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Introduction and Acknowledgements

This book makes available for the first time in published form the records of ‘The Moot’, the group of distinguished intellectuals who, under the leadership of J. H. Oldham, met from 1938 to 1947 to discuss the nature of modern society, the relationship between social planning and freedom, and the role of religiously-based values in shaping society. The complete Minutes of nineteen of the meetings, together with extracts from or summaries of many of the papers that formed the basis of discussion, are presented here.

The nearly ten years’ existence of a group that included figures as outstanding yet diverse as the sociologist Karl Mannheim, the poet T. S. Eliot, the writer John Middleton Murry, the theologian John Baillie and the educationists Walter Moberly and Fred Clarke, not to mention J. H. Oldham himself, has long evoked both interest and puzzlement. The individual roles in the Moot of certain of these figures – in particular Mannheim, Eliot, Clarke and Oldham – have received a degree of attention and some summary accounts of the Moot have also appeared. But it is only by reading for oneself the original documents, especially the actual Minutes, which are almost verbatim records, that the richness and depth of these meetings of minds, the range of their concerns and insights, and the seriousness of their exchanges, can be fully appreciated.

No doubt much of the interest in this volume will be historical. It offers an unusually direct entry into the thought-world of intelligent, humane, liberal and (for the most part) Christian thinkers at a most critical period in mid-twentieth-century history, as they sought to discern how not only the threats of totalitarianism from without but also the inherent dehumanizing tendencies within, could be countered in Western society. As such, the Moot stands firmly within the story of the Western intellect, theological, philosophical and sociological, in the last century. But as so often with ‘history’, it is more than just ‘historical’. A number of the issues with which the Moot engaged are with us still, or have returned with new vigour and in new forms. The role of the state vis-à-vis society as a whole, the relation between centralized planning and the ‘freedom’ of individuals and groups, the underlying and unifying values of a given society, the nature of religious belief and the role (if any) of religion in public life form a common agenda for the Moot and many of our contemporary concerns. The very different context of over sixty years later takes away neither the inherent interest of the Moot, nor its continuing resonances for today’s debates. The book is therefore offered as a resource for the historian of the period or for the biographer of any of the figures involved, and, equally, for those who in the contemporary scene are immersed in issues of society, values and faith and who wish to enter into dialogue with some who have been similarly engaged in the struggle before them.

The idea of compiling these papers for publication dates from my completing the biography of J. H. Oldham, Faith on the Frontier, some ten years ago. That volume includes a whole chapter on the Moot, and also treats at some length Oldham’s related activities at that time. But it was impossible to do full justice to the wealth of material in the Oldham Archive held in the library of New College, Edinburgh, and it was clear that the only way even to begin to do so would be to publish as much as possible of the Moot Papers in a separate volume. It is only in the past three years that time and opportunity have allowed me to work on this, and afforded me the satisfaction of making available more of J. H. Oldham’s legacy.

The structure of the book is as follows:

• A first chapter outlines the main story of the Moot, its membership and the pattern of its meetings.

• An appendix to this chapter gives biographical notes on the Moot members including the meetings which each attended.

• A chapter follows introducing, for the benefit of those less familiar with him, Karl Mannheim, whose sociological thinking was such an important influence in the Moot.

In the main body of the book that follows, there is a chapter for each of the first twenty meetings for which records are available. With one exception (the sixth meeting, for reasons given below), each chapter begins with an account of the context of that meeting: that is, significant developments on the political scene (and of course, during the war, on the military front) and in any relevant church or ecumenical affairs. As appropriate, there then follow extracts from or summaries of the papers prepared specifically for that meeting. Finally, and most important, there are reproduced in full the Minutes taken for that meeting, with the addition of editorial footnotes.

In the Moot the Minutes for each meeting – which generally occupied a whole weekend – were normally taken by Eric Fenn, typed up by Mary Oldham, mimeographed and then circulated to members before the next meeting. It is to Fenn’s skill and devotion that we owe these virtually verbatim records of exchanges and extended discussions, resulting in a rare kind of chronicle of intellectual debate. In the matter of selection of material, therefore, there has been no question but that these Minutes must be reproduced in their entirety. As far as the preparatory papers for each meeting are concerned, these in total are so voluminous as to demand selectivity. Extracts and summaries have therefore been made which, it is hoped, will be sufficient to reveal the essential argument of the writers and to illuminate the references to the papers in the Minutes. The Minutes themselves are accompanied by editorial footnotes which explain or develop references in the text, and provide cross-references to points elsewhere in the Minutes of that or other meetings. As well as (it is hoped) illuminating otherwise obscure academic and historical points, some readers may occasionally find that the chapter introductions and the footnotes are unnecessarily giving familiar information. But not every reader can be expected to be acquainted with every field covered by the Moot. Moreover, as far as historical detail is concerned at least two whole generations have come and gone since the life and times of the Second World War and its preliminaries, and no doubt there will also be readers for whom the British scene is in any case very foreign territory. Throughout, the editorial work is intended to be informative and explanatory rather than evaluative of the material.

The Moot Minutes themselves have been reproduced here in a format of print and layout conforming as closely as practicable to their original appearance in typescript. The only alterations made have been corrections of obvious typographical, spelling and punctuation errors. Where the spelling of a proper noun has been corrected, this is indicated in a footnote. Due to the difference in page-size and the introduction of footnotes the pagination of the texts of the Minutes has obviously had to change. The start of a new page in the original is indicated in the text by the page number in bold type within square brackets, thus: [2].

Complete sets of Minutes for all the meetings of the Moot have not so far been found. In the first place, no records appear to exist for the sixth meeting planned for late November or early December 1939 apart from one paper prepared in advance for discussion, and it may well be that this meeting was in fact aborted. Second, for the twenty-first meeting in December 1944 only the merest handwritten notes have survived, although the attendance list for that meeting is known. Third, while it is believed that meetings took place annually in 1945, 1946 and early 1947, at which point Oldham decided to call a halt to the Moot, so far no records of these meetings have come to light. If they do emerge, consideration can be given to producing a supplement to this volume. As it is, the nineteen sets of full Minutes that we do have are more than sufficient justification for proceeding with this publication.

Catalogue numbers for the Minutes and other documents from the Oldham Archive in New College Library are indicated prefixed by ‘OA’.

The production of this volume could not have been undertaken and completed without the assistance of many people to whom I express heartfelt gratitude. First of all I must mention those associated with New College, Edinburgh, and the Centre for Theology and Public Issues. As with the writing of the biography of Oldham, from the very beginning I was given every encouragement by Professor Duncan Forrester, the literary executor of the late Kathleen Bliss, under whose auspices the Oldham Archive had been lodged in the New College Library. In 2006 Professor David Fergusson, at that time head of the School of Divinity, convened a small group in order to advise on the project, and I was very grateful or the encouragement and wisdom offered over the next two years by its members: Jay Brown, Cecelia Clegg, Jane Dawson and Christine Love-Rodgers in addition to Duncan Forrester and David Fergusson themselves. The staff of New College Library were at every point most cooperative in facilitating use of what is a quite complex archive, and I particularly wish to thank Christine Love-Rodgers and Sheila Dunn for their ready help both on my visits there and while working at a distance.

I owe a debt to many others for a wide range of help. My wife Margaret undertook much of the work of scanning and reproducing of copies of the original Minutes in forms suitable for editing. Professor Haddon Wilmer of Leeds University kindly shared copies of some of the material in his own collection, against which uncertain readings and possible discrepancies in the Oldham Archive could be checked.

The research involved in providing the editorial notes accompanying the Minutes meant a good deal of detective work in finding and accessing sources of information. Pursuing the entire range of historical and biographical references and literary, theological and philosophical allusions in the Moot discussions, together with certain precise points of translation from other languages, on occasion meant exploring some less familiar if fascinating highways and byways. I would therefore like to thank particularly the following who, in Britain and internationally, either provided access to archives, shared their knowledge or suggested where wisdom might be found: Alex Belopopsky, Christopher Bradnock, James Bradnock, Stephen Brown, Lavinia Byrne, Margaret Campbell (Iona Community), David Carter, Andrew Chandler, Martin Conway, Véronique Dessart, David Edwards, Clifford Green, Christopher Lamb, Katie Mooney (Assistant Archivist, Institute of Education, London), Liz North (Guildford Cathedral Archivist), Gillian Paterson, Hans Pfeiffer, Deborah Pinfold, Yannick Provost, Keith Robbins, Kirsty Shanahan (Communications Manager, Harrow School), Jane Stranz, Margaret Thompson and David Thompson. I am also most grateful to Ian Howe for his many helpful suggestions during copyediting of the text.

The photographs of T. S. Eliot, Karl Mannheim and John Middleton Murry are copyright © The National Portrait Gallery and are used with permission. Acknowledgement is made to the World Council of Churches for use of the photographs of Kathleen Bliss, Eric Fenn and J. H. Oldham; to the family of Sir Walter Moberly for the use of his portrait; to the family of H. A. Hodges for providing his photograph; to St Deiniol’s Library, Hawarden, for the photograph of A. R. Vidler; and to Sister Mary Avis SLG for the photograph of Gilbert Shaw.

Very grateful acknowledgment is made to the Centre for Theology and Public Issues, Edinburgh, and its Director, Cecelia Clegg, for a generous subvention towards the costs of producing the volume.

None of the people who comprised the Moot or who attended as visitors are now still alive. It was my privilege, however, to meet a number of them for the purposes of my research on J. H. Oldham, and some I had come to know for quite independent reasons. A long interview with Eric Fenn just two years before his death gave both special perspective and detailed recollection, as perhaps only the actual writer of the Minutes of the Moot could provide. Daniel Jenkins and Lesslie Newbigin likewise had vivid memories to share. Oliver Tomkins, whose Anglican diocese of Bristol was also happily my Nonconformist territory for a number of years, needed no prompting in his retirement to wax eloquent by phone and by letter on the importance of retrieving the Oldham legacy for ecumenism today. So too – from a different quarter and in his quite unforgettable style – did Donald Mackinnon, whose lectures at Cambridge many years before had entertained some of us as much as they had agonized with the contemporary issues of belief. But above all it was also in Cambridge that I came to know and personally be taught by one who (though I did not fully realize it at the time) had been one of the most central participants in the Moot, namely Alec Vidler. Remembering with gratitude all these figures, I cherish the sense they have given me of a living link to the intellectual and spiritual venture in which they took part some seven decades ago. I hope that, in turn, this volume will both create a new interest in the Moot and encourage as great a willingness to face the intellectual, social and spiritual challenges of our own times.

Keith Clements

Portishead

31 March 2009


The Moot in Brief

Genesis1

The genesis of the Moot lay in the international ecumenical conference on ‘Church, Community and State’ which met in Oxford in July 1937, and more particularly in the fertile mind of the organizer of the studies for that event, J. H. Oldham. Held under the auspices of the Universal Christian Council for Life and Work, the conference brought together over 400 delegates from 120 churches in 40 countries to study, debate and formulate lines of thought and action for the churches in relation to contemporary society, and all in the face of the growing crises at both national and international levels and the impending threat of war. The nature of community, the economic order, education, nationalism, international order and peace, and the respective roles of church and state comprised the main agenda items of the preparatory papers, the conference itself and the reports it produced. For platform speakers and contributors of papers it drew upon the expertise of lay experts in the various fields no less than on an array of internationally eminent theologians and social ethicists. In giving the churches – admittedly, largely of the western world – a common sense of responsibility to carry them through the next perilous decade of world turmoil it was an impressive achievement. It also, together with the World Conference on Faith and Order that followed days later in Edinburgh, marked a crucial step towards the formation of the World Council of Churches.

For Joseph Houldsworth (‘Joe’) Oldham,2 however, the moving spirit of the conference, even all this was not enough. In 1934, while still secretary of the International Missionary Council, he had seized the opportunity to become involved with the Oxford conference which he saw as a unique opportunity to engage the churches as never before with the urgent issues of contemporary society, not least the challenges revealed by the totalitarianisms of Europe. While for the next three years he threw himself completely into organizing the study work, he made clear to colleagues that he regarded Oxford 1937 as merely the beginning of a process of in-depth study on social issues that would demand the labours of ‘the best minds’ for at least the next 30 years. In fact, he always harboured an innate suspicion about the real value of large gatherings.

This would have come as a surprise to the many who associated him with the official organs of the growing ecumenical movement. For this Scottish layperson had first come into public view as secretary of the Edinburgh 1910 World Missionary Conference, in retrospect generally viewed as the birthplace of the modern ecumenical movement. Oldham, then aged 36, was appointed secretary of the conference’s continuation committee which, after the trials of the First World War, brought into being the International Missionary Council (IMC), of which he continued as secretary until 1938. Oldham gave the ‘missionary’ remit of the churches and mission agencies a very broad interpretation: not only evangelism, but education, social and economic justice, race relations – all that bore on life in society – were central. A prolific writer and editor, he was known equally for his most substantial and pioneering work Christianity and the Race Problem (1924) and his immensely popular Devotional Diary (1926). During the 1920s he was deeply engaged with African issues and British colonial policy, and was co-founder of the International Institute of African Languages and Cultures. At the start of the 1930s his interests swung towards Europe again, especially with the new menace arising in Germany. Oldham knew the German scene well, having studied in Halle before the First World War, and was deeply respected in church circles there especially as, more than anyone else, he had ensured the survival of the German missionary work in British territories during the war, and saw to it that the Treaty of Versailles contained provisions that would eventually allow the full resumption of that work. From the onset of the German Church Struggle in 1933 he sided unequivocally with the movement that became the Confessing Church, and was on personal terms with such key theologians as Karl Barth3 and Dietrich Bonhoeffer.4 In fact, Oldham by the mid 1930s had a huge range of international church-related contacts, and within Britain also with academics, scientists, senior civil servants, editors, literary figures and free-standing intellectuals.

For Oldham the rise of totalitarianism, whether in fascist or Soviet form, had revealed a crisis within the whole of western society which could not be ascribed simply to Germanic or Russian peculiarities. At stake was an understanding of what constitutes truly human existence as created in the image of God, namely, life in relationships, freedom and responsibility in community. That understanding was directly menaced by the absolutist claims of the godlike and godless totalitarian states, but the underlying threat was no less real from certain tendencies within the so-called ‘democracies’. The growth of mass societies driven by economic interests alone, and the tendencies towards ever more centralized governmental control, all taking place within an increasing secularist ethos, posed no less urgent questions about the true nature of being human. To these questions, Oldham felt, no current social philosophy or political programme had any significant answers – and neither had the churches, which seemed increasingly isolated from the mainstream of public life and irrelevant to such social thinking as was taking place. Oxford 1937 would put some of the main items on the agenda, but dealing with them would take a lifetime.

The need, Oldham believed, was for sustained study and thought on fundamental issues within relatively small, specialized and deeply committed groups – groups which moreover could prove catalysts for action. In his preparatory volume for the Oxford conference he wrote:

Wherever there has been a revival of Christianity of an enduring kind it has generally found expression in the spontaneous activity of small groups meeting for mutual encouragement, fellowship, and common effort. The conception of ‘cells’ is wholly congruous with the genius of Christianity. May not the formation of such cells of Christian witness and service be the distinctive Christian contribution to the social and political struggles of our time? To be effectively changed a social system must be changed from within and in all its parts.5

It is known that as early as 1936 Oldham was meeting with a small group of his Oxford collaborators, dealing not only with arrangements for the forthcoming conference but also its wider import, and was calling this group ‘The Moot’: a term which in Old English signified an assembly or meeting-point. There is evidence that the name was in fact suggested by Oldham’s young assistant for Oxford, Eric Fenn, but whatever the precise source a word so redolent of ‘encounter’ clearly appealed to Oldham’s strongly personalist mind. There was in fact little continuity between this earlier ‘Moot’ and the group which came to be established in 1938, apart from the presence of Fenn and Oldham himself – and the name, of course.

Following the Oxford 1937 conference the ecumenical agenda was to be pursued at several levels. On the international level came the formation of the World Council of Churches (WCC), the constitution of which was laid down in 1938 and its first general secretary appointed in the person of the young Dutchman W. A. Visser ’t Hooft. Although it could not officially be inaugurated until 1948, with its headquarters in Geneva it was able to begin work in a provisional way and indeed, in the field of social ethics, to build upon what was already being carried out through the Research Department of the Universal Council for Life and Work. Oldham was a major architect of the WCC but also wished there to be a British embodiment of its work. This should, in his view, go beyond there being the London subsidiary office of the WCC with William Paton, his successor as secretary of the IMC, as an assistant WCC secretary. Oldham envisaged a specifically British ecumenical body as an arm of the WCC and during 1937 and 1938 persuaded a number of colleagues and church leaders to set up the Council on the Christian Faith and the Common Life (CCFCL). The measure of real support for this was, however, limited, and apart from Oldham himself working as part-time secretary there was effectively no staffing. In addition, in 1939 another body, with a not dissimilar agenda, came on the scene, the Commission on International Friendship and Social Responsibility (CIFSR). Both organizations were to be subsumed into the formation of the British Council of Churches (BCC) in 1942.

Oldham’s chief concern, however, was not so much to organize anything, as to mobilize a movement of both thought and action engaging with society on the basis of Christian faith. There had of course been no shortage of projects in ‘Christian social thought’ in Britain since the First World War, most notably in the 1924 Conference on Christian Politics, Economics and Citizenship (COPEC), and the ever-varying network of ‘Christian Socialist’ groups. The commanding figure in this whole trend was William Temple, archbishop of York since 1929 and to become archbishop of Canterbury in 1942, and a personal friend and collaborator with Oldham ever since the Edinburgh 1910 conference at which Temple had been a steward. To a great extent Temple and Oldham shared a common vision for both the ecumenical movement itself and the social witness of the churches, the latter for both of them being chiefly the responsibility of the laity in their secular work and involvements. But, as shown in his comments, quoted above, on the need for ‘cells’ of fellowship, service and witness Oldham wished to move beyond generalities and to see brought into being actual groups through which this lay witness could be informed, strengthened and liberated for action. It was this wish, above all, which motivated his convening of the ‘Moot’ in 1938: a cell of people who might both study for themselves and help to catalyse a wider movement of faith seeking social transformation. Therein, as will readily be seen in the material gathered in this volume, lay from the start an inherent difficulty as to the perceived identity and purpose of the Moot: was it primarily for study, or for action? Was it to be a self-contained, secretive cell, or to be part of a much wider fellowship, indeed – to use the term that will soon become familiar to the reader – an ‘Order’? This question was never fully resolved, but the difficulty itself nevertheless proved, in a way, creative.

This was the genesis of the Moot, and it was in this context that it first met in April 1938, to begin by looking at the evident and increasing dichotomy between Christian faith and modern society, between the churches and a world about to fall apart.

The Members

The 22 persons who accepted Oldham’s invitation to form, or in the course of time to join, the Moot had in common a belief that society was in crisis and that religious values should have a vital role in formulating a new social morality. Within this general framework, however, the Moot members exhibited an extraordinary diversity of interests, religious outlook, theological or philosophical allegiance, social background, political standpoint, experience of secular responsibility – and sheer temperament. Such diversity reflected the range of Oldham’s contacts and interests but also his belief that it was precisely in meeting, even in tension and disagreement, that truth should be sought and that new insights would emerge. Ordained clergy and professional theologians (John Baillie, H. H. Farmer, Eric Fenn, Daniel Jenkins, Lex Miller, Gilbert Shaw, Oliver Tomkins and Alec Vidler) were in a distinct minority and of these Farmer and Tomkins attended only two and three early meetings respectively, while Miller and Jenkins did not appear before June 1943. Of the remaining regular clerical ‘core’ only Baillie (Reformed, Church of Scotland) was in an academic post, as professor at New College, Edinburgh; Fenn, an English Presbyterian, was a study secretary of the Student Christian Movement (SCM), seconded as assistant to Oldham and from 1939 working on BBC religious programmes; Shaw, an Anglican charismatic figure, worked among the poor in London’s East End; Vidler, from 1939 warden of St Deiniol’s Library at Hawarden, as editor of the Anglican journal Theology was certainly academic in leaning but with decidedly strong views on a whole range of issues in church and society, combining an Anglo-Catholic style with a deepening sympathy with the theological approach of Karl Barth and an increasing disillusion with the current state of Anglicanism and the clergy in particular.

Any group that included T.S. Eliot, the foremost poet and literary critic of the time and future Nobel laureate, would carry distinction. Equally literary in interest, but contrasting with the urbane, high Tory and Anglo-Catholic Eliot, was the writer John Middleton Murry, passionate Christian communist and pacifist and leader of an experimental community in Norfolk. Four of the other lay recruits were from the world of education: Walter Moberly, chairman of the University Grants Committee and thus arguably in the most influential position in higher education; Fred Clarke, director of the London Institute of Education and seminal thinker on education in relation to social and international needs; Hector Hetherington, principal of Glasgow University; and Walter Oakeshott, from 1939 High Master of St Paul’s School, London. The Moot included only three women: Oldham’s wife Mary; Eleanora Iredale, a chief collaborator with Oldham at the Oxford 1937 conference and expert fundraiser; and, from 1944, Kathleen Bliss, Anglican lay theologian and educationist, who had been assisting Oldham with the Christian News-Letter.

A number of these figures already knew each other well through previous collaborations with Oldham or on other projects. Moberly and Oldham had been friends ever since the 1910 Edinburgh Conference at which Moberly – like William Temple – had been a steward. Baillie, Moberly, Eliot, Clarke and Iredale had all been involved with Oldham in the Oxford 1937 conference. Iredale, Moberly, Oakeshott and Oldham had all served on the Pilgrim Trust committee, chaired by William Temple, on long-term unemployment which produced the major report (mostly written by Oakeshott) Men without Work (1938).6 This involvement in social issues was equally well exemplified by Hector Hetherington who, as shown in his biographical note, served on numerous bodies dealing with social services, employment legislation, industrial disputes, health policy and adult education. The Moot was hardly a coterie of ‘cloistered academics’.

This, however, is not to discount the proper academic and intellectual rigour offered especially by H. A. Hodges, professor of philosophy at Reading University, an Anglican layperson as much a theologian as a philosopher in some respects, and one of the most prolific writers of papers for the Moot as well as one of its most regular attenders. In intellectual stature he was well matched by Christopher Dawson, a Roman Catholic scholar of independent means, editor of the Dublin Review and a leading writer on the history of European religion and culture. Although Dawson was able to attend only two meetings, his written contributions and continuing interest made for a gentle, pervasive influence on the Moot.

The recruiting of the Catholic Dawson illustrated Oldham’s wish to expose the Moot to influences wider than the familiarities of Anglican-Protestant ecumenism. But Oldham went still further, by acquiring the services of three Jewish academic refugees from Nazi Germany. The very first meeting was attended by Adolf von Löwe, dismissed from his chair of political economy at Frankfurt am Main in 1933 and now lecturing in sociology and economics at Manchester University. The last two years of the Moot saw the entry of Michael Polanyi, physical scientist and writer on the philosophy of science who, like Löwe, had left Nazi Germany and found a new home at Manchester University, and who in the post-war years was to be recognized as one of the most creative thinkers on the nature of scientific knowledge in relation to other forms of knowledge and sensibility. But the most outstanding figure of all Oldham’s ‘external’ recruits was the sociologist Karl Mannheim. After Oldham he was the most regular attender, as well as the most industrious writer of its papers, and was by common consent the main intellectual force in the Moot. He therefore merits an extended introduction which is provided in the following chapter.

Members and Visitors

While 23 persons, including J. H. Oldham himself, comprised the Moot membership, attendance at the actual meetings seldom exceeded twelve. A clear picture emerges from the attendance records of the 21 meetings up until December 1944 (that is, disregarding the ‘6th’ meeting which was evidently aborted). There was an innermost core of the most regular attenders: Oldham himself, Hodges, Mannheim, Moberly, Vidler and Fenn, each of whom attended sixteen or more times. Mary Oldham, Shaw, Iredale, Eliot and Baillie each attended eleven or more times. Eleven people thus constituted the most solid, regular membership. Around this team were five people who attended less often (for good reasons) but were certainly considered by the others to be active members: Middleton Murry and Clarke (nine attendances each); Löwe, Hetherington and Oakeshott (five each).

In addition, some of the meetings included ‘guests’ or ‘visitors’ who were invited either because they were thought to have some special insight or expertise to contribute on a particular item under discussion (such as Frank Pakenham on the Beveridge Report at the 16th); or because of their high standing and rare availability (Reinhold Niebuhr for example at the 4th and 14th); or because their general outlook and interests appealed to Oldham. In this last category were, for example, Philip Mairet, Geoffrey Vickers and Melville Chaning-Pearce. Some who first came as guests eventually received the accolade of actual membership (Lex Miller, Daniel Jenkins, Kathleen Bliss), while others were not invited again (William Paton, Lesslie Newbigin). Inevitably there is some obscurity as to whether certain persons were actual members or not, especially in the later stages of the Moot. Michael Polanyi, who first attended at the 20th meeting, was certainly regarded as a member by the time the Moot concluded in 1947 and therefore is regarded as such here. Donald Mackinnon, who first attended at the 21st meeting, may also be in that category but since this volume does not deal with the actual Minutes beyond the 20th meeting he is not included as a member for our purposes.

The Pattern of Meetings

The Moot met two or three times a year (four times in 1941), almost invariably over a weekend from Friday evening to Sunday evening, generally in a conference or retreat centre within easy reach of London. Oldham as progenitor remained firmly in charge of the invitations, the agenda and the actual discussions. His manner of chairing the sessions was by necessity unusual: being by that time in life severely deaf he relied on a rather cumbersome hearing apparatus. This required him to shuffle around the room on a stool (or a cushion on the floor) and direct the machine close to the face of each would-be speaker in turn. Such a procedure probably encouraged interventions of a more considered quality than would have been the case in instantaneous free-for-all debate. It probably aided Eric Fenn, who acted as minutes-taker and usually recorded the discussions virtually verbatim. These minutes were later typed up by Mary Oldham, mimeographed and circulated as ‘confidential’ to the members. Devotions on the pattern of Anglican and morning evening prayer formed part of the routine even though, as Vidler observed, ‘some members were would-be rather than professing believers’.7

A further vital feature of almost every meeting, however, was the provision beforehand of papers, often lengthy, on which much of the discussion would be based. Most often these were written by members themselves (Mannheim and Hodges were the most prolific, followed by Oldham), but they were sometimes commissioned from outside sources, and sometimes comprised material already published elsewhere but thought to be relevant to the matters in hand. In some cases they constituted the writers’ work-in-progress on which critical review was being sought. At a relatively early stage the Moot also set up several subgroups, on theology, natural law, education and the universities. Their success was variable, especially under the pressures of wartime life – that on education and the universities was the most productive in the longer term. In addition, regardless of the actual meetings, a number of Moot members were in more or less continual contact with each other. Throughout the war period, for example, Oldham and Vidler were working together on the Christian News-Letter, with Eliot, Moberly and Iredale closely involved as well. There was also frequent correspondence between meetings.

Contexts and Themes

The Moot began in April 1938 in a context of growing crisis: not just the fear of impending war but – for Oldham and his like-minded friends – the fear that a war with Nazi Germany might be fought by Britain without any clear sense of the values that were to be defended apart from sheer national survival. Then came the mixture of confusion and relief in the Munich crisis and its aftermath. A year later war did indeed come and, as shown by the Minutes for the Moot meeting in September 1939, the sense of moral confusion to which the Moot admitted if anything only deepened. To Oldham and others the fight had to be not only against the totalitarian threat from without, but also the latent tendencies towards totalitarianism from within, especially as Britain geared itself to a command structure for total war. It was here that Mannheim with his concept of ‘planning for freedom’ was felt to be so apposite. This enabled the Moot both to analyse and deal with the threat and to move beyond it with the theme of reconstruction. The theme of reconstruction was also being sounded, from early in the war, from a whole chorus of Christian and other conscience-motivated circles in Britain and elsewhere. But whereas ‘reconstruction’ for Britain and Europe tended largely to be seen as just a list of items to be put in place the Moot, thanks largely to Mannheim, was able to grapple also with the much more fundamental issues of why the catastrophe had befallen Europe and the basic understanding that must in future guide the governance of western societies: a planning that allows for freedom.

The Moot Minutes reveal a remarkable degree of continuity in the discussions – sometimes, indeed, a circularity and repetitiousness which prompted periodic complaints from some members. At first sight, moreover, the wartime discussions seem far removed from the particular dramas and perils of the day, even in the summer of 1940 and winter of 1941. But in addition to such obvious examples as the response to the Beveridge Report (16th meeting) the careful reader will detect certain changing emphases which reflect significant developments in the outside world. For example, following the German invasion of Russia in 1941, and the increasing realization in Britain that the Soviet Union was an ally in far more than name, there is a steadily advancing attention to the claims of socialism, at the expense of a focus on fascist ideology.

There is, however, one recurrent theme in the Minutes which above all others proved frustrating for the Moot. This was Oldham’s vision, supported particularly by Mannheim, for an ‘Order’ of laypeople in key positions in society to be mobilized for action on behalf of the values of freedom and responsibility, and as a defence against the dangers of a creeping totalitarianism from within. As will be seen from the Minutes themselves, this uncovered the ambiguity already referred to, over whether the Moot was itself to be primarily for study, or action, or both, and what its relation to any such ‘Order’ would be. What can be said is that most of the members were ultimately prepared to endure Oldham’s near-obsession with this idea and its repeated irresolution, for the sake of the more stimulating intellectual exchanges. Today’s reader may feel likewise.

Productivity

The Moot did not for the most part aim to publish any collective writing of its own. The nearest to an exception to this rule was the draft, prepared by Oldham and discussed extensively at the 18th meeting, for William Temple’s Christian News-Letter Supplement of ‘What Christians Stand for in the Secular World’.8 There was a very close relation between much of the discussion in the Moot and what subsequently appeared as items in The Christian News-Letter, not to mention the series of Christian News-Letter Books for which Alec Vidler was editor, and which included works authored by Oldham, Clarke, Löwe and Middleton Murry, with contributions also by writers such as Hodges and Mairet.

Overall, however, the outward influence of the Moot has to be identified in its resourcing of the often outstanding activities of its individual members, nearly all of whom, as has been made clear, were either carrying heavy public responsibilities or were determined to contribute to a renewing of the public intellect or of the church’s role. Eliot, for example, drew upon it, most notably for his Notes towards the Definition of Culture (1948). Vidler found it a refreshing context for his editorship of Theology. In 1940 the general assembly of the Church of Scotland appointed its ‘Commission on the Interpretation of God’s Will in the Present Crisis’ and John Baillie was called upon to chair it. The Commission worked for over four years, producing reports on the nature of the church, the presentation of the faith for today, and social order. Marriage and the family, education, social and industrial life and international reconstruction were all covered. For Baillie, and thereby the Commission, the Moot was of capital importance as a resource for this work, which accounts for a good deal of his deep commitment to attending the meetings a long way from Edinburgh. The superlative importance of the Moot for Mannheim will be made clear. The Moot has justly been described as working ‘as a catalyst for the thinking of an extraordinarily diverse group of people’.9

It was probably into the field of education, however, that the most direct impact of the Moot was transmitted, as detailed by Marjorie Reeves and William Taylor. It was, for one thing, an issue with which Mannheim was deeply concerned. Mannheim met with R. A. Butler, architect of the 1944 Education Act, and found him to be fully in accord with his notion of ‘planning for freedom’.10 Oakeshott and Clarke were both members of the Conservative subcommittee on education. A. D. Lindsay, master of Balliol College, Oxford, was never quite in the Moot but, being so frequently cited in its discussions (and evidently a participant in a meeting of the subgroup on education), virtually a member by extension, in continual close contact with Oldham and a collaborator on the Christian News-Letter. He was to become head of Britain’s first new post-war university at Keele. As for Clarke, ‘Through his work at the Institute of Education, [he] helped to shape the educational thinking of a generation of teachers and administrators – not only in this country but in Australia and elsewhere in the Commonwealth.’11 Another avenue into education led through the Student Christian Movement (SCM) and its Commission on Higher Education, out of which Moberly wrote his Crisis in the University (1949). This commission in turn generated what was successively known as the Dons Advisory Group, the University Teachers’ group and the Higher Education Group and which still exists as the Higher Education Foundation. A whole series of books under the title Educational Issues of Today appeared between 1947 and 1952 edited by W. R. Niblett and including Fred Clarke’s Freedom in the Educative Society and Marjorie Reeves’s Growing up in a Modern Society. The Moot was a seminal factor in the ‘post-war consensus’.

Subjectively, no more valid testimony to the value of the Moot can be provided than by, first, the extraordinary level of commitment shown by the members even under the most difficult wartime conditions (one thinks for example of Baillie’s long, tedious journeys from Edinburgh on blacked-out trains, and the notices for the later meetings requesting members to bring their own precious rations of butter and sugar); second, by the fact that when after Mannheim’s death in 1947 Oldham announced closure on the Moot there was deep disappointment among its members (especially Baillie and Vidler), and some in fact continued to gather at Julia Mannheim’s home for some time; and third, by the tributes paid to the Moot in retrospect, as for instance by Alec Vidler who 20 years later described the Moot as ‘the best group I have ever been a member of, and the most high-powered’.12 Still later, Vidler averred that most of the regular members, if still alive, ‘would all testify that they learned an immense amount through the Moot, and not least from those who started with presuppositions far removed from their own’.13 Michael Polanyi, albeit a latecomer to the Moot discussions, described them as having ‘changed our lives’.14

The Later Meetings and Ending of the Moot

There is some uncertainty about the course of the Moot after the 20th meeting (23–25 June 1944), due to the non-existence or disappearance of the Minutes for these subsequent meetings. There was a meeting on 15–18 December 1944 for which only some very rough handwritten notes have been found and at which both Michael Polanyi and Donald Mackinnon were present,15 and one meeting each in 1945, 1946 and January 1947. As already recounted, it was the death of Mannheim in January 1947 which in particular prompted Oldham to conclude the Moot, together with his typical sense that institutions, however cherished, should not be allowed to outlive their real usefulness. Some confusion has attended this decision, however, since Oldham was very soon convening a similar group which met at St Julian’s, and included several members of the former Moot (Bliss, Hodges, Jenkins, Mackinnon, Moberly, Murry and Polanyi). The confusion is compounded by this group still being known by some of its members as ‘The Moot’. Indeed, the typewritten minutes of its first meeting (19–22 December 1947)16 are headed ‘THE MOOT’. Oldham’s own introductory statement to the meeting, however, makes clear that he considers a quite new beginning to be made, as he refers to the nearly ten-year course of meetings ‘called the Moot’ which by ‘common consent’ had now ‘been brought to an end’ and the need for a ‘rebirth’. This group soon came to be known as the ‘St Julian’s Group’ and its agenda, reflecting perhaps the decease of Mannheim and the advent of Polanyi, became more focused on issues of scientific interpretation and belief rather than on society.


Karl Mannheim: An Extended Note

In view of Karl Mannheim’s peculiar and immense significance for the Moot, he of all members of the group merits some extended introduction to his background and the main features of his sociological thought.

Karl Mannheim was one of the most prominent academic refugees to reach Britain from Nazi Germany in the 1930s. He was born (1893) in Budapest of German and Hungarian Jewish parents, and after philosophical studies in Hungary and Germany joined a circle in Budapest around the Marxist writer George Lukács. Having served as education commissioner in the short-lived post-war Communist-Social Democratic government, and as a lecturer in education, in 1919 he left for Austria and then Germany, eventually settling in Heidelberg. Here he joined the circle associated with the pioneer sociologists Max and Alfred Weber and himself became lecturer in sociology. In 1930 he was appointed professor of sociology at Frankfurt am Main.

It was during this period in the Weimar Republic that Mannheim established his reputation in the field of the sociology of knowledge, that is, identifying the relationship between human knowledge and the social position and role of the knower, above all as regards the knower’s knowledge of society itself. Here, as in so much else in modern sociology, the starting point was Karl Marx and his argument that social knowledge is determined by one’s position in the class conflict, which itself is driven by the material conditions of production prevailing at a given time in history. Mannheim, however, who was never a committed Marxist or Communist party member himself, regarded Marx’s proposition as only the beginning of a proper understanding of social knowledge. In the first place, he noted that while socialists had a predilection for citing Marx in exposing the class-determined subjectivities of their liberal or conservative political opponents, they rarely seemed to admit that a similar critique could be applied to themselves: in other words, a true sociology of knowledge had to examine the relationships between knowledge and social position in all groups in society. Second, Mannheim believed that as well as ‘classes’ various kinds of interest-groups functioned in society (for example, generations). Third, he faced the question: if all social knowledge is relative to social position and role, is there any truly ‘objective’ truth about society and its values or are we left in a wholly relativistic battleground of competing claims? Living in fragile Weimar Germany, Mannheim was conscious of how the fear of, or desire for, a purely adversarial scenario in society was driving the western world closer to sheer scepticism or utter irrationalism. He argued, however, that the positive value must be recognized of all instances – however partial or partisan – of knowledge which arise out of social engagement, and that such engagement is not a barrier but a key to essential knowledge. The idea of an absolute, objective truth standing outside all the partialities of human activity in quasi-mathematical fashion (2 × 2 = 4) remains just that: an idea.

These were the insights expounded and expanded in the work that first established Mannheim’s international reputation, Ideology and Utopia, which appeared in Germany in 1929. It is a work both lucid and abstract, self-consciously dealing with big questions on a broad canvas, seeking to uncover the historically-conditioned limitations of particular forms of social knowledge yet at the same time identifying the real contributions and necessary insights which they can offer. ‘This book’, he begins, ‘is concerned with the problem of how men actually think … how [thinking] really functions in public life and in politics as an instrument of collective action.’1 Broadly speaking, Mannheim’s concepts of ‘ideology’ and ‘utopia’ refer to the mindsets of conservative and radical or progressive groups – though not entirely, since, for example, conservatives can sometimes be ‘utopian’ in a restorative kind of way, and sometimes Mannheim appears to be saying that ‘utopia’ is a particular form of ‘ideology’. But to summarize in his own words:

The concept ‘ideology’ reflects the one discovery which emerged from political conflict, namely, that ruling groups can in their thinking become so intensively interest-bound that they are simply no longer able to see certain facts which would undermine their sense of domination. There is implicit in the word ‘ideology’ the insight that in certain situations the collective unconscious of certain groups obscures the real condition of society both to itself and to others and thereby stabilizes it.

The concept of utopian thinking reflects the opposite discovery of the political struggle, namely, that certain oppressed groups are intellectually so strongly interested in the destruction and transformation of a given configuration of society that they unwittingly see only those elements in a situation which tend to negate it. Their thinking is incapable of correctly diagnosing an existing condition of society … Their thought is never a diagnosis of the situation; it can be used only as a direction for action. It turns its back on everything which would shake its belief or paralyse its desire to change things.2

Nevertheless, despite these limitations it is the interaction between ‘ideology’ and ‘utopia’ that supplies much of the dynamic in modern society. Two further phenomena are of conspicuous interest to Mannheim. First, the role of intellectual elites or intelligentsia in society, since these are groups that are not attached definitively to any social class but have in common their education. Second, the historic role of religion, especially in generating ‘utopia’ – indeed Mannheim locates the genesis of ‘modern’ thinking about transformation of society as a whole in the visionary chiliastic sects of the radical Reformation in the sixteenth century. Mannheim in Ideology and Utopia is characteristically seeking as holistic a grasp of social process as possible, but at the end makes clear where the hope of social humankind lies: ‘The disappearance of utopia brings about a static state of affairs in which man himself becomes no more than a thing’ and it would be tragic if just at this present state of highest awareness ‘man would lose his will to shape history and therewith his ability to understand it’.3

It is sadly ironic that Mannheim’s references in Ideology and Utopia to fascism nearly always have Italy in view. That it was a feature of the German scene could not be doubted, but as yet an actual Nazi revolution was hardly imagined. When it came at the end of January 1933 the immediate result for Mannheim was the forced ‘retirement’ from his chair at Frankfurt, and he and his wife Julia (a psychotherapist) emigrated to England. Here he became lecturer in sociology at the London School of Economics (LSE). In due course, having become well known to Fred Clarke through the Moot, from 1941 he also taught part-time at the London Institute of Education, and full-time from 1946.

From the time of his settlement in England Mannheim, for whom politics had always been more than an object of detached interest, was increasingly engaged with the ordering of western societies gripped with the crisis of which the dictatorships of Europe were but the most extreme symptoms. His next major publication, Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, which appeared in 1940, was a harvesting of articles (published or unpublished) and lectures from 1934 onwards – and in part therefore overlapping in time with the earlier meetings of the Moot. Here, in the later chapters, is where Mannheim’s key phrase ‘planning for freedom’ first appears in print. As in his earlier work, Mannheim seeks to address the widest and most fundamental issues, yet in the most precise way. The situation of western society is that of transition from the chaos of purely laissez-faire liberalism to a future where planning is necessary, inevitable – and already happening. All societies are becoming ‘totalitarian’ in the sense that the state is absorbing more and more functions, from intervention in the economic order to social service provision. The dictatorships represent extreme and grotesque solutions to the genuine crisis facing all societies, namely, how to maintain cohesion when the only alternatives seem to be the jungle of competition (made worse by economic collapse) or an internecine warfare of relativistic values. ‘The democracies have not yet found a formula to determine which aspects of their social process can be controlled by regulation, and the dictatorships cannot see that interfering with everything is not planning.’4 The true alternative to totalitarian dictatorship, however, is ‘planning for freedom’ under democratic control.

Mannheim firmly distinguishes ‘planning’ from sheer and total ‘regulation’. It is neither ‘establishment’ de novo of an order according to some predetermined blueprint, nor pure administration. It is rather foresight deliberately applied to human affairs ‘so that the process is no longer merely the product of conflict and competition’.5 It is co-ordination of spheres of activity already in operation – again, not at all the same as the Nazi Gleichshaltung which was an imposed and total uniformity. It means seeing all things in mutual relation and as part of the whole social process, like an orchestral harmony.

Social co-ordination only means that we do not let the instruments under our control – in this case the social institutions and techniques, such as family, school, work, leisure, and so on, cancel each other out but harmonize their creative powers with one another. Whether they are used to produce uniformity or a many-sided individuality depends on the will of the planner.6

Planning for freedom, according to Mannheim, means maintaining a balance between regulation and the open spaces necessary for creative thinking and a proper measure of individual choice:

Planning in this sense means planning for freedom; mastering those spheres of social progress on which the smooth working of society depends, but at the same time making no attempt to regulate the fields which offer the greatest opportunities for creative evolution and individuality.

This freedom is not of course that of laissez-faire, laissez-aller, which can no longer exist today. It is the freedom of a society which, since it has the whole co-ordinated system of social techniques within its grasp, can safeguard itself of its own accord against dictatorial encroachments on certain spheres of life, and can incorporate the charters of these citadels within its structure and constitution.7

Several further important features of Mannheim’s treatment should be noted.

First, just as in his earlier work he had criticized Marxism for seeing everything in economic and class-conflict terms, so now for Mannheim this was too generalistic and abstract an approach to do justice to the peculiar or unique combination of social forces operating in any given historical situation – what he called (following J. S. Mill) the principia media. Second, Mannheim recognizes the requirement for any cohesive society to have a common basis of shared moral values, which must include co-operation, neighbourliness and decency, and in this he recognized the important cultural role of religion. As, to some extent, a secular Jew Mannheim was happy to speak positively of ‘Christianity’ as the main spiritual tradition of Europe. Third, following on from this was Mannheim’s increasing concern with education in the social process. Finally, Mannheim saw that freedom could only be finally guaranteed if the planners were themselves accountable to a democratic parliament.

In January 1943 appeared Mannheim’s Diagnosis of our Time: Wartime Essays of a Sociologist. This is a collection of papers given to various audiences mainly during 1941, covering the areas of democracy, planning, youth, education, and Christianity and ethical valuation in a changing environment. Several of them were either also presented as papers to the Moot, or were closely related to those presentations, and these relationships will be indicated where the papers occur in this volume.

Mannheim was variously received in Britain. Among his students he was evidently a popular teacher. To some colleagues at the LSE, most particularly Morris Ginsberg, however, he appeared to be yet another continental intellectual theorizing about matters with which the British were already long familiar in a more pragmatic way, and whose attempts to establish his highly intellectualist form of social science in Britain had to be resisted. Another tense relationship was with his fellow-émigré at the LSE Friedrich Hayek, exponent of the unqualified virtues of the liberal economy in stark opposition to all forms of collectivism, whose book The Road to Serfdom appeared in 1944. Accordingly, Mannheim’s participation in the Moot has been attributed at least in part to a sense of acceptance and recognition he felt he was being denied elsewhere.8 But equally, as will be seen in the Minutes themselves, there is no doubt that Mannheim was passionately interested in the concerns that drew the Moot together and regarded it as of potentially great significance quite apart from its rewards for himself. Indeed, at times he had almost unreal expectations of what the group might achieve. Alec Vidler many years later recalled the sympathy that grew up between Mannheim and Eliot, and how they influenced each other.9 Quite how Oldham first came into contact with Mannheim is not clear. As likely as not, it will have been at a lunch table in the Athenaeum, where Oldham sounded out many of the persons whose writings or broadcasts interested him. At any rate Oldham, increasingly exercised by the sense of crisis facing western society, felt that in Mannheim he had found a ‘first-class mind’ already diagnosing the malaise and likely to open up fruitful ideas on possible remedies. It was Mannheim’s premature and unexpected death on 9 January 1947 that in fact prompted Oldham to end the Moot, much to the regret of most of its members. It was not only that Oldham considered the Moot to have run its effective course after nearly a decade; it had now lost its main intellectual resource. Mannheim’s widow Julia, in her reply to the Moot members’ letter of condolence, wrote movingly of what the Moot had meant to him:

It was the spot for him to be as he was without the slightest reservations because he knew that you all wanted and do not mind if he gives himself as he is. Only in his first youth has he had something similar to this … the circle around George Lukács in Hungary … Until the formation of the Moot he was longing for that safe and free place for the mind, soul and spirit and your circle has given that to him and I should like to bless everyone of you for having taken him in so completely …10


Members of the Moot: Biographical Notes

Listed alphabetically, with attendance record up to 21st meeting

BALLIE, John

1886–1960. At time of entry to Moot (1938), professor of divinity, Edinburgh.

Church of Scotland minister and theologian. Graduate of Edinburgh University and New College, Edinburgh; studied also in Germany; from 1919 held professorships in systematic theology in USA and Canada concluding with Union Seminary, New York 1930–34; returned to Edinburgh as professor 1934; during Second World War served for a time with YMCA; chaired Church of Scotland’s ‘Commission for the Interpretation of God’s Will in the Present Crisis’ 1940–45; 1943 moderator of General Assembly of Church of Scotland.

Subsequently: appointed principal of New College, Edinburgh, 1950; a president of World Council of Churches 1954.

Author of many books including The Place of Jesus Christ in Modern Christianity (1929), And the Life Everlasting (1933), A Diary of Private Prayer (1936), Our Knowledge of God (1939).

Moot attendances: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 20, 21.

BLISS, Kathleen

1908–89; née Moore. At time of entry to Moot (1943) assistant to J. H. Oldham and assistant editor of the Christian News-Letter.

Graduate of Girton College, Cambridge (history and theology); Congregationalist in upbringing, married Anglican priest Rupert Bliss with whom she worked in India with London Missionary Society 1932–39 and later joined Church of England; during war worked closely with Oldham, succeeding to editorship of the Christian News-letter 1945 and served on staff of British Council of Churches.

Subsequently: influential delegate to first assembly of World Council of Churches 1948; powerful advocate of role of laity in ecumenical movement; general secretary of Board of Education of Church of England 1958–66; lecturer in religious studies, University of Sussex 1967–72. Author of books on laity, women, secularization.

Moot attendances: 17, 18, 19, 20, 21.

CLARKE, (Sir) Fred

1880–1952. At time of entry to Moot (1940) Director of Institute of Education, University of London.

Lifelong and influential educationist. Graduate of Oxford (history) and qualification as teacher; held several posts in education in England before becoming professor of education at Cape Town, South Africa 1911–29; strong advocate there of national educational policy especially for black pupils and students and also for raising standards of education throughout British Empire; 1929–34 professor of education, McGill University, Montreal, Canada; 1935, Advisor to Overseas Students at Institute of Education, London University; Director of the Institute 1936–45; campaigned vigorously for education to be related to life and for bringing schools and e.g. industry closer together; on numerous committees including British Council, and McNair Committee (reported 1944 on supply, recruitment and training of teachers and youth leaders); devout Anglican, inter alia had written chapter on education in preparatory material for 1937 Oxford Conference.

Subsequently: following 1944 Education Act, first chairman of Central Advisory Council for Education; promoter of ‘Foundation Conferences’ on education from 1947; 1948 returned to Institute of Education as Advisor to Overseas Students.

Publications as well as numerous pamphlets included Education and Social Change (1940) and Freedom in the Educative Society (1948).

Moot attendances: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, 19, 21.

DAWSON, Christopher

1889–1970. At time of entry to Moot (1938), scholar of independent means.

Graduate of Trinity College, Oxford (history); converted to Roman Catholic Church soon after graduation and thereafter occupied in writing on religion and cultural history; 1925–33 part-time lecturer, University College Exeter; during Second World War a leading influence in ‘Sword of the Spirit’ movement; elected fellow of British Academy 1943.

Subsequently: professor of Roman Catholic Studies, Harvard 1958–62.

Substantial writer, studies including The Age of the Gods (1928), Progress and Religion (1929), The Making of Europe (1932), Religion and Culture (1948), Religion and the Rise of Western Culture (1950).

Moot attendances: 1, 10, 12.

ELIOT, T. S. [Thomas Stearns]

1888–1965. At time of entry to Moot (1938), eminent poet and literary critic, editor and director of Faber & Faber (publishers).

Born in St Louis, Missouri, USA; educated at Harvard, Sorbonne and Oxford; moved to England 1914; wrote doctoral dissertation on idealist philosophy for Harvard 1916; 1917–25 worked for Lloyds Bank; 1922 published groundbreaking modernist poem The Waste Land; 1925 joined Faber & Faber; 1927 converted to Anglicanism in its Anglo-Catholic form and took British citizenship; Ash Wednesday (1930) his first poetic reflection on conversion; continued to write literary and cultural criticism, poetry and verse-plays, many with strong religious element, e.g. The Rock and Murder in the Cathedral; 1935 ‘Burnt Norton’, first of the Four Quartets (completed 1942); in 1930s began collaboration with G. K. A. Bell, bishop of Chichester, and J. H. Oldham; contributor to preparatory material for 1937 Oxford Conference; during Second World War on editorial panel of Christian News-letter.

Subsequently: 1948 Nobel Prize for literature.

Other publications include: The Idea of a Christian Society (1939), Notes Towards the Definition of Culture (1948).

Moot attendances: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 17.

FARMER, H. H. [Herbert Henry]

1892–1981. At time of entry to Moot (1938) professor of systematic theology, Westminster College, Cambridge.

Presbyterian minister and philosophical theologian. Graduate of Peterhouse, Cambridge (philosophy) and Westminster College, Cambridge; 1919–31 minister of Presbyterian Church of England (pastorates in Stafford and New Barnet), becoming notable preacher; 1931–35 taught at Hartford Seminary, Connecticut, USA; 1935–49 Barbour chair of systematic theology, Westminster College, Cambridge where expounded strongly personalist understanding of human–divine relationship; lifelong pacifist.

Subsequently: 1949–60 Norris-Hulse professor of divinity, Cambridge.

Publications include: The World and God (1935), The Healing Cross (1938), The Servant of the Word (1941).

Moot attendances: 1, 5.

FENN, Eric

1899–1995. At time of entry to Moot (1938) assistant to J. H. Oldham.

English Presbyterian minister, from 1939 onwards chiefly known for broadcasting.

After leaving school in 1917 imprisoned as pacifist conscientious objector; graduate of Imperial College London (science) and Westminster College, Cambridge; 1926–36 study secretary, Student Christian Movement; 1937–39 assistant to J. H. Oldham in organizing 1937 Oxford Conference; 1939–45 assistant director, department of religion, BBC; 1947 overseas religious broadcasting BBC.

Subsequently: 1948–56 editorial secretary, British and Foreign Bible Society; 1957–69, professor of Christian Doctrine, Selly Oak Colleges; Moderator of Presbyterian Church of England 1960–61.

Moot attendances: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20.

HETHERINGTON, (Sir) Hector

1888–1965. At time of entry to Moot (1941) principal, Glasgow University.

Scottish social philosopher and university administrator. Graduate of Glasgow University (philosophy and economics); 1914–20 teaching philosophy in universities of Sheffield and Cardiff; 1920–24 principal, Royal Albert Memorial College, Exeter, reconstituted under Hetherington as University College of South West of England; 1924–27 professor of moral philosophy, Glasgow; 1927–36, Vice-Chancellor, Liverpool University; 1936–61, Principal, Glasgow University; 1942–45, president, National Institute of Social and Economic Research; 1943–47 (and 1949–52), chairman of committee of vice-chancellors and principals; 1945–49 president, Scottish Council of Social Service; during 1930s and 1940s served on numerous committees, royal commissions, boards of inquiry and tribunals dealing with employment legislation, industrial disputes, health policy, adult education in the armed forces, etc. and served on governing bodies of over 50 educational and charitable bodies.

Publications include: Social Purpose (1918), International Labour Legislation (1920), Life and Letters of Sir Henry Jones (1924).

Moot attendances: 10, 11, 15, 16, 17.

HODGES, H. A. [Herbert Arthur]

1905–76. At time of entry to Moot (1938), professor of philosophy, Reading University.

Philosopher and lay Anglican theologian, with special interest in Wilhelm Dilthey (1833–1911). Graduate of Balliol College, Oxford (classics and philosophy); 1926–28 lecturer in philosophy, New College, Oxford; 1928–34 lecturer in philosophy, Reading University; 1934–69, professor of philosophy, Reading University.

Subsequently: member of Royal Commission on Betting, Lotteries and Gambling 1949–51.

Publications include: Wilhelm Dilthey: An Introduction (1946), Christianity and the Modern World View (1949), Language, Standpoints and Attitudes (1953).

Moot attendances: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21.

IREDALE, Eleanora

1892–1966. Linguist, researcher and fund-raiser. Studied at the Sorbonne, Venice and Bryn Mawr College, USA; after First World War, secretary of British Inter-Universities Committee and International Secretary, Student Christian Movement; member, consultative committee of Universal Christian Council for Life and Work; took leading role in setting up Pilgrim Trust and archbishop of York’s committee on unemployment (Men Without Work); worked with J. H. Oldham as treasurer of Council on the Christian Faith and the Common Life 1938–42, and on the Christian News-letter.

Subsequently: general secretary, Christian reconstruction in Europe; secretary, Church of England Assembly Commission on Aid to European Churches; 1951–62, appeals organizer and secretary of executive council, Guildford Cathedral.

Moot attendances: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17.

JENKINS, Daniel

1914–2002. At time of entry into Moot (1943) on staff of Student Christian Movement (SCM), Birmingham.

Welsh Congregational (later United Reformed Church) minister and theologian. Graduate of Edinburgh University, Yorkshire Independent College and Mansfield College, Oxford; minister of Vineyard Richmond Congregational Church 1940–42; SCM Birmingham 1942–45; 1945–48 secretary, Christian Frontier Council and assistant editor, Christian News-letter.

Subsequently: studies in USA; teaching appointments in Chicago, Princeton and University of Sussex; ministries in several local churches in London.

Many publications including: The Nature of Catholicity (1942), Prayer and the Service of God (1945), Equality and Excellence (1961), Beyond Religion (1962); The British: Their Identity and Their Religion (1975).

Moot attendances: 18, 19.

LÖWE, Adolf von [later anglicized name to ‘Lowe’]

1893–1995. At time of entry into Moot (1938), lecturer in economics and sociology, Manchester University.

Born into German Jewish family; studied at universities of Munich, Berlin, Tübingen; economic adviser to Weimar government 1918–24; taught at University of Kiel 1925–31; director of research and educational studies 1926–30, and associate professor of economics 1930–31, at Institute of World Economics; 1931–33 professor of political economy, University of Frankfurt am Main; 1933, dismissed from teaching post under Nazi laws against ‘non-Aryans’ and emigrated with family to Britain; Rockefeller Foundation fellow 1933–38; 1933–40, lecturer in economics and sociology, Manchester University; naturalized as British citizen 1939; 1940 emigrated to USA.

Subsequently: professor of economics at New School, New York, 1940–78; 1982 returned to live in Germany.

Publications include: Economics and Sociology: A Plea for Co-operation in the Social Sciences (1935), Has Freedom a Future? (1965).

Moot attendances: 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8.

MANNHEIM, Karl [Károly]

1893–1947. At time of entry to Moot (1938) lecturer in sociology, London School of Economics.

Distinguished sociologist who increasingly specialized in sociology of education. Born in Budapest of Jewish parents; studied at Budapest and in German universities, doctorate
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