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			Preface

			 

			 

			I owe the origin of this book to Archbishop Michael Ramsey who, in his retirement, came each year to my theological college to lecture between 1979 and 1982. One autumn his lectures were on the Anglican tradition; he began with the theology of Richard Hooker.1 Canon Donald Allchin, another visiting lecturer, stimulated further interest in Hooker and made me aware of the important study by Olivier Loyer, L’Anglicanisme de Richard Hooker. I am grateful to The Revd Dr Andrew Louth, who sold me his copy of Loyer’s two-volume study at a bargain price. It is a rare treasure.

			In 1994 Fr John Paul kindly invited me to give the Adult Sunday School afternoon lectures at St Andrew’s-by-the-Wardrobe in the City of London; with the preparation of those lectures the gestation of the present study really began. Subsequent teaching at Nashotah House, The General Theological Seminary, and Yale Divinity School in the United States gave me occasion to widen my reading and delve more deeply into Hooker’s theological world.

			Beginning in 2002, and henceforth while increasingly immersed in parochial ministry, I took advantage of periods of annual leave to return to the work. I am grateful to Dr Marjorie Reeves (requiescat in pace) formerly of Norham Road, Oxford, Bp Geoffrey Rowell of Bishop’s Lodge, Worth, Michael and Mary Jenkins of the Old Library, Ilminster, and the Abbot and community of the Monastery of St John the Baptist, Tolleshunt Knights, without whose hospitality and occasions of retreat this book would not have been written. 

			Thanks are due to the staff of the Bodleian Library, Oxford, and to Mr David Sherwood, Director of the Frances Donaldson Library, Nashotah House, USA, and his assistant Ms Laura Hummer, for their help in providing electronic resources.

			Particular thanks are due to Ms Rachel Hayden without whose able and generous assistance this manuscript would not have been submitted on time, to the Reverend Douglas Dales for his encouragement, to Michael Miller in the final stages of manuscript preparation, and to Mr Adrian Brink and Ms Emily Reacher of James Clarke & Co for their interest, support and guidance.

			 

			St Helen’s Rectory 

			Abingdon-on-Thames

			17 December 2012

			
				
					1. The notes of the lectures were subsequently transcribed and edited by Dale Coleman as Michael Ramsey’s The Anglican Spirit (Cambridge, MA, 1991).

				

			

		

		
			 

			 

			 

			 

			Sources and Abbreviations

			 

			 

			The Sources for Hooker’s Writings

			 

			Whenever possible, Hooker texts are taken from the second edition of John Keble’s The Works of that Learned and Judicious Divine Mr Richard Hooker with an account of His Life and Death by Isaac Walton (Oxford, 1841). 

			Citations from that edition give the books of the Laws in upper case Roman numerals, followed by the chapter in lower case Roman numerals, followed by the section of the chapter in Arabic numerals, e.g.: III, vi, 2. The location in the three-volume Keble edition follows in brackets, e.g., [I, pp. 361-2].

			Where necessary, texts are cited from the modern critical edition under the general editorship of W. Speed Hill, The Folger Library Edition of the Works of Richard Hooker in 6 volumes (Cambridge, MA/London, 1977).

			Citations from this edition give the work in abbreviated form followed by its location in the edition’s volume given in upper case Roman numerals and the page number in Arabic numbers, e.g., V: 250.    

			 

			Abbreviations

			 

			ANC – Ancient Christian Writers series

			CRH – Companion to Richard Hooker

			DF – Dublin Fragments

			DEC – Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils

			FLE – The Folger Library Edition

			FSJ - First Sermon on a Part of St. Jude’s Epistle

			LCC – Library of Christian Classics

			LDJ – A Learned Discourse of Justification, Works, and How the Foundation of Faith Is Overthrown

			CPF – A Learned and Comfortable Sermon of the Certainty and Perpetuity of Faith in The Elect

			RHCCC – Richard Hooker and the Construction of Christian Community

			RHER – Richard Hooker and the English Reformation

			SNP – A Learned Sermon on the Nature of Pride

			SRH – Studies in Richard Hooker

			SSJ – Second Sermon on a Part of Jude’s Epistle

			ST – Summa Theologiae

		

		
			 

			 

			 

			 

			A Note on Terminology

			 

			 

			The term ‘non-conformist’ is used throughout this study. It does not reflect the nuances of churchmanship and ideological concern which characterised the inhabitants of the Elizabethan church. Taking a cue from Peter Lake’s analysis of Puritanism, by ‘non-conformist’ I mean all those who, along a spectrum of intensity and extremity of views, either refused to be part of, or were unhappily implicated in, the ‘allegedly corrupt and corrupting’ elements of the Elizabethan church as established by law.1 The term therefore excludes ‘papists’ with whom, despite their own refusal to conform, the established church’s critics associated many of the unreformed aspects of the Church of England.  

			 

			A Note on Quotations

			 

			Because of their abundance, chiefly from Hooker texts, and to save encumbering the pages, I have omitted the ‘ . . . ’ at the beginning and end of quotations. It is used, however, within quotations to indicate parts of the text that have been omitted.

			The two-volume study by Olivier Loyer accompanies us through the pages that follow. Citations from his L’Anglicanisme de Richard Hooker appear simply with volume number and page, e.g. I, p. 355. (Although the pagination is continuous through them the volume number is given; this is very helpful if one is consulting the original version of the thesis published the University of Lille, as is the case in this study). 

			 

			Paget’s Taxonomy of Laws

			 

			In his Introduction to the Fifth Book of Hooker’s Treatise of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, Francis Paget provides a detailed ‘pedigree’ of Hooker’s hierarchy of laws as they appear in the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity. In some cases the laws in question are overtly understood as such by Hooker; but in many cases Paget has rendered them as ‘laws’ in his interpretation of Hooker’s use and argument. Paget’s taxonomy, or ‘pedigree’ (as he calls it) is reproduced on pp. 66-7 of this study as part of the discussion of Hooker’s theology of creation. There are, to be sure, other ways to structure the derivative elements of Hooker’s taxonomy than the one proposed by Paget. But no interpreter of Hooker has provided as detailed or compelling a taxonomy as Paget’s, and it is highly useful in grasping both the richness of Hooker’s concept of ‘law’ and the integrated character of his world-view. For that reason, footnote references to parts of the taxonomy are given so that the reader can locate particular discussions within the taxonomy as a whole.

			
				
					1. Peter Lake, Moderate Puritans and the Elizabethan Church (Cambridge, 1982), pp. 1-7, provides a foothold on the issues of nomenclature vis-à-vis the late Elizabethan church of Hooker’s public life.

				

			

		

		
			 

			 

			 

			 

			Introduction: Why Study Richard Hooker?

			 

			 

			The readers invited to enter the intellectual and theological world of Richard Hooker might well ask ‘Why?’ During most of the last century, it has been claimed, Richard Hooker was more honoured than read, and the flow of Hooker scholarship was little more than a trickle.1 However, since the 1980s something of an industry has developed so that now, among a rather small but growing international group, Hooker scholarship has well and truly entered the academy. With this entrance there has been both loss and gain. On the positive side we now have the results of a wide spectrum of detailed studies of Hooker’s life, his historical context, his contributions to literature, politics and thought. On the negative side the conversation has largely forsaken the vicarage and entered the lecture hall. The scholarly circle is enlarged but, as so often happens, those writing are increasingly talking only to themselves. As a result, expensive monographs and cumbersome, intimidating compendia are available for the learned. They present rich but competing views; they give the reader some purchase on the subject but with a narrow view of the terrain around him. Naturally, this study makes use of them.

			That growth of interest in Hooker among specialists has been accompanied by an abandonment of serious study of Hooker’s thought among theological students, clergy and theologians. That is surely part of the drift in Anglican theology in the English-speaking world, but it is also a global trend. Among this constituency it is very true that the name of Hooker is more honoured than read; and even here it is questionable whether the name of Hooker is even known. Something needed to be done to bridge the gap. This study is the result.

			There are, to be sure, reasons why Richard Hooker might be forgotten in the daily distribution of theological food to Christian people. When we realise how non-theological – though not un-theological – so many of Hooker’s concerns and insights seem to be, we might well wonder what could be gained by a study of Richard Hooker as a theologian? There are, it seems to me, four responses to that question.

			First, Hooker teaches us to think theologically. That may not be readily apparent when reading his great work, the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity. But when we begin to discern the taut lines that connect his discussion of disputed particulars with basic principles, and when we recognise the ground into which his principles are anchored, we realise that every aspect of reality and experience with which Hooker is concerned has theological significance. He is a vivid witness to the comprehensive extent of theology’s reach and implications. In that sense theology is still for Hooker the ‘queen of the sciences’. Hooker helps us think theologically in another way too. He encourages his readers always to relate principles to particulars and vice-versa. That is most obvious in the Laws whose very conception and execution seeks to honour such an approach. Hooker objected to contemporary styles of thinking, even by theologians, which sought short cuts and valued speed in articulating or resolving the often intricate issues of doctrine and ecclesial life.

			Second, Hooker exemplifies how Christians should comport themselves in religious controversy. Admittedly, there is a question among Hooker scholars as to the genuineness of his eirenic rhetoric, and it is probably the case that pressure from collaborators as well as polemical expediency occasionally gave Hooker’s pen a harsh argumentative edge. He sometimes betrays peevishness at ignorance among those who should know better or whose arguments are transparently self-serving and manipulative. Still, by the standards of his age, and in comparison with other defenders of the established church, Hooker’s writings manifest a restraint, a humility, and an honest desire to persuade by reasoned argumentation. ‘My whole endeavour is to resolve the conscience’, Hooker insists in the Preface to the Laws, and we have no reason to doubt him. Richard Church remarked, in keeping with this view, that Hooker is more eager to show his adversaries why they are wrong than that they are wrong.2

			In line with that approach, Hooker takes seriously the need to represent his adversaries’ positions accurately. He is keenly aware of how easily lesser motives can drive an honest argument off course: ‘when stomach doth drive the wit, the match is not equal’.3 It is true that Hooker’s adversaries are hard to identify from the pages of the Laws, but, where they can be, it is clear that Hooker tries to represent accurately the views of critics of the established church.4 He is loath to erect straw men, and that characteristic, among others, has led some to view the Laws as representing a new and higher stage in English religious controversial literature.

			A third reason to study Hooker’s writings, and the Laws especially, is the dialogic character of his approach to theology. There will be occasion to return to this idea and expand upon it since it relates to the character of Hooker’s thought and theological style. It deserves mention here because Hooker challenges an increasingly time-bound, relativistic approach to doctrine and truth. Hooker, who was more aware of what we call ‘historical development’ than we might at first suppose, was extraordinarily effective in constructing a theological vision by means of a dialogue with Christian and philosophical traditions extending widely both in time and space. His sources, about which more will be said elsewhere, are as wide, as ancient, and as modern as Hooker could make them. While his theological ‘project’ was very much of its own time and place, he brought to it as many useful insights as he could muster. He has set a standard which theology is ever challenged to meet and, if possible, surpass.

			A fourth and final reason to study Hooker as a theologian is that he exemplifies a responsible, constructive, and pastorally accountable inter-play between theology and spirituality. Hooker, of course, lived and theologised in an age that was at once more religiously attuned and more serious than our own. But the issue goes deeper than that. It has to do with Hooker’s high evaluation of reason in the thought and practice of the Christian religion, and with the need for aided reason endued with the gifts of grace in the consideration of it. It also has to do with what one writer calls Hooker’s ‘spirituality of truth’, his sense, we might say, that the knowledge of God and love for God (and therefore for God’s truth) go together. Hooker thus challenges his readers not just intellectually and theologically but also spiritually. In his own way he confronts us with the ancient maxim of the spiritual theologian Evagrius, that a theologian is one whose prayer is ‘strong’.

			But there are, equally, aspects of the study of Hooker’s writings of which we must beware.

			First, it is important to see Richard Hooker and his writings as part of an emerging English religious tradition, and as a contribution to it. His writings form a stage, but only one stage, in its development. However perennial the quality of that contribution may be, however enduring the tone and direction he has given to Anglicanism as a theological culture, we are not on that account obliged to follow the specific form of his arguments, or to embrace all of his conclusions, or to justify to ourselves or to others his various accommodations to the circumstances in which he found himself.5 Perhaps we should simply beware of seeing Hooker after the fashion of the so-called ‘magisterial reformers’ Martin Luther and John Calvin. Despite its many worthies through the centuries, English theology has never been determined by a single, luminary figure as was reform in Germany and France. We must appreciate Hooker’s contribution in relation to its historical context since only then can we assess it in relation to actual possibilities and alternatives.

			Yet we can also discern within his writings insights and creative trajectories which may help us still. Henry McAdoo sums it up well when, after describing the broad historical context, he insists that ‘out of all this something time-defying was created.’6 That ‘something’ is not a set of fixed viewpoints but a less precise quality and character of thought: values and priorities he brought to the theological task. In a small way this introduction to Hooker’s writings seeks to elucidate them and, in so doing, I hope it will extend his creative legacy into our age and beyond.

			Our aim in this study is to present Hooker’s theology, and in so doing to explore the origins of what came to be called ‘Anglicanism’. The descriptive term ‘Anglican’ will not generally be used to describe Hooker in the pages that follow. At the end we will return to the matter of nomenclature since it is a matter of dispute which this study as a whole should help clarify. Our concern is with ideas, so while allusions will be made to historical context and ecclesiastical affairs, those are not our focus. We want instead to grasp Hooker’s vision of God so as to understand what lies before, within, and beyond the particular expression of Christian faith and ecclesial life that he defends and advocates. Hooker is a theologian not because he knows the sources, uses the concepts and fashions the language, but precisely because, as Egil Grislis reminds us, his focus is God.7

			Theology has been defined as study which, through participation in and reflection upon a religious faith, seeks to express the content of that faith in the clearest and most coherent language available.8 That definition would suit Hooker, and so we are approaching his writings with it in mind. While we will be trying to understand the mind of one of the most profound Elizabethan divines in the formative years of the independent life of the English Church, we will at the same time be surveying the science of theology as a distinct field of study. We will be experiencing the shape of theology as it seeks to give coherence to the mystery of God and God’s action in the world, and we will enter into concept and language worlds that connect us not just with Hooker and his age, but with the great Christian tradition. To enliven that encounter, the Appendix provides passages from Hooker’s writings – mostly from the Laws but not exclusively – so that his ‘voice’ can still be heard in its difference, its richness, and in its power of inspiration.

			
				
					1. So the author of the essay ‘Richard Hooker’ in the Times Literary Supplement claimed (30 April 1954, p. 281).

				

				
					2.  R. W. Church, Introduction to Book One of Hooker’s Treatise of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity (Oxford, 1896), p. xvi; emphasis his.

				

				
					3. Preface, ii, 6 [I, p. 137].

				

				
					4. An example is his treatment of Thomas Cartwright; see John Luoma’s article ‘Restitution or Reformation? Cartwright And Hooker On the Elizabethan Church’, Historical Magazine of the Protestant Episcopal Church, XLVI: 1 (1977): 85-106.

				

				
					5. And accommodations there were: see Christopher Morris’ ‘Introduction’ to Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, 2 vols (London, 1965), pp. vi-vii.

				

				
					6. ‘Richard Hooker’, in Geoffrey Rowell, ed., The English Religious Tradition and the Genius of Anglicanism (Wantage, 1992), p. 106.

				

				
					7. Egil Grislis, ‘Hooker among the Giants: the Continuity and Creativity of Richard Hooker’s Doctrine of Justification’, Cithara, XLIII: 2 (2004): 12.

				

				
					8. John Macquarrie, Principles of Christian Theology (New York, 1966), p. 1.

				

			

		

		
			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			Part One: Orientation

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

		

		
			1. ‘That Glorious Beam of the English Church’: The Man and his World

			 

			 

			In a significant measure theology is a matter of biography. The theological vision a person constructs and espouses, together with the form of its expression, are deeply related to personal life and circumstances. Certainly that is so of Richard Hooker.

			Hooker’s biographers, though, have often obscured that. This is partly owing to the fact that the first biography of Hooker by the somewhat sympathetic bishop of Exeter, John Gauden, was written in the year of the Restoration, a lengthy sixty years after Hooker’s premature death in 1600. It is also the result of the complex motives which surrounded the writing and publication in 1665 of what might be called the official Life of Mr Richard Hooker by the seventeenth-century biographer Izaac Walton. Walton was already well known for his lives of eminent clerics John Donne and Robert Sanderson, so he was the obvious candidate when Archbishop of Canterbury Gilbert Sheldon, unhappy with Gauden’s portrait of Hooker, sought to replace it with something more satisfying.1 Walton could be relied upon to depict Hooker in terms wholly consonant with the interests of the neo-Laudianism of the restored Church of England: learned, reasonable, prayerful and, more to the point, utterly committed to royal supremacy, the Book of Common Prayer, and episcopacy by divine right.2

			Walton’s Life, however, was thin on sources. Never mind that long periods of Hooker’s bookish life were uneventful; even where his life was worth recording documentary evidence was in short supply. So Walton was often left to construct his picture from an oral history available to him from his wife’s relatives. In some cases that made for erroneous facts and an innocently misleading picture of Hooker. Nor was Walton’s Life free from ideological bias. His appended discussion of the last three books of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, for instance, tried to undermine their authenticity, and so their authority, in an effort to ‘neutralise’ Hooker’s advocacy of the principle of consent in governance.3 Something like hagiography was the result. Still, Walton’s classic displaced the preceding biography and shaped generations of readers’ picture of the learned and judicious Hooker: less a defender of the Elizabethan Church than of its neo-Laudian Restoration version.

			As part of the nineteenth-century Tractarians’ return to the sources and a wider English cultural tendency toward ‘imaginative historical reconstruction’4, John Keble published the first critical edition of Hooker’s works in 1838. He revisited Walton’s Life for inclusion among its introductory material and added his own theological assessment of Hooker’s place and value as an ‘Anglican’ authority. Keble’s special interest was episcopacy and its origin by divine right.5 Keble’s own investigation into the textual history of Hooker’s Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity and other writings prompted questions about the adequacy and accuracy of Walton’s picture. Thus began what Arthur McGrade has called the ‘deflationary trend’ especially notable in recent Hooker scholarship, a steady displacement of Hooker from his role as a Restoration icon on a near-saintly pedestal.6

			The critical posture begun by Keble has gathered such momentum in the intervening century and a half that it has become possible to construct a life of Hooker which, while not free of some probably insurmountable uncertainties, gives us a far more reliable account of Hooker’s life and of the context and development of his thought than has hitherto been possible.7 There is no need to repeat those biographical results in detail. It is important at the start of this theological study, however, to relate with broad brush stroke the circumstances, issues, institutions and associations that helped generate Hooker’s theological vision, and then elicit its exposition.

			 

			Early Life and Education

			 

			Richard Hooker was probably an only child born on or near Easter Day in 1553 or 1554 in Heavitree, a suburb of the prosperous and proud cathedral city of Exeter in Devon.8 His father, Roger, was of a prestigious local family though he himself did not inherit either the family property or the strong family tradition of involvement in local civic affairs. That was the good fortune of his brother John.

			From the point of view of Richard Hooker’s eventual contribution as a theologian, his uncle John was an important influence both materially and ideologically. John Hooker was an Oxford-educated, successful, civic-minded man who also theologically aware. His friendship with Bishop John Jewel went back to the days of the Marian exile when John Hooker joined Jewel and the roughly eight-hundred English religious exiles in Switzerland and the Rhineland. By the time of Elizabeth’s settlement of religion in 1558, John Hooker was what we would now consider a committed Protestant of the magisterial sort, that is, in the stream of Martin Luther and John Calvin.

			He was also a thorough-going Erastian. He viewed religious refor­mation as a small price to pay for civic peace and the good order of the commonwealth. When it came to the relationship between church and state his was a ‘broad and pragmatic route’ which viewed religion as a prop and servant of a prior political good.9 From both civil and ecclesiastical ministers, therefore, loyalty to the crown was an essential requirement. He once asserted that:

			Preposterous, then, is the judgment of those who would have [it] that religion should pertain only to the bishops and clergy, and the chief magistrates should deal only in matters of policy. But the law of Moses and the law of the Gospel, doth determine  the contrary.10

			‘Magistrates are God’s ministers’ too, he insisted, ‘substitutes, and vicars, upon earth from whom all power and authority is ordained.’11 Those, to be sure, were not the precise sentiments of his nephew in later years, but the theme of a variegated and over-lapping jurisdiction between civil and ecclesiastical spheres surely was.

			Given John Hooker’s intellectual commitments (he wrote several books on ecclesiastical and local history) it is no surprise that he sponsored his nephew’s tuition at the Exeter Grammar School from the age of eight. Richard Hooker was an able student. Walton wrote that as a school-boy ‘he was an early Questionist, quietly inquisitive’. ‘Why this was and that was not to be remembered? Why this was granted, and that denied?’12 That description surely fits the probing habit of the mature Hooker. Whether or not the education provided by his uncle at the Grammar School was sufficient preparation for admission to an Oxford college, John Hooker intended it to be so. Did his well-placed friend, John Jewel, play a part? We do not know. But Richard Hooker was admitted to Jewel’s own Oxford college, Corpus Christi; he arrived late in 1569 at the age of fifteen.

			 

			Oxford

			 

			Perhaps the two university towns of Oxford and Cambridge experienced the traumas and transitions of the era of church reform even more than London. When it is remembered how thoroughly ecclesiastical the origins and subsequent habits of the universities were, it follows that the consequences of religious upheaval and change would be deep and wide for their colleges and halls. Although Oxford was never as bent on reform as Cambridge, it too felt the stresses and strains.13

			Corpus Christi College had been founded early in the sixteenth century by Richard Fox, who was deeply imbued with the spirit of the ‘new learning’ of Renaissance humanists like John Colet and the Dutchman Desiderius Erasmus. Indeed, Erasmian humanism profoundly influenced Oxford throughout the first half of the sixteenth century. The inherited emphasis on Aristotelian, or ‘scholastic’, logic was enriched by the new rhetorical aspects of the curriculum. With the help of Erasmus’ interpretation of classical Ciceronian rhetoric, Hooker’s education at Corpus was a powerful combination of logical rigor and rhetorical precision.

			Corpus was founded before the formal separation from papal jurisdiction. Its founding religious perspective was liberal, humanist, and Roman Catholic. Despite subsequent formal acts of separation at the national level, and in the face of widening currents of reformed theological ideas within the university as a whole, Corpus continued (as did many other English institutions) to include Roman Catholic sympathisers among its fellowship. In fact, such was the strength of this sympathy that William Cole, president of the college at the time of Hooker’s admission, had to be forcibly installed by the Bishop of Winchester on the Queen’s personal order in the face of staunch resistance by the fellows who preferred their own pro-Roman Catholic candidate. Later, when a replacement for Cole himself was proposed, Hooker and other fellows were temporarily expelled from the college.14 Corpus was hardly the ‘Garden of Piety, Peace, and Pleasure’ that Walton’s Life of Hooker had described;15 although periods of discord were, of course, due to internal politics as well as national religious reform.

			 

			Intellectual and Practical Influences

			 

			Hooker’s collegiate and university years between 1569 and 1583 formed the first half of his short life and a key phase of philosophical, rhetorical and theological training. In addition, he made contacts that had a determining impact on his intellectual posture and profession course. Three major influences and two minor ones deserve mention.

			First among the major influences stands John Rainolds. When Hooker arrived at Corpus he was put under the tutorial care of Rainolds who, at the age of twenty, was already well known and highly respected in the university. He was an able mixture of Renaissance learning and strong Reformed theological commitment – an advocate of John Calvin’s theological system as found, say, in his Institutes of the Christian Religion, as well as of the writings of Oxford’s Reformed professor of divinity, Peter Martyr Vermigli. We cannot doubt the impact on Hooker of Rainold’s intellectual world.

			Another influence was the dashing, brilliant Henry Saville.16 Saville was, among many intellectual strengths, an eminent Greek specialist. He edited the first critical edition of St John Chrysostom’s works and was a likely promoter of Greek patristic interest among Hooker’s cohort. Another influence – and here too we must emphasise likelihood rather than certainly – was Antonio del Corro, a one-time Spanish monk who had become a keen advocate of Luther’s theology. It is impossible to trace his influence with certainty, but it is noteworthy that at least one of Hooker’s later critics likened Hooker’s views on predestination to those of del Corro.17 It is reasonable to suppose that, broadly speaking, the influence of both Saville and del Corro enabled Hooker to consider wider theological options than those of the increasingly regnant English Calvinism. 

			Two other figures, who were to exert influence of a different kind, appeared on the scene during Hooker’s years as tutor and lecturer: George Cranmer and Edwin Sandys.18 Both, it seems, were intentionally put under Hooker’s care. The close friendship that grew between them had huge consequences for Hooker’s later career and on the writing and character of his great work, Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity. 

			We know little of the particulars of Hooker’s collegiate and university life apart from the general duties expected of college tutors and university lecturers. In 1579, the year in which Hooker was made a deacon, he began deputising for Thomas Kingmill, the professor of Hebrew. Two years later, in 1581, he was ordained as a priest. College fellows were also expected to preach learned sermons. From this period we have Hooker’s earliest extant writing: his two sermons on the Letter of Jude.19 Soon the offer of the parochial living of Drayton Beauchamp allowed Hooker to leave the college.20 But Hooker continued his studies. It is likely that in this period Hooker resided in the London home of the wealthy merchant John Churchman, whose daughter Joan Hooker soon married.21

			 

			Preferment

			 

			But Hooker was not destined for obscurity. In the same year he left Oxford, Hooker was invited to preach at the famous outdoor pulpit at St Paul’s Cross, close by St Paul’s Cathedral in the City of London. For several centuries it had been the recognised platform for the dissemination and debate of issues of church and state especially during periods of religious reform or political uncertainty.22 It could reasonably be counted the most famous pulpit in England; sermons preached there were often an ‘event’. The great and the good, the powerful and the weak, statesmen, churchmen, commoners, and even royalty, attended. Whatever the audience, the atmosphere could be raucous, combustible, and confrontational. That Hooker would even face the prospect belies Walton’s picture of him as a dove-like, softly-spoken saint. Hooker must have possessed a convincing pulpit presence, oratorical forcefulness, and just plain nerve.23 No text of that sermon exists. However, we can reasonably suppose that his views, however much they may have dissatisfied non-conformists like Walter Travers, found a favourable hearing among some highly-placed and influential churchmen.24

			At the time of the St Paul’s Cross sermon Hooker’s cousin, Walter Travers, was Reader of the Temple Church at the inns of court.25 Despite his unhesitating advocacy of further reform in the Church of England, Travers had, with the patronage of Lord Burghleigh, been appointed as Reader to support the ailing Master of the Temple, Dr Alvey. It was Travers’ expectation that, upon the retirement of the Master, he would be succeed him.26

			Archbishop Whitgift, unlike Bishop Aylmer of London, was all too familiar with Travers. As Vice-Chancellor Whitgift had expelled him from Cambridge for abetting Thomas Cartwright in sowing Puritan discontent among the fellowship at Trinity College, and, more impertinently, for refusing episcopal ordination as a requirement for a full college fellowship.27 By any reckoning the Mastership was a prestigious post with an influential pulpit; it was, after all, at the heart of England’s legal world.28 Both Whitgift and Burghleigh realised its strategic importance as a platform of advocacy for competing visions of the church among the increasingly influential corps of London’s common lawyers.29 In the end Whitgift convinced the Queen to disallow Travers’ appointment to the Mastership, although he continued as Reader.30 However, a concession was exacted from the Archbishop in that he had to settle for a compromise candidate. Hooker was appointed Master in March 1584/5. It is important to note that Hooker was not Whitgift’s first choice. That fact weakens the argument that Hooker was appointed precisely as an apologist for the Archbishop’s views and policy and that his Laws, as it began to take conceptual shape in the Temple years, was simply a conformist manifesto.

			 

			Master of the Temple 

			 

			The time of Hooker’s Mastership was contentious. While there was personal respect between Hooker and Travers, their public and professional relations were often highly oppositional. From the start it was clear that Hooker was unsympathetic to the creeping Presbyterianism that Travers was advocating.31 Hooker’s perceived unsoundness on issues of polity engendered suspicion about Hooker’s theology in general; whence Walton’s description: ‘The Forenoon Sermon spake Canterbury, and the Afternoon Geneva’.32 

			Walton’s simple characterisation of the divergent perspectives in play raises an important question about Hooker’s role and intent during those years at the Temple: did Hooker speak for Canterbury? That is, in the Temple debates with Travers did Hooker represent the establishment position pure and simple? And, beyond that, was he acting intentionally and by arrangement on behalf of Whitgift, his strategists and his operatives? Was the composition of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity planned from the start as part of Hooker’s role in facing down non-conformism both in one of the capital’s premier pulpits and more widely?33 Interpreters of Hooker are not wholly agreed about this. But there seems to be enough evidence in Hooker’s Temple sermons, for instance, to indicate his independence from establishment support and guidance. Far from preaching Canterbury, Hooker preached Hooker.34 The debate ended when Archbishop Whitgift suspended Travers.

			The Temple period was an intellectually rich and active period for Hooker. He was, for instance, in the midst of a dynamic renaissance of the English common law tradition associated with Sir Edward Coke. Echoes of that appear in the Laws. From this period too we have sermonic evidence of Hooker’s theology. His Sermon Of the Certainty and Perpetuity of Faith in the Elect was composed then, as were the two sermons that now form A Learned Discourse of Justification, Works, and how the Foundation of Faith is Overthrown, and A Learned Sermon of the Nature of Pride.35 

			Then another question arises: did Hooker begin consideration and even planning of the Laws while he was Master of the Temple? The issue cannot be fully settled. However, some important issues that later figure in the Laws made their appearance in the extant works of the Temple period.36 What Hooker’s Temple writings illustrate most importantly is his willingness to take an independent line, chiefly from his non-conformist critics, but also, albeit to a lesser extent, from conformist orthodoxy. So his departure from the Temple in 1591 gave Hooker the chance to develop and weave his distinctive considerations and trajectories into something more coherent and comprehensive. 

			 

			The Appearance of the Laws

			 

			Appointments in the Salisbury diocese gave Hooker the income to support his growing family, and insofar as the posts did not require residency or actual pastoral work, Hooker was free to pursue his large project.37 While the Archbishop was attempting to find Hooker a more suitable permanent post, Hooker himself was working on the Preface and first four books of his proposed eight books Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity. It is reckoned that the Preface and Books I-IV were ready for the printer by the end of 1591.

			But which printer? It seems that by the early 1590s the non-conforming Puritan movement had already crested and that the publication of numerous anti-Puritan rebuttals by conformist polemicists like Richard Bancroft, Thomas Bilson and Hooker’s friend Hadrian Saravia had flooded the market. There was simply no will on the part of printers to assume the risks of publishing a work as large as that which Hooker was proposing, especially when it had no archiepiscopal backing. 

			At the point of this practical impasse Hooker’s former pupil Edwin Sandys took a decisive step: he offered to underwrite the publication of the Laws. This offer meant that the Preface and the first four books could be printed immediately, in time for the Parliamentary session of late winter 1593/4 which would consider important anti-presbyterian, non-conformist legislation.38 Thanks to Cranmer, Hooker’s relation, the printer John Windet, entered the proffered portion of the Laws at the Stationers Hall at the end of January 1593. About six weeks later Lord Burghleigh received a copy in readiness for the parliamentary session.

			The fact that the first published parts of the Laws were slow to sell did not hinder Hooker’s intention to complete and publish books V through VIII. But George Cranmer’s involvement did.39 His overtly political concerns, coupled with his view that effective polemic meant point-by-point engagement with the opponents’ arguments, compelled Hooker to rework the material in hand and chiefly Book V. ‘Remember your adversaries’, Hooker was advised. ‘Cranmer and Sandys were absorbed’, Speed Hill has written, ‘in the immediacy of an explosive political situation’, so they advocated a direct and forthright rebuttal.40 Indebted as he was to them, Hooker gave way. As a result Book V grew to a size equal to the previous four books altogether, and it took four more years to complete; it finally appeared in 1597. It meant too that, although they were probably completed, Hooker himself never saw the publication of Books VI through VIII.

			 

			Self-Defence and Death

			 

			Amid the writing and re-writing of Book V Hooker at last received a benefice suitable to his needs. St Mary’s, Bishopsbourne, lay some three miles from Canterbury. In 1594 its incumbent was appointed bishop of Norwich and the living, which was in the Queens’ gift, was offered to Hooker.41 In January 1594/5 Hooker was appointed, and instituted in early July 1595. The spacious rectory was well suited to this rather prosperous clerical family. The parish itself was accessible to the cathedral in Canterbury and its chapter library; Hooker’s Dutch friend Hadrian Saravia was a canon there. In this idyllic rural setting Hooker devoted himself to his family, his pastoral work, and to the remaining books of the Laws.42 

			In 1598 Hooker made his one appearance as preacher at Court. His distance from the cut and thrust of London life notwithstanding, Hooker was not wholly exempt from the continuing controversies of the time. One or two churchmen, who were unhappy with Hooker’s defence of the established church in the published portions of the Laws, published in 1599 an attack on Hooker’s theological soundness vis-à-vis the formularies of the Church of England entitled A Christian Letter of certain English Protestants. It elicited from Hooker a robust, incisive rebuttal of which only portions remain.43 As far as its topics of comment, it gives important evidence of Hooker’s theological views at the end of his life. The Dublin Fragments will be important at points during this study.

			Hooker was struck down with sickness, having contracting a fever in the course of a journey to and from London. In the latter half of October 1600 Hooker registered his will. Thenceforth confined to bed, he received the sacrament and made a final confession to Dr Saravia. He died on November 2nd. Walton tells us he died contemplating the angels and their marvellous order.

			Upon hearing of Hooker’s death, it was a matter of utmost importance to his friends and colleagues in London and Oxford that his papers be kept safe and secure. John Churchman immediately dispatched one of his household to Bishopsbourne to secure Hooker’s papers. In the spring of 1601 those friends, Hooker’s executor and others, examined the cache of papers and found among them Books VI and VII of the Laws in almost final form, and Book VIII incomplete. The manuscripts were distributed among the group with the intent of completing, editing and publishing them. Thus began the dispersal of Hooker’s literary remains which has given to the Laws and the other minor works their complex and at times baffling textual, publishing and interpretive history.44

			Our purpose in this study is not to wade too far into those technical waters. Bearing in mind Stephen McGrade’s evocative suggestion that in Hooker’s extant corpus we have what he calls a ‘church-in-text’,45 we will look to those texts to reveal the building’s shape and content. To do so we must turn to the foundations upon which Hooker builds and the materials with which he works.
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			2. ‘The Weight of this Requireth Largnesse’: The Big Picture

			 

			 

			In 1924 Lionel Thornton wrote an introduction to Richard Hooker’s theology in a series devoted to ‘Masters of English Theology’. In a final chapter, ‘Hooker and Ourselves’, he wrote this: 

			Though history repeats itself, certain types of thought have a strangely persistent tendency to recur in forms superficially new yet in a profounder sense unchanged by the lapse of time. In this respect Hooker undoubtedly stands at the head of a line of thought which has left its mark deeply upon English theology through successive centuries.1

			In Hooker’s case that influence has been as recurrent as it has been diverse. A theologian, a philosopher, an historian, a political theorist, a controversialist, a stylist wholly equal to the cultural achievements of the Elizabethan age – Hooker is all these. In theology he has been called a Thomist, a Calvinist, a quintessential ‘Anglican’; in politics an Erastian, the first Whig, an absolutist, and the father of modern social contract theory; in philosophy a Platonist, an Aristotelian, and a rationalist.2 We will not tackle all the issues which those various, indeed divergent, viewpoints raise. What we must acknowledge behind them all, though, is a subtle, versatile and immensely creative mind. To some readers that mind has given rise to irreconcilable oppositions; to others it has generated a unique, comprehensive synthesis.

			The purpose of this chapter is to position ourselves for what follows. A credible preliminary posture is important for anyone entering into Hooker’s intellectual world, so our aim more specifically is to paint in broad brush-strokes the kind of mind at work and the intellectual sensibilities with which it works. In that sense our concern is with ‘the big picture’.

			The basis of this study is the view reached by the French Roman Catholic scholar Olivier Loyer, who concluded his comprehensive theological analysis by saying that ‘we are confronted with a spirit accustomed to go to the root of a problem, to recognise the manifold aspects of the issue, and then to try to reconcile the differences on that basis’.3 As we approach Hooker’s thought, then, the twin ideas of root and reconciliation will help us gain a sense of the synthesis that he sought to achieve in his vision of God, the world, the church and the human community.

			 

			Root

			 

			At the root of Hooker’s rich, comprehensive thought is theology. ‘Theology’ here means the consideration of God and of God’s ways with and in the world and with humankind as creator, redeemer, sanctifier and consummator.4 However much we might admire Hooker’s genius in the many domains of thought mentioned earlier, like politics and philosophy, Hooker is a theologian through and through. While for Hooker the heart of theology is Trinitarian – the Father’s saving manifestation in Christ actualised through history by the Spirit – its circumference is without limit; its concern is nothing less than everything. 

			When a reader opens the pages of Hooker’s chief work, Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, that is not immediately clear. In Book I of the Laws Hooker explains why he has composed his treatise:

			The Laws of the Church, whereby for so many ages together we have been provided in the exercise of Christian religion and the service of the true God, our rites, customs, and orders of ecclesiastical government, are called into question . . . therefore we offer the laws whereby we live unto the general trial and judgment of the whole world.5

			Those words, which at first remind us of the origin of the debates of the 1580s and 1590s in those among the English community in Frankfurt forty years before, in fact declare the overarching theme, the fundamental issue, that occupies Hooker’s mind: law. Hooker means, to be sure, the laws of the Church of England since they were the flashpoint of contemporary debate with the established church’s critics. But beneath those particular laws to which exception had been taken by non-conformists there lay the basic issue of law itself: first, law in general as conceived philosophically and theologically, and second the manifold laws that splay outward like the spokes of a wheel or the finely balanced descending parts of a mobile.

			Some have argued that Hooker’s Laws marks a decisive new stage both in the debates with non-conformists and in the emergence of ‘Anglicanism’.6 According to that view, although he built upon a body of establishment apologetic that preceded and flourished around him, Hooker made a distinctive, indeed unique, breakthrough in the nature and the style of the debate. The hilltops, if you like, where the battle between defenders of the established church and non-conformists had hitherto been fought were forsaken for a different field: a more subtle kind of intellectual combat down in the valleys. C. S. Lewis put it well when he remarked that ‘the Polity [viz. Laws] marks a revolution in the art of controversy. Hitherto, in England, that art had involved only tactics; Hooker added strategy’.7 

			What drew a donnish, peaceable clergyman into fierce combat for the mind, soul and body of the Church of England as established by law in the reign of Elizabeth I? No matter how much regard he may have had for its non-conformist critics personally, Hooker found upon consideration that their whole case for further reform was based upon misconceptions of principles and their application. That is, Hooker discerned in the non-conformists’ case what Peter Lake describes as ‘a central epistemological lapse’, a basic and far-reaching mistake about the right relations between reason and scripture.8 That surely is the real presenting issue that Hooker discerned and upon which he focused his rebuttal. But there is more. In Hooker’s view the non-conformists’ lapse skewed not only their views of scripture and reason, but their interpretation of God and God’s relation to the world, to humankind, and to the church. We must account for the comprehensive and creative strategy in Hooker’s response in large measure because he saw, as few if any others did, the full implications of the non-conformist critique. Hooker’s wide field of vision lay behind C. S. Lewis’ description of the ‘great flanking movements’ in the early books of the Laws and especially in Book I.9

			So Hooker begins the first book of his Laws with a theoretical argument arising, one might feel, from a different world, 

			because the point about which we strive is the quality of our laws, our first entrance hereinto cannot better be made, than with consideration of the nature of law in general, and of that law which giveth life unto all the rest, which are commendable, just and good; namely the law whereby the Eternal himself doth work.10

			However, that is but the start. Proceeding, Hooker tells us, ‘to the law, first of Nature, then of Scripture, we shall have the easier access unto those things which come after to be debated, concerning the particular cause and question which we have in hand’.11 

			A key aim of the strategy in the Laws, then, is to give its readers a God-view and a world-view from which to engage and assess the particular issues in debate. 

			 

			Reconciliation: Three Working Principles

			 

			In searching for a comprehensive description of Hooker’s analysis and defence of the established church some have spoken of Hooker’s theology, and of the Laws in particular, as a system.12 But that is misleading. Certainly if ‘system’ means a monolithic philosophical structure informing the exposition or a set of theological categories rigorously applied to any given question, then Hooker’s writings do not form a system in any customary sense. We can, nevertheless, see across Hooker’s writings a coherence that, as Loyer explains, rises out of ‘a core of concepts’. If Hooker does not construct a formal theological system, or summa, he works with a ‘constellation of fundamental ideas’.13 This ‘core’ forms ‘a kind of intellectual tool-kit’ and with its intellectual tools in hand Hooker approaches the problems of theology and the life of Christians. It is his ‘metaphysical and logical base’.14 

			What, then, are those tools? Loyer identifies three principles which in and among themselves give Hooker’s thought its ‘fundamental coherence’.

			First, an intellectual principle informs Hooker’s theological vision of God and the world.15 All of creation is the expression of a divine, rational Mind, and all humanly-perceptible reality is discernible, investigable, and, to some extent at least, knowable by rational human subjects. This intellectualism is wedded to Hooker’s concept of law because in the conceptual world in which he stands law is by definition rational. A fuller discussion of that theme must wait until a subsequent chapter. We should note now, however, that Hooker’s entire thought-world is pervaded by a sense of the rational character of law, and that the human mind’s rational capacity is fulfilled in apprehending and coordinating itself to such laws.

			Second, Hooker’s thought is imbued with the principle of hierarchy. Here we must be careful; ‘hierarchy’ can have different meanings. For Hooker, as for medieval predecessors like Thomas Aquinas, the meaning of hierarchy is deeply influenced by that elusive Christian thinker known as Dionysius (or Pseudo-Dionysius) the Areopagite.16 For Dionysius hierarchy lay at the centre of his vision of God, the world, and the church; yet for him, as for Aquinas and Hooker whom he inspired, it does not imply distance and separation, connotations ‘hierarchy’ often has for post-Enlightenment readers. To the contrary, as a ‘sacred order’ or ‘principle’, hierarchy refers to the ordered relation of each part to other parts and to the whole. In hierarchy each thing occupies a place and performs a necessary role related to everything else. Its chief value is connectivity and, above all, connection, even union, with the source of all, God.

			The third and final principle of Hooker’s thought is participation. This principle complements the second and is, in fact, one of the richest ideas in Hooker’s conceptual universe.17 To complement Aristotle’s tendency toward division, distinction and categorisation – a logical method with which Hooker has much sympathy – Hooker adds the dimension of participation derived from Plato and his neo-Platonic successors.18 So Hooker seeks to balance division and distinction with participation and union. ‘[A]ll things in the world are said in some sort’, Hooker tells us, ‘to seek the highest, and to covet more or less the participation of God himself.’19 As we shall see, that has important bearings upon Hooker’s theology of the Trinity, his Christology and anthropology, and flows from there into his doctrine of grace and the sacraments. But it pervades his thought entirely. It is no surprise, then, that it informs Hooker’s understanding of law insofar as distinction and difference are balanced by overlap and interaction in the actual spheres of laws’ operations, namely, church polity. In all three principles, yet in the third above all, the theme of reconciliation is at work. Distinction and difference are affirmed while mutual influence and constructive interaction are the goal.

			So in response to the Church of England’s critics Hooker does not just fashion a rebuttal, he articulates a vision of reality shaped by the principles of rationality, hierarchy and participation. By themselves they do not form a ‘system’ in any technical theological sense. But precisely because they are characteristics of reality, they are basic to his theological task and are ordering features of his thought.

			 

			Style 

			 

			What of Hooker’s ‘matchless writings’?20 As we have seen, Hooker was educated by those with a humanist appreciation of the power of rhetoric. While Hooker’s writings, especially the Laws, are cast in a largely traditional classical model, they express to the full the literary aspirations and capacities of the Elizabethan age.21

			However, we first meet Hooker as a preacher, not as a writer of extended theological or philosophical prose. His style, which has been described as ‘baroque’, ‘ornate’ and ‘metaphysical’, contrasts sharply with the plain and ‘histrionic’ style of Walter Travers, for instance, and other Puritans.22 The historian Thomas Fuller, documenting the Temple controversy, described Hooker’s preaching like this:

			Mr Hooker’s voice was low, stature little, gesture none at all, standing stone-still in the pulpit, as if the posture of the body were the emblem of his mind, unmovable in his opinions. Where his eye was fixed at the beginning, it was found fixed at the end of his sermon. In a word, the doctrine he delivered had nothing but itself to garrish it. His style was long and pithy, driving on a whole flock of several clauses before he came to the close of a sentence. So that when the copiousness of his style met not with proportionable capacity of his auditors, it was unjustly censured for perplexed, tedious, and obscure. His sermons followed the inclinations of his studies, and were for the most part on controversies, and deep points of school-divinity.23

			In what contrast to Travers’ graceful utterances, plausible gestures and profitable matter! Certainly Hooker’s style is copious; readers must grasp from the start that the paragraph, not the sentence, is the natural unit of his prose.24 Perhaps from the pulpit it demanded more than could be expected from Hooker’s listeners. As to the Laws, though, the style served Hooker and his readers well in so far as it lent itself to the strictly ordered, hierarchically framed, argumentation. It is true, of course, that, as the author of A Christian Letter complained of the Laws, it differed from ‘the simplicity of the Scriptures’, but the style was well suited to the logical division and development of the subject matter. That may have raised problems as to the immediately polemical effectiveness of the Laws, but it ensured a theological legacy of incomparable worth and influence. 25

			It means in consequence that the eight books of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity form a coherent whole.26 As a literary embodiment of the hierarchical principle even the small controversial points are related to ‘large and luminous principles’.27 The rhetorical richness, the variety of scope and subject matter together with luminosity in the relation of parts to the whole, make of the Laws something profoundly beautiful. With good reason C. S. Lewis described Hooker as an artist; with him English philosophical and theological literature really begins.28

			 

			Sources

			 

			There are many points of entry into the study of Hooker’s thought. Our focus on his theology does not spare us from reckoning with the diverse sources and their influence upon him. The declaration attributed to Pope Clement VIII upon reading the Laws reminds us that the comprehensive sweep of his learning astounded many contemporaries: ‘There is no Learning that this man hath not searcht into; nothing too hard for his understanding’.29 In some measure that quality of mind and expression is consistent with the kind of education Hooker received, what R. J. Schoek has described as the ‘twinning’ of Erasmian humanism and Christian theology.30 Within his magnificent pantheon of sources, though, we can identify five sources that exert a special influence on his theology, especially in the Laws and the short writings that followed it.

			In Book I of the Laws the influence of pagan philosophy is especially strong. Chief among them is that of Aristotle but, as was stated above, Plato and neo-Platonism play their part as balancing factors. The result is a robust fusion of the great schools of classical antiquity.31 

			The Platonist stream continues in a second major influence, the church fathers. Chief among them, from the western tradition, is Augustine whose discrete but profound influence recent research has document.32 From the eastern Christian tradition two influential Byzantine theologians stand out: Dionysius the Areopagite and the great systematiser John of Damascus.33 In all three neo-Platonic influence is strong.

			Those three writers were themselves co-opted into St. Thomas Aquinas’ magisterial thirteenth-century synthesis expounded in treatises like the Summa contra Gentiles and above all the Summa Theologiae. Admittedly, Hooker does not restrict himself to Aquinas or the Thomist tradition among the schoolmen. There are as many quotations from, for example, the Franciscan Duns Scotus as from Aquinas. But Hooker’s eclecticism in reference to the schoolmen cannot hide the ‘swing and sweep’ impact of Aquinas’ theological system and of the Summa Theologiae above all.34 Book I reveals Aquinas’ influence on Hooker’s exposition of law, of human agency, and ‘the good’; some have even detected in the Laws overall shape a reflection of the Summa Theologiae.35 However that may be, Hooker’s knowledge and appreciation of these theologians establishes ‘school divinity’, and Aquinas above all, as the third major influence.

			As much as Hooker drank deeply from the well of the western tradition in literature, philosophy and theology, he was very much a man of his own times. He was a son of the magisterial Reformation associated with Martin Luther and John Calvin. Like most of his contemporaries, therefore, he breathed the air of Calvinism both in its source documents from the hand of John Calvin and his disciples, and in its particular English form as Marian exiles returned from the continent and re-worked Calvin’s legacy.36 Hooker quotes them: Theodore Beza, Martin Bucer, Henry Bullinger, Peter Martyr Vermigli, Thomas Cartwright and, of course, John Calvin himself, ‘incomparably the wisest man the French Church did enjoy since the hour it enjoyed him’.37 The irony in that remark notwithstanding, Calvinism was as unavoidable an influence in the theological world in which Hooker lived as neo-orthodoxy and neo-Thomism were in the theological thought of the last century. Still, Hooker is willing to adopt a critical stance toward Calvin and his legacy: he refuses to credit Calvin’s views with canonical status; he is determined to go his own way.38 We will have occasion to note those aspects of divergence, some of them profound, as this study unfolds, although comparisons with Calvin’s theology is not our aim. That having been said, the Reformation’s stream of evolving theological discourse constitutes the fourth major influence on Hooker.

			Fifthly, Hooker was a man and a mind indebted to Renaissance humanism.39 Its influence appears in three important ways. We see it first in Hooker’s own scholarly commitment to the biblical languages, Hebrew and Greek, and to a kind and quality of exegetical scrutiny equal to the then current philological standards. At key points in his writings Hooker employs the heuristic tools of humanism’s philological training. 

			Humanist influence also appears in Hooker’s abiding interest in the concept of law, which was a widespread concern throughout Renaissance culture. That stands to reason in an age which saw the old order of Christendom tumble and new, sometimes radical, ideas about civil and religious polity emerge in the context of the new nation-states.40 England’s legal culture, especially its common law tradition, became a focal point of such interests, and that context made its mark on Hooker during his years at the Temple Church.41 

			Humanist culture gave Hooker a keen historical sense, which will become apparent in the following chapters. We will return to it in the consideration of Hooker’s practice of theology. At the start, however, we should recognise Hooker’s sense of historical perspective and historical process in relation to revelation, theology and polity.42 In this respect Hooker is certainly no modern; but relative to the theological sensibilities with which he was in debate Hooker displays a distinctive historical awareness. The Preface to the Laws is lengthy in large part because Hooker is at pains to show the historically conditioned origins of John Calvin’s Genevan polity. Close historical inspection of those circumstances convinced Hooker that there were no clear signs of special divine authority for Calvin’s reformation nor, as a consequence, for the non-conformists’ platform against the Church of England.43 The empirical reference point of history enhances Hooker’s sense of historical process and contingency and often helps him avoid a doctrinaire approach in the analysis and evaluation of Christian theology and practice. 

			Sixthly and finally, there is Scripture itself. In acknowledging Hooker’s critique of the non-conformists’ biblicism, we must equally recognise the profoundly biblical character of his theology. No single source is more pervasive both in the Laws and throughout Hooker’s minor writings too; nor does that characteristic lessen over time as Hooker’s theology matures. Book I of the Laws is a case in point. It is widely viewed as the most philosophical of the Laws’ eight books, but, as a careful reading makes clear, citations from Scripture dominate.44 What might obscure that is the fact that Hooker privileges Scripture within the rich assemblage of sources and their insights that have been described above. These are issues to which we will return in chapters considering Hooker’s doctrine of Scripture and his understanding of theology. Without pre-empting those discussions, it is appropriate to end this description of ‘the big picture’ with a brief comment on the issue of theological ‘method’.

			 

			‘Liberal Method’

			 

			That Hooker sought with a high degree of success to draw such diverse sources into a coherent theological whole is remarkable. However, he has been credited with even more. Many accept that Hooker used his synthesising skill to create what H. R. McAdoo describes as a ‘liberal method’ in theology.45 We need to comment here, however, on the appeal to and description of this method as McAdoo presents it. He did not invent it, to be sure; Francis Paget’s masterly edition of Book V of the Laws includes an extensive introduction in which the three-fold appeal ascribed to Hooker is succinctly presented.46 It was a short step for McAdoo to render that insight into his own era’s interest in ‘method’ and then survey the field of establishment theology in the century after Hooker to see it at work. The brilliance of The Spirit of Anglicanism lies just there, and its influence has been great.47 Without doubt there is legitimacy to the broad point that McAdoo makes, as the brief survey of Hooker’s sources suggests, and as the following chapters will show.

			At the same time, there are reasons to be wary of his template for reading Hooker and his contribution to subsequent Anglican theology. In the first place we need to ask whether Hooker’s approach to the practice of theology really constitutes a method in the strict sense of the word. The three-fold appeal which is commonly credited to Hooker is not in itself a theological method; it refers rather to what might be called spheres of authoritative insight to which the Christian community looks when it seeks to understand truth and ‘accordingly’ to order its common life. A theological method is, certainly, concerned with sources, but it is concerned too with an articulated conceptual apparatus as the basis for thought and discourse. One feature of this study is to reveal such potential within Hooker’s writings and especially his Laws, but in so doing we have to alter Hooker’s overt arrangement of material and draw lines of connection which are usually implicit rather than overt throughout his corpus. 

			A second issue concerns the definition of each of the three components of the purported method. For instance, what exactly does Hooker mean by ‘reason’? Clearly he does not mean what Englishmen would have meant after Hume, Locke or Butler. And even in his own theological context there is no ready answer to that key question. Hooker simply is not that clear: he gives no prolegomenon to his theological treatises, no clear definition of terms, in the way a modern practitioner would do.

			Other aspects of his purported method are problematical also. As we will have occasion to observe later, taken altogether Hooker shows – at first sight, at least – an ambivalent, even uncomfortable attitude towards ‘traditions’, by which he means the unwritten truths subscribed to by Roman Catholic contemporaries. When he refers positively to traditions Hooker usually has in mind ‘matters indifferent’ duly decided by ecclesiastical authority.48 But do such ecclesially approved ‘indifferent’ matters form what advocates of this method mean by tradition? That is doubtful.

			McAdoo’s interpretation of Hooker’s ‘liberal method’ eschewing the so-called ‘authoritative method’49 of the theological tradition hitherto ascribes no clearly fixed order to the three components of which, he argues, it is constituted. How, therefore, are Scripture, tradition and reason related? In pursuing the use of this triad in Hooker’s ‘Anglican’ successors, McAdoo in fact admits that they work with those components in significantly different ways. That such a dynamic use of sources created over time a distinctive theological atmosphere in ‘English theology’ we cannot doubt. We would, however, expect a clear expression of the use of sources and their inter-relation in a proper theological method.

			Finally, we must ask how much this assemblage of sources in Hooker actually distinguishes him from his predecessors and contemporaries within and beyond the shores of England. Certainly neither Hooker nor his English contemporaries had a corner on the expanding market of ancient Christian sources.50 Equally, Hooker’s use of, for example, Aquinas’ writings can be seen as part of a sixteenth-century Thomist revival and reveals an appreciation of a distinguished Christian rationalism that long preceded him. Even McAdoo elsewhere describes Hooker’s method as a ‘threefold dialectic’ of the sources cited above.51 That phrase suggests that in ascribing anything distinctive to Hooker the issue is less about the sources themselves and more their relation in theology’s exploratory and explicative programme. 

			The chapters that follow will, I hope, reveal those relations. In the process, however, we will not gain insight into a method so much as into a theological style where tone, proportion, priorities, line, texture and relation prevail. Maybe Porter is right: we should think of Hooker as being among the poets.52 In that regard – to bring this discussion back to the Elizabethan world – Hooker’s theological approach is notable in itself and distinguishable from the theologies of his age. The exploration and explication of Hooker’s theology will confirm that in his writings, and chiefly in his Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, the distinctive style of an emerging ‘Anglican’ identity ‘discovered itself’.53 
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			Part Two: Foundations

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

		

		
			3. ‘That Light Which None Can Approach Unto’: God 

			 

			 

			Since Hooker’s universe is, as C. S. Lewis has said, ‘drenched with Deity’, we must consider what sort of deity that is. This chapter, therefore, takes up Hooker’s doctrine of God. Every Christian theologian would subscribe in principle to a God-filled universe, for the idea has a firm scriptural basis: ‘in him we live and move and have our being’ (Acts 17.28). Hooker takes that seriously. But Lewis’ arresting phrase suggests more, so a chief concern here is to discover the distinctive Hookerian edge prompting such a description of the relationship between God and the world. There is no doubt that Lewis had a sharp sense of the wider intellectual world which informed Hooker’s doctrine of God – he was, after all, a trained philosopher before he became a literary specialist – yet it is equally clear that the actual shape, direction and apologetic purpose of the Laws chiefly elicited his description. It is like that among most interpreters of Hooker’s thought.

			We, however, will take a different approach. Of course we must keep an eye on Hooker’s apologetic aims; theology, after all, always has a context. But for great thinkers, more than immediacy informs their intellectual world and its expression. In the case of Hooker’s doctrine of God, then, we want to move beyond the strict argumentative sequence of, for example, the Laws, to extract the philosophy and theology that support that sequence; at the same time, while the Laws by sheer magnitude of conception is the dominant source of Hooker’s doctrine of God, we need to look to some of his other writings as well to fill out the picture. This chapter will turn its attention chiefly to the first and fifth books of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity and to sections of the Dublin Fragments with a few glances toward the early sermons. From those portions of Hooker’s writings we can lay out the broad contours of his understanding of God in himself, ‘theology’ most strictly speaking, and of God as he extends himself as creator, what theologians typically call ‘economy’. 

			There are challenges in this approach. One of them is reckoning with Hooker’s allusive, even coy, use of sources. Beginning with Keble’s edition of his works, and formidably in the latest critical edition and surrounding literature, Hooker’s sources have been largely laid open; still, degrees of speculation remain, and nowhere more so than in the themes of this chapter. Reasons for this lay partly in the character of Hooker’s apologetic purpose and audiences, partly in the conventions of writing and scholarship – so different from our own – and partly, perhaps, in constraints he may have felt owing to political expedience. We cannot be sure. The result is that we need to be attentive to the covert as well as to the overt clues Hooker gives us as we try to piece together his understanding of God and God in creation. That having been said, the chapter is divided into three parts taking up, first, the question of ‘God-talk’ and how it can be meaningful; second, four foundational descriptions of God; and third, the relationship between creator and creation.

			 

			Saying and Un-saying: The Necessary Dangers of Theology 

			 

			The first book of Hooker’s Laws is, among other things, a highly intricate and artfully compressed prolegomenon to all that will follow. At one level Hooker himself had alerted his readers to the fact that Book I would set the stage for the arguments throughout the ensuing books. At this level the overt conceptual focal point in Book I is law, as we might anticipate given the title of the work as a whole. Even at that level of forthright argument, though, Hooker is aware that, as so often in both art and nature, what strikes us most forcefully is what we do not immediately or easily see.1 In the case of Hooker’s doctrine of God what we do not readily see is how he approaches the task of theology in the spirit of Aquinas. He had affirmed, on the one hand, that we could speak truly about God, but that, on the other, ‘one reaches the highest point of one’s knowledge about God when one knows that one does not know him’.2

			It is true that others have emphasised Hooker’s reliance on the Summa Theologiae in Book I’s exposition of law, but there is little appreciation of the extent to which Hooker’s theological universe is fundamentally shaped by Aquinas’ subtle synthesis of the cataphatic and apophatic traditions of theological discourse.3 The distinction long predated Aquinas, but he worked them into a new synthesis so as to give talk about God rational coherence without losing sight of the unknowability of God in his essence. Hooker’s few supporting citations (beyond the scriptural ones which predominate) indicate his embrace of those two theological streams: the cataphatic, emphasising the power to speak positively about God; and the apophatic, refusing to do so on the grounds that God is wholly beyond human conceptual grasp. 

			Indeed, an explicit clue comes in the second chapter of Book I of the Laws where Hooker, launching into a densely affirmative exposition of God’s working, quickly draws himself back from his words and his argument in an unexpected expression of negative reserve:

			Dangerous it were for the feeble brain of man to wade far into the doings of the Most High; whom although to know be life, and joy to make mention of his name; yet our soundest knowledge is to know that we know him not as indeed he is, neither can know him: and our safest eloquence concerning him is our silence, when we confess without confession that his glory is inexplicable, his greatness above our capacity and reach. He is above, and we on earth; therefore it behoveth our words to be wary and few.4

			There the apophatic sensibility epitomised in Byzantine theologians like Dionysius and John of Damascus comes to the fore.5 Whatever names for God we use, a Dionysian commentator has said, are ‘mere inadequate symbols of That Which transcends all thought and existence’.6 In Hooker’s world, God is ‘that light which none can approach unto’.7

			How, then, is it possible to say anything truly and affirmatively about God? Both Aquinas and Hooker qualify that approach in their understanding of theological language. The opening of Book I makes clear that for Hooker, as for Aquinas, the starting point is the real, albeit limited, knowledge of God that comes from natural theology.8 Romans 1.20 and 2.15 were commonplaces in the theological tradition’s appeal to natural knowledge of God, knowledge, that is, that could be read from the world and human experience apart from revelation. What is striking throughout the Laws, beginning in its very first chapters, is the extent of Hooker’s appeal to the tradition of natural theology.9 In this he follows the lead of Augustine, and Aquinas more so, a fact that provoked a rebuke from the author of A Christian Letter who suspected Hooker’s reliance on ‘Philosophy and schoolmen’s divinity’.10 That strand of thought does not suppose that such natural knowledge is saving knowledge, but it is real and useful nonetheless.11 Book I, then, weaves natural and revealed theology into a concise distillation of insight into the being and working of God. Five couplets of ideas express the doctrine of God as Hooker presents it in the Laws and in his other writings.

			 

			One and Simple

			 

			Torrance Kirby has noted the centrality of God’s oneness in the philosophical theology of neo-Platonism.12 It was therefore readily assimilated by Christian divines as a primary attribute of God in their advocacy of Trinitarian monotheism. Immediately after his expostulation about reserve in humankind’s knowledge of God Hooker moves back into an affirmative mode by asserting: ‘Our God is one’.13 In keeping with Aquinas’ understanding of terms predicated of God, Hooker qualifies his first statement, ‘Our God is one’, by adding ‘or rather very Oneness’. His point, of course, is that God is indistinguishable from his attributes: God does not, as we might put it, have oneness as a characteristic, God is oneness.14 And since that is partly what is meant by divine simplicity, Hooker continues his sentence by stating that God is also ‘mere unity, having nothing but itself in itself, and not consisting (as all things do besides God) of many things’.15 As we will see later, Hooker’s insistence on the oneness of God in no sense rules out Trinitarian faith, but asserts God’s numerical unity, uniqueness and indivisibility. Here, however, it is important for Hooker to establish a basis in natural and revealed theology, and to assert God’s oneness and simplicity as the basis of coherence and consistency in all that God is and does. 
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