven points to the Quarterly 
~ 

Meetings was both reasonable and traditional. The Society's 

governi ng system was organi zed to respect the mi nori ty 

op.i. n i. Or) d'1,1 i':"l<:~ opposi ti on of the Quaker employer s COll ld no t 

be ignored. Decisions on issues where there were strong 

opposing opinions were usually postponed until a consensus 

could be developed. On other issues, the Society had put off 

decisions for years UIU1'~( than defy a vocal minority.48 

Quakers were also unwi IIi ng to make changes in Quaker 

aoctrin,:::! without consulting the Quarterly and Monthly 
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;-1 ~c~ i: i n 'J s. l' h (~o ret 1. call y , s u c h r e com men d a t ion s s h 0 u 1:J. h a '7 ,? 

b88~ made by the local meetings, but many of these ydtherings 

were less than acti vee The Yearly Meeti ng establi shed 

committees and organized conferences to counter the chronic 

inertia of the Society. N eve c t h ,= 1 r; S~"3 I <'l (~c ~ L) t i. n 9 the 

recommendations of a committee or a conference without 

con s u 1 tin g the lower me e tin g s was too g (" ,~ il t ri n r:t b 11 S e 0 f the 

Society's tCcta; i:; ')'lril procedures. This concern for due 

process should not obscure the E<'lct that the Society had 

employed an effecti ve delayi ng tacti c. The addi ti. ana 1 yeri C 

gave the War and Sod. al Order commi ttee the ti me to overcom,,' 

both the opposition of the conservatives and the hesitatancy 

of the moderates. 

The War and Social Order Committee's campaign to develop 

a ,~:) n s ~ '\ ,.; '.1 '3 0 () the s eve n poi n t s had two m a j 0 r t h r u s t s. 

Throughout the remai nder of 1917, and in the f1 cst months of 

1918, the committee sent representatives to each of the 

Quarterly Meetings to sp2r:tk on the meaning and importance of 

th,:? comilli ttee's recommendati ons. Some of the Quarterly 

Meetings endorsed the seven points whole heartedly; others 

gave very little support. In the end, ten of the eighteen 

Quarterly Meetings agreed that the seven points were 

co(}sistent with a true understanding of Quaker principles. 49 

The seco~d Prict of the committee campaign was directed 

at the Quaker employers. The opposition of these Quakers had 

not been completely j rrational or stubborn. Some Quaker 
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businessmen, such as Arnold S. Rowntree, held quite advanced 

social views. In an effort to encourage a progr~ss i ve 

attitude, the committee, in co-operation with several Quaker 

employers, organized a series of meetings throughout 1917 

bet wee nco m mit tee rep res e n tat i ve san d Qua k (~r b 11 sin e ssm en. 

These meetings culminated in a national conference of Quaker 

employers in ~p~il 1918. The existence of this conference by 

itself testifies to a willingnass on the part of Quaker 

employers to consi der the ideas of the War and Soci al Order 

Committee. 

The organizers of the conference invited three speakers 

to present their views on the problems of labour: Henry 

Clay, late cha"i rman of tht~ l>~eds Labour Party; Tom Hackett, 

R i r mi_ n 9 ham councilor; and Miss Scruton, an off i. cia 1 of the 

"darker's Educati onal Associ ati on (W.E.A.). All three guest 

speakers attacked the basic nature of the capitalist system. 

The wage system gave the employer "too much control over the 

Ii ves of the workers" and the ownershi p of pri vate capi tal so 

distorted the intentions of even the best employers that they 

~ere ~dpt to think more of the main chance than even of 

1. ndustri al peace." These two basi c elements of the system 

prevented any "real community of interest" from ever 

developing between employees and employers. Furthermore, the 

basic requirement of the capitalist system for a balance 

between employed and unemployed workers as a check on ~ages 

created a constant uncertainty in the life of the worker. 
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This !I(?\l(~(-i?(_~s'~r1t fear" prevented the worker from 

"developing himself or getting a clljht outlook on life.,,50 

All three speakers agreed l::hat the faults in the capitalist 

system were fundamental and that the employers were just as 

m u c h vic r-. j m s 0 f the s e f au 1 t s a s the w 0 r k e r s • The y bel i e v (~tl 

that if society was to improve, the orgdnization of the 

industrial system ~ould hdve to be changed radically. 

In contrast, the suggestions made by the Quaker 

employers did '1()1: ; :}(~l'lde any real change in the organization 

of industry. Most of their suggestions were essentially 

ameli orati ve. 

for women. A basic wage shoulJ be established which would 

ensure a minimum standard of living. R,,~L:ii:i [lrlS wi th workers 

should be more intimate and based on fair dealings and 
... , 

t~ust.~L Thece ~as a ~i llingness to discuss the more radical 

(eforms of co-partnership and profit-sharing schemes but 

these were severely criticized by the labour representatives. 

The three sp2dkers identified three basic faults. Such 

schemes were a threat to the Trade Union movement because 

they involved "individual bargaining between single firms and 

their operatives.,,52 In addition, both sch'?\lH~s made a 

worker's income dependent on uncertain profits - a risk that 

the worker could nat tolerate to the same extent as an 

employer. The third objection of the lrtbour representatives 

rev e a 1 s the bas i c d i. IT 1 s ion bet wee nth e i rho s t san d 

themselves. 



profits did not depend simply on Labour but 
were due mal. nly to three factors, -- efficient 
labour, efficient management, and efficiency on the 
commercial side of a business. To make the 
workman's income dependeni: to any extent upon 
profits was to make it dep~nd upon B factor over 
which he had practically no control. 53 
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Altering the status of the worker without giving him control 

over the full range of business activities was in fact a 

negative step. A few Quaker employers were willing to 

consider greater worker control, but these men were 

excepti ons. 54 The views of the guest speakers were qui~tly 

listened to but not supported. 

em!?loyl~rs .3.:: U1;~ ,!;):li":~:'l~:1ce did not appear significantly 

different from those expressed in late 1916. 

At the Yearly Meeting, a month later, the speeches told 

d di fff'~t:ent story. Arnold S. Rowntree, in summarl7.l ng th(~ 

conclusi ons of the conference, stated that th:~ employers 

believed that it was necessary to give the worker more 

control. 

Ours had been a system of industrial autocracy, but 
there was now a demand for dem,)(~(~i:l c control in 
business, and i:hr~ "F::nI)loy'~(s' Conference felt that 
the worker must be given greater control of 
industry than in the past, establishing indeed the 
beginning of self-government in industry.~5 

Rowntree stated that the employers also agreed to encourage 

this change in status by recognizing shop committees and shop 

stewards rtn:1 i:h:~ est<'lblishing Works Councils of labour and 

management. These changes would improve efficiency and 

create a work envi ronment that encouraged the I~,nl)loyee lito be 

and do his best." 56 
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This sudden reversal by Quakers employers is difficult 

to explain. Rowntree credits the conrer·.~r1ce Ill; i:h ~.)(i.nging 

"lboni: a.~)1dngei n attitudes of Quaker employers. 

The value of the conference had been its common 
(~cognition of responsibility in these matters, its 
:oll1'I.1On desi re to face these issues fearless ly, and 
the strength that carne from mutual help. They 
recognized that amongst many of us, more importctnt 
t. 11 an c han g e sin mac h i n e r y was a c han g e 0 C ,:; L) i (; i: t 

i n i n (1,1 S i: c i d 1. d ::; vi .~ 1 1 a sin i n t ern a t ion a 1 
affairs. 57 

However, the attitudes he identifies were prevalent 'o(2for~~ 

the conference. [vi 0 s t Qua k ere m p loy e r s had r e cog n i :6 ,.~ J i: h (~ 

need for change as early as 1916. The same m3jority had 

ins i s ted t hat s t r:: '1 c t u r a 1 c han g e was un n e c e s s a r y , i f the 

proper spirit motivated both employers and employees. It was 

the War and Soci al Order Commi ttee that had sought a change 

in the " machi necy". Therefore, Rowntree's claim that the 

con c<'-Jrence convi nced Quaker employers of the 11(~ed for a 

(~hange in spi ri t must have been exaggerated. In fact, the 

conference did 110 t change at ti tudes, it merely i sol ated the 

extreme ones. The majority of QuaKer employers continued to 

beli eve in the need for change short 0 f the wholesale 

reconstruction of capitalism. By gathering the employers 

h)91~ther thi s moderate vi ew was confi rmed as the posi ti on 0 f 

i~he vast majori ty. Richardson, and the few others liKe him, 

we res how n to be a tin y min 0 r i t y • As Row n t r e est at ed, the 

value of the conference lay in its "common recogni ti on of 

responsibility ••• ", something Richardson h"ld refused to do. 



lS9 

At a Yearly i1eeting, the opinions of a vocal minority could 

not be ignored. At a conference, however, the large majority 

was able to isolate ej{tu~:ni.st3 like Richardson and present a 

much more moderate vie~ on r~construction in their report to 

the Yearly Meeting a month later. 

When the seven points were presented to the Yearly 

Meeting of 1918 the War and the Social Order Committee made 

it clear what thei r adopti on would imply. The seven poi nts 

were an attempt to approach all of human relations; 

industrial, political and international, in a manner 

consi stent wi th Quaker pri nci pIes. Mary King Emmott's 

openi ng summary of the Commi ttee conclusi ons ~:;t:ated that a 

discussion of the social order was inseparable from all other 

questions. 

Whether we spoke of carrying the Quaker message to 
foreign lands or of extension work at home, the 
same reproach confronted us ... Everywhere we were 
I:on fronted by the i nconsi stency of a soci al order 
i:olJnded on a materialistic and not a spj ri i:udl 
'o"~! ~ ')8 , "~:J I. '::) .. 

The roots of war as well as the causes of any number of 

social problems lay in the malformation of society. The 

committee had been brought to this conclusion by their 

investigation into the causes of war. 

Our investigation into the causes of war in 1915, 
wh0n that Committee was appointed, showed that the 
1::) (" i 11 C i l) lJ! ,:; ',v h i c h had 1 e d usa s a Soc i e t y to con de m n 
war, w ere s u c has i f car r i e dOl:: vi 0 IJ ~ (1 l ,:' r\ <1 IJ s t 0 

condemn the whole social order; for wherever human 
reI a t ion s we red e t e r i-a i n f~ d h Y r= 0 r c e and not by 
reason the essential conditions of war were 
present. 59 
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l'h[~ Cn:nrni ttee presented the seven poi nts as a set of ideals 

that would change the basis of social organization. They 

contained new motivations for human action and emphasized 

both the satisfaction of human need and service to fellow 

men. Above all else, social structures had to leave the 

individual free to order his own life as much as possible. 

In the end, the seven points were adopted with very little 

di ffi cuI ty. The opening speech ... -las followed by a brief 

discussion after which the seven points were recommended to 

the Yearly Meeting for adoption. Henry T. Hodgkin and Arnold 

S. Rowntree both encouraged the Yearly Meeting to adopt the 

s (-:! ve n poi n t san d s u g g est edt hat the Qua r t e r 1 y H e (~ [-. ; n 'J S b~ 

con s l1 I ted 0 n how the Soc i e t y c 0 u I d be s t 1 i ve up to::: 11 '.:! ~3 c.; 

i.deals. Several other Quakers supported acceptance and a 

ml nl} t<~ was adOl)i>:!d to thi s effect wi thout objecti on. 61.3 

The adopti on of the seven poi nts \r-las the clll::1 j na t:)n of 

the transformation of Quaker thought by liberal Christian 

theology. It also marked the completion of a thorough re-

examination of their peace testimony by the Society. During 

the first half of the war, the Society was concerned wi.th i.ts 

commitment to pacifism and the implications this had Eor the 

Society's relationship with society and the State. The last 

half of the war was dominated by the development of a new 

programme for peace. By adopti ng the seven poi nts, the 

Society declared its belief that the peacable kingdom had to 
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h~~ brO')'l(jht about, not simply by appeals to the consci'~ll'~(~S of 

; ,yli vi dual s, but pri mari ly by creati n9 a soci a 1 envi ronment 

which encouraged the development of peaceful people. 
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EPILOGUE: THE DECLINE OF QUAKER ACTIVISM 

We live in ~ays of disillusionment. l 

(1919 Yearly Meeting Epistle) 

The c e s sat ion 0 f h 0 s til i t i 0~ s i r1 :~ 0 ve m b e r 1 9 1 8 was 

celebra ted enthusi asti cally by the vast maj ori ty of B d. t i. sh 

ci ti zens. However, a few Bri tons greeted the armi sti ce wi til 

mi xed feeli ngs. Conscientious objectors, in particular, 

could scarcely share in the happiness around them. The 

fonner. ('::~1d.'l rman of the N.C.F., Cli fford Allen, clai med, wi. th 

a s~nse oE isolation intensified by the after effects of 

illness in prison, that he "never longed so int~nsely as then 

t 0 be 0 new i t h i: h f::! ((~ s t 0 f the nat ion" • 2 I ron i call y, i twa s 

the peace itself that prevented him from rejoicing. Allen 

could not see the "outbreak" of peace i.n 1918 as a victory 

for Briti.sh pac'l fi.sm. "I too, was glad that the war was 

likely to be over, but I had no share in the achievement over 

which everyone was exulting."3 Bertrand Russell, active war-

resister and a former chairman of the N.e.F., shared Clifford 

Allen's sense of disillusionment. Bitterly, and i.n a far too 

self-critical depression, he reflected that "when the war was 

over, I saw that all I had done had been totally useless 

except to myself. I had not saved a single Ii fa or shortened 

t 11 r-:' W ci. r· t) ':/ ., :,1; n l] i: .~ • " 4 For tho sew h 0 had 0 p po sed the war, 

there was little satisfaction about the manner " , w n·,. en 

victory had been achieved. Conscription had been 
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successfully imposed upon the nation and the end of 

hosti Ii ti es had been bro1lghi: abo:] t by ruthless mi li tary means 

rather than by conci Ii atory negoti. '-'! i:i (1)5. Th(~ war resi sters 

had never developed beyond a small harassed minority, and 

they had fai led to provi de an effecti ve 091.)OS; i:; Or1 i::U i::l~ 

government. This outcome made it difficult for resisters 

like Allen and Russell to escape a feeling of futi lity. 

Russell, in particular, had lost faith in the likelihood of 

significant postwar reconstruction by November 1918. 

The Society of Friends had taken an active role in the 

struggle against the war and, indeed, sOlTIe oP i:h(~ ,no.st 

stalwart war resistors were the imprisoned QuaKer 

absoluti sts. 

uncompromising policy towards non-combatancy. The failure of 

these efforts shol]ld hd\1;:; l)(~(?n as great a di si llusi onment for 

Quakers as it was for other resistors. Quakers were 

di sappoi nted wi th the:? wa-r's outcome, but thei r 

disillusionment was different from that of Allen or Russell. 

By 1918, Friends were concentrating on rebui Iding society 

a fb?c ::::1'~ tldC and were able to see the end of hosti 1 i ti es as 

a new l):~(J; 'lrl; r1Y: r-e<.ja:rcJless of how it came about. The end of 

the fi ghti ng merely marked the begi nni;I'::1 0 P U~C()f1'" t ructi on. 

The Society, rather than lamenting the failure of pacificism, 

took the end of hostilities as a time to restate their goals 

and hop e s for the f u t u r e • A ned ito ria 1 i rj I: 112 ~-J 0 ve m b e r 1 5 I 

1918, issue of the Friend optimistically proclaimed that "We 
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are all pacifists nowadays. liS The only di EEerence that the 

author saw amongst men was the method of bringing about 

p(eace. This article went on to restate the fundamental 

l deals of Quaker paci fi sm. Peace would be brought r:lboIJi: by 

"changi ng evi I-doers into chi ldren of Ii ght". 6 By November 

1918 Quakers were looking forward to a treaty and a 

reconstructed society which would encourage a lasting peace. 

It was the subsequent failure both of the Treaty of 

Versailles to create a just peace and of the aborted 

programmes for social reconstruction which would bring about 

the disillusionment of Quakers. 

Quakers had held out high hop~s [or the reforms that a 

true treaty of reconci Ii ati on mi ght accompl ish. Duri ng the 

war Quakers campaigned for a negotiated settlement that would 

not leave one country or ~~other in a position of humiliation 

or subjugation. Enthusiasm Ear reconstruction had encouraged 

Q 11 a k e r san d man y 0 the r s jus t aft erN 0 ve m b e r 1 9 18 to see t 11 e 

forthcoming treaty negotiations not just as a way to end the 

war but as an opportunity to institute significant reforms in 

the diplomatic system. Because of these exaggerated hopes 

the treaty was a severe disappointment for the Society. They 

saw its punitive measures and pronouncement of guilt as 

little more than a conti. nlIati on of the war. Such measures, 

they were certain, would simply breed resentment and hatred, 

and in so doing, provide the foundation of future European 

conflicts. It was the failure of the Treaty of Versai lIes and 
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not the military victory that disillusioned the Society of 

Friends. 

Part of the Society's response to the cessati on of 

hosti.lities was to expand existing programmes of civj l.i r.ln 

relief work in Europe. Relief programmes were established or 

extended in Germans, France, Belgium, Austria, Serbia, 

Russia, Poland, Hungary, Italy and Turkey. The work of Dr. 

Hilda Clark in Vienna between 1919 and 1923 was typical of 

Quaker aid to the desperate populations of Europe. "Pood, 

housing, and medical facilities were in extremely short 

supply and the disruptions of the war and the peace left the 

A u s t ria n g 0 v ern men t wit h 0 u t 1: h ,~ ( ,:~ ,~ :) 11 r c est 0 cop e • 

Internal:i or1".l a~)s; :)t·~nce and Quaker efforts in particular, 

provi ded the only ball work to endemi c sickness and 

s t a ( v ,1. t i. 0 11 i. ,1 i: h I:' fir stye a r s aft e r the war. 7 While 

:)')\1; ousl y !I10ti vated by a desi re to encourage reconci. 1 i ati on 

r.lS ~~ll ~s ~ simple humanitarianism in 1918, relief work was 

not directly associated with the aspirations of the Quaker 

paci fi sm. The focus and hope of reconstruction measures were 

a new Christian social order in Britain. Hopes [or this new 

bl~0; rlr1: ng 'Nould be only slightly longer lived than thost-:>. 

associated with the Treaty of Versailles. 

The fa te of Bri ti sh reconstructi on has been rec(~ni: ly 

l? J{ a ,n l r1:~ d by s l~ "e ( a 1 h 1 S tor ian s. The m a j 0 r i t Y 0 pin ion i s t h a \:: 

for various reasons the government programmes failed on a 

scale and wi th a swi ftness that bordered on a betrayal of the 
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Bri tish people. The opposi te mi nori ty opi n ion, best argued 

hy Kennath O. Morgan in several works on this period, can 

only claim that the failure was not as complete as others 

argue. 8 The relatively severity of the failure of 

reconstruction is 12ss important than the reasons why the 

failure took place. The decline of the Quaker will for 

reconstructi on must be placed i '1 : ~1(~ context of a decli ne in 

the general will. 

p '1 11 1 B d C t :) :1 J 0 h n son i n his e x ami nat ion 0 f po s t - war 

r e con s t rue t ion pol i. c yen tit 1 ed Lan d Fit for Her 0 e :; cIa i. :n ('? d 

that governmental efforts at reconstruction had ended by July 

1921. 9 By that date the view that reform was integral to 

soci al improvement had been completely suplanb~d hy d h:~ 1. i '~f: 

in tl11.~ \7_; rtnes of the existing system and the neelj (()( 

efficiency and order. Both in the Treaty of Versailles and 

in social reform policy, the nation swept the lessons of war 

aside and rejected their responsibility for the war and the 

responsi hi 1 i ty 0 E the soci al order. However, governmental 

soci al reform di d not fai 1 solely becdll:.,! 0 r: ·3 war-weary 

nation's need to cope with its past. Phillip Abrams in "The 

Fai lure of Soci a 1 Reform, 1918-1920" suggested that previ OilS 

explanations of the failure of reconstruction are all 

vari ati ons of ei ther the "ha rd (dced men" th(~() ry, put forward 

by Lloyd George hi msel f: Or" i:he explanati on fi rst suggested 

by J. M • Key n e s , t hat t h ,~ e c () n () ,n·i c s low dow nun d ere u t the 

financial resources of the government needed for social 
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programmes. 10 Each of these traditional explanations has 

some ,neclt. It is true that the election of 1918, with its 

ji ngoi sti c atmosph(~re, produced a government whose members 

were more business-oriented and perhaps less enthusiastic 

about reform than the p(eVi0~S coalition. 11 However, 

capitalism and a concern for social reform could co-exist. 

Indeed, some businessmen had come to see government co

ordination of certain sectors of the economy as an admirable 

method of reducing wasteful competition. Johnson attempted 

to modi fy the "hard-faced men" theory by clai mi ng tha t the u'! 

",as <::f~ally only a conflict between different api)"()'i,::h,~~:; i:o 

social reform. 12 The concern for efficiency and order amongst 

these new men i nc 1 'l,'L~d a belle f that these adj ustments would 

bring social improvement in their wake. They sought to make 

the existing system perfor::m to its full potential. 

If this new Parliament saw governmental involvement in 

wide ranging social planning as inte(f~r::i ny wI th the natural 

functioning of the economic system, it was because this view 

was j~sti fled by recent experience. As Phillip Abrams 

points out, departmental rivalries and misunderstandings had 

as much to do with the lack of progress in social programmes 

as any negative attitude within the House of commons. l3 

i\hr",'1II1S a.ls() (;lai ms that the Ministry of Reconstruction was 

,;c,eated too late and without sufficient staff or:: a'lthodty to 

carry out its mandate. These problems were compounded by the 

lack of an effective sub-Cabinet committee with decision 
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making authority. This gap created ~ bottleneck at the 

Cabinet level, overloading its time and energy. Only the 

most i mmedi ate rna i: t:ers were deal t wi th, resu1 ti ng ina 1 ack 

of long term commi tments. Demobilization, jobs, and food 

took precedence over housing and health. 'T'h(~ af~ci si ons made 

were important and necessary, but without the complementary 

action of the broader and longer term reforms, the whole 
, . 

programme appeared pi ecemea 1 and tokl~:1. I.'~ 

Me:n b e r S 0 fall the pol i tic alp art i e s we r e jus t if; .1:) I. i' 

dissatisfied with the effectiveness oE government programmes. 

In the face of a severe economic slowdown and a large deficit 

lel-i: O\T:~( fron the war, Tory back-bench members of Lloyd 

George's coalition began questioning the wisdom of 

reconstruction policies. The economic decline which 

deveh)l.)~:l i:1 -g r:-i tai n after 1919 created a greater demand for 

u n e m p loy men t sup p 0 rtf u n d s , w h i 1 eat t h ;~ s a ,n ,~ t i. :n'~ 

(',~s t:r i (~t i ng r(~venues. As publi c money became Ii mi ted, th'~ 

costs of social programmes were scrutinized more closely. In 

most cases the effect of a specific programme was not easily 

measured in [luantitative terms. Even housing policy was open 

to the criticism that private business could do the job 

cheaper and faster. Government economy measur'2S gradually 

pared away the authocity and funds necessary for the 

effective completion of reconstruction. 

Regardless of how the economic downturn affected 

governmental soci al reform programmes, the most devastati ng 
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effect of this trend was among social reform efforts outside 

the government. The various embyronic industrial guilds 

suffered from i ncreasi ngly ("t:~S1: (" j c L-:u member shi ps and funds 

as thei r members b<ecdlO!= tlnt':!.nployed. 15 Centrally controlled 

trade unions were less susceptible to this type of financial 

strain than the decentralized guild networks. T r) i: h '..; 

industrial unrest which developed between 1919 and 1922 it 

was the big trade unions which challenged the government and 

not an industrial par1ia~ent. By 1922 the guilds had lost 

any of the momentum foe industrial activism that they had 

ever possessed. 

Social reconstruction, whether legislated by government 

or created by an industrial guild, had ground to a halt for 

reasons that were almost completely beyond the control of the 

Society of Friends. Although the Society had emphasized non-

governmental social change, the fate of the gOV8(r)~ent's 

programmes for social reform were of interest to those 

Friends who had been involved in the development of some 

governmental programmes. The obvious example was B. Seebohm 

RO\fUltre(-}, lvhose work on land reform before the war earnl=d hi ;'n 

a posi ti on on L loyd George's fi r st Reconstructi on comm i i: i:~= 

in February 1917. Indeed it was Rowntre~ who established the 

target of 300,000 new homes to he huilt in the first two 

years for the governments housing programme. Rowntree also 

established as an axiom of reconstruction housing policy the 

0,=,;,'>8,,1 i:y () r: IF rect state ai d as the only method of achi evi ng 
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this goal. 16 Quakers did not object to attempts by the 

government to rebui ld soci ety, even i f silch attempts lacked 

the spiritual emphasis cherished by Quakers. 

It is, therefore, rather surpristng that the Society of 

Friends did not make a stC);1'] :;;\:''li:::~I:1E~nl: agai nst the gradual 

failure of both governmental and independent schemes for 

sad al reform. The explanation for this failure Is that the 

3<)<.: i ,~i:y of Fri ends was experi enci ng a si mi la r decl i ne in i ts 

commitment to social reform. Between 1918 and 1919 there ~dS 

a sharp decli ne in the enthusi asm 0 r th,~ S,)(.:;; ~ty i:o act or 

speak as a body on social issues. The ideals adopted at the 

Year ly Meeti ng of 1918 were nev(~~( (} i (:~c t ly repudi ated, but by 

1921 they could no longer command the support of an effective 

majority within the Society. 

Within months of the end of the war there was a sharp 

increase in the labour unrest after the relatively peaceful 

h; i L 11:3 ();: :: 11 e war yea r s • The Soc i e t y was qui c k toe 0 m 1.11 ~ n i: () r1 

the possible causes of this unrest and to assign to itself d 

special role in the ultimate solution. In an article in the 

Friend on February 21, 1919, the unrest was seen as the 

i n e v ita b 1 e con seq 11 en ceo f the end 0 f f 0 u rye a r s 0 f sup rem e 

eEfort and sacrifice. Emotional exhaustion and resentment of 

IOl1i_tary control had crushed sympathy and unden,i:aI1di_,19 on 

both sides of the dispute. At the same time government 

bungling and lack of co-ordinated policies had compounded 
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real issues such as hours and conditions of work, lack of 

housing, profjb~8(i ng, high prices and low wages. The 

Society of Friends believed it had ~ i)"r:~i'~:lla( task 31ld 

talent to d?ply to these circumstances. 

We must understand, and understanding we must seek 
to n~(~n'J't1i :68, ;:ly~ dominant and controlling factors 
of the social life and well-being of human society 
d ITI i d w hie h 0 urI 0 tis cas t • For tho ugh 0 U (' n (11 n b e ( '> 
.q (' P e x c e e din g 1 Y few, the ten e t san d m l '~:3 i, ;) n ,) r 
Qtlak(~cl (,Tn .':t(;~ ;oore intimately allied to individu3l 
a n c1 soc i aIr e s p 0 n sib iIi t y t han a r (~ p;~ r' hap san y 
other: (~l;gi.ous views which find embodif7ent and 
expressions in organized Church machingry. 

Thi s quotati on reveals the begi noi ng of a decl i ne i, n Quaker 

confidence. The ideals W'2r::~ sti 1.1 evident and the Society 

still felt a responsihi.li,ty to work for the improvement of 

the social environment. 

Friends now saw themselves as the only group with the abili ty 

i:O lead society in the right direction. The optimism 

generated by being part of a larger movement was ~Lsslng. 

1'~1~ l~P; (3;:L~,-> ,d' the Yearly Meeti ng of 1919 and the 

Y f~ a r 1 y M e e tin g 0 f 1 9 2 0 a 1 s 0 rev e a 1 a dec 1. i n l~ i.:1 Q ;.1 a k e r 

confidence. The epistle of 1919 still included the basic 

o f soc i e t y ," but ita 1 s 0 i:1 c 1 :l d ,~d t 11 e 1 a men t quo ted a t the 

begi nni ng of thi s Chdpb~ ('. The epi st Ie of 1920 was even more 

L1ncr~(i:aj n. 

Are we going forward to the new world that lies 
h~rnrH us today confident that truth and light will 
1) c?ak forth to gui de us, and devoted to the sl'?rvi ce 
o f j [) i n i n ':J 0 1.1 ( 1 i \T'~,~ tot he 1 i v e s 0 f 0 U r fellow s ? 
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The f a i t h i nth e u 1 tim ate erne r g e nee 0 ( a II new w 0 r 1 d" 1 a c ked 

the earlier spontanelty. For the first time the Society 

questioned its own cornlo; tment to change. 

The post-war conference on Quaker pacifism that had been 

promised in November 1918 was finally held between August 

13th and 20th, 1920. Referred to as the All-Friends 

conEerenc~: Juakers from around the world were in attendance 

b II t the two 1 a r g est con tin g e n t s we ref rom B;:- j i: din d:1 d 

sharply with the confidence exhibited less than two years 

pn~vi ous ly. Clear statements were made about the necessity 

of "drast \ c '.~hdn<Jes i. n i. nc111stry" if thi s part of the soci al 

order was to conform to the "way of Jesus".19 The message 

also reiterated the ideal that the development of human 

persona 1 i. ty was "the one thi ng that matters in all our sod a 1 

strncture".20 At the same time, however, much of th(~ ho£.)e 

and confidence of 1918 had been eroded. 

Progress is not inevitable. It depends upon men 
and women; upon what kind of men and women we are. 

And even if the outcome of thl3 gr>~,';\t \lno~st 

which is 3.t"()llrld us ShOll1d not be the new world of 
our hopes, but rather that our present civilization 
itself should crumble and vanish in darkness and 
ruin, we must hold fast to the one way of life 
whi c~fan 1e·;'Hl us "0 i n:o :~'1e world for whi ch we 
long. 

The minutes of the conference confirm this overall pessimism. 

Edward W. Evans, an American Friend, saw some small value in 
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the events of the previous two years but there was a 

dispondency hidden in his words: "All the facts of recent 

experience are on our 

relieved democracy.,,22 

side. War has not ended war or 

Henry T. Hodgkin, who had provided 

s i gni fi cant encouragement and suppor i:: for Qlldker r.e formi sm 

during tha ~ar, played a familiar but sadly necessary role at 

thi s conference. He spoke twi ce urgi ng the Soci ety to take 

acti on and di spense wi th words. 1'1h? Soci ety had to act as a 

body to "leaven the whole community.,,23 His cry was 

apparently in vain. No constructive action was taken by th8 

conf(?rence i.tself or recommended to the various Yearl.! 

Meetings represented. 

Hodgkin's call for corporate action was repeated in 

March 1921 by a Quaker named Bertram Pickard. Pickard called 

for more constructive work by the Society on a day to day 

basi s. "T h :-~ .-( f) ., i= hy r2S '.1 1 t i. n g fr 0 m the war, sou n i ve r saIl y 

e vi den t, has not 1 eft us un tOll :.~ he d . I, 2 4 T I¥ <) co ill mit tee s we r e 

established by the Society to "watch" the developments at 

both the League of Nations and in the wide spread industrial 

unrest. As "watchi ng" commi ttees, these groups amounted to 

a tiny commitment to significant action. In another effort 

to bring the Society to a more open participation in the 

eve n t s [:rot 1<:; n ':1 1) 1 ace a r 0 u n d it, the M e e tin g for S u f f e t: i. n 9 s 

establishad in ~pril 1921 a committee charged with organizing 

a conference between Quakers and the Mine-Owners Association. 

The Society's executive believed that Quaker's had special 
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talents that could be of use in resolving the growing dispute 

between owners and miners. The committee sent a statement to 

both groups which urged them to seek not only a temporary 

set t 1 em e nth \l t t ,) (~() - I) per ate i n res t rue t uri n g the min i n g 

industry so that it could operate "for th~ ~e(vice of 

, .. _, "25 nUloanlt_} .••• The week the statement was sent OUt, i:hf~ 

dispute reached a climax, ending on "Black Friday", April 

19th, 1921, with the collapse of the labour alliance. The 

failure of the Quaker efforts to have any impact on the 

events of that week was hardly surprising. The spirit oE co-

operation necessary for negotiations along the line suggest~J 

by the commi ttee had been exhatlst::~J long before. 

The erosion oE the Quaker commitment to social reform is 

most dramatically illustrated by a rev;~~ of Austen 

Chamberlain's budget of April 1921, published in the Friend 

on Apri 1 24th. The review supported the budget but was 

cri ti cal of the governments pt:.~\li t)(lS handl i ng t) r the nati onal 

debt. 

since the war we have made no real reduction in 
our debts. The moral of the situation is the need 
for strict economy in all ranks of life. 
Government departments have set a bad example of 
extravagance, whi ch capi tali sts, tradespe()i)l,~: i:he 
S''! l.'! (' j. :~d c lassf~s and wage-earners have been qui ck 
to follow. The present trade depressi on rlna 
wi c1espread unemployment emphasi ze the s~;.u(oons to 
economy enforced by The Budget statement. 0 

The author of this report must have been aware that the 

extravaganci es to whi ch he re r\'.~r r'r-~t1 v,f(,! c-' l:~I! ~J -, ,i ; ,J:: . , 
:: :1'~ 

governments social reform programmes. 
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repudiated c8Eorm programmes with the same goals as their 

own. The mentality behind this ari:iclf3 '1;1,1 the rather 

pathetic attempts by the Society to participate in industrial 

negoti a i:i on, reveals that the Soci ety of Fri ends had losi: Uh' 

~i 11 to act corporately on the principles it had espoused ai 

l:~1.~ Y<~arly Meeti ng of 1918. 

This renunciat:ion di.d not mean that Quaker social 

acti vi s 'n Al3..::;3:1C \ (:31..1 ,j'.3cld: ()( that: the new understanding of 

pacifism that lay behind it had been abandoned. The 

responsibility for Quaker social reform was maintained by the 

group that had originated the Society's new approach. The 

War and Social Order Committee remained clctive sponsoring 

conferences and writing a series of articles Ear th~ F(~end. 

Most of these articles took one of the seven points, 

explained its meaning and implications and suggested methods 

of change. Other arti cles in thi s s(~ci es deal t wi th topi cs 

of particular immediate importance. One such an article 

published on March 19th, discussed the merits of a plan to 

nati onali ze the mi ni ng industry. The argument presented by 

the author was that tho= 'Ti :'::l"~ ,Ji' l.~!:j()n.=tlj 7.ation lay in the 

prevention of monopolistic profits falling into private hands 

Moreover, he claimed that such a scheme was well suited to 

the technical needs of the industr.1_ I'll (3 .1[11: h 0 r 's m a j 0 r 

objection to nationalization was for its failure to provide 

for the aspirations of the miners. The article stimulated a 

lively debate In the cncresponding columns of the Friend ovec 
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the next several months. 27 Th~ c ci ti que of nati onali zati on 

presented in the March, 1919, article was entirely consistent 

with the ideals of the War and Social Order Committee. At d. 

conference sponsored by the committee held in July of 1919 

the cri t i1·1:=' ,) i- 11d;::; ():1.1 1 i />il-.i on was repeated and the di rect 

link between basic Quaker doctrines: pacifism and radical 

soci i:llre for ('[1 III as reiterated. 

COl1vinced of the eternal truth of the prj nci l)les 
enunciated by Jesus Christ foe i:h:::> .->l:f.:.ii l-lITl!C>r'lt of 
that hant10ny wi i:h 1:h,= Divine which is the goal of 
human life, we see il1 the present social order, 
wit hit sin d u s t ria 1 a 11 d i 11 t '-:' ( n d. l: i. 0 n a 1 war s , the 
i_ rl e IT; l: a b 1 e ( (~ 8 II 1 i: 0 f the dis reg a r d 0 f the s e 
pri nci pIes. 28 

A t the All - F r i end s Con fer e 11 c e , w hi:; h )(,)] 'I ' "-:!~' ~; .•• ~ h .;! 

pessimistic message to the Society, there was evidence of a 

minority who still still active i:ll1d i:ldamant. A report of the 

cOl1ference published in the Friend under the title " ••• From 

i:he vi :=vv 0 f YO\1:1ger Fri ends" testi fi ed to the persi sb::mc(-';> no l: 

only of a comm~tment to pacifism but also to the specific 

critique endorsed at the last wartime Yearly Meeting. The 

C=f)()J:"C c,=cogni ~!~,1 some di fference of opi ni on over how 

essential the peace testimony was to Quakerism. However, 

this hesitancy was undo~btedly produced by the presence of 

the American Friends who historically had displayed a less 

absolute approach to paci fi sm than the Bri ti 811 conti ngent 29 

Their approach at the conference did not deviate from this 

cautious tradition. Despite the comments of the Americans, 

the report by the younger Friends stated that "i t was clearly 
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f e 1 t t hat to sub t r act 0 u r pea c e t ~ ':; :: ; ,n 0 n y f( C) :n t h~ Q Ij a k e r 

faith would leave li.ttle or nothing of value to offer thf" 

world." 30 These younger Friends believed that i:he Itnk: 

fundamental belief that joined the two streams of Quaker 

thought was (~cognized. 

social changes must necessae~ly follow a 
fearless application of the full peace principles. 
Thus early in the Conference it was h0coning plain 
that ?ciends Eeel themselves to b~ on the brink of 
a new Quaker missionary movement. 3L 

Despi te the dec Ii ne or r adi cali sm amongst s [) ,n[-?-!F~ [nb,~ (8 01: thr-} 

Soci ety and the i nabi Ii ty of Quakers to act co lleci: i \le Iy: i. t 

is clear that the confidence characteristic of the Society as 

a whole in 1918, was still present amongst a minority, and in 

a younger generation especially, in 1920. 

The experiences of the Society of Friends during the 

First World War drove t to a gredter dppYeciation and a 

deeper understanding of their peace testimony in a very short 

peeiod of time. For some Friends the demands placed upon 

thei r Ii ves by a stri ct adherence to the peac,-;! i:,~'~ L i ::10ny w,~u:~ 

too great. For others, especially the younger generation: 

the new testimony fortified and encouraged a radical social 

activism. This division prevented the Society of Friends as 

a whole from playi n9 a promi nent role in Bri ti sh soci al ana 

political movements in the 1920's and 1930's. 

i ndi vi dual Quakers, armed wi th the experi ence gi:li ned dt.l (i ng 

t~e wa~, as well as a comprehensive and integrated Quaker 



social theory, werle on to make signi ficant contributions I::) 

the interwar peace movement. A ell Iler exami nati on of thi s 

cont ri buti on would r,~'J'~d 1 thc,= E)('~ r: sis r:~nce of Vi ctori an and 

Edwardian radical Christian social criticism. 
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APPENDIX ONE 

The fi.nal corm of the "seven points", first published 
in the :nessage of the War and the Social Order Conference in 
October 1915 , WdS established by the Quarterly Meeting 
Mi ni stry and Extensi on Commi ttee a yea r la tGl:". The revi sed 
text was fhlblished in the Friend on (),~i:)b,~r.: twenty-sixth, 
1917. This was the text eventually endorsed by the Yearly 
Meeti ng of 1918. 

1. A right soci.al order will direct itself, beyond all 
material ends, to the growth of personality truly related to 
God and man. 

2 • B rot her h 0 0 d a s tau g h t by J e sus C h ( ; ~3:: ';{ now s no 
di.:;t;.l1ct;on or: riice or sex, nor of social class. 

3. T.t i.s a necessity for the development of man's full 
pers~nality that h~ should not be hampered by oppressive 
~ondi ti ons nor be crushed by economi c press:} ((!. 

4. We shall seek for a way of living that will fre:C! :IS 

from the bondage of material things and of convention; that 
will raise no barrier against brotherly comradeship, and will 
put no oppressive burden of labour upon any by reason of our 
superflous demands. 

5. The spiritual forces of justice, kindliness and trust 
call forth the response of wi 11ing service in all fields of 
life, and are mighty when applied to industrial and 
i nternati ol1al rr~lati ons. 

6. Through co-operation and not through antagonism, the 
best social order will be established. Our disbelief in a 
system of outward domination applied not only to 
in~ernational affairs, but to the whole problem of industrial 
control, and to the resort to industrial strife. 

7 • L i f e s h 0 u 1 d be 0 r g ani zed a :1 r~ ~l , ~ has i s () f the 
privilege and duty of serving. Service cannot be confined to 
th[~ causal encounters of Ii fe, but should be recogni. zed an,1 
r e Ii e d up 0 n a s the ve r y mot i ve and met hod 0 [i. t s chi e f 
activities, and oppor blni ti es to render such service should 
be open to all. Corporate as well as individual life needs 
to be permeated with the spirit of service. 

* * * * * * * * * * 
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APPENDIX TWO 

The Organi zati on and ~~~c:..~~~ of Quaker Busi ness !~!eeti ngs: 

The Society of Friends conducted their business 

meetings in a unique manner that was neither democratic nor 

di cta tori al. In fact, there was sccl.-rc1:!ly any system at all. 

The smooth functioning of the Society's various meetings 

depended to a great extent on the personal qualities of the 

i ndi vi dua Is i. n ITO 1 w~d. A 1 though the Soci ety often fai led to 

reach decisions at critical ~oments because of the nature of 

the i r me e tin g s, t hat the s y s t e m 'N <) r k ':? d a tall i sat rib ute t 0 

the extraordin~ry dedication of active Quakers. 

The organizational structuu~ of the Soci.ety's 

business meetings was a simple pyramid. At the local level, 

Pre par a t i v c:? ,n ,~ e i: 1 r1 g s, e m bra c i n g 0 n e 0 r m 0 r e con g reg a t ion s , 

would discuss issues to be brought up at the local Monthly 

meeti ngs. These meetings, made up of the members of several 

PreparatiITe meetings, conducted the bulk of the day to day 

bus i n e s s 0 f the Soc i e t y • The M 0 nth 1 y me e tin g sin t 11 r n 

prepared minutes to be discussed at the Quartt~r~ly :neetings. 

meeti ngs. The Quarterly meeti ngs, however, 

several Monthly 

did very little 

other than forward the m; nlli:es 0 r: the Monthly meeti ngs to the 

London Yearly meetiny, the Society's annual parliament. The 

London Yearly meeting was the ultimate authority within the 
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S~):::i.~ty and, l:kc? ,d1. hll~:;i r)r'>SS meetings, it was open to all 

Quakers. Although the British Quakers were encouraged to 

attend, in practice, the yearly trip to London could only be 

undertaken by relatively affluent Friends and by delegates 

from each mN~ti. ng, sent at the Meeti ng' s expense. si nce the 

middle-class predominated in the Society, the London meeting 

was g'~nf~1':"lly w(~ll attended. 

All Quaker meetings were run in the same mann81':. 

Iss lHO! S ~v e r: e r: (~ r: err edt 0 the " h i g her" me e tin g by the 0 rh~ 

immediately "below" it, with the exception, of course, of the 

C>('O!):)dcdti.lTe '11'~'~i:i 1108 whi ch cansti tuted the base of the 

;,) ~ ( d In i d • The 0 r d e r 0 f bus i n e ssw a s de t e r m t 11 r~ d by the C I e r k 

who acted as a chairman or speaker. 

by the meeting on a yearly basis. 

The Clerk was nominated 

Although supposedly no 

more than a servant of the meet~li1g,in fact, the Clerk 

commanded considerabl0 Jower by virtue of his or her high 

personal standi ng in the Soci ety and by i:he 1:1ll1cti ons the 

C 1 e r k per for m (~ ,1. '1' 11 eel e r k c h 0 set h e 0 r d e r 0 f s pea kin g and 

drafted the minutes of the meeting. These two duties gave 

i: he C 1 e r k a d ire c t han din for m u 1 at i n 9 t 11 e a <-::' '.:; ,.:; ; 011'3 0 E ;: ~1'~ 

meeting. The p r i. n c i pIe c h e c k 0 nth e power 0 f the C L~ 1': k,JeI ;; 

the scrutiny of the other members of the Ineeting. Abuse of 

this position would result in the i.ndividual not being 

nominated the following year. Although the Clerk was always 

a power to be reckoned with, in a community renowned Eor its 

honesty and seriousness it was rare for a wholly ambitious or 
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unscrupulous individual to re~ch the position of Clerk. The 

ref 11 sal 0 f t h ,~ S ,) :; i e t y t 0 use v 0 tin g pro c e d u res i nit s 

meetings made the Clerk's task extremely di fficult and 

delicate. Fearful of the tyranny of a majo~lty ov~r minority 

opinion, the Quakers demanded complete consensus before a 

resolution was accepted. In practice, all that was needed 

was the support of almost every()n~ )('~::;''?'li:. 1n i),Cp-i:i (~'\llar, 

however, th,~ "pci '~'1'1--; ,)(~i ::I:1; ,,; ,::~nt prestige had to agree. 

The opinion of the meeting was d,'?tecmi ned, not by a vote, but 

by the Clerk judgi.ng the "spirit" of the gathering and 

expressing it in a minute. The gathering would then dJscuss 

the meri ts of the mi nute and the Clerk WOll lel 81. ther amend it 

as he or sh:~ SA.'vIl fl t or. let it stand. If no consensus was 

apparent, the Clerk could also postpone any decision on an 

issue. This delay was often the only recourse and it 

sometimes took years Eor contentious issues to be settled. 

In drafting the minute the Clerk attempted to express 

the majority opinion but he was also obliged to include the 

full range of opinion of the speakers. The result oE this 

approach was that minutes of the Quaker meetings rarely dealt 

with spec L f i c:3,~'<1phdS i :<.i r1g rather the general feeling of a 

meeting towards an issue. In an attempt to escape the 

confines of Yearly meeting procedure, the Society would 

organi ze alllt.l:nn conferences where the attendance of a Yearly 

meeting was virtually reproduced. The report oE the 

conference was then scrutinized by a subsequenl: Ye,irly 
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meeting. The delay this system imposed was often enough to 

diffuse an issue. More importarltly, the conference was a way 

of isolating the eccentric minoriti0s th~t entangled Yearly 

meetings. 
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