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Letter from His Grace the Archbishop of Canterbury
to the Hom. Secretary of the Central Commitice.

LAMBETH PALACE,
S.E.

7th October 1923
DEAR MR. EELES,

Nothing could be better than that a report should be
forthwith published showing the work which has been
done by the Central Committee for the Protection of
Churches. This should be accompanied, if possible, with
some account of the Diocesan Advisory Committees and
their work. I gather this to be exactly what you contem-
plate, and I am glad to assure you that such publication
has my warmest approval and encouragement. 1 am
personally most anxious to further in every way the
action of such Committees—Central and Diocesan—as
I believe that in wise and capable hands their endeavours
will be of the highest value in the historical, the architec-
tural, and the ecclesiastical fields.

1 am,
Yours very truly,
(Signed) RANDALL CANTUAR.

A2



All commaunicalions should be addressed to the
Hon. Secrelary, Francis C. Eeles, 43 Grosvenor
Road, London, S.W. r.



PRELIMINARY NOTE

Tuis Dbook contains information about the new
machinery of Central and Diocesan Advisory Com-
mittees which the church authorities have been setting
up to safeguard our ancient English churches and the
treasures they contain, and to raise the standard of work
done to-day. After the story of the growth of the system
will be found an explanation of the way the Committecs
work, and their relation to the Consistory Courts. Then
some account is given of what has actually been done
during the few years the system has been in existence.
Appendixes include the constitution of the Central Com-
mittee, and the names of the members, with a list of the
Diocesan Committees and their members. Lastly some
important memoranda are printed which the committees
have produced, and to which the Central Committee
wishes to give the widest publicity.

The Central Committee cannot afford to give illustra-
tions showing the best work done under the influence of
the Diocesan Committees, but have had to depend on the
blocks which have been lent to them. They wish to
thank the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings
for those of the Hanborough screen and the Kingsnorth
glass, and the Bath Herald for that of the Batheaston
font. One or two blocks showing good modern work,
also lent by friends, have been included. The limited
scope of these illustrations is entirely due to lack of
nmoney.

It is hoped to issue a report every year. The amount
of matter that can be printed and illustrations that can
be given will depend entirely on the financial support
received.
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THE ORIGIN AND GROWTH OF THE
SYSTEM OF ADVISORY COMMITTEES
FOR THE PROTECTION OF CHURCHES

It has long been an increasing matter of concern to all
who are proud of our great heritage of English ecclesi-
astical art, that hitherto there has been no way in which
the Church could enlist the help of technical knowledge
for its preservation with anything like the certainty or
regularity needful to ensure success.

It is now fully recognized that the gothic revival of
the nineteenth century was accompanied by a vast
amount of unnecessary destruction of ancient work of all
periods. To realize the enormous losses we sustained as
a nation we have only to recall the theories then current.
It was widely held, for example, that a church of many
periods should be restored to what it was in its first period
of construction : that gothic work after about 1350 was
more or less ‘ debased ’; that renaissance additions or
furniture should be removed from a gothic church as
incongruous, and that mutilated or broken works of
mediaeval art must either be completely * restored ' or
clse discarded. It is easy to understand how destructive
methods lingered on alter such theories had been aban-
doned in responsible quarters, and it would not be hard
to compile a list of scandals in the way of destruction of
mediaeval and renaissance works of art that have occurred
even in the present century.

The official system of the church by which a faculty or
licence from the Bishop's Court is a necessary condition
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of any alteration or addition to a church fabric, coupled
with the periodical inspection of buildings and their
contents by Archdeacons and Rural Deans, if thoroughly
carried out, ought to have provided sufficient safeguard
against mishandling or neglect. But the continued cases
of destruction and negligence and the low artistic standard
of new work showed that something was lacking, and
during the years before the war the urgent need of serious
reform was increasingly felt.

The movement now growing in force, towards securing
adequate control of our ancient church fabrics and the
artistic treasures connected with them, may be said to
date from before the passing of the Ancient Monuments
Consolidation and Amendment Act in 1913. Already in
1912, in view of the mischief done to churches by bad
restoration and the loss of valuables, a Select Committee
of Lords and Commons, after careful inquiry, had recom-
mended that the State should take control of the Cathe-
drals as national monuments which ought to be protected
by legislation from mishandling by incompetent custo-
dians. This proposal was not carried farther, largely
because the Archbishop of Canterbury promised that the
ecclesiastical authorities would take the necessary protec-
tive measures. Accordingly the Archbishops of Canter-
bury and York asked Sir Lewis Dibdin and two diocesan
chancellors—

‘to ascertain what steps are taken on the issue of
faculties in the different dioceses to secure due protection,
both on archaeological and artistic grounds, for church
fabrics which have to undergo repair or in which
changes are being made, and to report . . . with any
recommendations . , .’

This Committee reported in 1914 in favour of certain
mmprovements in Consistory Court procedure. They
said :
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‘ Churches and their contents are placed by law under
the care of the Ordinary, i.e. of the Bishop of the
diocese and those delegated to act on his behalf. The
Ordinary’s jurisdiction exercised by the Chancellor in
the Consistory Court of a diocese extends to the control
of every change whether by way of addition, alteration,
removal, renovation, or repair, which affects the struc-
ture of a church or its appearance, or its ornaments or
decorations or furniture. This jurisdiction is not in
practice asserted in small matters, such as mending
windows, replacing tiles, supplying kneelers, and
similar minor works of repair and furnishing. It is
obvious that it would be impossible for churchwardens to
discharge their duty of seeing to the upkeep of churches
unless some authority, independent of, or delegated by
the Ordinary, were recognized as inherent in their office.
Its extent is to be defined rather by common sense in
particular cases than by the general application of
precise rules. But if a substantial alteration—even by
way of repair, e. g. an entirely new roof—is contem-
plated, the Licence or Faculty of the Ordinary is
necessary. Especially is this the case with regard to
so-called repairs to ancient work which, if carried out,
might impair, or otherwise affect, historical or artistic
tradition.’

They also suggested that expert advisory bodies should
be formed in every diocese

“for the assistance of the Court in architectural,
archaeological, historical and artistic matters relating
to churches as to which faculties are sought,” which
should assist the Chancellor “ if and when asked to do
so by him, during and not before the pendency of the
application.’

Such matters as the sale of the fourteenth-century
silver-gilt bowl and cover at Studley Royal church, which
was allowed by the Chancellor on condition that it came
to the national collection at South Kensington, seem
to have stirred the interest of the church authorities, and
the question was discussed in the Convocation of the
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Province of Canterbury in April 1913, when the following
resolutions were passed :

‘ That this House deplores any loss or alienation of
sacred vessels and other Church goods, and urges the
duty and necessity of a short and simple inventory of
valuable Church property being kept in the vestry of
every parish church, in order that the list may be
readily verified by the incoming churchwardens in
accordance with Canon 89, as well as by the Archdeacon
and Rural Dean at their official inspection.’

“ That such valuable property should include works of
ancient sculpture, painting, and stained glass, and
objects of decorative and memorial interest.’

“That his Grace the President and their lordships of
the Upper House be respectfully requested to consider
how this resolution may best be brought to the notice
of all Incumbents and churchwardens.’

‘And also to consider whether it would not be
advisable that a new Canon should be made regulating

the sale or alienation of chattels belonging to the
Church.’

These proposals, however, were evidently not regarded
as adequate, and in fact did not materialize. The next
step was taken by the Archbishop of York, who speaking
in Convocation on the r1th February 1913, said :

“legislation of a very drastic and important kind was
proposed in both Houses of Parliament ; a Committec
of the House of Lords had taken a great deal of evidence
upon this very matter, and there was in many quarters
a very strong desire to include not only the cathedrals
but also the more ancient and important churches of
the country within a scheme of Government inspection
and control.’

A Committee of the Upper House of Convocation of
Canterbury ! was appointed to consider the Report of the

! Consisting of the Bishops of Peterborough, Worcester,
Norwich, and St. Edmundsbury. This Committee had joint
meetings with a similar Committee of York Convocation con-
sisting of the Archbishop of York and the Bishops of Wakefield
and Manchester,
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Ancient Monuments (Churches) Committee. In its report,
signed by the Bishop of Norwich as convener, this Com-
mittee strongly endorsed the view expressed by the
Chancellors in the document they were called upon to
cxamine. They made various suggestions and criticized
certain portions of the report. Dealing with the question
of Advisory Committees, they said :

“We agree with Recommendation III, but we
recommend that at first considerable variety should
be allowed in the constitution and functions of these
advisory bodies. We are also of opinion that reference
to the advisory body should be made by the Court

alone, and not by any of the parties interested, or by
the Bishop.

* The expenses incidental to the work of the advisory
body may be allowed by the Court under the provisions
of 30 and 31 Vict,, c. 135.’

Before the end of 1915 some private discussions in the
diocese of Carlisle were followed, on the motion of the late
Canon Rawnsley, by the appointment of a Committee of
the Lower House of Convocation of the Province of York
to consider the Chancellors’ Report already referred to.
This Committee considered that the suggested expert
advisory committees should be consulted before and not
after a case had gone to the Consistory Court, and in this
gave expression to a very widespread desire.

On the sth July 1916 the Lower House of Convocation
of Canterbury resolved :

“That the reference to the Committee on Insurance
of Churches and other Ecclesiastical Buildings be
enlarged so as to include the care of Churches and their
furniture.’

The Committee on Insurance then reported upon the
Chancellors’ Report of 1914, endorsing most of its recom-
mendations, and published their Report in February 1917
(No. 502, 1917).
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On the 6th July 1917 the Lower House of Convocation
of Canterbury passed three resolutions, of which the
second is :

“ That it is desirable that in every diocese the Bishop
should appoint an honorary advisory body to which
either the Bishop himself or the Chancellor may apply
for advice.’

Meanwhile, owing to the continuance of the War, the
matter seemed likely to be approached from another
direction, The desire was growing of placing memorials
in churches to the men who had laid down their lives for
their country, and it was quickly recognized that this
desire demanded guidance and direction. Feeling became
unanimous that efforts should be made to prevent the
flooding of churches with stereotyped tablets or other
objects, The Civic Arts Association issued several
pamphlets and secured the insertion of articles in the
Church papers.

In one diocese, that of Oxford, decided action was
taken by the Bishop, who in May 1916 appointed an
Advisory Committee to deal with the question in that
diocese.

Many well-informed people considered it essential
that the erection of permanent War Memorials should
not be set in hand until after the end of the War ; apart
from the difficulty of securing the most competent artists
to produce such memorials, and difficulties connected with
the supply of material, it was felt that a true perspective
as regards suitability of memorials could best be obtained
only after the conclusion of the War.

The authorities of the Victoria and Albert Museum
became connected with the movement in the following
way : they have always taken deep interest in the artistic
treasures such as plate, stained glass, woodwork, and
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other objects remaining in English churches: they have
on several occasions rescued and preserved in the Museum
works of art thrown out of cathedrals and churches in
ignorance, and have felt it incumbent on them to render
every possible assistance in the safegnarding and preserva-
tion of such objects. They have given advice to church
authorities who consulted them as to the repair or
preservation of their treasures. They have gone farther
than this: in the case of valuable old church plate of
great artistic importance (some of it in danger of perishing
through long and constant use), they obtained sanction
from the Government (should funds become available) to
make facsimiles and to lend these to the church for so long
as the authorities of that church are willing to lend the
originals to the Museum. They endeavoured further to
induce clergy and churchwardens to place on loan in the
Museum plate of a non-ecclesiastical nature, much of
which remains in the possession of churches through-
out England, and not being suitable for use, is liable
to be forgotten or lost sight of ; the response to this
effort was, however, disappointing. A certain amount
of disused church plate of inconvenient form but of
artistic value has, however, been deposited on loan in
the Museum.!

In April 1917 a letter on this subject was addressed
to Bishops and Archdeacons, and sympathetic replies
were received from almost all to whom it was sent. It
will be found in Appendix 10, p. 67.

Tt could easily be seen that the question of War
Memorials was likely to involve the existing treasures and

! Something of the same kind has been done at Norwich, where
a certain amount of church plate has been deposited in the Castle

Museum, in return for replicas in silver provided by generous
private donors.
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fabrics of the churches, as it might mean restoration or
addition in some form or other. The smaller question of
War Memorials consequently tended to merge into the
larger one, and the matter became one of not merely
adding new monuments or treasures to churches, but also
of securing that there should be no detriment from this or

any other cause to older features or possessions.
Conversations between vartious interested parties re-

sulted in an informal meeting being held on the 28th

June 1917, at the Victoria and Albert Museum, at which

the following conclusions were reached :

1. Tt was agreed that the appointment of a committee
of reference on all matters concerning churches
and their contents is desirable in each diocese.

5. That the present urgency of providing effective
safeguards against mishandling in connexion

with War Memorials makes it imperative to raise
the whole question without delay. _

. That it is at the same time undesirable that action be
limited to War Memorials. . '

. It will probably be impossible to find in each diocese
a body capable of supplying expert advice on all
the varied questions likely to arise. And while
it is desirable that the available local knowledge
be represented on the Diocesan Committee, that
Committee will probably be glad to refer certain
questions requiring special experience to a

central committee. o
. For the present, at any rate, it will probably be

found better to proceed on voluntary Jines rather
than to risk antagonism of vested interests by
attempting to introduce any form of legal

obligation.

A second meeting was held on the 14th March 1918 of
a somewhat more extended and representative character.
In the main this meeting confined its attention to the
suggestions made at the meeting on the 28th June 1917 :
but the strong and unanimous feeling was (4) that greater

+ W

wn
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care should be exercised in the preparation of terriers and
inventories, and that the periodical checking should be of
a less perfunctory and more searching character ; and, in
order that these measures should be effective, it was
essential that there should be an exhaustive survey of
church fabrics and their contents; () that an advisory
committee should be formed in each diocese. It was also
felt that there should be a Central Advisory Committee
which should assist the Diocesan Committees, if required,
in-special matters which they felt themselves unable to
decide.

These meetings had no official authority : but they were
aftended by men of wide and varied experience, as well
- as of expert knowledge, all of whom held the firm convic-
tion that the matter required urgent and immediate
action.

At a later meeting in the same year further progress was
reported. In addition to the Advisory Committee on
War Memorials already existing in the diocese of Oxford,
similar committees had been set up in Peterborough,
Chichester, Truro, and Southwark ; it was understood
that like action was being taken elsewhere.

The desirability of the appointment of such Committees
in the remaining dioceses was emphasized. The terms of
reference of the existing committees were considered too
narrow, and it was felt that they ought to deal not merely
with War Memorials, but with all matters affecting
alterations and additions to churches and their contents ;
in fact that they should be the natural reference for the
bishops upon artistic and archaeological questions, in the
same way as the Diocesan Chancellor is upon legal
questions. )

The question of a Central Advisory Committee was also
raised, Tt seemed highly desirable that Diocesan Com-






























































































































































































