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ABSTRACT

The year 1972 marked the centenary of the death of F,D.
Maurice, the great Anglican divin§ and Christian Socialist
leader. This event sparked a renewed interest in his 1ife and
thought, and_severai new books have appeared., In this disser-
tation I wish to examine his legacy to modern Christians. The
Viqtorian soc;ety in which his thbught is rooted is no longer.
Modern technology which was only just beginning then has now
reached mammoth proportions, and the problems which accompany
a caplitalist economy have grown sccordingly. Yet Maurice speaks
to the modern man, as the great interest in his thought in the
past two or three years has indicated. Once he is examined in
his own setting, his valuable insights into the meaning of human
life and society can be applied to our own society. I have taken
as the mailn question, "What is of value in Maurice's thought now
that the Christian State has disappeared?” This requires an
examination of his notion of the Divine Order, Kingdom, Church,
the State; and the relation of the Church to the State in par-
ticular and to society in general. The principal works I have

used for this study are The Kingdom of Christ (1842) and Social

Morality, although other writings have been referred to which

~ support the arguments he has made in those two ma jor works.
The problems of his language and thought are meny; most prominent
are the relation of secular to sacred, the divinization of the
State and society, and his identification of the Kingdom of God
and Christ with the empirical Church, Bearing in mind that
special blend of conservative and radical elements in his thought,

I have found three major contributions to modern Christian life:
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his notion of the Church as sacrament of the Kingdom; his at-
tempt towards a political theology which should have resulted
in revolutionary change in social structures; his feeling

that the Church must retain its transcendent character and be
true to its purely religious (therefore criticsl) message.

It is this last which links his thought to many modern wri-
tings on the Church, including those of Paul Tillich, and which
'provides one answer to the complex question of the position of

Christlans in the modern world.

* Ok o ¥



INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to examine critically the
ecclesiology of F.D. Maurice and its relationship to his political
thought. To put it 2 different way, I wish to examine in
Maurice's main writings his theology of the Church and its rela-
tion to the State and to society. I will proceed in the follow-
ing ways: fiwst, his societal concept, that of the "Divine Order"
or "Sviritual Constitution" of man's 1ife, second, his concepnt of
the Kingdom of Christ, third, his idea of the Church, fourth, his
theory of the State or Nation, and finally, his doctrine of the
Church's relation to that State and to soclety, specifically the
Church of England's relation to the nineteenth century state of
which Maurice is speaking. The vrincivdl works referred to are

i, 2,
The Kingdom of Christ, volumes I and II, and Social Morality.

It is unnecessary here to give a summary of Maurice's life
and his place in nineteenth century thought. Christensen has
given a comorelensive survey as has C.E.Raven, and a detailed
account was given by his son, Frederiék Maurice, in his collection
of his father's letters.Bo His importance as a theologlan cannot
be doubted, as the main body of works written about him in the

mid-twentieth century attest. Recently there has been a renewed |

interest in Haurice, since the centenary of his death in 1972,

1. F.D. Maurice, The Kingdom of Christ. (2nd ed.) (London: James

. Clarke and Co., 1842, Renrinted, 1959. Original reprint by Riving-
ton, 1842.) Hereafter referred to as KC I or KC II., (First edition

quotes will appear as KC I (1838) There were three volumes in

the first (1838) edition.)

2. F.D. Maurice, Social Morality. (London & Cambridge: Macmillan
and Co., 1869) Hereafter referred to as SM.

3. See bibliogrephy for detalls of Christensen, Raven, and F. Maur-
ice, Jr.

| S
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and two books have appeared: one by 0live Johnson Brose who

describes very well the blend of conservative and radical elements
. '5.
in Maurice's thought; the other, by Frank McClain, which looks

at the influence of Maurice's background on his theology. There
is also an interesting article in the Harvard Theological Review

6.
by James W. Clayton which will be discussed below. It is a

tribute to Mgurice's thought that theologians writing'today who
speak from a totally different historical perspective are still
challenged by his prodigious writings. The latesf expositors of
his thought have seen the need not only for more study of iMaurice's
sometimes chaotic, "unsystematic" works, but also for an approach
from the particular standpoints of modern vhilosophy and political
theory as well as theology. However, to do this accurately and
without immediate prejudice against what might be termed his
"Victorian" outlook and conservatism, Maurice must be properly
located within the nineteenth century world view which he sometimes
transcended, yet of which he was a true representative in many
ways. Particularly helpful for this purpose is a new work by
G.Kitson Clark7. which is dedicated to the memory of F.D. Maurice
and to King's College, London.

Clark discusses the period from 1832 to 1885 as a series of
"phases" tather than "periods" which can be distinguished from one
another, He stresses a continuous development rather than any

éudden change, but bearing this in mind, there are two significant |

4, 0live J. Brose, F.D, Maurice: RBebellious Conformist. (Ohio: Ohio
University Press, 1971).

5. Frank McClain, F.D.Maurice: Man and Moralist. (London: SPCK,1972).

6. James W, Clayton, "Reason and Soclety: An Approach to F.D. Haur-
ice". (Harvard Theological Review, vol.65, no.3, July 1972.)

7. G.Kitmon Clark, Churchmen and the Condition of England, 1832-
1885. (London: Methuen, 1973.)
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dates around which his "phases” revolve- 1832 (First Reform Act)
and 1867 (Second Reform Act). Until 1832 the "old order" of soci-
ety prevailed, although the seeds of change were already being
sown at the close of the eighteenth century with the large in-
crease of population which contributed to the overcrowded urban
conditions and poverty generally associated with the England of
the Industrial Revolution. Although the Church of England was
only one section of the religious community and the role of the
non-conformists in the "condition of England" question cannot be
overlooked, nevertheless Clark singles out clergymen and interested
laity of the Church of England for his study. He says in this
connection: "Since the Church was an 'established Church® the ideas
and practlice of its clergy and laity were likely to bear a close
relationship to the old theory of government and social ethics..."
In Clark's view the old conception of social morality rested on
the assumotion of a rigid hierarchy in society not only sanctioned
by ®™immemorial custom" but also believed to be necessary to pre-
9.

serve "that order which made civilized l1life possible." In the
old conception this hierarchy was seen in terms of"duties™:

In this old conception, therefore, society depended

for its ordered existence on the msintenance of a

social framework in which everyone did his duty in

that state of life into which it should olease God

to call him. Since the duties wére different, and

it was necessary for their proper verformance thnat

one human being should be subordinated to another,

it was necessary that the order be hierarchical...

Since for the operation of the system it was necessary

to accept the princivle of private property it was

necessary to permit a grossly unegual distribution of
property, always accepting the proviso that vroperty

.« ibid. n. xVii,

8
9. ibid. v.5..
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had its duties as well as 1ts rights. And since it

was God who -had appointed these necessities, them the

system which they imoosed must be sanctioned by His law

against which it would be impious to complain... 10.
Although the moral defects of this view of social life are obvious,
Clark maintains that this very system of social ethics which
could condone monstrous injustices would also be the spring-
board for the progressive development of the State and demand
services from those who accepted it which members of a more equi-
table system might not have regasrded as within their vpersonal ob-
ligations.ll° Whereas vpublic morality is today communal- that is,
only the community can adequately provide for the vroblems of
modern soclety as we see them- in the old order it was a matter
of versonal cherity and individual conscience. The wealthier a
man was, the more burdensome was his responsibility for the poor
and the workers who came under his jurisdiction. This way of
handling the social problem depended on volunteers (especially
clergymen), and it became inadequate as the process of urbanization
extended and the neéd for professionals in every field incressed.

_Toward.the middle of the century the new wealth made avail-

able by industrialization encouraged a new vhilosophy and hope
that in place of a hierarchical society based on hereditary weslth
and ﬁosition, there should come into being a progressive society
based on enterprise, hard work, frugality, and free contract
which would determine 1tslzalues and rewards by the workings of

untrammelled comvetition. But Clark points out that to a poor

person it might be to greater advantage to be the lowest rank of

10, ibid. p.8.
11, ibid. p.8.

12, ibid. p.16.
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a divinely-ordained hierarchical system than to be the loser in
a society of free competition, or one of the examples of "the un-

deserving poor whose moral failures were responsible for their

13.

condition."”
Clark characterizes the concept of the State before 1832 in
~a way which we will see corresponds to Maurice's notion:

The State was a Christian community. It was ruled by a
king, who had been anointed and crowned and who had be-
fore the altar promised to do justice and observe the law.
The members of the State were all members of Christ's
Church, indeed Church and State were but aspects of the
same soclety, either working in the uneasy vartnership
that prevailed in medieval Europe, or fused into the

more complete unity described by Hooker. Therefore the
moral content of the State was defined by the fact of

its Christianity, the sanctions behind its claim to obe-
dience were rooted in scripnture and the Christian religion,
and the law of God prescribed what must be the limits to
its claims. 14,

On this view, the clergy had an essential role in the social and
political life of that State, A parochial clergyman owed his
parishioners the same kind of duty a landowner owed his tenants,
The Blshops were still represented in the House of Lords, and the
eccleslastical parish had been adapted for the purposes of secular
administration.lsf It was just beginning to be realized in the
first thigrty years of the nineteenth century that a clergyman

ought to recelve a special training as a man whose way of life

ought perhaps to differ from that of a layman more than in the

past,

As many Conservatives feared, the Reform Act of 1832 seemed

13. ibid. p.17.

14, ibid. p.24.

15, ibid. p.30.

16. ibido po5oo
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to herald changes thoat were to break up the old order of socliety.
Among the important measures nassed were: the Irish Church Act,
the act abolishing slavery in the British empire, a factory act,
and important legal réforms gsetting up a judicial committee of the
Privy Council. In addition, Catholic emancipation had been enacted
in 1829, In 1834 the reform of the Poor Law took place. But after
that -year the political activism of the Whigs died down, and in
1841 we find Robert Peel, leader of a new Conservative Party,
stepping into the Prime Ministers_office. This party nad the sup-
port of the landed gentry and of the Church:
In supporting the Conservatives the clergy were support-
ing much that was instinct with class selfishness and in-
Justice, while several of the evangellcal clergy openly
encouraged that virulent popular hateed of Roman Catholi-
cism which bedevilled England®s relations with Ireland
during most of the nineteenth century. 17.
But Parliament repealgéd the Corn Laws in 1846 and Peel was driven
from office, splitting the Conservative Party. After this for
_thirty years the course of politics was indecisive, with neither
party able to secure control of the House of Commons.,

Although the Reform Act had left power in the hands of those
with whom it had always resided, it served to loosen the ties be-
tween the Church and the State by increasing the power of dissen-
ters who denied to the State all but minimal moral power. It is
into this climate that F.D. Maurice came as an ordained clergyman
of the Church of England in 1834, and it was to this problem, the
relationship of the Church to the State in thé face of theﬁhreat

of disestablishment and the secularizatlion of education, that he

addresses much of his work, both in theory and by practical ex-

17. ibid. .61,
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periment. For Maurice, as we shall see in detail, disestablish-
ment was unthinkable, since the Church and State should be in-
separable., They complemented each other- the Church giving moral
direction and the State carrying out legislative and executive
functions.18° On the issue of education Maurice opposed many
Radicals who advocated the imposlition of a2 universal system of edu-
cation on the country. Rather, Maurice felt it was the duty of
the Church as well as her right to educate the nation. Like
Giadstone, Arnold, Coleridge, Burke, and even Bentham, ifaurice
saw the need for a wider moral authority for the State than it
could receive from the fact that it protected 1life and property.
The problem arose when this wider moral authority was connected
with the Church of England at a time when the need to extend
toleration for any form of personal belief was making itself felt,
But, as Clark notes, given mid-nineteenth century conditions,
neither Maurice's view, nor the alternative which precluded the
State's propagation of any religion or object which went beyond
the basic necessities‘of 1life could work cbnsistently.19°

The two biggest problems currently facing the nation mid-
century were education and public hkelth, both of which were con-
cerns of Maurice and the Christian Socislist group. Clark charac-
terizes the educational idezsls of the nineteenth century in this
way: attendance at a day school and even a Sunday school was seen
‘'to benefit the child in secular terms for it would clearly be to
advantage to xnow how to read, write and have some arithmetic; but

it was natural for a mid-century clergyman to think thet the most

urgent need was for religiosus education which would not prepare

18, ibid. pp.79-80.

19. ibid. pp.92-93.
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a child for this life, but for the nekt, and give a man comfort
and peace at the last. He goes on:
The emphasls on religious teaching upset the balznce of
much education, the emphasis on the formularies of the
Church made cooperation with Dissent difficult, and the
belief that training in the knowledge and practice of
religion might teach the poor to live better-regulated
lives and abstain from such activities as rioting, rick-
burning,.  poaching, or other forms of subwersion that
menaced the social order had morally dengerous possibilié
ties..o 20,
Maurice placed considerable emphasis on education, though this
really requires a special study which cannot be attémpted here.
It is true that he saw theology as the crowning glory of all
studies which sheds light on every discipline. He is, however,
far from falling into the trap of using religlion as an oplum-
dose since his whole theology stressed the Gospel as a message
21,
of liberation and the Church as "Communist in principle."
His foundation of the Working rMen's College is evidence for his
concern to destroy the idea of soclally-stratified education and
to combat the notion that persons of "lowly" status had no need
of the integlectual and spiritual advantages even of elementary
education. However, the question raised in the years following
the Reform Bill of 1832 was how far is it legitimate for the
_ State, or any other body, to impose on the children in its charge
a particular set of opinlons in controversial matters. Before
1830 two answers had been given: the first sorang from the old
. conception of the orgsnic unity of Church and State; the established
Church was a fundamental part of the constitution of soclety, and

its teaching was part of the truth on which society rested. It

was therefore right to teach the doctrines of the established

20, ibid. p.101.

21, Frederick iMaurice Jr., The Life of Frederick Denison Maurice
(Chiefly told in his own letters.) (London: Macmillan and Co., 1894,
Hereafter referred to as Life I or Life II).Life II, p.8 ff.

o
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Church in the schools of the State. The second answer was that of
the non-Conformists who maintained the absolute right of indiwi-
duals to make up their own minds; and, except where urgent need
existed, thelState,had no right to teach anything at a11.22°We will
gee the tensions in Maurice's attempts to deal with these views

in Chapter Three. However, after 1830 neither answer was admlssi-
ble. "On the one hand.it was no longer nossible to base a policy
on the union between Church and State, and on the other the Govern-

. 23,
ment had accepted the fact that it had undoubted educatlional duties."

The question remains for us today:
All educastional systems must inculcate a morality, even
if it is only what purports to be a permissive morality.
All moralities are founded upon dogma, even if it 1is
only what purports to be the dogma of agnosticlism. It
will always be a matter of importance who shall choose the
dogma. taught in the schools- Church, State, parent or
teacher. 24.

The clergy were also involved in medicine and public health,
but with the development of the medical vrofession and the found-
ing of hospitals, the clergy's assistance in this area tended more
and more toward the spiritual or psychological. Social policy
in this period rested on the common assumption that in dealing
with poverty, the only healthy policies were those which encour-
aged self-help; in addition, many felt that poverty was the re-
sult of moral failure on the part of the individusls to help
themselves.25° But Clark states that it was also a common assump-
tion that the individual might be impoverished owing to circum-

stances beyond his control, a reservation which raised the ques-

tion of what circumstances were to be considered unavoidable and

22. Clark, op.cit. p.129,
23. ibid. p.129.
24, ibid. p.139.

25. ibid. p.21k.
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. 26,
what power over an individual's behaviour was credited to them.

The prevalence of disease when investigated revealed living con-
ditions in which it ﬁas unlikely an individual could help himself,
but recognition of this state of affairs was coupled with a view
which associated bad living conditions with moral error. Thus
clergymen saw sanitsry reform as imnortant for eliminating the
"occaslons of sin" so to speak. Even so, although there was a
movement to improve housing, the economic conditions which would
enable people to maintain new homes remained unchanged. In short,
in the period before 1867 both with regard to education and public
health, the old system of individual responsibility and local
initiative in which the clergy had an important pert to volay had
failed.

The Second Reform Act in 1867 signalized the final accept-
ance of democracy and enfranchised a large number of working
class voters. This marked the beginning of a new phase in which
was passed into law a Trade Union Act (1871) (amended 1876), Con-
spiracy and Property Act (1875) which revlaced the ®"obnoxious
Criminal Law Amendment Act of 1871"27. and the act of 1875 which
replaced an old lsw of Master and Servant, The powers of the State
were increasing rapidly in this phase so that political theorists
often spesk of a transition from "the period of laissez-faire" to
the period of "collectivism;. Leading Churchmen had seen the
fallings of the old system, and now they looked toward a period
of 1n§reased socisl activity on the part of the State, with the
Church acting in close and friendly cooperation. This expectation

wags doomed to disappointment. As Clark says: "The secular State

26. ibid. p.214,

27. ibid. p.228.
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would act not so much asgs an ally of the Church but as a substitute
.for it, taking over many functions of the Church, but not its
creed."” ) There were many reasons why this was so. The State

was the agent of a community in which there existed a multiplicity
of beliefs, so the State must seem agnostic. Soclal programs had
to become increasingly professional, no longer relying on untrained
clergy and volunteers. The objects of social policy were con-
sidered by men with a secular point of view, and no 1oﬁger solely
by those with a Christian motive. In addition, as the State e-
volved its programmes for social welfare, it developed agenclies

to effect the programmes and no longer relied on the organization
of Church of England parishes.29° Also between 1860 and 1880 ag-
nosticism swept through the more highly educated groups in the
country including leading figures at O0xford and Cambridge; men

who 1ln the last century would have been leading Churchmen becane
the agnostic architects of the secular State in the late nineteenth
century. This mistrust of the Church was the result of contro-
versles, propaganda, repugnant doctrines of eternal punishnent,

the inerrancy of the Bible, and forensic explanations of the atone-
ment. Maurice did much in his theology to correct these mis-
guided applications of the theological enterprise. His con-

stant attempts to bring out what was =significant in the positions
of sectarians and apply his considerable abilities to bind up
wounds in controversies, his reinteroretation of the doctrine of

eternal punishment for which he was asked to leave £ing's College,

his openness to the new study of Biblical criticism, were all

28, 1ibid. pp.232-3.

29, ibid. p.233.
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major contributions to increased understanding in the Christian

30,
religious world. Clark adds a further vpoint:

The established Church had been compromised by its
close association with the 0ld secular order of so-
ciety, but its theory, and, potentially, its nractice
and morality, had been focused on an authority that
transcended the needs, and remsined outside the scope
of the will, of the community; and by the end of the
seventeenth century men in Brisain had learnt that the
nature of that authority guaranteed to men and women
the right 68 dissent, 31.

For dissent implies the recognition of a value that transcends the
community's will. This is the positive aspect of Maurice's dis-
like of democracy. Although democracy has been accepted, and had
been by the late nineteenth century, as a foundation principle
of a2 modern State, we shall see that Maurice felt that it would
become a tyranny of the people rather than a contribution to
human freedom. This would in fact be the case if the nation lost
the principle of bellef in a value which transcends the mere
majority will,
At the end of the nineteenth century the paramount question
32.

was, "What kind of society would men have to accept?" Clark
asks how Christianity would menage in a. new society of democratic
and secular values:

Marxist Socialism rejected Christianity and regarded the

institutions which had fostered it as the result of the

exploitation of the workers. Even a milder form of so-

cial democracy would be likely to be agnostic, and to

call into existence all-embracing public services which

would leave little room for voluntary actions and inde-

pendent opinions... But even without Socialism that

question (the position of Christianity) was posed by the

collectivist State. 33.

It 1s to this issue that Clark devotes his final chapter. The

30, Not the "religious world" in the sense in which Maurice uses
1t- that of sectarian differences and bitterness.

31, ibid. p.236.
32, ibid. p.313.
33. ibid. p.313.
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question formulates itself thus:

If the State was to be entrusted with this great in-

crease of power it must be credited with sufficient

moresl authority to justify its use of power; and should

be directed by a philosophy which should inform it what

1t could and..., what it could not do. Whence, then, should

it get that authority, or who would give it that philo-

sophy? 34,
These questions were asked by Gladstone snd Maurice in 1838-9,
and it is interesting that intelligent Churchmen in 1868 were
glving the same answers, They believed collaborafion with the
State was still possible, "where the clergyman was sensible and
played his vpart with discretion."35° The view that the State was
a divine creation no less so thah the Church, expounéed by Maurice
thirty years before, was still accepnted by many clergy. Llewellyn
Davies wrote in 1868: "The idea of a national Church is strictly
in harmony with such hopes and e2ims, implying a2s it does that a
Christian nation should publicly confess its Christianity."jé,
For Maurice, it was by thelr union that the Church and the State
could be credited with the moral authority to carry out national
tasks. Should they be disunited, the public acknowledgement of
such an authority which would enable the State to fulfil its
sacred function would not éxist.

There had been two processes goilng forward since 1330 which

to some extent have not reached their full development even today:
the progressive disestablishment of the Church of Enééand, and the

progressive secularization of society and the State. It is

34. ibid. p.316,
35. ibid. v.316.

36, W.L.Clay, Essays on Church Policy.(1868) pp.73-4 & p.84;
Quoted in Clark, op.cit. p.317.

37. Clark, op.cit. v.331.
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ironic that those who wished for the disestablishment of the
Church, that is, religlous Dissent, have now to deal with a
society and State which leave little scope for the development of
thé spiritual values they were asserting by thelr wish to leave
all men free to develop religiously unimpeded by an external
authority whether ecclesiastical or political. As Clark sees
it, the achievement of secular ends by the State requires an
organlzation so powerful and all-embracing, and so complete a
concentration on seculsr objects that it leaves little room for
the observance of the spiritual value which is protected by the
right to dissent itself.38’ "The working principle of the secular
State was not to be respect for individual freedom but the neces-
sity of compulsion."jg.
Maurice's view of the complementary asvects of the Church's

relation to the State contained some unresolved problems.

Supposing the law of the State did not embody the life-

giving principle which is embodied in the Church, sup-

posing the distribution of proverty it protected was

~unjust, the princirles it tolerated were contrary to
the vrecevts of Christianity, how far were the reore-

sentatives of the Church vpermitted to go to rectify
matters? 40,

Maurice was faced by this gquestion in the movement for associations.
At 211 costs Maurice wished to avoid an appeal to secular authori-
ty rather than to the law of God which it was the Church's duty

to promulgate. The question as he saw it took the following form:

"How far is it appropriate or legitimate to draw on spiritual

38f ibid. p.332.
39, ibid. p.332.

40, ibid. pp.332-3.
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authority tz comnend secﬁlar means in order to secure a secular
objective?® e I think Clark does not see the full range of
Maurice's thought on this issue. On the one hand Maurice be-
lieves, as we shall see, that society is divine and so the con-
cept of "secular objectives" is foreign to him; on the other
hand, there 1s a tension in Maurice between the potential and
the actual Kingdom which does not fully resolve itself- he en-
gages in work for cooperation only to withdraw on account of the
inner contradiction found there. His belief in a Divine Order
already present caused him to asgssert society's divinity "as it
stands not as it may become;"42° and politicel activity which
sought to reorganize that soclety on democratic and socielistic
principles seemed to him to deny that divinity. This is an area
in Maurice in which we see the blend of radical and conservative
elements which Olive Brose discusses.,“’3°

However, as Clark puts it, the Church and the State have not
been formally separated to this day, but have gradually been
thrust apsrt. It is our task to discover if anything of value

remains in Maurice's thought if the "Christian State" has dis-

appeared.

41, ibid. p.334.

k2, Life II, p.137-8.

43, Brose, ov.cit.




CHAPTER ONE

KINGDOM

The point which Maurice wished to examine in his work The

Kingdom of Christ was: "whether a national society and a univer-

sal society be in their natures contradictory and incompatible;
or whether they have been only made so by certain notions which
interfere with the universality of the spiritual body as well as
with the distinctness of the natlional body."l. In other words,
he wished to show reasons for his belief that the Church in Eng-
land was at once a national and a universal body, and how differ-
ent Protestant sects and the Romanist Church limited both univer-
sality and national distinctness. He begins by discussing more
widely the evidence for a "divine order" to human existence. It
is to thls "spiritual constitution" that this chapter will be de-
voted.

From the histories of Quakerism, Pure Protestantism, and
Unitarianism, Maurice takes the idea of a spiritual singdom as
representative of all these sects. Again he sees in the arguments
of pvhilosophers an interest in questions like whether there exists
a distinct spiritual world or whether one is only created from
this common world, whether God exists or not. He sees the common
people searching for such a constitution, attempting to construct
a universal society. He concludes, "it is equally impossible for
men to be content with a sviritual society which is not universal,
and with a2 universal society which is not spiritual.“zc And so
he believes that s spiritual and universal society is involved in

the very idea of our human constitution. This is demonstrated not

by philosophy but by Scripture. Here is the cruchal point.

1. KC I, p.42.

2. ibid. p.223.
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Maurlice's arguménts fall down when subjected fo a close, criti-
cal reading as long as he tries to argue from a secular view
(with which he is totally unsympathetic.) But he can and must

be dealt with from the point of view of revelation because he
views all history as sacred and as the unfolding by God of truth
to man. So it must be with this orientation in mind that we fur-
ther examine his inquiry "whether there be on this earth a spiri-
tual and universal kingdom, which the different religious systems
haVe not been able to suversede or destroy; which is likely to
make itself menifest when they have all verished; and wikth which
we of the nineteenth century may have fellowship." )

Maurice noticeé first that in every form of Protestantism,
the fact that the children of believers are accepted into the
fellowship without being "consciously redeemed™ persons, 1is evi-
dence for the universality of the Kingdom ("Christ's redemptive
act" might be a better phrase here) in Christian practice. Also
according to the"schemes" of philosophers of his time, it is im-
possible to organize a universal society (which demands a situation
in which men must be individusl, separate units, according to Maur-
ice) while the distinction of families still prevail. ilen are
"bound together by a certain law, which may be set at naught,
and made almost utterly inefficient, but which cannot be entirely
repealed." ) "The glaring fact of family 1life" which proves men
are not units seems to me a false use of the terms involved. Men

are both individuals and members of families, in that order of

priority. The family experience may be less real to some than to

3. 1bid. pp.228-9. In this phrase, Maurice uses "Kingdom" to refer
to the visible Church on earth as well as a possible reference to
the eschatological Kingdom. It is not clear in the latter case
when the "manifestation" of this Kingdom will come.

4, ibid. p.230.
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others, but the experience of individuality is common to all.
However, Maurice uses the fact that men exist in families to sup-
port his belief that a sviritual and méral constitution for man-
kind exists. ‘There is an "inevitability" of discovering that
every man exists in a family, and so too it is inevitable that
man recognizes he is in "relétionship"- like it or not, man is in
society. Haurice's transition from "men exlst in families® to
"man is in society" or "in relationship” is only confusing because
of a moral loading of the word "relationship" toward something
positive or good, and is distmrbing because of changing ideas
about "family" structure and perental roles. Maurice is using as
a model the Victorian "family" which was hierarchically structured
and i1s therefore naturally led towsrds a patriarchal view of soci-
ety and government. Certainly he was right to point out that man
is in society, We shall discuss this furthef in Chapter Three.
Maurice speaks of the two-fold condition of man: he is in a
world of objects and is in relationship. The former, his "circun-
stances", describes sengual objects, the latter relates to a state
of being. The phrases, "having bad hearing™ and "being a bad bro-
ther" both indicate a lack of harmony between man and his condition,
but the latter implies "that there need not be this want of harmony,
.that he is voluntarily acting as if he were not in a relation in

which =ms nevertheless he i1s, and must remain.” (We might describe

such an act as anti-social.) We call the family steste "natural®
as we also call the savage state, or indépendent state, "natural®,
‘Be it natural or not, Maurice regards the independent state as one
" of moral evil- the wilful escane from the recognition that we are
members of a "family". Han is8 not independent from his brothers

in society. By "individual®" Maurice meant "over against others®

5. ibid. p.230.



-19-

rather than in its generally accepted meaning: he would use the
word "versonal" to describe man as a unique being who is in rela-
tion constantly with his fellows. But the identification of in-
dividuality with selfishness shows a slightly different use of
the word "individual® from the one-Maurice himself uses when he

describes man before the law in Social Moraltty and later in Fhe

Kingdom of Christ, volume I. But it suggests his view that law

cannot make man moral, it czn only proscribe ahti-social acts.

In spite of the confusing terminology, we can affirm the conclu-
sion that men is in relationship, and that traditionally his first
relationshipkwith mother and father or others acting in that capa-
city. It is his state, like it or no, but it is one from which
he has the freedom to rebel. One must recognize, of course, the
positive moral meening attached to the word "relationship". Ob-
viously man does not have the freedom to febel from his state of
social relationships in the neutral sense without serious personal
consequences: death, isolation as a hermit, or verhaps being in-
stitutionalized as a psychotic.

So far Maurice 1s only olacing man in his condition by assert-
ing that he ié in society and had the freedom to act out of har- |
mony with that fact. Man is political, social, moral. iHaurice
anticipates the gquestion, YHow could you call that svniritual which
had no reference to religion?" ) In other words, why talk of a
"spiritual constitution" of mankind? He answers that all primi-
tive peoples "have connected the ideas of fathers, children, hus-

7
bands, brothers, sisters with the beings whom they worshipped."”

6. ibid. p.231.

7. ibid. p.231.
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For him, thils observation maxes the transition to the religious
sphere: the idea of relationship (and more specifically, the idea
of family) extends to the very beginnings of man's religlous im-
pulse. Man comes to a perception of "objects with which we do not
'sensibly converse®™ through his family relationships; men worships
because of the feelings and affection he experiences in his family
(tribe). Yet there is the development of that “"savage wish for
independence” which Maurice concedes did not imply the dissolution
of family boands, but rather was the indicstion that "men were meant
for other bonds than these, not perhaps of necessity 1ﬁcompat1b1e
with them..."8. the bonds of a natlional community. So it would
seem by ﬁhis reasoning, that out of man's tendency toward "indi-
vidualism™ or moral evil came something good and more advanced
than a patriarchal society- the nation. Why, then, did he criti-
cize philosophers who based a concept of society on men as indi-
viduals? It seems a contradiction of his own thought. This is
another instance of radical-conservastive elements existing side

by side in Maurice: he criticized the philosophers as a protest
against laissez-falre capitalism and the possible anarchy of 16-
dividualism. Yet he based the founding offnations on the very
evil he deplored., It is also interesting to question why he calls
the nation a more ad?anced society than a vatriarchal one, given
his notion, as we shall see, of the monarchy in 3ritain as ideally
a father/king institution. This is perhaps a further example of
the double radical-conservative feature of his thought.

Several facts are observed from a study of nationhood:

8., ibid. p.233.
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One is that in every organized nation at its commence-

ment there is a high respect for family relations, thst

they embody themselves necessarily in the national con-

stitution; another is, that there is a struggle between

these relations and the national polity, although they

form so great an element in it... S.
The tension exists in law. Law addresses each man as an individuel,
and so from this point of view is the direct opposite of a "rela-
'tionship"- law acts as if men were single units and not members
of a whole society. On the other hand, it forbids thpse antl-
social acts which make fellowship impossible, and in this way law
declares to man a spiritual constitution to his life. And so "a
nation, like a family, would seem to possess some of the characfer-
igtics of a spiritual constitution."lo° Agaln Maurice anticipates
an argument about the word "spiritual" when he has only maintained
that a nation and its laws foster human relationshin. If by
spirituel is meant "inteklectual", Maurice maintains that there
are "abundant proofs" that where no national feeling exists, there
is an imperfect exercise of intellectual vower. And if the word
1s used in the sense of "voluntary", he sees that the naetion is
meant for creatures who have wills, that it can be negated by the
free choice of man to act at variance with the established laws,
(From this all one csn infer is that the members of a nation ex-
hibit moral characteristics.) The question remalns whether there
are religlious characteristics connected with national 1life, as in
family 1life. Having used "spiritual" to denote both meral and
intellectual asvects, he now becomes more specific in his use,
claiming that in early nstions (Greece, for example) the unity of

national and domestic relations exhibited itself in religious be-

lief- the gods were both fathers and kings. Thus by “spiritual

9. ibid. p.234.

10. ibid. p.235.
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constitution" Maurice means one which exhibits all three cheracter-
istics: intellectual, moral, and religious. To say a nation
possesses some of the characteristics of a spiritual constitu-
tion 1s to say that it is comprised of men who are spiritual beings
in the broad sense of social, intellectual, moral and religious,
and that its laws foster (or should foster) good human relationships.
The family exverience was common to all men, yet itself was
narrow, excluding non-members., The nation bound meny together,
yet was limited to a small locality, and therefore proved to be
exclusive. The idea of a universal polity only cgme into being
with the emergence of empires. With the empire was connected a
religion, universal as the emnire itself: the emperor was the god.
This situation Maurice calls a "universal world" ("world" meaning
creation out of harmony with itself, man not living ia true rela-

tion to his reai constitution)., He goes on in The Kingdom of Christ

to discuss the oppoéite of this- the universal Church,
9% 3 3 <

Maurice never really departs from Scripture when he analyses
history because he sees all history, all human action, as d&irected
towsrd the author of all, the God of Abraham, the Father of Jeéus
and of us all. He turns, however, particularly to Scripture to
give us evidence of the spiritual constitution of mankind.

In the 01d Testament the idea of a covenant between God and
man is predominant, and if we look at the call of Abraham and his
acceptance, we see that the covenant was made with a family:
Abraham the patriarch aécepts in faith the vromise of God that he
will be the father of many descendants, and from his geed would
all the families of the earth be bléssed. Maurice sees the fact
that he was father of a tribe as essential to his calling: "The

fact of his relationship to God is interpreted to him by the feeling
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of his human relations, and his capacity of fulfilling them arose
from his acknowledgement of the higher relation."11° Maurice sees
this first faith-exverience as an indication that man cannot know
God only through the marvellous wonders of nature, but also through
the sacred .bonds of relationship. "That there is a God related

to men and made known to men through their human relations, this
was the faith of Abraham, the beginner of the Church on earth."12°
The Abrashamic family was cut off from the rest of the world in or-
der to witness to its true order. It had to be exclusive at first
in order tq be truly universal. Part of the promise, Maurice
stresses, is to become a2 nation... a nation in which tabernacle,
priesthood, sacrifices, law, led the thoughts.of the Jews to that
Unseen Power which was above families and nations. The Lord was
present witﬁ His people. The law, both civil and religious, was
God-given, a reminder of His presence. All kings ruled in virtue
of the covenant and were directly resvonsible to God. No <ing,
priest or judge had the right to look upon himself as having in-
tringic power- he was a servant of the Lord. Having started as a
family and progressed to a natlon, how did the Jewish polity
avold the same pitfall of becoming a "universal empire” which so
many ancient polities failed to do? Some of these other polities
were vatriarchal, the king being regarded as a father. ilaurice
answers: "If we are to belleve the Bible, the king is not merely
a father, he is something more; his position has its gfound in the
acknowledgement of an unseen absgsolute Being, whose relations to

13.

men lead uvp to the contemplation of Him in Himself." Without

11, ibid. pp.239-240.
12, ibid. p.240.
13. ibid. p.245,
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the ground of its existence resting in the Father, the Jewish poli-
ty would have reverenced the xing as mere power; would have lapsed
into idolatry; the covenant forgotten, 1t would have exhibited all
the qualities which Maurice attributes to "so-called patriarchal
-governments™ of which the divine right of kings theory was an
asvect. Maurice's theory distinguishes 1tself from that of "so-
called patriarchal governmeﬁts" and "divine right of kings" only
in his requirement that the king recognize his dependence upon God.
As he well knows, the Jewish X4xings were not always faithful, but
the covenant wss ever renewed with the intercession of prophets,
and ;he Spirit of God led Isreel to become witness agaln to the
true relationship of God to mankind.

As promised by God, a son of Abraham and Davié comes into
the world to establish a tingdom. Every act and word of Jesus
reveals that the Kingdom is "at hand". He tells us the principles
of his Kingdom in the Sermon on the iMount; every parable is pre-
faced with "The kingdom of heaven is like..."; all con¥ersations
with his disciples relate to the character, and establishment of
the Kingdom; he is arraigned as a king, and dies as King of the
Jews.lu. ?he Kingdom was & very Jewish expression of a universal
reality which even the Pagans felt- that relationships have mean-
ing, that the vpurvose of law and national institutions is to un-
hold these relationships which ultimately rest on God's relstion
to man.15. For Maurice this indicates that the Kingdom was the

simplest expression of the idea of the divine order of manxkind-

it expressed what was already evident in Jewish life especially

140 ibid- p.2’+8.
15. ibid. p.249.
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and in all 1life. (Maurice says that the Evangelists portray Jesus
as proclaiming a Kingdom as opposéd to the kingdom, and this usage
betrays an identification in Maurice between the "kingdom"™ pro-
claimed by Jesus and the Church. We shall see later how the two
are related in Maurice.)

If there is a problem in the fact that the Evangelists often
regard the Lingdom as a political state, perhaps one which would
supersede that of RBome, and that they also record such words as,
"My xingdom is not of this world," Maurice found no difficulty here.
The Kingdom of David, he says, was both of the world and different
from the world, standing on the principle which most other nations
rejected, that the visible king is a type of the invisible and
reigns in virtue of the covenant. Therefore there was no contra-
diction in assuming that the new Kingdom established by Christ
was the "kingdom promised to David”, and yet was in "the highest
sense a kingdom not to be observed by zhe outward eye, a xingdom
within, a kingdom not of this world,"1 ) By this it would seen
that Maurlce saw the Kingdom proclaimed by Jesus as both internal
(or individual/spiritual) and external (6r national/political)-=
a kingdom within, implyilng total personsl transformation and faith,
and a Kingdom "promised to David"™, a volitical order standing upon
the covenant principle. He wrote elsewhere:

The necessity of confessing a aingdom of Heaven within-
a ingdom of Heaven ever pvresent with us unow; different
in kind from the visible world, but affecting it, sway-
ing its movements continually- has been with me an
overwhelming one. 17.

This "national' eschatology, according to Schnackenburg, repre-

16. ibid. p.251,

17. Life II, p.242.
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sents the thoughts and sentiments of the broad mass of Jews in the
two centuries prior to Christ and in the time of Jesus and the
early Church., He goes on to say: -

The idea that predominated, the ﬁsual and ordinary

1dea, was that God would send the lessias-king, the

'*son of David', and through him restore the kingdom

of Israel, with the ancient glory of the re-united

tribes, liberated from foreign occupation and poverty

but at the same time restored to a true serviege of

God and a holy fulfillment of the Law. 18,
But the fact that the Jewish national hope was directed toward
an earthly kingdom refounded on the covenant of Yahweh does not
imply that the kingdom Jesus znnounced as imminent was the
"kingdom promised to David.” Jesus himself repudiated the no-
tion of a political messiah- Zealots tried to enlist him in
their cause, others tried to make him king. "This basic miscon-
ception of the purely religious nature of the Messias (Servant
of God) led to his estrangement from the masses and was perpetu-
ated in the officiéi indictment posted on the cross."lg. Schnack-
enburg ma2intains that the purely religious character of Jesus’
message accounted for its universality. In this respect it would
not be tied to a particular polity or historical moment in time,
but could be applied universally to all men for all time. Iaur-
ice would recognize this aspect, but his lnsistence on the natlion-
al/political charactéristic limits somewhat his view of univer-
sality.

By his expression of the double nature of the kingdom we ob-

tein another glimpse into his idea of the nation in nineteenth

century terms embodying and vroclaiming the divine order and the

18. Rudolf Schnackenburg, God's Rule and Kingdom. Trans. John
Murray. (Freiburg: Herder and Edinburgh: Nelson, 1963.) pp.41-2.

19. ibid. p.9%6.
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kingdom of God. For the kingdom to be truly mniversal, according
to Maurice, 1t had to start in the vromise to a particudar nation
and develop outward to a2ll. Because the Jewish political order
wag corrupt, having lost the "family and national character"

which 1t once possessed, its leaders could not accent Jesus® mes-
sage of relationship- his relstionship to his Father in heaven,
man's relationship with his fellows. Those who listened to Jesus
and realized the truth of his criticisms of this corrupt establish-
ment naturally exvected his contrasting proclamation of the king-
dom of God to operate on an earthly, political level. But, Maurice
quickly adds, although the words of Jesus were directed to the
children of the covenant, yet he gave them a sense of humanity,
enjoining them to tell the Good News to all nations. For the
kingdom was spiritual and universal, all hope of redemption reach-
ing its fulfillment there. Although it necessarily had a Jewish
charascter and a particuzar historical framework- Jesus, the son

of God, particularized the covenant, so to speak,- the Incarnation
was a cosmic event, with eternal consequences for mankind, and it
could not be limited in any way by its concreteness in time. So
the work of the apostles as Maurice sees it was to proclaim a "uni-
versal society" which had as its basis the revelation of the name
of God- Jesus Christ as risen Lord. The description of this uni-
versal society i1s found in the Acts of the Apostles, and for him
this 1s the history of the foundation of the -Church., He uses
"Church" here as a synonym for "universal society" and for "king-
dom" (the one vroclaimed by Jesus which came only slowly into man's

20,
consciousness by the gradual revelation of God.) Acts records

20, KC I, ».255.
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the human cdnditions of the kingdom- the organization of the first
Christians in the light of the Resurrection.

If the foundation of this kingdom were the end of all

the purposes of God, if it were the kingdom of God a-

mong men, the humen conditions of it could¥ho more

passed over than the divine; it was as needful to prove

that the ladder had its foot upnon earth, as thet it had

come down out of heaven., 21,
Since of course the foundation of the kingdom was in fact the
"end of all the purvoses of God", then the true duty of Acts,
according to Maurice, is to tell of the organization of a uni-
versal Church, that is, the "human conditions of the kingdonm".
This is clear but we are here on dangerous ground. It is one
thing to say that the foundation of the xingdom was the end of
all God's purposes, but it is quite another to say thet the Church
is this end. HMaurice quite suddenly changes his 1anguag¢ from
kingdom or universal society to Church (see XC I, n.255) making
it evident that he identified the two. Further, so far he has
omitted any rgference to "kingdow™ which refers to the eschatologi-
cal kingdom of God of which Schnesckenburg speaks. He is referring
strictly to the Church and to a spiritual order of creation, but
makes no exvress reference to Christ's second coming until the
end of volume two. It remeins for us to examine how closely he
fuses the "kingdom" and the Church.

As we saw it is generally recognized that the Jewish hope

for redemption around the time of Jesus was national and messlanlc;
acéording to Schnackenburg, it also had an apocalyptic, or cosmic

and eschatological reference. These two aspects were originally

independent but gradually they intermingled, without, however,

21, ibid. p.255.
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22,
achieving complete harmony. The uniqueness of the vreaching

of Jesus was the imminence of the reign of God- it was "at hand®,
The Jews already believed in the xingship of God ever-present in
His rule of Isrzel, which would one day come to fulfillment on the
"Day of the Lord". Jesus procdaimed the nearness of this day:

It must be insisted emvhatically that the idea of God's

relgn in his (Jesus') mouth referred always to God's

eschatological kingship, though he was familiar with

the notiosn of God's continuous government of the uni-

verse and took it for granted. But when he refers to the

'reign of God' he is not dealing with this. His ordinary 23,
usage of the term applies to God's eschatological kingship...

Again:
As announced by Jesus, the reign of God is not an
awareness »f God's sovereign power over the universe
or of God's kingship over Israel, long established and
still enduring, though both of taese concepts are pre-
supvosed. It is the announcement of God's kingshivn in
its full realization, fully active, eschatologically
irrevocable, 24,
It 1s certaln that Haurice sees Jesus' use of the term as includ-
ing both the awarehess of God's power and sovereignty over the
universe (the "divine order"), and God's speclal or representative
kingship over the Israellite monarchy (of which that monarchy was
the type). Perhaps it may be claimed that. Maurlce's"kingdom"meant
the fully realized eschatological kingdom as well which he oc-
casionally identifies with the Church, but his emphasis on the
"realized" kingdom, and lack of attention to the future total
transformation of the cosmos limits his view., At least he deals

more explicitly with the presupposed awareness of God's sovereign

power over the earth, and its expression in the Hebrew monarchy.

22, Schnackenburg, op.cit. p.63-4,
23, ibid. p.81.

24, ibid. p.B82.
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Where Maurice uses the term "kingdom of God"™, Schnackenburg
employs "reign of God". There is a significant distinction be-
tween the images each projects. "ingdom" connotes a spatial
meaning, whereas "reign" suggests a tempnoral one., Schnackenburg
states that the Hebrew mind represented God's kingship not as a
spatial "kingdom“ but as an exercise of royal rule, and that this
way of thinking determined the usage of the New Testament 'baslileiza
tou theou”.zs. Spatial images emerged only for the verfect es-
chatolosgical reign of God, and justifiably siﬁce then there would
be no further spheres more or less subordinate to God, but God is
'all in all', By his use of the spatial image of a kingdom,_Maur-
ice easily falls into a confusion of the reign of God and Christ
with the Church (communal and institutional). Cullmann's view is
similar to Schnackenburg's here., The Regnum Christi and the Church
are closely related but not identical. They belong to the same
period of time, but the Kingdom of God is a purely future event,
Christ's death and resurrection provide the basis for the ovresent
realizatign of the Regnum Christi, but His Second Coming will be
its end.2 ) Maurice's use of a spatial image coincides also with

his emphasis on realized eschatology which contributes to the con-
servative volitical stress in his thought.

Christensen's general view of Maurice's concept of the divine
order may shed some light here, It is somewhat condensed and may
not do justice to Maurice's views as a whole, but it indicates
something of the argument: "In Christ, God had created and pre-

served & "Divine Order'. This Divine Order had its origin in the

25, ibid. p.319 ff.

26, Oscar Cullmann, "The Kingship of Christ in the New Tegtament”
in The Early Church, ed. by AJB Higgins. (SCM Press, 1956).
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love of God and was preserved only by this love. It vas a living
reality which always surrounded every human being =nd provided
him with everything he possessed..."27° Christensen feels that
the Divine Order in Maurice is "synonymous™ with the fingdom of
Christ- an existing reality in which wan vas already living.

D, Cupitt’s article, "Mansel's Theory of Regulative Truth"zsn
states that Maurice had a belief in the "adequacy and finality
of our present knowledge of God" through the revelation of the
Word- Jesus Christ. IWe can discover more about Christ, but we
cannot discover anything more sbout God avart from Christ who is
the complete.revelation of the Father., 1In this limited sense, he
argues, Maurice's eschatology was realized rather than futurist.

One result of a reslized eschatology which does not vroperly
emphasgize the future kingdom and which too closely identifies
Church with gingdom of God is mentioned by Torrance as & medieval
viewpoint:

Likewise the Church was regarded as imoregnated with the
Kingdom of God, so that the pattern of the kingdom embedded
in the earthly structure of the Church could be read off
the historical consciousness of the Church by the teaching
office., Here the Bschaton is so domesticated and housed
within the Church that far from standing under final
Judgement the Church dispenses it by her binding and
loosing, fer from being repentant and reformable, the
Church can only develop according to her own immanent 29.
norms which corresoond to the fixed vattern of the kingdom.

Maurice's well-known reluctance to support organizations
formed to remédy social ills which he certainly recognized verhaps

stemmed in part from his emvhasis on the realized £ingdom. Ludlow,

27. Torben Christensen, Qrigin and History of Christian Socisalism.
(Aarhus: Universitetsforlzget, 1962) p.23.

28, D.Cupitt, "Mansel's Theory of Reguletive Truth" in Hournal of
Theological Studies, vol.18, Aoril 1967. pn.104-126,

29. Eschatology. (London: Qliver and Boyd, 1952) p.37.(Four papers.)
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his friend and assocliate, criticizes him thus:

eeo 1t does seem to me that you are liable to be carried
away by Platonic dreams about an Order, and a £ingdom, and
a Beauty, self-realized in their own eternity, and which
put to shame all earthly countervarts that it becomes la-
bour lost to attempt anything like an earthly reslization
of them... I do not think this is Christianity. 30,

Rudolf Otto characterizes the eschatological kingdom oreached
by Jesus as "wholly other" and describes the purely futurist in-
terpretation thus:

The idea, however, of such an eschatological order, i.e.,
the 1dea thst righteousness as a state of ssnctification,
and that blessedness are not nossible in an eathrly form
of existence which God will give; that they are not possi-
ble in this age but only in a new age; that they are not
possible in the world but only in heaven, and in a {ingdom
of heaven- this idea is the hidden mainspring in the forma-
tion of eschatological, as distinct from merely messianic
conceptions. 31,

We can find in Maurice (npt particularly in The Kingdom of Christ)

a blend of the emphases mentioned above., He had an eschatological
(in Otto's terms, not necessarily in Schnackenburg®s) as well as
messianic view of the Kingdom of Christ. But, taken to extrenmes,
both emphases, whether on a realized or a comvletely future king-
dom, can lead to or be combined with a conservative political at-
titude. Maurice saw the danger of a futurist view (lixe the one
described by Otto) which nortrays the other-worldly kingdom as a
reward for patience with one's lot on earth, As Ludlow says, it
would make the reform of society "labour lost". Although Ludlow
accuses him of holding this view, Maurice says elsewhere that man
must get away from "the notion of Heaven which makes us indifferent

320

to the future condition of the eatth." However, it is his real-

30, Christensen, op.cit. p.306,

31. Rudolf Otto, The Kingdom of God and the Son of iMan. (London:
Lutterworth Press, 1638, Revised in 1943,)

32, Life II, p.243.
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ized view which led him to think that the Divine Order was embodied
in the institutions of the nation, and that since the dingdom was
fully realized by the fact of the Incarnation and Redemption of
Jesus Christ, all that wes needed was a recognition of this fact
for society to be put straight. This view also Ludlow could not
accept, and he felt one must not assume that the existing socieal
-structures are embodiments of God's love which only needed in-
dividual changes of heert to result in the reform of society and
the establishment of the truth of the Divine Order.

Although Maurice refers to the Kingdom of God in the 0l1d Testa-
ment, his primery reference to the Kingdom is in connection with

the new covenant of Jesus Christ., His main work, The £ingdom of

Christ, is in fact about the Church. Not only does he confuse the
Kingdom of God with the Church, but he also sees the Kingdom of
Christ as identical with the Kingdom of God (having used the words
"Kingdom of Christ® to designate both the reign of Christ and the
Church). Schnackenburg distinguishes the three concepts by saying
that the Kingdom of God is the final fulfillment of His reign, the
complete realization of the eschatological kingdom at the end of
time when the entire coamos, the Church and relgn of Christ and

of God are brought into one unity. The reign of God in its pre-
sent form should not be called ﬂkingdom".because in English this
suggests something completed and réalized.BB. It would be theo-
logically sound to call the period between the resurrection of

Jesus and the Parousia the "reign of Christ®, but "kingdom of Christ®

best refers to its verfect state (identical with the eschatological.

33, Schnackenburg, op.cit. p.354.
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kingdom of God)., Of the Church he says:
We should distinguish the 'Church' from the relgn both of
God and of Christ. The close relations of the Church with
the relgn of God in the vresent, in the context of the
history of salvation sinee the Resurrection, are best ex-
plained in terms of the reign of Christ. For God's present
reign is expressed in the concrete by the reign of Christ.
This is not, however, restricted to the Church. It ex-
tends to the entire cosmos. 34,
And when the universal Church fulfills her earthly task, she is
merged in the kingdom of God,and Christ "delivers his royal power
35. '
to the Father.®
Seen in these terms the Kingdom of Christ described by riaurice
is easler to understand. Much of his terminology clouds rather
than illuminates his powerful concent. The Kingdom has 1ts roots
in the old order (molitico-religious) of the Jews, but Christ
came to fulfill that order and extend its geogravhical boundaries
as well as 1ts scope of understanding. He cﬁ&issioned his avos-
tles to teach the new revelation to all men. At the same time,
the Incarnation made manifest to man in the most profound way who
God is, - the nature of His love for men, the nature of man's rela-
tionship with his brothers. This Incarnational theology was the
foundation of Maurice's doctrine of the Divine Order. Davies
says of him:
One of the secrets of his grestness was that he saw life
whole and saw it in the light of Chriast., The master
light of all his seeing was the Incarnation. '...I was
sent into the world,' he writes, ‘'that I might persuade
men to recognize Christ as the center of their fellowship
with each other, that so they might be united in thelir
families, their countries...? 36,

The message "the kingdom of heaven is come" 1s based on the asser-

tion that He whom the Jews rejected is at the right hand of the

34, ibid. p.355.
35, ibid. p.356.

36, W, Merlin Davies, An Introduction to F.D,Maurice's Theology.
(London: SPCK, 1964) pp.16-17.
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Father, that there is an actual mediator between God and man; that
He has overcome the enemies of man., It is the proclamation not
of a doctrine, but of a Person.37° As many have observed, Maurice
refused to make sin and the Fall the basis of theotogy. He sees
the world as created through the Eternal Son:
I grant you that it is very wrong to sveak as if de had
merely devided a scheme 28 a remedy for the consequences
of the fall. Christ was before all things, and by Hin
all things congist. In Him He created men, and His In-
carnation, though it came later than the fall was really
in God's purpose before it. 38.
In the Incarnation, Christ comes not as an alien invader into an
unknown foreign land, as Ramsey puts it, but as man's own maxer
into human lives of which He is already the indwelling principle.39°
Christ obtained dominion over humanity "when He did not abhor the
Virgin's womb, when He mingled with the ordinary transactions of L
men, blessing their food, their wine, and thelr marriage feasts." >
The Son of God who had been ruling from the beginning of time
took flesh, sinful a2s it is, that He might reclaim a1l for the
servants of His invisible Father, It was Meurice's belief that
it was impossible for man to know the Absolute and Invisible God
as man needs to know Him without the Incarnation. "If there was
no person who was actually one with God and one with man, the

b1,
gulf must remain forever unfilled.” Not only was Christ made

37, F.D.Maurice; Acts of the Apostles. (London: Macmillam and Co.,
1894) p.10,

38. Life I, pv.375-6.

39. Arthur M Ramsey, F.D.lMaurice and the Conflicts of Modern Theo-
logy. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1951) pp.21-2.

4o, KC II, p.271.

41, F.D.lMaurice, Theological Essays. (London: James Clarke and Co.,
1957) p.l124.
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man, but He took upon Himself the form of a servant. Jesus was
the "only begotten Son of God" because He took no glory to Himself,
but only testified to Hid Father. The heroes 2nd saints of old
are not superior men but fulfilled a serving role within Christ's
kingdom, and it is obvious that Maurice saw this to be the function
of the ministry as well. There were universal asnects to the
servant-role:
Admit (Christ) to be the centre of (heroes and saints) and
they all fell into their vlaces; each has had his separate
protest to bear, his apwointed work to do. Though he may
not have known in whose name he was ministering, his minls-
try, so far as it was one of heln and blessing to mankind,
so far as it implied any surrender of self-glory, may be
referred to THE man, may be hailed as proceeding from Him
who took upon Him the form of a servant. 42,
Just as the Israelite nation was the bearer of God's covenant,
and the Church was the bringer of Christ's good news, so Christ
Himself had concentrated in Himself the glory of God so that it
would be diffused through meny: "That there méy be sons of God in
human flesh; men shining with the glory of God, reflecting His
grace and truth; there must be O6ne Son who has taken human f‘ZLeshll
in whom that full glory dwelt, who wag full of grace and truth.” >
This is%bonstantly recurring theme in irlaurice: the concentration
of God's grace in one nation, one Person, one Church which allows
it to redeem all manxind into its essential unity.

The Incarnation is the key to the theme of universality in
Maurice not only in terms of the redemption of 211l peoples but also
in terms of the redemption of man both body and soul. He says:

"We accept an Incarnation because we asx of God a Redemption not
for a few versons from certain evil tendencies, but for humanity

Yy,
from all the plagues by which it is tormented.®” Christ has

42, ibid. p.S8.
43, ibid. p.88.
L4, ibid. ovp.84-5,
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come into contact with the world's actual condition; relieves it
of its actual woes; recognizes not the excevtions from the race,
but the lowest tyves of it as brethren with Himself and as chil-
dren of His Father; proves man to be a spiritual being, not by
scorning his animsl nature and his animal wants, but by entering
into them, bearing them, suffering from them, and then showing

how 2ll the evils which affect men as an animal have a sﬁiritual
ground, how he must become a citizen of the kingdom of heaven, that
everything on earth may become nure and blessed to him.45. He
accuses Churchmen of having forgotten "that Christ took a human
body, and socent the greater vart of His time on earth in healing
the sicknesses of it" and that they have not confessed "that the
body and the eazgh are as much redeamed and regenerated by Him zs
our spirits..." " As a result of this then, the law of God's
kingdom to Maurice becomes one of servicg; a man must be anywhere
blessed if he has the Knowledge of God and is His williﬁg subject;
egverywhere accursed if he 1s ignorant of God and st war with Him?7.
Because Christ has submitted to and conguered temptation and death,
man 1s not under the vower of the teampter any longer; he does not
have to resign himself, in fact should not, to evil and the physi-
cal revoresentations of it (woverty, disease, ignorance)., Christ
has conquered sin and death and man must likewise extirvate evil
for the Kingdom to be perfectly realized. Obviously this radical

notion has much to do with Maurice'®s engagement in the Christian

Socialist Movement,

45, ibid. pv.91-2.
46. ibid. pp.175-6.
b7, ibid. p.137,
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The centrality of the doctrine of the Incarnztion for saurice
had great bearing on his concept of the relationshiv of the Church
to the State., Christ in His person forever joined heaveﬁ and earth,
the divine and thé human, the holy and the secular. As Christensen
says: ®The fundamental view of Christian Socialists was to orotest
against "dividing 1life into a religious and secular sphere- a di-

L8,
vigion that was deevly rooted in Evangeliczl and Tractarisns alike."

Maurice wrote:
...80Cciety and humanity are divine realities, as they
stand, not as they may become... (one must) call upon
the vriests, kings, vnrovhets of the world to ansuer for

their sin in having made them unreal by separating them
from the living and eternal God who has established them

in Christ for His glory. 49,

Maurice believes human society is divine because of Christ's entry
into it. Charles DavisSO. argues against this viewpoint when he
defines the sacred as being essentially the unknown beyond man's
experience and knowledge. Though man can glimpse it, its inner
nature rémains hidden. “What 1s properly sacred is in w»rianciple
beyond man's understanding."51° Society is in principle within
the sphere of man's investigation and analysis- it is not trans-
cendent. Therefore Maurice's view tends to sacralize an area Af
experience which is really "secular”., In Davis's view, "To.éac-
ralize natural forces or society is not oﬁly inimical to modern

524

science, but also a denial of Christian faith.” He goes on to says

48, ibid. p.218,
49, Life II, bp.137-8.

50, Charles Davis, God's Grace in History. (London: Fontana Books,
1966), Maurice Lectures, 1966,

51. ibid. p.15.

52. ibid. p.1l7.
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With undiscerning enthusiasm for a unified view of the
world, Christians sometimes Proclaim that Christianity
has abolished the distinction between the secular and
the sacred. This is in fact untrue, both historically
and theologically. Christianity introduced, and doc-
trinally requires, a radical distinction between the
two realms., It unites the secular and the sacred in

a unity of order, but tt refuses to identify them. 53.

There are many instsances in iMaurice where his notion of the Divine
Order intefferes with his active concern to remedy social ills.

His suppvort of Associations ceagsed when nhe realized that to supvort
them was to say that the present economic system was itself corrupt.

For examvle, he states:

God's order seems to me more tnan ever the antagonist
of man's systems; Christian socizlism is in my mind the
assertion of God's order. Every attempt to bring it
forth I honour and desire to assist, Every attempt to
nide it under a great machinery, call it Organisation
of Labour, Central Board, or what you like, I must oro-
test against as hindering the gradual development of
what I regard as the divine purvose, as an attempt to
createff a new constitution of society, wnen what we
want is that the old constitution should exhibit its
true functions and energies. 5%.

The Divine Order 2lso contributed to his devotion to the old in-
stitutions of monarchy and aristocracy in Britadim, and led him
into the ambivalence of uniting them with socialism:
...my own deepest convictions (are) that the volce of
the deliverer must come from the voice of the xing...
Let the true idea of aristocracy as the witness of the
lordship of the spirit over the flesh exvress itself
legitimately... I stand upon my old English ground...
I must have Monarchy, Aristocracy, and Soclalism, or
rather Humanity, recognized as necessary elements and
conditions of an organic Christian society. 55.
We will investigate Maurice's idea of nation or state in relation
to the Church(Kingdom) and the general problems which arise from

his language about sacred and secular in the following chapters.

530 _-1_.2_].-__6.]_-. p.'l?o
54, Life II, p.ll,
55. ibid. »p.130-1.



CHAPTER TWO

CHUACH

We have seen the centrality of the kingdom in Maurice's
thought, and have exvlored a few of the linguistic problems
connected with it. Having also touched upon the relation between
sacred and secular which is develoved in Mammice by his Incarna-
tional theology, our next task is to see how he conceived the
Church, and then, what relation the Church has to the State and
to society as a whole., Ve mugt«begin by investigating ifaurice's
characterization of the Churdh.

One significant stress is that the Church is not a system in-
vented by man but a universal society created by God which was
founded on the revelation and atonement of Jesus Christ for man.
Much has been said of Maurice's "system:phobia“ so it is unneces-
sary to belabour the point. His fear of parties and sects stemmed
both from the religlous situation of his day, in an England suf-
fering from the soclal stratification of the Industrial zevolution,
the ever-widening gap between the clergy and the worxing class, and
the religious world divided into Anglicans, Romans, Dissenters,
Broad Churchmen, and so on; and from his nersonal exverience of
diverse religious convictions and practices in his family. He
simply felt that the Kingdom of Christ was an existing reality,
and it was not for man "to create forms of organization in which
true brotherhood of love and fellowship could be exvressed; God
Himself had placed man in a *‘Human Order' with ‘*human relationship;;".
This led to Maurice's well-known difficulties with the movement
for Assocliations. He was reluctant to create a party or organi-

zation which would deny the Divine Order as much as he wasg critical

of the religious establishment for "dosing our people with religion

1, Christensen, ov.cit. 0.24.



=41

when what they want is not this but the Living God..." and for giv-
ing them a "stone for bread, systems for realities..."zo

Man was dependent upon God and could create nothing by him-
self, DaviesB. maintains that Maurice insisted uvon the priority
and initiative of God in His self-revelation 56 all men and that
this is central to his theology. Just as theology cannot be the
systematization of individual experiences, but rather the knowledge
of God through His own gift of Himself, so too, the Church cannot
be a human invention (according to Maurice and Davies) but God-

given through Jesus Christ who camd%o establish 1t., Maurice him-

self states in the dedication of The Kingdom of Christ:_

In this way there rose up before me the idea of a CHURCH
UNIVERSAL, not built upon human inventions or human faith,
but uvon the very nature of God Himself, and upon the
union which He has formed with His creatures: a Church re-
vealed to man as a fixed and eternal reality by means of
which infinite wisdom hed itself devised... 4.
What does he mean when he says the Church is not built uvon human
inventions or human faith? According to Davies, Maurice's assertion
that the Church is a "body instituted by God" shows a tendency to
minimize the role of man. It approximates to that type of vnopu-
lar opinion among Christiasns which stifles criticism of the insti-
tutional Church and perforce restricts change because "God made
it so"., 1Is Maurice omitting to recognize the dynamism of truth,
and thereby reducing the Church to a static and fixed institution?
Or 1s he merely stressing in this way the initiative of God as a

warning to sectarians? He was writing, after all, to a member of

the Society of Friends, and was defending the "Church principle®

2. Life I’ p03690'
3. Davies, op.cit. p.5 ff.

b, ¥C I, p.17.
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over against the "sect" and "Quaker" princivles, and deliberately
avolding too precise a dogmetic definition. Yet it i1s from these
"hints" that we must extract some idea of his concept of the Church.,
To look at their positive side we can say that human inventions
fade with the passage of time and are subject to failure, whereas
God is ever-present with His veopnle. Human systems distort truth
and become self-important- become sects, "bodies formed by the com-
bination of certain men who agree in reverencing the name of Carist
5

or who have the same opinion respecting His doctrines.® And in-
deed Maurice often states that the Church is only narrow and cruel
when she apes the sects, and assumes the character of a sect, has
distorted truth when it felt it was truth's only vossessor, and
became self-important only when it recognized a human leader in
vlace of its true and only Head, Jesus Christ. He writes:

The English Church I look upon as merely one branch of

the true Church; snd every system, whether called Evan-

gelical, Liberal, Catholic, or purely Anglican, which

has been invented by the members of the Church in former

times and in our own day to express that notion of the

Church, I look upon as "of the earth earthy', and as much

carrying within it the seeds of destruction as the systens
of the different sects which have revolted from her., 7.

The Church is thus more than the sects which compose it.

(The Church) has been preyed upon by diseases of all
kinds in the shavedof human systems: by the Romlish sys-
tem...by Protestant systems...Yet in spite of these...
the Church, I think, is coming forth, and will manifest
itself as something entirely distinct from them all-
distinct, too, from the faith which exists in the minds
of those who spiritually dwell in it, though requiring
it and sustaining it. 8.

5. Davies, op.cit. pp.22-3.
6. Life II, p.4is,
7o

Life I’ p.306-

8. ibid. pp.306-7.
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He sees the Church as fixed and eternal in. the context of God's
faithfulness to His people, recognizing its own idolatry and faith-
lessness throughout its history which to Maurice has been the
gource of 1ts sectarian divisions in the present time.

A second aspect of his conception of the Church is the image
of "the people of God" deriving from Hebraic thought. Ue have
already discussed his develooment of the “Kingdom" as a Jewish
concept and its basis on the vatriarcnal "family" of Abrzham and
his seed. ilaurice believes that the {ingdom Chtrist came to found
is the Church, "the Church (is) the child the Jewish polity had

. 9.
for so many ages been cerrying in its womb." The family his-
tory of Israel embodies "the principles which mus$ hereafter be
10,
seen in the nation and in the church.” In his essay "On the
Unity of the Church" he clainms:
The earlier records (0.T.) speak of a nation called out by
God to be the witness of His presence and government;
the later records (N.T.) have no connexion with these-
have no distinct meaning of their own- if they do not
describe the expansion of a national Socigety into a
human and universal Society. 11,
Thus the Church as witness takes as its model the Hebrew nation,
thereby avoiding an exclusiveness which would 1limit its eternal
message to one grouv of men or one point in time. And in the
present day it is evidence for that which Israel did of old:
The Church it seems to me exists in the world as a
witness to mankind that there is a continual, divine
gracious government over 1t; as a witness to each nation
that God is not less a xing over it than he was over the

Jews..., The Church is to tell men, that if God was a
Redeemer of old, He is a Redeemer now; that if He wssg the

90 l{c I, p'255'

10, F.D.Maurice, The Patriarchs and Lawgivers of the 0ld Testament.
(London: Macmillan and Co., 1890) p.152.

11, Maurice, Theological Essays, ob.cit. p.264,
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Judge of kings, priests, nobles in old times- if He
called them to account...He does so still., 12,
The universality of the 01ld Testament subsists in God'’s choice of
one people to be for the blessing of a11.13.

Two more characteristics of the Church are interwoven in what
we have Just said., One is his description of the Church as a uni-
versal Kingdom, and the other is his notion of the Church as a
sacrament of the Kingdom and sign of God's universal love for all
men., It is this crucial asmect of his thought which both exhibitg
the préphetic character of his writings as well as brings into
focus all the difficulties of language with which we have already
dealt. The purpose of the Church is to declare first that God's
kingdom is at hand, is a sviritual reality in which man as man is
living and which he is invited to recognize. Thus its purpose is
to tell the world the truth about its own existence:

eeotO prodiaim to men their spiritual condition, the
eternal foundation on which it rests, the manifestation
which has been made of it by the birth, death, resurrec-
tion, end ascension of the Son of God, 2nd the gift of
the Spirit. 14,
By proclaiming the doctrines of the Incarnation, the Atonement,
the Trinity, the Church attempts to show not only God's will for
His peovle but the true pattern and foundation on which gll'hu-
man reality rests.

Maurice would maintain that the Church is God's universal

Kingdom upon earth and at the same time sécrament or sign of that

Kingdom. Maurice does not himself call the @hurch the "sacrament

‘of the Kingdom" but this description fits his thought. The Church

12, F.D.Maurice, Patriarchs and Lawgivers, ov.cit. po.Xx-%xxi,

13, ibid. p.269,

14, Life II, p.272.
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was to ‘him the efficacious sign of man's redemption. This noses

for us the problem of reconciling the two images of universal

Kingdom and sacrament of that Kingdom. He.says in The singdom of

Christ: "I have maintained on the suthority of Scripnture that the
Catholic Church is emvhatically a kingdom for mankind, a xingdom
grounded upon the union which has been established in Christ be-
15, .
tween God and man..." True, it is for mankind in the sense that
Christ's saving act was universal (and certainly not directed at
one small group of men) and the Church's message 1s directed to
all men. But the Church is also the body of believers, baptized
in the Name of the Trinity. This aspect of the Church which sMaurice
fully recognizes is one of witness- the Church makes men aware of
the truth that the Kingdom is realized in Christ Jesus., In faet:
Where, I ask of you, would be the blessing to mankind of
Christ's death, if there were mone to bear witness of it,
none to claim the universal fellowshiv which it is meant
to estsblish? We see that the world is not united in
the acknowledgement of God or of the Mediator, not united
to each other in one Lord or one fakith. How, think you,
can it be shown to them that there is such a Lord, such
a8 Mediator, such a bond between all appointed witnesses
And who must these be? I answer all nations who, through
God's mercy, have heard the Gospel of Christ, and have
confessed it to be true; all who by baptism have claimed
the privilege of belonging to His Church., 16.
In the Church’s role of sacrament of the Xingdom to the world,
it cannot be identified with the Kingdom of God as riaurice's
language at times indicates. And by its very definition as sacra-

ment to the world, the Church cannot be.seen as a universal society-

it witnesses to non-believers and its membership is a small per-

15. KC I, p.268,

16. Alec K. Vidler, The Theology of F.D.Maurice. (Londcon: SCM Press,
1948) p.71. Passage itself from Maurice, Christmaes Day and Other
Sermons, 2nd edition, 1892, »p.126 ff.
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centage of the world's nopulation., However, Bamgsey interprets
him thus:
He vliewed the Church not only as the home of the re-
deemed but as the sign that God had redeemed the whole
human race and the whole human race wss votentially in
Christ. This led him to combine an insistence upon the
definite character of the signs of the Church's constitu-
tion with an unwillingness to define the Church's nresent
bounderies. 17.
The word "votentially" isfessential here. Maurice often uses ternms
which have a fulfilled sense as well as his own sense of votential
fulfiliment. When he says the Church is universal, it is with
recognition of the things which prevent it from being so: ignor-
ance, sin, voverty, deprivetion, and so forth. Yet to sweak as
if 211 men are actually in Christ's Church is to confuse the in-
stitution and union of helievers with the reign of Christ in which
all men live whether they recognize it or not. And to speak of
the Church as God's universal fKingdom (®The Catholic Church has
established itself in the East and West and is aciknowledged by
18.

God =zs His Kingdom upon esarth,..” ) 1s to place too much emphasis

on the signs of the Kingdom (in the fully revealed, cosmic sense

of parousia of which he has said nothing thus far in The aingdom
of Christ) and not enough on the eschatological Kingdom itself,
"Fulfilled" lzngusge ig misleading in the human situation es it
has been so easy for the Church to consider itself the end and
fulfillment of Christ's message rather than the sign and witness
of God's eschatological proclamation. His unwillingness to define
the Church's present bounderies and his recognition of the diffi-
culties which this involves is much to his credit since Christians

of the time seemed to find little difficulty in defining then.

17. A.M.Ransey, op.cit. p.34.

18, Life I, pp.306-7.
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And so it is with care that we must read Maurice's language on
the Kingdom/Church, holding it together in our minds with his
doctrine of the Church as sign and witness of God's love and re-
demption of man. “The Church is the living w;tness and Revelation
of (God's) love, or it is zood for nothing."l/.

Cullmann »2ints out that the Begnum Christi is over all poli-
ticsl, soclal, economic institutions, is over humanity. The
Church's sphere is confined to the earthly community and therefore
has a more restricted meaning than the Regnum Christi. The Church
is not subordinate to it but rather igs heart and centre. The
Divine Sw»nirit is at work on earth but has not yet entirely taxen
hold of all esrthly bodies. It is not a perfected world although
Christ has conquered death; yet it remsins as does sin. The
. Church as community is everywhere but does not necessarily co-
incide with creation. One can say that the Church is conscious,

. Whereas members of the Regnum Christi are fainconscious participants
in the reign of God in tﬁe world.zo.

It is in the context of the Church as sacrament of the iing-
dom that HMaurice opposes it to the World. He sees each as a form
of universal socilety, one of which is the exnansion of the family
and national orincivle, and the other is its destruction. The
World, in Scripture, describes a situlition in which man folilows
his natural, by which Maurice means selfish, tendencies. The
World is society out of Joint with itself, not recognizing its

relation to God through Jesus Christ or how its members should

relate to each other., The World is "the society which is bound

19. F.D.Maurice, Theological Essays, op.cit. p.26.

20, Cullmann, op.cit.
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together in the acknovledgement of, and subjection to, the evil

21,
selfish tendencies of each man's nature,"

The Church is the op-

vosite of this society; it must be distinct from it: “In losing

1ts distinctness it loses its meaning, loses

to all intents and

purposes, though the words may at first sound paradoxical, its

22,

universality." Its univergslity is therefore maintained by its

radical ability to transcend and thus to criticize the World by

its very existence. This point is essential.

It contains within

it the entire question of the relationshin of the Church to the

State and to soclety to which we will soon turn our attention.

Although distinect from the World, the Church will always con-

tain elements of it. In Theological Essays he says:

The World contalns elements of which the Church is
composed. In the Church these elements are nenetra-

ted by a uniting, reconciling vower.

The Church is,

therefore, numan society in its normal state; the

World, that same society irregulsr and abnormal. The

world is the Church without God; the Church is the

world restored to its relation with God, taken bacx

by Him into the state for which He created it. Deprive

the Church of its Centre, 2nd you make it into a world... 23,

But by calling the Church "human society in its normal state",

Maurice is bending the use of the word "normal" to mean what

Wwould be better phraéed as "redeemed" or vossibly "engraced®.

Then to cz2ll the Church "the world restored to its relation with

God"™ is ambiguous. Is Haurice here slightly

altering the meaning

of World from the Johannine sense of the Kingdom of Darkness into

an identification with the secular (creation or nature in its to-

tality)? (Perhaps the use of World and world

If thig were so, then it would be clearer to

21. _}_(_gl’ 'po?..su’o
22, ibid. p.261,

23. F.D.Maurice, Theolqgical Essays, on.cit.

lends it more confusion.)

spveak of the "reign

0.277.



-49.

of Christ" in both instances rather than the Church. Davis points
out that it is dangerous to identify the "World® in a Scriptural
gsense wlth the secular, "Not only is there through the working

of grace a fund of goodness outside the Church, but evil]l within

it. The fromtier between fhe kingdom of darkness and the xingdom
of light does not coincide with the boundsary of the visible Church?go
With this Maurice would seemingly agree, except that by calling

the Church "the world restored to its relation with God", he is
elther using "Church" so loosely as to equate it with the reign

of Christ (@mb with which it should not be equated but from which
of course it cannot be separated) or he is talking about something
with a visible boundary... the unchurched or seculer realm is where
~the World begins. In another place he states more vlainly: "By

the Christian principle we understand that which refers everything
to God; by the secular principle we understand that which refers
everything to self."25° The problem is this: how does he reconcile
a seeming denisl of the sacred/secular distinction (through a
specific application of his Incarnstional theotogy about which we
shall have more to say) with a notion of the Church as "distinct
from the World" when at the same time he can be understood as i-
dentifying "World" and the secular realwm?

His identification of the VWorld with secular society is only
apparent. He uses "secular” in a different sense from that of
Davis., Vidler deals with h&s opvosttion of the Church to the
World in this way: Since Christ is the Head of the whole human

race (Maurice) and all men are redeemed by Him, is there no vlace

left for what the New Testament czlls the ecclesia or Church as a

24, Davis, ov.cit. p.74.

25. KC IITI (1838),p.389; quoted in Davies, ov.cit. ©0.123.
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distinet society? Age the Church and the world simply alternative
20,

nemes for humanity? He immediately revlies that this is of course

far from being the caée; vet his posing the question indicates a

possible ambiguity. He quotes the passzge from Theological Essays

(quoted above, p.48) and submits that ilaurice’s intention was

to protest against a sewaration of the Church and the world in

the tradition of Manicheism, and of a philosophy which sees the
Church as an inevitable rival to the secular order (world, as
Vidler calls it here.) fVidler sees the present situation worsening-
the Church and the world becoming more opposed; he cites the fact
that in some countries the Church is taking the role of a resistance
movement, He concludes, "It is seasonable for us them to attend

to Maurice's warning egainst the verils in this cleavage..."Z?n)
Maurice believed that God loves the world- why, therefore, should
the Church war against 1t? Because, he answers, the "World" is

223 the secular order in Maurice, but is sinfulness, the kingdom

of darkness., He writes: "The Church is the witness to the only

true foundation of States, nations, families, and all human order.
They becomé the world iq an evil sense (as the Church itself may
become a world) only in so far as they set themselves up to pursue,
their own ends, insofar as they become organized selfishness...ﬁs.
(Surely, then, the Church as a resistance movement should be con-
sistent vwith Maurice®’s ideas- in this way it remains distinct and

opposes institutionalized corruontion in all its forms.)

Maurice writes:

The world, considered as avart from God- considered as

26, Vidler, ovp.cit, pp.64-5.
27- ibid. p.66.

28. ibid. pp.67-8.
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a soclety which fremes its maxims 2nd its practice

without reference to Him- this world is condemned to

a very hopeless kind of darkness... 29.

The Church is the witness for the true constitution

of man as man, s child of God, en heir of heaven...

this world is a nmiserable, accursed rebellious order,

which denies this foundation, which will create a

foundation of self-will, choice, taste, oninion... in

the world there can be no communion... in the Church

there cen be universasl communion; communion in one

body by one Spirit. 30,
Is not the world the secular realm? In the first pert of the
quotation, in Davig’s terms, it would seem thet uaurice is de-
scribing the seculsr order; but in the second vert heé is speak-
ing of moral evil., It is uncertain vrhether Maurice would see
that by Davis's-definition ne was identifying the two. Haurice
would not say "in the world there can be no communion®™ if he meant
1t in a non-Jdohannine sense of the secular or humen order. He
alvays speaks of the natural ties of family life sznd the communion
found in good human relstionshivns, And so he continues to use
the word "world" in the sense of moral evil. Vidler reamszrss that
the world "denotes a princinle on which wen are naturally inclined
to ovganlze their lives," and is not a society or organization

31,

thet is severate from the Church, - Yet Maurice sneaxs of the
Church and the world as twe forms of universal society which must
be distinct from each other. However, he always recognizes the
coossing of the borders of definition.

The Church then is a wiitness against the vrinciples of the
"World", ené& with this Davis agrees: "The visible Church does
however stand over against the .:ingdom of darkness, because it
1s the permesnent expression or visibility of the sacred reslity
of grace and has received Christ®’s promise that evil will never

2.
overcome it,.," Like Maurice he sees that "the sins of its mem-

29. Lincoln's Inn Sermons, II, p.182; quoted in Vidler, ov.cit. p.69.

30, Life I, vn.166,
31, Vidler, op.cit. ».69.

Devig. on.cit. n.74,

)
N
°
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bers may damage but never totally destrny its holiness as Christ's
"33, '
Church." How can the universality of the Church be orovided
if it is a witness-Church? The witness that it bears is outward-
going, sll-embracing, manifesting te the unity of 2ll men, and
its non-exclusivity guarantees its very universality. ideurice
writes:
What is this Catholic Church? If you mean by tazt ques-
tion, what are its 1imits? who have a right to say that
they belong to it? I cannot answer the question; I be-
lieve only one cean answer 1t; I am content to leave it
with Him. 34.
- What are these nrincivles to which the Church bears wit-
ness? To Haurlce they are facts rather than ideals of notions,
and the facts are exvresgsed in the visible signs of the Church's

life- the sscraments of the Church, These are described in The

Kingdom of Christ as "signs in the present day of the existence

of a spiritual and universal body uvon the earth," which "identify
that body with the one svoken of in Scripture,® and which "are

an effectual witness agsinst the world."® ) The Sacraments are
the "necessery form of a revelation, precisely because they aiscov-
er the Divine nature in its union with the human, agd do not make
the human the standard and measure of the Divine."3 ) It is the
very nature of sacraments to be undogmatic..."To dogmetise about
God is to assume that man does not receive the xnowledge of God
from Him, but imputes the forms of hisg own intelect to Him.37.

Here again Maurice is asserting the vriority of God in His self-

33. ibid. p.74.

34, Vidler, on.cit. p.81. Passage from Enistle to the Hebrews, cxxiv..
35. KC I, v.261,
36, Life II, ©v.495,

37. ibid. n.495.
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revelation to men.

A key feature of his view of the Church is to be found in his
doctrine of Bantism, for Baptism is the sign which distingulshes
members of the Kingdom (Church) from the human race:

sooAnd by an outwerd rite such 25 baptism, I obtain the
distinction I want between the family and the race to
which the family is to be 2 witness, by that I assert
the universality of God's redemntion in Christ, by that
I assert slso that redemntion to be 6fi the sheep in each

of us, not of the goat which is given over to everlasting
perdition... 38,

In Scripture we see that the anhouncement of the Kingdom by the
Baptist 1s immediately connected with the beptism of Jesus himself,
with the revelation that Jesus is the beloved son of the Father,
with the start of his nublic ministry.

The Baptism of the Spirit was thus the formation, out of

a particular nation, of a2 universal society having its

home both in earth and Heaven; witnessing of God's love

and gracious ourposes to all the kindreds of earth; witness-

ing that they are, ss sniritual beings, under the direct
government of God Himself. 39.

The apostles are urged to bsptize in the name of the Trinity every-
one who zscceptg their teaching, and so the sign of bantism is con-
nected with the universal quality of the Kingdom from the very be-
ginnings of its revelation; Indeed "this declaration (to Nicodemus)
of the transcendental character of the new Kingdom is Jjoinéd to

the words, "Except a man be born of water and of the Spoirit, he
cannot enter into the kinédom of heaven.'"hoo And so riaurice con-
cludes that the Gospel writers believed baptism to be the sign of
admission into "Chrtst's spiritual and universal kingdom" which
says to each baptized person, "This is your vosition; according

41,
to the conditions of it you are to live..." It is a call to

38, ibid. p.242,

p.353.
P.263,

o
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41, ibid. p.264,
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the lndividual to take up his real relation to Cod in Christ, and
is a gsign to the world that this retation is that of every man,
holding a responsibility with it to live in that relation and not
to deny the sacred truth to which it bears witness- life in and
through Jesus Christ. In Maurice's words:

Baptism decleres man's true and right constitution to

be that of union with God, and separation from Him to

be a violation of that only order according to which,

as reason and exverience alike show, he can live. 42,
In his criticisms of Quaker, Anti-Paedobaotist, Modern Protestant,
Philosopher, and Roman Catholic views on baptism, seversl main
'-pornts emerge. The first is a recognition of man's need for out-
ward signs which express real, spiritual truth- we use the things
of earth as pledges of a real "union with Heaven". The second
is that every man, woman, and child stands in that reletion to
God whether he is a conscious believer or not. (The universality
of the reign of Christ.) The third is similar: while men can act
out of harmony with the priﬁciples of fhe Kingdom, and may not,
despite their baptism, have been consclously converted, -and there-
fore are not members of Christ, this should not lead to the con-
clusion that there are two kingdoms, one real and spniritual, the
other outward and visible. The fact of sin does not alter the
reality of the redation to God. The fourth is that baptism does
not exclude the rest of the world of non-Christiansg, but rather
it relates a spiritual constitution for all menxkind. It testifies
to the fact that "all attempots of men to reduceuthemselves into
separate units are contradictory and abortive." . It declares

relationship among men and of men with God, and its truth goes

deeper than the various sects of both East and West.

42. KC_II, D.2.

L3, KC I, p.280.
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Supvose then I find this bantism intc the Divine Name

as the form which has been recognized by Greexs, Roman-

ists, Protestants of all classes and opinions, for these

twelve or thirteen hundred years... that seems to me as

complete a declaration to all these Greexs, Romanist,

Protestant natlons, as I can imagine, of Him in whom they

are living, moving, having thelr being, a far graver oro-

test than it 1s vossible to invent against their divisions

and hatreds,.. Ly,
The fifth is that the sacrament is not an event which brings a
new nature to a man, but "affirms a man to he in a certain state
and affirms the presence of a Spirit with him who is sble &nd
willing to uphold hiﬁ in that state and to bring his life into

5.

accordance with it.? The baptismael state does not disavpear
with sinj; the relation is constant even though sin nuts wman into
a false or marred relation with himself and with God. Althousgh
Maurice's language on this voint is rather strained, he does em-
vhasize the accomvlished fact of the full redemvtion of the human
race to which the sasrament bears witness, rather than a transitory
act whose effects could be lost and regained. He wrote to Kings-
ley: "... 1t has been the effort of my life to assert a ground
for men'’s sonship to God, which is deever than any external rite

and which is grounded on theeternal relation of God to man in the

Living Word."

The Creed is a sacrament of the Kingdom in its own way, It
is an act of allegiance, according to Haurice, conunected with ban-
tism. - By baptism we are acknowledged as spiritﬁal creatures, uni-
ted to a sviritual being. By the Creed we claim our sniritual
vositlon and assert our union with that being. r The Creed is
b4, Life II, p.495.
b5, KC I, 0.288,

L6, Life II, p.271.

47. KC II, p.5.
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the confession of failth ngt in propositions but in the Name into
which we have been baptized..."belief_in a name, not in notions.ﬁso
"The %ggg denotes that which a Person is in Himself, His own charac-
ter." 7 The Creed then 1s a personal expression or affirmation
of belief in God that is distinguished from particulsr systems of
doctrine and partizl ideas about God. This is evidence for its
universaltty, since ordinary peonle everywhere can unite in its
conf'ession wikhout being familiar with theological controversy.
Its simple form preserved the truth of God's revelation from all
the obscurities of men's systems of truth. Maurice hovned that it
would unite all of Christendom. in it Protestants might discover
the principles of the RHeformation, Greeks might discover that
"centuries of alienation have been unable to deprive them and the
West of these common symbols,® that the Churches looking to Rone
for unity might find in the Creed the "charter of their liberatiog'.o'°
Althouéh forms of worship vary from country to country and
are exoressive of nationality, so have certain forms of ®»rayers
"and rites survived through the ages, linking the présent with the
past, the Church in one land with the Church in another. The uni-
versality of the Kingdom i1s again expressed in liturgy which gives
man concrete bonds with his fellows in Christ. 1In Maurice's words:
If anything is to break down the barriers of spece and time,
i1t must be the worshiv of Him who is, and who wss, and who
is to come... if enything is to bring those at one whom
these accidents of our mortality are sevparating, this must
be the means. 51.

4B, 1bid. p.b6.

49, vidler, ov.cit. p.124. Passage from The Prayer-Book and the
Lord's Prayer, p.319.

50, KC II, pp.18-19.

51. ibid. _OI21.
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For Maurice, prayer is social. Against tanose who wish to dispense
with formal rites he argues that the whole point to prayer is not
to develop our own iddividuality and selfishness through petitions,
but to join with a community asiing the help of a Father... *"the
prayer of the congregation is not an aggregatedof such individual
prayers, but the prayer of a body, esch member of which vrofesses
to have renounced his ovn selfish position, that he may come as

one of a family to seek the Father of it."52. What does individual
petition accomplish? Are the needs of each human being not the
things which are common to all? Unfortunately worship has become
a badge of separation among Christians, rather than the signe of
the unity of the Kingdom. However, Maurice maintains that while
these sevarations "are the effects of our choice, not of (God's) |
will,"53°the prayers and rites which have survived from the earli-
est times are the most vowerful witnesses for the unity and uni-
versaltty of the (ingdom/Church.

Of all the forms of worship, the Eucharist has occupied a
central place in the history of Christianity, and it is this sacra-
ment which embodies the 1living idea of the Kingdom as Haurice sees
it. This remembrance of the death of Christ is the central act
of fellowshiv in the Christian community, The Passover, which
signified the earller covenent of Yahweh, was the most opurely
national and strictly sacrificial of all feaBbs. Tne Eucharist,
on the other hand, proclaimg the new covenant of God in Jesus, and
has carried on proclaiming it throughout the ages, giving the

Church "permanency, coherency, and vitality." Although the

52. ibid. ».27.
53, ibid. p.21.
540 ibid. p-L,’Bo
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first Eucharist was a Passover feast, a national event of the Jews,
Jesus gave 1t a new and purely religious meaning, bound up with
his death and resurrection, which displaced the cultural ties with
Judaism, and reveals its truly universal significance fov all men,
for all time.55° Man's self-will and disobedience prevents him from
commudicating with God and with his fellows. The sacrifice of
Jesus on thé cross which removed the obstacle to one, removed it
To the other. Communion makes real to man the revelation of the
new order, as he recognizes the meaning of “the cross" (the entire
redemptive act of Christ) for his life,
As the gacresments 211 embody the whole character of the new
dispensatlon, so the ministry of the Church presents Jesus, the
minister, to the world. This phenomenon also shows the universality
and permanence of the Kingdom of Christ (Church), as everywhere
ghe Christian message is believed, there sre ministers who serve
the people by interpreting the Scripture and administering sacra-
ments., Maurice now summarizeé his argument so far. We have dis-~
covered a "series of facfs... alléproving the existence of a uni-
versal and spiritual society..."5 .As all the sigﬂs of this soci-
ety exist for men's sakes, so they require the agency of men.
Ahd unon the character of this agency must denend the
whole character of the kingdom itself. It may be some-
thing else, but it is not a commonwealth, not a kingdom
according to any admitted sense of the word, if it have
not certaln magistrates or officers. 57,

Here he uses imagery which vortrays the Church as the organized

people of God- the institutional Church, with its hierarchy the

sign of its being a Kingdom in some volitical sense,

55. Compare p.26 of this paper. Maurice here agrees with Schnack-
enburg.

56. KC II, p.87,

57. ibid. p.87.
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The question is what kind of ministry is eonsistent with the
character of the Kingdom as portrayed in its other signs. The
answer is: one of self-sacrifice and service, absolviﬁg and bind-
ing togetner in unity. Just as the Jewish ministers were from.the
first told by God that their service was to traenscend national 1i-
mitations, so the disciples of Jesus were charged to baptize &ll
nations, healing, breaking bresd, forgiving, in the manner in which
Jesus had dome so. Jesus was not training the discioles to be
saints, rather he was training them to serve; their role was action.

Maurice now tries to make a case for the eniscopal form of
ministry, but his arguments lie open to criticism from difterent
sides. He says that the commission to the apostles would involve
a change in their numbers and circumstances of Jjurisdiction, but
not in the nature éf their office or institution, therefore the
countries who have vreserved the eviscopal institution have pre-
served one of the appointed and indispensable signs of a spiritual
and universal societ-y.58° He arrives at this conclusion by the
argument that the anostles were to "operpetuate the existence of
the kingdom®,.,.,in the manner in which our Lord Himself had estab-
lished it," that is, in the enisconsl form. This identification
of the episcopate with the avostolate and the argument from domini-
cal institution to lmmutability of form tends to overlook histori-
cal development. Later in contesting the exvected objection of
the Presbyterisn he admits that the offices of overseer and pres-
byter were difficult to distinguish from each other; yet the whole
Church for thirteen centuries, and the greater part of the Church
for sixteen centuries hasg believed that "such an officer as the one

590

wno is understood by the word Bishop is meant to exist in it."®

58. ibid. p.91.

59. ibid. ».113.
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What 1s his role? To continue in the same function as the apostles-
to be witnesses of Chrisgt's resurrection. WMaurice is not really
influeﬁcéd by arguments about presbyters and overseers, but rather
sees the essentlal role of the ministry as modelled on that of the
apostolate, Jesus founded the Kingdom/Church unon the avostles;

the Bishops, whom the Church has always recognized, were the guc-
cessors of the apostles; therefore, the eviscopate is involved in

the very essence of the Church, Thg argument 1s from tradition.
0,
One might argue here, 28 Kung does, that the essence of the

Church is exvressed in changing historical forms; although es-
sence and form cannot be seo=rated in real terms, they are not
ldentical. Essence is pvermanent but dynamic- not immuteble in
form; that is, in its exoression., Davis makes a few pertinent

remsrks on the subject:

The transition from the apostles, eyewitnesses of Christ
and leaders of the first community, to a permanent hier-
archy of bishops with aposbolic authority not derived
from the general community is a transition thset the New
Testament itself does not wmake nor compel one to make., 61,

And:
Here reference is made to tradition. The formation of an

enisconal hierarchy wss the manner in which the Church in
fact structured itself in the first centuries, and in do-
ing so it cleimed to be preserving its continuity with the
apostolic community. (This Maurice claims for it.) Granted;
but what follows is that in s its vast historical situ-
ation that was the appropriate manner for the Church to
structure itself, resist contemporary forces of disintegra-
tion and thus keep its identity with the avostolic communi-
ty. In that sense it could claim to be obeying the inten-
tion of Christ and the soostles. It does not follow that,
whatever the social, political, and cultural developments
that occur, the varticuler structure them chosen should be
regarded as invariable and imposed upon every age and area
of the Church by the institution of Christ. 62,

The last part of the quotetion discloses the weakness of iaurice’'s

60. Hans Kung, The Church. (Lond»n: Burns and Oates, 1v67.)

61, Charleé-Davis, A Question of Conscience. (London: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1967. Paperback edition.) p.130.

62, ibid. p.130.
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argument as an answer to the question: "whether the fofm which
Christ Himself geve to the infent kingdom was the form which it
was_toéretain throughout all future circumstances of its develop-
ment."” > Maurice gives an-affirmative answer; in fact, he doubted
whether such a universal and spiritual soclety df the tyne which
his argument required could exist without retaining this form. He
proceeds to ask other similar queétions: 'whether the office of
the apostles was to be defunct when the particuler circumstances
which made the name appropriate had ceased to exist,® and more
generally, "whether the fruits of the Incarnation ceased with the
time when our Lord left the world..." o But even if we acxnow-
ledge the necessity of an apostolic office which would carry out
the work of bringing Christ to menkind, absolving, celebrating the
Eucharist, serving?'healing, and even if we acknowledge that the
fruits of the Incarnation have not ceased with Christ's ascension,
it still leaves the question of form an@open one, esvecially with
its implication of immutability. Certainly Maurice allows that
svecific functions of priests and bishops will change:

The changes which have taken place in the concdition of

this office we suppose to be changes as to name, as to

the number of the persons filling ity as to the limits

of their government; changes some of them vresuovosed

in the very existence of a2 body which was to have an

unlimited expansion; none of them affecting its nature

or its object. 65,
But thls does not allow for change of the form itself. That is

becauge Maurice sees a contlinuing need for the avostolate with

which he identifies the eviscovate., The Church is without meaning,

63. KC II, p.114,
b4, ibid. p.114,

65. ibid. pp.114-5.
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would not exist, without Bishops (apostles). He says:

Bishops beéing as we believe the witnesses and reoresen-

tatives of Christ's universzl kingdom, are the very in-

struments of our communion with other nations. If there

be no such institution- no anostleship- in the Church now,

then the Church has lost its universal character; then

the idea of the Church as existing for all sovace, and all

time, perishes; then the commission, 'Go ye into all na-

tions,® has no versons to whom it is directed. We can-

not recognize a Church without Bishops. 66,
It would avpear that Maurice identifies the ministry with its
particular historical manifeststion: the episcopste; just as he
identifies the Kingdom of God and Christ with the Church, its sign
and sacrament, However, he sees the Bishop®as witness, not in
himself, but in his office, to Christ's saving messzge, and the
officlal handing-down of thls office is a witness to order and
permanence within the kingdom/Church. Yet the voint can be made
that the abuse of a good institution (individusl sin) is very dif-
ferent from the use of a bad one (the institution itself is no
longer apnrovriate). The question then takes the form, "Is the
episcopate itself a true form of ministry which clesrly exhibits
in both its essence (ideally, in other words) and in its forms
(practically) Christ's revelastion to men?" Because Haurice de-
fines episcopacy as avostleshlp, its essence is guaranteed to be
a true sacrament of the Church, and he cannot admit any other possl-
bility. In thig way, human sin and "secularity" (as Maurice calls
it) may creep into the office of bishops, but this does not imply
that the form itself is corrupot or outmoded (to take a milder
stance than those 2gainst whom he argues)., If the Bishop lives
up to his true role of apostleshin, seculsarity would not infect

the institution, and it would remain velid in spite of the way in

which it has historically worked out in prectice. HMaurice's argu-

66, Vidler, op.cit. p.1l47. Passage from Three Letters to the Rev.
W. Palmer by Maurice,
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ment requires thé retention of the anostolate in some form by the
Church as a sign of its order and nermanence and universality.

The eviscopate should do this; Maurice tecognizes that it has not
always lived up to its "true nazture". As iaurice would agree,

the Church reveals what it is (its essence) through its signs, one
of which is the ministry. But if the forms of the Church or the
slgns of i1ts essence have become outmoded and have revealed them-
selves to be tied to a vsrticular organizational structure corre-
sponding to the Constaptinian veriod, (thus losing the very trans-
historical, universal character, their vurely religious character,
which Maurice wishes to guarantee), will he not allow for a change
in forms to try to remove the clouds from the symbols for modern
man to see again the clarity of the Church's essence?

And how would this provide for the aspect of vermsnence which
Maurice sees as importsnt for order and unity? The permanence of
the essence of the sign would remein, but its form might change
if practical needs required. This is not an argument for abotition
of the episcopate. But Maurice does less than justice to the ar-.
'guments of the Presbyterians. The sign could change in form to
reveal its own essence which in turn_reveals the essence of the
Church more clearly. An argument for "nermanence” should not ex-
clude dynamism, but the "permanence” on which Maurice insists is
too easily confused with the notion of the Church as a sort of
gtate in which there sre officers and "ambassadors®™ to other na-
tions, a language verhaps connected with his view of a family-like
monarchy. The arguments which he advances for the ministry as a
witness to the Church's universality are well-tasken insofar as
the avostolate is to all nations (although a separate pbriestly

class), uniting the various Christian communities over the world.



-64-

But among members of the Church itself, it might be argued that
the official ministry hed failed in its duty to witness to univer-
gality by the fact that until now it has been confined to men only.

Maurice himself mentions the role of women in his section on Mini-~

stry in The Xingdom of Christ. He says:

eeo 1t is nothing to us that, under the old econony,
there were nrophetesses as well as proohets, and that
during the interval between the establishment of the
Christian Church snd the destruction of the Jewish
Commonwealth, this part of the system may, like all its
other mere accidents, heve been gradually disappearing
indeed, but not have actually ceased... But when the
Apostle of the Gentiles announced, thst he would have
Wwomen keep silence in the churches, we verceive at once
that the principle which had been all along asserted in
the regular organizstion bfithe Jewish Church, now that
the formal constitution had been brought into union with
the sviritual power, was to become a universal law. If
S8t. Paul had merely suggested this rule as one which was
expedient, in order to meet Jewish and heathen prejudices,
we easily admit that the Omninotent Snirit might be ex-
pected at different neriods vractically to annul it.

But if he was actually restraining 2 practice common a-
mong both Jews and heathens, and if he was doing this
profesgsedly unon principles connected with the divinely
appointed relation of the sexes to each other, we can
have no doubt that the Sovirit of Order, by the mouth of
his chosen witness, was announcing the lzw of his own
commonwealth. 67.

That Maurice sees the exclusion of women from the ministry as an
"eternal law" 1g excusable from a nineteenth century noint of view,
but casts suspicion on his doctrine of permanencé and universality
poftrayed by the ministry. With the advent of a new consciousness
about the role of women in society, it 1s no longer possiple to
talk about the "divinely znvnointed relation of the sexes®™, This
cage points out the dictinction between individual failings in the
ministry and corporate, institutionalized faults. The view that
women should be excluded was seen as an eternal and universal law
within the egssence of the ministry. In this case we would want to

change the form from one tied to an historical and cultural view-

67. KC II, op.103-4.
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voint which ig now being challenged and will soon be outmoded, to
one which more fully exhibits the universality of the ministry and
of the Church- the inclusion of women into orders.

Maurice successfully argues for an anostolate which is a per-
manent sign of unity and universality in the Church., His argu-
ment breaks down when he identifies the apostolate with the evi-
scopate without taking fully into account the case for Pregbyteri-
anism., As Davis points out, .the ministry has undergone con-
siderable doctrinal develooment, until it has become a priestly
class possessing a priesthood different in essence from that of
the rest of the faithful. This development was initially sound-
the minlstry is a varticulsr and importsnt function within the
Christian community, especially as a realization of the priegt-
hood of the Church as united to Christ., It is a narticutar shar-
ing in thg nriesthood of Christ in thet sense. But, as Davis goes
on tn say, this develonment has led to "the degradation of the
1aity, obscuring of the nature of Christian life and mission,
the distortion of Christian liturgy into hieratic ritual and e-
ventual fossilization..."69° Mauriée would attribute this to human
sin, and the structuring of the Church into a religious system,
and admittedly this is partly the case. The wnoint is that if the
Church had seen the eviscopate as merely the apostolate, these
negative aspects might not have developed. Instead the function
of the eviscopate has become obscured by its identification with
a monarchical hiersrchy. Maurice may be indeed asserting the

"true vprinciple® of episcopacy, but by arguing for it in terms of

"bishops" rather than "apostles”, he confuses the form with the

68. Davis, A Question of Conscience, op.cit. wp.132 ff,

69. ibid. p.141.
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esgsence. It is the form (which he sees as vermanent and therefore
unchangeable) to which we wigsh to allow the possibility of modifi-
cation (in terms of its ovower structure), while still retaining
the essence of apostleship which Maurice so admirably sets out here.

All these signs of the £ingdom are founded on the revelation
to man of Jesus Christ, and the Sériptures are the historical/
lnspirational account of that revelation. The Bible (from 01d
Testement to New) reveels a constitution which is declaréd to be
the divine constitution for-man. It both interorets and is a
sign of the fingdom, declaring its sniritual and universal quali-
ty. The Bible is not an isolated document,?{he Word of God in
the context of the divine order of creation in which men finds
himself. As the Bible is the revelation of the {ingdom, it must
always be seen in union with the Church- they are the mutual in-
teroreters of each other. "The Chqrch exists a2s a fact, the Bible
shows what that fact means. The Bible exists as a fact, the
Chmmch showsg what that fact mea‘ns..."70°

The Church, then, as sacrament, and the sacraments of her own
existence, are indispensable earthly manifestations of the divine
life revealed in Jesus.. We need these structures and symbols to
make present to us in a mofe concrete way the events described in
Scripture which have radically influenced human society. But
these must be linked to truth as it uanfolds to man over the cen-
turies, The reason for dwelling unon ministry for so long is that
the arguments Maurice makes here are so similar to those he makes
with regard to the Church and to society in general. His criticisms
are accurate and timely; yet his sense of order and “"nermsnence"

in the sense noted above, and his love for the institutions of the

70, KC II, D.164,
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Church and the nation, tended to stop him from vrogressing beyond
a sort of liberalism. We shall see more of tHis radical-conserva-
tive blend in the followlng chapter on Church znd State.

To sum up his definition or description of the Church:

The Church- it seems to me- is a part, the highest part
of that spiritual constitution of which the nation and
the family are lower and subordinate nzrts; implied in
the acts we do and the words we sneak, established be-
fore all worids, manifested as the true and everl:€ing
kingdom when the Son of God died, rose and ascended on
high, testified as the common nroperty and inheritance
of men by certain forms and ordinsnces which convert it
from an idea of the mind into an actuial reality for all
who will enter into it and enjoy it, and which orove
God to be true though 2ll men be liars. 71,

71, Life I, pp.306-7.




CHAPTER THREE

CHURCH AND STATE

i

We now look at the reletion of the Church to "National Bodies",
As Davies points out, Maurice had an extremely high view of the
State which he believed to have a divine origin. He acknowledges

his indebtedness in this area to S.T. Coleridge in the Dedication

of The Kingdom of Christ:

The 1little book upon Church and State you will suppose,
from the title and character of these volumes, that I

am likely to have studied still more attentively... It
seems to me that the doctrine which I have endeavoured

to bring out in what I have said respecting the relations
between Church and State, is nothing but an exvansion of
Mr. Coleridge's remark resvecting the opposition and
necessary harmony of Law and Religion, though... I have
departed from his vhraseology and have even adopted one
which he might not be inclined to sanction. 1.

It would perhaps enlighten us to look at that work and discover
ite significance for Maurice's thought.
By the "idea" of the State or Church, Coleridge meens:

that conception which is not abstracted from any var-

ticular form or mode in which elther may happen to exist

at any given time, nor yet generalized from any number

or succession of such forms or modes, but which is oro- 2.

duced by a knowledge or sense of the ultimate aim of each.
He uses "idea"™ in much the same ﬁay as {ung uses"essence"; later
ne states that there is a corresvondent scheme of means which
to some extent (though inadequately) reoresent the idea, what
King might call the "forms®. The essence of both the Church and
the State, then, is discovered by knowing the ultimate aim of each.
Although a thing's ultimate sim cannot be separated in real terms

from those forms or modes in which it finds expression, they are

not identical. In the case of the Church we could say that 1lts

1, £C I, p.12.

2. S.T. Coleridge, On the Constitution of the Church and State
According to the Idea of Each. (London: Wm, Pickering, 13839). p.xi.
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ultimate alm was revesled in Scrivpture snd in Jesus Christ, and
its forms were reflected uvon later, But what about the State?
Maurice and Coleridge believed thet the State had divine support
as much as did the Church, and so its ultimate aim was and 1s re-
vealed or "sensed" by men through divine inspiration nrior to

the existing institution as we know it,

Coleridge goes on to say that this sense of the ultimate
aim of a thing can exist in men unconsciously and even be incapa-
" ble of expression. (It takes on the character of a religious ex-
perilence which cannot be adequately expressed in words,) lMen ob-
tailn the idea in this sense vrior to any actualization of it, |
whereas Coleridge defines "conception" as an abstraction from
forms or modes already in existence. Thus, in the case of the
State, men could sense the ultimate aim of a polity and groun
.themselves even unconsclously into a political organization such
as the State, But the actual form that it takes is perhaps not
the one best fitted to exoress the idea, given man's imperfection,
and the pefpetually active nrinciples of compensation and compro-
mise., (Perhaps this "unconscious" sense of an ultimate aim would
be better expressed as "not fully develoned". Some level of con-
sclousness has to be achieved but all the implications and later
developments need not be realized in order to have an idea of a
State. )

The two great interests of any State are vermenence and pro-
gression. When men recognize thelr true constitution as social
beings and agree uvon certain lawa and institutions, vpermanence
demands that the rightful removal of these should occur only when
the conviction of their inexpediency 1s as general as that of

their fitness when first ianstituted. But this is not to say more
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thanlthat the possibility of change must be alloweq, and so pro-
gression 1s guaranteed.

Out of the idea of the State ariges the 1dea of its Constitu-
tion- the duties and rights of those in the State. Historically,
the constitution governed@what forms of volity ahd institutions
were established- the result was a "gradual realization of the
idea..." ands

because it is actually, though even because it is an idea,

not adequately, represented in a corresvondent scheme of

means really existing; we speak, and have a right to

speak, of the idea itself; as actuslly existing, that is,

as a vorinciple existing... in the minds and consciences

of the persons whose dutlies it vrescribes and whose trights

it determines. 3.
Also it is real because it is the “final criterion by which all
frames of government must be tried." ) State is used hére 1n a
large sense which comprises the Church; Coleridge also uses it in
a narrow sense in which it is in antithesis to Church, as in the
phrase, "Church and State". Just as the two opvosite principles
of permanence and progression overate in a State, so they form the
basls of the unity of the %tate in the narrow sense (England).
Acknowledging the rights of vroperty, the determined boundaries
and common laws which unite a peovole into a nation, Coleridge be-
lieves that the permanence of the State is connected with land
(owners) and progression with the industrial and orofessional classes,
The balance of the two is seen in the House of Lords and House of
Commons with the king as the beam of the scales. This is the
idea of that State in the nerrow sense, not its history. 1Its ul-
timate alm 1s to balance permenence with progression and thus to

provide for the well-being and just treatment of its citlizens.

Whether it does this successfully is of no importance- it is gradu-

30 1bldo po19o

4, 1bid. p.19.
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ally realizing its ultimate aim. Thus Coleridge divides the sub-
Jects of the State into two orders: landowners and citizens (in-
cluding the manufacturing and distributing class and professionals).
Landovwners were subdivided "by the nature of things common to every
civilized country" into Major and Minor Barohs. These are the

_ breservers of vermanence and are opposed to the "citizens" who work
for progression. .He goes on: "I gcarcely need say, that in a

very advanced stage of civilization, the two'orders of society

will more and more modify and leaven each other, yet never so com-
pletely but that the distinct cheracter will remain legible.,."5°
fre Minor Barons, the lower of the two ranks of landowners, will
tend to side with the "citizens" in nolitical sympathies., But it
is provided in the Constitution that ®mes a majority of votes are
needed in both Houses (which reoresent Landed Interest and Per-
sonal Interest) to secure legislation. Neither House will ever
have enough suvport from the other to take over the rights and pri-
vileges of the aristocracy, nor the rights and franchises of "eiti-
zens". In addition, "the notion of superior dignity will always

be attached in the minds of men to that kind of vroperty with

which they have most associeted the idea of permsnence: and the

land is the synonyme of country."

He concludes that this is how th& English constitution of the
State has developed in accord with the tltimate aim of balancing
permagnence and progression. The idea of the State (in the wide
sense) was oresupnosed before the $tate (in the nerrow sense) came
into being, Jjust as the law (lex, mater legum) was presupposed as

the ground of the very first law of state ever promulgated in a land.
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bid. v.31. (Coleridge's spelling of "synonynm".)
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Like Maurice, Coleridge takes the Hebrew nation as representa-
tive of the principle in question. Their institutes received God's
sanction, but could have existed otherwise. It is here that he
refers to the opposition between law and religion. One should not
confuse "the insviring snirit with the informing word, and both
with the dictation of sentences and formal vpropositions..." nor
donfine "the office and ournose of 1Espiration to the miraculous
immission or infusion of novelties."lo The Levitical institution
was more the result of God's-insniration to men in general than
to a particular (Jewish) people. Jewish law, then, "forms no part
of religion at all in the Gospel sense of the word,- that is, re-
ligion contradistinguished from law; the spiritual as contra-dis-
tinguished from the temporal or political."8° From tnese ideas he
der¥ves the notion of a National Church which is not a religious
but a cultural body. "A National Church may exist and has existed,
without, because before, the institution of the Christian Church,
as the Levitical Church in the Hebrew, and the Druidical in the
Keltic, constitutions may prove."9° This National Church was the
"permanent learned class” who were "the immediate agents and in-
struments in the work of increasing and vervetuating the civiliza-

10, .
tion of the nation." This is not the same as the Church of

o
Christ in any nation, although historically one could say the two
were identical. Gradually, however, the custodians of civiliza-
tion detached themselves from the National Clerisy (National Church)

and became the link between the theologians and the veople. But

?o ibido p- 360
8., ibid. p.37.
9. ibid. p.xvi.

10, ibid. p.xVii.
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Coleridge does not think that this separation of the learned class
from the historical Church of Christ should annul the rights of
those who remained both in the Church of Christ and in the National
Clerisy. Problems arise here in the face of pluralism and tolera-
tion. Dissenters should nof heve to pay for the support of a
'Church from which they dissent, but because they are citizens,
must pay for the upkeep of the Natlional Church which guards Eng-
lish culture. The objection is wade that funds for this vurwvose
are in fact received by the miniéters of the Christian Church in
England, but Coleridge counters with the statement that they only
recelved such funds because they are "now the only representatives,
as formerly the vrincipal constitubents, of the National Church.®
According to Coleridge, the Christian Church is not a kingdom
or realm of this world, nor a member of any such kingdom or realm;
1t is not ovposed to any vaerticular State in either a bread or a
narrow sense; it is in no ls2nd national, and the national Reserve
(Clerisy, National Church) is not entrusted to its charge. It
is only the opposite to the World in the Biblical sense and is
the "counterforce" of evils 11°.a.nd defects of States in the ab-
stract. Yet we must neither confuse the National Church with the
visible Church of Christ, nor must we sevarate the two! The Chris-
tian Church has ministers of its own, while the National Church
has ministefs whom the Nation, through its Constitution has cre-
ated trustees of the National Reserve (eulture) and who can be
dismissed by the State, paid by the State, and so forth. The
first could be called an ecclesia- men called out of the World;

the second might be called an enclesia- men called out of the

11. ibid. p.124.
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realm making an estate of the realm. He goes on to say that the
ministers of one Church may and should be ministers of the other.
Will not a conflict of interest arise- especially in the relation-
ship of this dual-ministry to the State?
When further it is said that the Bishops of the Church
of Christ have no vocation to interfere in the leglsla-
tion of the country it is granted; but with this parallel
assertion, that the Prelates of a National Establishment,
charged with the vast and awful task of presefving, in-
creasing, and pervetuating the moral culture of the veople,
have a call to be present, advise and vote in the National
Council... 12,

There is much to be sald in criticism of this view of the
Statem the Church, and society in general. Ny purpose is to
criticize Coleridge's theories insofar as they are representative
of a view of society which Maurice shared and which in my view
should no longer obtain in our own age. My criticisms sre moral
and therefore subjective,

First, men form states through divine inspiration as in the
case of the Jewish polity. Although he mentions various forms of
insviration, and does not mean a sﬁecific dictation by God of how
to form a State, I would prefer to use the term "level of conscious-
news" to describe the formation of the Jewish "State" or States
in general. The conceot of divine insviration of any sort revealg
that "sacralized" view of the State which is inimical to modern
secular man. Today the State is consldered secular, that is,
within the range of man's 1ntelligence,13.and its Y"divinity" is
no longer to be reckoned with, although o?her forms of diviniza-
tion might be discussed, such as the mystique and power of the
American government and flag, and ;o forth., Coleridge's descrip-

tion of the develooment of the Jewish law reveals his realization

that there was a need for a wider moral authority for the State

12, ibid. pp.xxvi-xxvii.

13. Cf. Davis, God's Grace in History, opn.cit,
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than mere protection of its citizens could glve. I agree that such
. a negd exists, but it is not to be found in the "divinization" of
the State. |

Second, the aim of @oleridge's State is the balance of per-
manence and progression. I would prefer to talk in moral terms
of social, economic, spiritual justice and equality,

Third, Coleridge believes that the forms of the State con;
tributed to "a gradual realization of the idea" or its ultimate aim,
although perhaps they have never fully expressed it. In our day,
institutions are alienated from those whose benefit they should
be procuring, and are not contributing, and have not contributed,
to a gradual realization of the ultimate aim of justice and equality,
. Also his bellef in "progress" could be challenged: for example,
we now have more efficient ways of killing the entire world POPU-
1étion than ever before., Is this "progress"? His view of pro-
gressive imorovement is influenced by the Industrial Revolution
and needs more careful examination in our day.

Fourth, even if the forms of the State do not adequately ex-
oress its ultimate aim because of man's imperfection, they should
be an attempt to expreés the idea. -An alienated form can only
exoress alienation or élse it is positively evil, actively per-
petrating violence and injustice, To wait, as Coleridge wishes,
for the inexpediency of the form to be generally realized (and
then only can it be changed) when the "moral cultmme" of the peo-
vle 1s preserved and propagated by a vrivileged class called the
National Church 1s to wait for revolution fwom the top down,
rather than from the oppressed and therefore revolutionary class.
IWhen money, power, and influence, belong to those in the privileged
class whose values are taught universally, there is no scope at all

for criticism of the system,
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Fifth, Coleridge says permanence is connected with land owners
and progression with the mercantile class. He spesks of this
structure as if it were unchangeable, for example, by saying that
the notion of a superior dignitj will always be attached in men's
minds to that kind of property with which they have attached the
notion of permanence, that is, the land and Landed Interest. He
disregards the fact that on the Continent the land had been dis-
tributed to the peasants, for example in the French devolution,
and so the notion of the landed gentry maintaining permanence in
the State no longer obtained. In addition, classes are not per-
manent fixtures in any State or at any particular vperiod as he
implies. The "progressive® class has changed from the bourgeoisie
(mercantile class) to the proletariat, and so the mercantile class
of his day has become the guardians of permanence and even of
"civilization”,

Sixth, he justifies the class society of his time; speaxs of
the necessity of an aristocracy, an estate called the National
Church of intellectuals which should not be separated from the
visible Chufch of Christ, and a lower class. He claims that this
1s the correspondent stheme of means which represents, albeit im-
perfectly, the idea of the State and not its history. I disagree
with this view of the State- both with its aim and forms,

Seventh, tc call an intellectual elite a Church is to confuse
the issues at hand and to comvlicate unnecessarily the probleﬁ of
the relationship of the Church to the State in the narrow sense.
Because he maintains that this elite must never either be sepafated
from, nor confused with, the visible Church of Christ, he cannot
allow @B the educational function to be taken away from the mini-
sters of Christ®s Church because they are the "only renresentatives

of the National Church" who "alone" have a commission to carry on
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the work of civilizing the Nation. This National Church is built
into the very @onstitution of the State and will not fall until
that Constitution dissolves, a sign of which, he rightly perceives,
is the divorce of scientific from religious education... the secu-
larization of education, Although cultural guardianship is neces-
sary, it need not be Christian. Then, the Church of England may
fall, but the Church of Christ in England will remain to distinguish
itself from the World. It is tﬁis last point which may well be
the positive contribution of Coleridge to our discussion and to
iMaurice's thought. Religioﬁ as summed up in the Christian Church
opposes the World, not the State in either the broad or narrow
sense. (It is not a battle between the institutions as -such but
against false consciousness, although the destruction of institu-
tions may be necessary as well.) Religion points out the defects
in law and in the Constitution of the State. At least in theory,
the Christisn Church is the critico-creative force in matters of
State. This Maurice and Coleridge shesre with many modern.writers
on the Church. The problem is how in practice a Church (and
expécially an Established Church) can achieve this.
& & & 3

We shall see how Maurice's analysis of the State and its re-
lation to the Church (with which Coleridge does not fully deal)
correéponds fo any of the ideas which have Jusf been exnounded.
Using the development of the Hebrew nation as his model, we find

his views on the Nation or Staste both in Socigl Korality and in

The Kingdom of Christ.

In his lectures on Social Morality, Maurlice divides hlis sub-

ject into three sections: the Family, the Nation, and Universal

Society. He sees the Family as the ground of the other two be-
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cause it is the "primary fact of man's existence® in that every
man has a father and mother. He ovposes those social theorists
who consider mankind s a multitude of units. Man cannot be con-
gsidered in isolation; only as a mémber of a Society. As we saﬁ

in Chapter One of this dissertation, Maurice tends to oversimpli-
fy when he deals with the family as the basis of soclety. The
biological fect that men have mothers and fathers does not neces-
sarily imply a "family" in the sense in which Maurice uses the
term. For him, a "family" is not a neutral category, but something
benevolent snd loving. He says, too, that men are slways striving
to be units, to break the relationship they have with others,

Here, as we saw in The Kingdom of Christ, "unit” is not simpnly "a

person" but rather, "a'nerson over against other persons; an in-
dividual; a self-centred ego." Again, "relationship™ is not a
morally neutral term denoting social interaction of good or bad
character, but for Maurice is a loving, or good, interaction de-
‘noting “fellbwship". The fact that man is born into society, that
is, into a netwerk of social relationships, does not stand in need
of proof. At least the family relation is not absolutely required
to establish this fact. No matter with whom a child interacts
first in his 1life, if his actions are consciously directed toward
another, he can be said to have a social relationship, he is in
soclety. It could be argued that it is in line with the view im-
plied in Maurice's later ;hought that society is itself (or should
be) based on a family model and should be politically structured
ag such, It is interesting to note that Maurice sees "the faumily
principle" as the basis of the Church: hﬁ calls Christendom "a
Society based on the Family principle."1 ) But it is also true

that he clalims authority and obedience as principles of society,

14, SM, p.320.
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and he finds these vrincivles in the family model. hHowever, as e
shall see, he does not make the family the model for the formal
Nation or State. He distinguishes domestic morality or family
principles from national morality or legal orinciples. Thils dis-
tinction leads to his conclusion that communism cannot be the
basis of the State., And so, 1t would seem that he sees society,
but not the State, as bzsed upon the family, yet in other olaces
he advocates the political structure of monarchy (modelled on the
Hebrew experience of patriarchal monesrchy) which would indicate a
preference for volitical organization on the family orincivole.
Maurice goes on to argue that as soon as men recognizes a
father (an author of his existence) he is recognizing authority.
This &uthority is not to be confused with "dominion® which merely
expresses the relationshiv of men to his oroverty. Authority im-
plies trust and requires obedience. Maurice says that authority
and obedience are fundemental pnrinciples of society in his tilme.
He studies the facts of domestic life: the love which a father nas
for his son, the respect which a son has for his father, the
mutual dependence in the husband-wife relationship, the loving
brother-sister relationshin, the just and respectful master-servant
relationship, all of @hich he sees as models for politicel and
social relations. In all the above relations are contained the
two great orinciples of authority and obedlence: the father has
loving suthority over his son, the son obeys the father with re-
spect; the husband hes authority over his wife, and she obeys in
joy; the brother first born has a natural authority over other

15,

brothers; and sisters, because of "the differences of Sex" ac-

15. ibid. p.71.
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knowledges an authority in their brothers and obey. Maurice is
here describing the Victorian (middle class?) family. But #ven in
the most ideal sense, Maurice's family model is not necessarily
good for society in general. The kindly father ideal is basically
hierarchical, as are all the relationshivs here expressed in spite
of love and resvect, and fosters inequality, paternalism, and more
gspecifically, monarchy. The authors of "Slant Manifesto" cite the
family model as an examnle of "liberal"™ thinking which reduces all
problems to an individual change of heart and which sccepts the
structures of class and authority as naturally those of varent and
child provided they are infused with love and generosity:
In this way the system cgn be attacked while remaining
aguite intact. The imege of the family provides a basis
for attack on a society's lack of love, but ironically
reinforces the sense of authority, structured and unequal
relationship, paternalisme and individual generosity. 16.
Maurice describes how the ideal victure of the family is dis-
turbed by the fact of Property... setting husbsnd against wife,
father against son, brother against brother, the root of all divi-
siveness among family members. He asserts:
(The two principles of vroverty and famlly life) will be
always fighting in every man to whatever Society he belongs;
democratical, aristocratical, monarchical. If he admits
the vprinciple of Proverty in any casefto be the ground of
his connexion with one of his own race, that orinciple be-
comes predominant in his whole life; if the domestic feel-
ing is stronger in him that the feellng of vossession,
that will work itself out in him till it leavens his
thoughts of everyone with whom he is brought into contact. 17.
In fact, the disorder of ancient nations, 1like modern ones, was
connected with the disposition to treat men as property. This is

not only manifested in blatant slavery- buying and selling of human

beings, but in "a tendency... strengthened rather than weakened by

16. Slant Manifesto, .Catholics and the Left. (London: Sheed and Ward,
1966.) pp.43-4,

17. SM, op.88-9.
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the mercantile dogmas which have supolanted the old feudal dogmas.
The habit of regarding sepatate possessions as the basis of Soci-
ety, as the end which all Society exists to secure" leads to the
feeling that between men there is no relation or bordd except that
which money has created.18. But Maurice here is still speaking in
Domestic terms- the terms "master™ and "servant™ ought not to be
abolished but treated with even greater reverence. He is not
speaking of the Legal or National State, but onlyZ%he family or
household where "manners" are formed. "...thls‘'essential part of
the domestic ethos attains its highest development when there is
a reciproczl reverence between the Master and the Servant..."lgg
This reverence must remain hierarchically structured, however, and
has to do with tﬁe kind of "™individual generosity® of which the
Slant authors speak.

The notion of family is carried into Maurice's concept of the
Nation., The Nation is a collection of individuals, but all indi-
viduals are primarily of a family. The difficulty is to reconcile
these two positions. The Nation is under a Law- the terms imply
each other, This sensé of law is very mysterious; llaurice clalums
for it a transcendent quality in that "it sets at nought the dig-
nity of birth, the advantages of position."zo. Law puts on each
man a sense of his obligation, a sense of a wrong which may be done
to him or which he may do. The Law stamps an obligation on the
relations of family and addresses each member 1nd1v1dua11y.21° It

declares a respect for human 1ife first of all; secondly it declares

a respect for property. Although human 1life is far superior to

18, ibid. ©v.95.
19. ibid. p.97.

20. ibid. p.140,
21, See Chapter One, v.21 ff, of this dissertation.
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property, the law gives new weight to proverty in glving each man
the right to say "this is mine.® He says:

A Law attemnting to create Communism or assuming Com-

munism as its basis is a contradiction in terms. It

must recognize sevarate ownership; it must forbid each

man to interfere with that which his neighbour owns. 22,
Later, in summing up his views, he says:

I have said that Property is one of the characteristics

of a Nation, that the sense of Property anpears in us

along with the sense of Law. I have said also t~st the

refusal to call anything which they had their own was

one leading characteristic of the Universal Family on

its first appearance in Jerusalem. No law had affirmed

or could affirm such a principle; the Apostles uniformly

treated it as lying wholly put of the range of law... 23.
I can see no reason why law which asserts the dignity of human
1ife cannot assume Communism as its basis. The fsct tnat it ad-
dresses each man individually does not necessitate the presupposi-
tion of private vroperty, or more specifically, private ownership
of the means of production. If Maurice were here merely describing
the function of law in his day, his description would be entirely
avt. Law cannot be divorced from the society in which it exists;
1t sums up human exverience in soclety and sets out certain generslly
agreed upon nrinciples (as Coleridge malntains). But Maurice is
saying that law in general must recoznize, not merely that it sc-
tually recognizes, values peculiar to a capitalist economy. This
is disputable,

All this is not to say that a sense of law, or sense of Jjustice
cannot ever escapve a majority belief and transcend what later
generations would see as "petty-minded ideas". NMaurice cites the
example of gold-diggers in California in whom a sense of vpossession

and lust for gold was overcome by a few law-abiding citizens who

called forth in the fuffians a sense of order which they must not

22. SH, b.147.
23. ibid. vp.336-7.
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transgress. And surely we could see that in much legislation on
social justice and civil rights, it is not necessarily a numerical
majority who change discriminatoyy volicles on the statute books.
But the concept of juétice is dynamic and cannot be completely
contained in one social and economic structure. It is both nart
of the present social consciousness and can transcend that con-
sciousness, With this I think Maurice would agree, but his ex-
clusion of law from a Communist nation somewhat reduces ‘the force
of his arguments,

The second characteristic of a Nation is its language. lords
hold the . Nation together and =t the same time distinguish it from
other Nations. The attempt to have one common language through-
out the world denies the uniqueness of each locality's cultural
heritage. Maurice rightly'warns against the danger of assuming
that English will or should become the universal language. Yet
his slightly nationalistic vhrasing betrays his nineteenth century
consclousness when he says, "...We have been made trustees of a
glorious Language because we 2re citizens of a glorious Nation."zu.

The Law of which he has spoken is not a mere abstraction but
commands the obedience of the citizén to those who are its admini-
strators. Thus, the third aspect of the Nation is its Government.
He considers the forms through which governments maintain law and
describes the dangers attached to esch. In monarchy, loyalty may
be exercised most simply and naturally because its focus is on one
man or woman; the danger lies in exalting the man or woman above
the Lew. The office of the King upholds the law, not the indivi-
dual himse®f. In aristocracy, which has checked the king in the
past (he cites the example of the Magna Carta),.there is the dan-

ger that the nobles will clsim to be exemvted from law by the fact

24, ibid. p.177.
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of their privilege. True loyalty to a Government by aristocracy
consists not in the maintenance of privilege but in the insistence
that those who administer shéll have no exemptdon from the duties
of other citizens, and "no indulgences for their transgressions?25.
In a democracy, all can acknowledge a loyalty to those laws and
ad_ministrators whom they have chosen; but because the people them-
selves have chosen laws and ministers, disloyalty in a democracy
leads first to anarchy and then to despotism. Each form of govern-
ment 1s suited to different countries- real loyalty is exhibited

by the citizen who, although he sees the faults of his own form
and the benefits of other forms elsewhere, struggles to understand
and correct his own form of government by spplying the very laws
end princlples on which it stands. He criticiges those who wish

to impose their form on all the world- esvecially those who believe
democracy to be the only tolerable form for the universe!

Also, he argues against those who regard the monarch as
merely an ornamental appendage to the true governmeat of England.
This view, he says, equates Government with Administration, and
sees Government as "an instrument for securing certain external
advantages to the inhabitants of a country, in any géven neriod,
(as) having no relation to the past or the future."i ) He criti-
cizes those who wish to destroy the form of having an sristocracy
merely because "it begets a base flunkeyism".Z?.Rather, the eris-

tocracy revresents those famlily symvathies common to 211; a here-

ditary chamber does much to elevate national 1life. He concludes

. 184,
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by stating:
We are not to maintain thst Nations are only good and true
when they have a Sovereign and a House of Peers, and a
House of Commons. But since this is the form of Govern-
ment under which we have been nurtured, which has moulded
the thoughts of us and our fsthers, our loyalty to it will
be the best security that we honour the institutions and
desire the growth of every other Nation., 28,

The question which Maurice does not treat is whether any of these

forms of government, or blends of them, contains within itself,

in its essence, an injustice or breaking of Law. The question

does not arise for him precisely in this form; again he is con-

cerned rather with abuses of the forms than with the forms then-

selves. Hereditgry titles and wealth, the crown, are vart of

the natural order of things for him. In this he is very nuch a

29,
man of his age.

Maurice finally moves on to the universal society, the world.
(On first reading, it would seem he is using "world" in an ordinary,
non-Biblical sense,) Just as the patriarchal society became the
legal or national soclety, so the age of Nations nassed into the
universal age with the emergence of the Romen Empnire. This emplire
was characterized by a decline in family 1ife, an emperor who re-
garded the law as-something which couid be arbitrarily proclaimed
from his mouth, a language which no longer expressed the deepest
and truest parts of Roman life, an imperial dietator, a mighty
‘army, and the worshiv of the empire in the person of the emperor,
Maurice sees this world emvire as morally reprehensible, a fact
which indicates his identification of the Romen world with the

Biblical sense of World,

In the midst of this universal empire which was a "world do-

28, ibid. ».198.

29. The fourth cheracteristic of his Natlon is that of War. He says
that Nations were born in strife, and goes on to defend a just war
theory. I have not gone into detail here because it is not relevant

to the discussion, but must be mentioned.
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minion", there arose another universal yet contragsting society:
Christianity. This "universal family"3O° was not bounded by divi-
sions of countries or languages, not exposed to the vicissitudes

of arms, professed belief in an invisible Head, spoke not of =z
religion but of a Kingdom. At its first mention in the Gospels,
this Klngdom is "at hand", not "in some distant region or in some
future state."jl. Christ speaks of this Kingdom as tha£~of a Father
setting forth not only an individual but a social moraiity. Jesus
‘makes enemies of the Jews by clalming God as His Father; He was
crucified by Romans who feared His Kingship. Maurice makes much

of the menifestation of God as Father in Scripture because it cor-
responds to the structure of society as Be sees it and as he thinks
1t should be- a Family. He argues against the idea that the a-
postles were exvecting the imminent end of the world: this would
be contradictory to their own teaching that the universe had been
redeemed by Christ and been reclaimed from its destroyers, and to
thelr proclamation of a "polity for men". Indeed the Christians
prgclaimed a Xingdom which seemingly rivalled the one of Rome;

the martyrs testifled to the "radical oﬁposition of the two Poli-

32,
ties; how one stood on force, the other on sacrifice...”

Maurice goes on to say:

The belief in an invisible and righteous Government, a
Government over men, over the earth, was involved in the
original idea of the Church... But while they (Christians)
lived in the confession of zn actual King over men they
were witnesses for the authority of lawful kings in the
former days and in the days to come; of kings, I mean,

who should not reign after their own pleasure. 33.

The last conclusion does not follow: Christ as king of all men is

30. SM, p.266.
31. 1bid. p.268.

32, ibid. p.283.

33, ibid. p.291.
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far different from even the salntliest, most fatherly king on earth,
The aclmowledgement of the kingship of Christ is not necessarily
an acknowledgement of the authority of actual kings in a twentieth
century setting. This is an example of iMaurice's combination of
a religlous metaphor or concept with a particular form of govern-
ment with which he was familiar, but which was being challenged
even in his day by the advocates of democracy., Maurice believed
that the Fatherhood of God makes evident the Brotherhood of man,
and further that this truth can best be expressed in a fatherly
king withln a society based on a family. But paternalism and
inequality ére the basis of a monarchicsl form of government, re-
gardless of the good intentions of benevolent kings and queens.
Maurice is speaking of the Christian state as the ideal. Our main
question remeins: does anything of value remain in his thought once
the Christian state has disappeared? Our understanding of his
ldeas is necessarily limited and must be influenced by post-In-
dustrial Revolution events. Perhaps lMaurice would not have been
wrong to connect monarchy with a Christian polity of the Kingdom
of God in former days, especially in his ideal sense of a Family,
when industry had not beeh developed so extenmively and capitalism
had not left its mark of suffering and enslavement. Of course,
"Family" as an ideal would mean something verwﬁifferent today-
probably less patriarchal and more democratic. But to identify
the two in the years after Marx had written is to ignore that
criticism of society which revealed so clearly the injustices of
which Maurice was aware through his social work, and to attribute
those injustices to a sinfulness in individuals rather than a
major flaw in the whole system.,

Continuing his historical study, Maurice examines the Christian

empire following Constantine's Edict of Milan. He sees the £ing-
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dom of God and the earthly kingdom as feal as it had been in the
first centuries. Whatever Constantine's motives for establishing
a Christian empire, whether of expediency, political foresight,
or falth (an unlikely event, according to Maurice) he did not
change the Roman empire's characteristics of despotism and moral
decline, but only Easternized it, according to Maurice., He set
the Church up at his side in Constantinople and gave its offilcials
gspecial privileges and distinctions. "The rulers and officers
of the Christian body verformed that sacrifice to the imperial
34,

Image which the martyrs had suffered dezth for refusing." The
Church fathers stood alone as powerful influences on the soclety
in which the ecclesiastics were servants of the empveror. And so
the question of whether a Christian empire is possible continued
under the most favourable conditions for a whole millenium, but
according to Maurice it contained a flagrant contradiction:

Such a revelation of the name and character of God and

Hisg relation to His creatures as the Christian's Creed

and the Lord's Prayer take for granted cannot coexist

with an Empire such as that which Augustus established,

which Constantine transferred to a new city and consecra-

ted with new names. All who adhere strongly to the Poli-

ty which is described in Scripture as the Kingdom of Hea-

ven must be in hostility to this kingdom, must, however

little they may aim at that result, be working for its
subversion, 35.

The disoovery'that a Christian empire will not be true to Scripture
does not rule oﬁt for Maurice the vossibilty that a Christian
State or Nation might be the truest mode of operations. The
Christian must work for the subversion of the empireés total con-
trol of the Church (as Maurice saw in the Constantihian exverience)

and its "dominion" over its subjects, its earthliness, and so on,

34, ibid. p.297.

35' Lbi_do po 3140
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but he must support his Nation (which has an Established.Church)
which has "authority" over its sons, and has a link with the
Kingdom of God realized on éarth and to be gained in heaven. Again,
the blend of conservative and radical elements reveals itself in

his thought.

After the unsuccessful attempt at having a Christian emvire,
the Popes tried to have a universal Church which would exist within
the political state, have a common tongue (Latin), submerge all
national distinctions. Although Maufice believes thet "the founda-
tions of that Social Life were discovered by those (Churchmen)
who spoke of the Family for all mankind,"36°the announcement of
that Family, tied as it was within Latin limits, was hindere@ from
true universality, and by the glorificafion of celibacy, whiéh
destrdyed that feeling of a connection between the Univeréal
Family and any particular family.37. This society degenerated into
one of political intrigue, tyranny and corruption, schism, Popery,
and a "distinctly Italian flsvour™! The Universal Father was also
a political ruler and owner of land., Indulgences were being sold-
money could buy salvation, money which was taught to be the great-
est power in the world at that time. But resistance to these
abuses is to be found in the emergence of National cheracteristics
in the Church in every land, thereby asserting the true Universal
Family which could not be made into a Latin Church only.

The Beformation brought with it a restatement of salvation
for all men. But according to Maurice, Luther's message was indi-
vidusl rather than social: "He was the champion of an individual

38.
life, an individual moraltiy." Yet in its individuality it pro-

36, ibid. p.321.

37. ibid. p.322.

38, ibid. p.353.
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claims a social and national morality by freeing Statesmen and
Leglislators from a doctrine of papal indulgence which denied the
sanctity of law by promising redemption to those who could buy in-
dulgences after theit crimes. Thus Luther proclsims (unwittingly?)
a national morality over and against an evil Rome's so-called uni-
versal morality which was in fact narrow and cruel. In England
particudarly the problem crystallized into a controversy about

"the dependence of the Clergy on the native Sovereign or on the
foreign Bishop."BgoUnder Henry VIII Englishmen testified for the
sacredness of thelr nation’s life against those who undermined
domestic relations in the interest of a supposed universal and
spiritual society. Henry had no notion of allowing sects to develop
in his realm, and so persecuted Catholics and Protestants alike

to maintain the true Hndversal Family with &he National Sovereign
at its Head.

Maurice's history was partiéularly coloured by a nineteenth
century outlook, His vehement rejection of "Popery" and glorifi-
cation of Henry VIII's role in the "English Reformation" are quite
out of proportion in a modern historical approach. The main voint
he was trying to make was that a National Church could witness
most clearly to the universality of the Church of Christ. He was
building upon the same model as that of the Hebrew nation discussed
in Chapter Two above, .However, to have the king the Supreme
Governor of the Church, and the temnoral ruler the head of tﬁe
ecclesial community in any nation, is verhaps prone to as many
diffiéulties and corruptions as those into which the Papal kingdom
feil. It is here we find the interesting question of the function

of the Church in a society in which the visible Church of Christ

39, ibid. p.367.
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is headed by a political ruler. How true can the Church be to re-
liglous principles when it stands in such close proximity to a
purely secular entity such as the State in our day. This relation-
ship 1s further exvlicated in the next few paragrapvhs of Soclal
Morality.

In the reign of Elizabeth I, Englsnd learned the lesson that:
There are two bodies needful for the good order of every
state, one a governing, one an educational body; that if
the last assumes the province of the first it must fail,
that if the first assumes the province of the last it must
fail; that they must work co-ordinately if the nation is
not to become feeble through want of external law or in-

. ternal 1ife. The distinctness and cooperation of these
two factors of national existence we commonly express by
the phrase, 'Union of Church and State,® which may be a-
bused to many sectarian purvoses and receive many perverse
Interpretations, but which, when it has been purified of
the baser elements that have mingled with it, will be found,
I think, to exvress the secret of English stability. 40,

To this union contributions were made by the individuality of the
Calvinist and the universality of the Romanist, together with the
nationalism of the Englishmen. Maurice's criterion of judgement
on its value is based'upon the consideration of whether the Church
gives a higher tone to statesmanship, and the State gives a more
practical direction to the thoughts and acts of Churchmen. "Not
producing these iruits it carries within it fatal signs and seeds
1.
of dissolution.” Maurice goes on to say that often the "Union
of Church and State™ has been wrongly concelved; the State is seen
to require the aid of a spiritual society and provides the funds
for its operations. BRather, he argues, the State has often hin-
dered the accumulation of revenues and the misappropriation of
funds by the ecclesiastical authorities,

Much of what Maurice says here is based on Coleridge’s inter-

pretation of the "National Church": distinct but not separate from

4O, ibid. pPpP.370-1.
41, ibid. p.371.
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the governing body. Although Coleridge's National Church seemed

to have less to do with the English Church as Maurice sees it, it
has the same expressed function of education. Coleridge stated
this function as gultural guardianship, whereas Maurice's view is
more specifically moral in its expression because he is still speak-
ing of the Church as Kingdom of Christ and "Universal Family". But
both men presuvpose a Christian Nation where Church membership is
part of eitizenship. The modern problem is one of secularization
both of the governing and educationsl bodies in the State, and the
divorce of cultural enhancement from religion. These problams were
Just beginning in the period in which Maurice and Coleridge were
writing. Maurice disvenses quite easily with criticism of the
State’'s financial relationship to the Church; Coleridge at least
sees the objections of dissenters as valid from the point of view
of conscientious objection, but claimed that the fact of their ci-
tizenship implicit}¥y Jjustified support for the educational body in
the State, the National Church,

It is true, perhaps, as Maurice says, that the Union of Church
and State in England has been the "secret of English stability."
Sociologists of Religion in the present day would see religion and
the Church as subports for social and cultural norms ("stability").

One of the abiding general propositions of sociology is
that religion serves the central and crucial function in
gsociety of suvporting what has been variously called social
integration, social solidarity, and social cohesion. 42,
This is true of both types of societies (England and America) one
in which Church and State are legally separated, and the other in
which the Church is "established", and therefore is no proof that

establishment necessarily compromises the radical nature of the

Church., The same sociologists go on to say:

L2, Charles Y. Glock and Rodney Stark, Religion and Society in
Tension. (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965) p.170.

1
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That the Church is being informed by more than it is in-
forming the values of the larger society is an indicator
that our society no longer appeals to religious suppasoclal
authority and its sanctioning system to validate its norms.
It is also a sign that organizeed religion is committed,
implicit}¥y at least, to maintaining the society as it is
rather than to fostering its regereration along lines formu-
lated by the Church, In this latter sense, religion is
indeed making a contribution to social integration though
perhaps on terms which compromise its -distinctly religious
character. 43, -

The problem for us is whether stability in this sense is desirable
8ither in Maurice's day or our own from a religious voint of view,
And it is a question of whether an Established Church can be an
effective critical and creative force in society as it should be,
and whether an establishment can avoid the criticisms which Maurice
justly apnlies to the Reman Church, decay into a political state,
total control, and denial of true universality. It could be argued
that an Established Church is in danger of becoming a mere apvendage
of the 8tate, paid to nreserve those values which support the
socio-economic system, become nationalistic, and so forth. Of
course the criticisms of establishment become more sharply defined
in the secular State of the vresent day, whereas Haurice was pre-
suming a Christian society and government.
The questions which were beginning to occupy men'’s minds at
the advent of the seventeehbh century were formulated thus:
The Individual and Watlional Morzlity bore a noble protest
against the Money Worshiv of the Church which professed to
be Universal. That was the beginning of the protest, and
never ceased to give it vitality. But individuals and Na-
tions are the conservators of property; they cannot shew us
any humen basis for Society which can prevent Property
from being accepted as the basis of it. Vhere is this
human basis to be sought for? Who can tell us of it? 44,

With the French revolution avpeared the concept of brotherhood.

Up until this time the philosophers from Hobbes to fant with whom

L3, ibid. v.184. My underline.

bk, SM, v.373.
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Maurice deals have not sufficiently shown us the human basis for
soclety which we clamour for as men. Is it in brotherhood that it
1s found? Not in a bropherhood which d&d nét recognize é Universal
Fatherhood. As Maurice rightly notes, this brotherhood could not
be manifested in institutions which regarded men as Possessors and
merely wished to éecure them in thelr Possessions. "Wherever there
had been the conception of a Universal Society by the most exalted
Philosophers, by the simplest peasants, a certain Communism had
mingled with it." ) Underlying the schemes which have developed
from that conviction is the belief that "somehow or other there
must be, or there must be formed, a Human Family...capable of em-
bracing all men (in principle)."uéo His solution then is to reveal
that thlis brotherhood is established in a society which takes the
form of a Family, not sn empire, a Family which reflects that re-
lationship of all men to a Father in Heaven (that is, the Church).
Cannot secular society also reveal the principles of Communism and
brotherhood which he claims for the Church?

Maurice looks at the present situation and sees a demand for
a "people", not a set of eastes...a universal fellowship. Church
and State are both riddled by sectarianism and cannot satisfy this
demand alone. What 1s needed is a proclamation of the Spirit of
God to regenerate social life and bind up wounds. Without a orin-
ciple capable of defending humenity against selfishness, "political
economy will never be abﬁ; to defend itself against the natural

instinct of monopoly..." Jesus Christ has presented to us this

principle. The Kingdom will be realized more fully when all the

L5, ibid. p.413.
46, ibid. p.414,
47, ibid. p.458,
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institutions of society as they existed in Maurice's day reflect
that principle of love. The step Maurice fails to take at the

concluslion of these lectures on Social Morality is the one which

connects the principles of a universal morality which he has set
out to society rather than just the Church. In sum he says that
the Church is the universal society which can give men the true and
only basis for a universal morality of justice and freedom; the
Church is communist in vrinciple; the State cannot be communist in
principle because it is the conservator of individuals and private
provertys
The State, I think, cannot be Communist; never will be;
never ought to be, It is by nature and law Conservative
of individual rights, individual possessions. To uphold
them it mey be compelled (it must be) to recognize another
principle than that of individual rights and oroperty; but
only by accident; wemesiwmgiae only by going out of its own
sphere as 1t so rightly did in the case of factory chil-
dren. But the Church, I hold, is Communist in orinciple;
Conservative of property and individual rights only by
accident; bound to recognize them but not as its own spe-
cial work; not as the chief object of human society or
existence. The union of Church and State, of bodies exist-
ing for ovposite ends, each necessary to the other, is, it
seems to me, vprecisely that which should accomplish the
fusion of the principles of Communism and of proverty... 48
It is beneficial to oreserve individuality in a good sense, and
- therefore it is good to retain national characteristiecs rather than
subjugate them to a false "universal" society like Rome (yet he
says earlier that the early Church was not bound by national or
linguistic di®isions!) He does not advocate a restructuring of
society around the Church princionle, yet from his own logic it
would seem to be desireble, He sees the nation as modelled on those
conceptions which sprung out of the Hebrew monarchy; yet he is
speaking of a Christian State- can he not see it as being modelled
on.those which sprang from the New Testament?

* ¥ ® ¥*

48, Life II, pp.8-9.
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Another look at the question is taken in The Kingdom of Christ.

He 2gain begins with the Hebrew nation, The Ten Commendments pre-
suppose certain orinciples, all of which can still be found in
modern Buropean society., They presume an Unseen Being who is a
deliverer and Lord; they presume a worship of Him; an invoking of
His Name; they'presume the institution of a week, with the distinc-
tlon of the seventh day as a day of rest; they presume the existence
of the “Paternal Relation" which conditions the abiding in the

land given to the nation; they nresume community, the institution

of marriage, the institution of property, existence of tribunals;

49,

they presume a "bond of Neighbourﬁood." Although these princi-
ples were particular to the Jewish nation, a look at history re-
veals their being common to the 1ife of every ancient nation, es-
pecially the notions of the sacredness of 1life, paternal relation,
marriage, vroperty, worshiv and the majesty of Law., "Be that as it
may, not only some of these institutiouns, but all of them, exist
among ourselves."so, Although national (tied to 2 particular time
and vlace) and not universal, like Baptism and the Eucharist, they
reveal the principles of national 1ife to modern Europe; and although
they derive sanction from legislation, the legislators must appeal
to men's faith in a Divine Being who governs all. So, the Divine
Order here revealed is a model for society today, having set the
seai upon institutions such as marriage and vroverty in Jewish life.
We, too, must "acknowledge the sanctity,?@randeur, the divinity

of national'life..."51.We are "compelled to admire" those quali-

ties of Jewish netional life, courage, self-discipline, order, faith,

all of which "were connected with the conviction that national life

49, KC II, p.174,
50. ibid. p.176.

51, ibid. p.178.
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is a more precious thing than individual life, and that hundreds
of thousands of individuals are cheaply sacrificed for the sake of
preserving it.” (This latter remark resembles the vhilosophy of
the U.S. government concerning Vietnam!) But all the quegtions na-
tions have to ask today, slthough not specifically mentioned in
the Jewish history, should be referred to the great orinciple
therkéin expressed- every nation has the Lord for its King. The
principles of-national society common to all nations as nations
must be preserved:

It is idke to say, But where do you find the authority

for wars, oaths, or punishments in the New Testament?

I do not find the authority for any of the distinct in-

stitutes of national 1ife in the New Testament... there

was no distinct vprecept resvecting oroverty in the New

Testament; the first sign of the existence of a Church

was that of men not calling their goods their own, but

counting all things common... 53.
But neither was marriage encouraged since the Kingdom of Christ
was the Kingdom of the risen 1life. And so Haurice believes that
we must Judge each modern situation in the context of the Gospel's
main doctrines.

This 1s an interesting and prophetic remark in the light of
the present theological interpretations of the Christian in the
modern world. In Rahner's thought, the question poses itself, how
is the theologian to know anything about the modern world precisely

54, :
in its modernity from revelation? Rahner's thesis is that a pre-
diction exists in Scripture which is not in the nature of an ad-
vance description of our time, but an illumination of the future

which still leaves it dark, We have no bluepnrint for action in

modern times from revelstion; there is never any age which is the

52, ibid. p.179.
53. ibid. p.180,

54, Karl Rahner, Mission and Grace, v.I.(London: Sheed and Ward,1963)

"A Theological Interpretation of the Position of Christians in the
Modern World."
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Christian age, nor any culture which is the Christian culture.
This means two things: that there are always Church and State, re-
demptive history and secular history, grace snd nature; and, that
it is never possible to deduce from Christian oprincivles of belief
and morality any one single pvattern of the world as it ought to
bg. It is only possible, rather, to reject certain things as con-
tradicting the law of Christian faitheand morality. Christians
today are in a similar vosition to those in the early Church- a
minority group amidst a secular world; a "diaspora® in the scien-
tific age. In the "diasvora situation" the Church will not clash
with the State except on an individual level- the level of con-
science., However, the conscliences of Christiasns will be developed
not by set rules, but by judging, as ilaurice puts it, each situa-
tion in the light of the Gospel's main doctrines.

Not only did Maurice not expect to find the princioles of the
universal society (the Church) in the 0ld Testament, he also did
not expect to discover the princivles of national sockety in the
New, but both muét be taken together as illustrating and sustain-
ing the other., They must be distinct but inseparable. The germs
of the universal society were onlanted in the heart of the Jewish
commonwealth- the existence of vpriest,sacrifices, tabernacle,
testified as much to the human and the general,as the king, judges,
law did to the neculiar and exclusime. From its beginning, Jewish
soclety carefully separated the officew of priest and lawgiver;
they were separate in function but equally divine. The priestly
part of the commonwealth governed the internal 1life of man, while
the outward regulation of socliety was meintained by the legal part,
However, by internal life is not meant merely religious services,

but anything to do with dietary laws, health, moral health, and
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presumably education, although he does not mention it specifically
here, but which he sees as imvortant in nineteenth century society
as a function of the Church.,
At the same time, as there is no division between the in-
ternal and the external life of man, no division in the
character of God as- the Lord of the outward and the Lord
of the inward world, so nefther is there in the Jewish e-
conomy between the offices which represent Him tn these
characters. The sacrifice of the priest is necessary to
hallow the troops the king is leading out to battle; the
king takes part in every ecclesiastical reformation. 55.
And so Maurice sees the 01d Testament Kingdom of God as the perfect
state- not sinless, but the best blend of the Church-State relation-
a soclety which is not national plus ecclesiastical, but one which
could not be national gere it not ecclesiastical, or ecclesiastical
56,
were it not national.

A counterpart of the Jewish commonwealth can be seen in vagan
Rome. The sacerdotal influence existed in every office of govern-
ment; in effect, state religion was the practice., This led to the
solidity of Roman society even after all the princivples upon which

57.
it had been founded were set at naught. Mauricé saw Rome as the
direct opposite of the Kingdom of Christ (pagan Rome, in this case,
although it might also be said of the Roman Catholic Church!) He
condemns the empire for effacing all national distinctions (so too
does he condemn the Roman Church) even while praising the solidity
of the society based on state religion.

Maurice asks whether by being its formal opvosite the Kingdom
of Christ opposed the princivles of national life. The early

Church was "at war with™ the Romsn government as well as the Jew-

1sh authoritles; Jesus had acted &s a provhet to his own people

55. KC II, v».183.
56, ibid. p.183.

57, ibid. p.184,
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as well as witness to Rome in revitalizing and energizing, as
Maurice sees it, the nation of the Jews. In effect, the early
Church had to be opposed to "governmants" in order to strengthen
and reéffirm the principles of national socliety which the Jews
and Romans were negating, in the one case, by sectarianism, and
in the other, by building the empire.

As the Christian society was "an anomaly incompatible with

. 58o '
the safety of the government” Maurice sees Constantine's Es-

Itablishment of the Church as a necessary event- "the new kingdom

59,
could not be put down" by the ovposing forces of persecution.

Under Constantine "the orgagization of the Church became connecfed
0.
with that of the empire..." This alliance had not been sought
by the Church, and Maurice sees the influence of the ecclesiasti-
cal socliety on the tribes within the empire directly contributing
to the distinct national organizations which grew within it, thus
contradicting the imperial principle itself. And the Church itself
began to take on the characteristics of a developing nation, estab-
lishing itself in one great city and sending out missionaries to
different districts., Maurkice says:
The form of national soclety which the 01d Testament in-
vests with so much sacredness, is reproduced by that other
New Testament society which seemed to have displaced it.
As before, a spiritual element was proved to be necessary
to upﬁold a legal societyy so now, a legal element, a body
exvressing the sacredness and majesty of law, is shown to
be necessary in order to fulfil the objects for which the
spiritual and universal society exists. 61,
The relationship of these two bodies has never occuvied men's

thoughts more than in his day. "The legal power can no longer

58, ibid. Dp.185,
59. ibid. ».185.
60. ibid. p.185.

61, ibid. p.189.
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help the spiritual power by nersecuting and outting down its ene-
mies; the spiritual vower can no longer helpéthe legal oower, by
2.
throwing a fictitious sacredness around it." He continues:
The Church wishes to make men feel that they are subjects,
but its own influence is one which especially aims at set-
ting them free; the State wishes to have a free intelligent

veople but 1t has itself only the power of keeving men
servants. 63,

R
In his review of the Quaker position (which rejects certain

institutions of national 1ife based on the nrincivles contained
within the Sermon on the Mount, e.g. war, and oath-taking) he de-
monstrates the inward charscter of Jesus' message- the purely reli-
gious nature of the Kingdom of which he sveaks:

+e.1lt 1s my object to show how carefully our Lord preserves

the characteristics of His xingdom, and its rewards, from

all seculsr mixtures; how He transports men into a region

entirely unlike that with which they are ordinarily conver-

sant, and yet their own native region, the region of their

own true and proper being. 64,
Everything in the Sermon seems to show, according to iMaurice, that
Christ came not to repeal one set of rules and establish another,
but to confirm the existing rules and show their "inward righteous-

65°

ness." To follow the Sermon to the letter would be to deny its
very spirit; Jesus came not to destroy but to fulfil the 01d Testa-
ment law. It cannot be assumed that a man who says,"Thou fool®" to
his brother is liable to the same vunishment as one who murders.
Jesus was not giving us the same 1list of legasl commangs merely up-

dated. Maurice criticizes the Quakers for taking the literal

meaniﬁg of "Swear not at 211" and denying oaths in court.

62, ibid. p.189.
63. ibid. p.1389.
64, ibid. p.192.
65. ibid. 1».193.
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He says that Jesus did not mean judicial oaths, but rather oaths
carelessly used in conversation; in this way Maurice is giving
the Sermon a purely personal imvort in that it instructs Christians
how to conduct their personal affairs but is not a blueprint for
legal and national institutions. Here he is making an important
voint not seen by many in the nineteenth céntury- he wishes to
get away from a purely legalistic notion of Christianity. However,
he goes too far in this attempt. It is true he has said that the
principles of national society are not to be found in the New Testa-
ment but in the 01d, and with this he is consistent. But whether
the 01d Testament should be used for national society in the same
way that the Sermon is used by Maurice to define personal conduct
is open to questlon.

"An eye for an eye, a tboth for a tooth" is the foundation of
all law, says Maurice. This principle should not be abolished as
it would cause disrespect for law and perhaps a taking of the law

into one's own hands:

It is the business of the lawglver to say, 'You are all
members of one body; the law cares for each of you dis-
tinctly... 1t will require from every man who injures
another man, that he shall make compensation and satisfac-
tion for that evil which he has done... in that kind,

and to that degree, in which he has offended. 66,

So the "eye for an eye" concept is "a principle which lies at the
foundation of g State, and verhaps more than any other, explains

to us what a State is." ) It is a righteous principle which "pre-
sents to us the most complete image of the order and moral govern-

ment of the world; it most exhibits the rights of each distinct

person, in connexion with that order and government." He continues:

660 ibido Do 2080

67. ibid. p.208.

68. ibid. p.208,
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Vengeance must be somewhere- "It is mine, saig&h the Lord®;
and the State is that which teaches each man that there is
a Lord, an invisible ruler, and judge, and governor over
him, whose authority he is bound to acknowledge, and upon
whose suthority every act of pnrivate vengeance is an in-
fringement., 69,
Thls is the function of law, then, "to bring men into an apprehen-
sion ofrthe system of retribution which is established in the uni-
verse."/o° The State is the instrument of the vengeance of the
Lord in this matter, The law itself cannot take the desire for
vengeance out of a man, but only regulate it; a spiritual and edu-
cative influence is necessary for the removal of vengeance, How-
ever, problems arise with this tyve of language. HMaurice hints
thét nemgeance should and can be erased from men'’s hearts by the
power of the Gospel. This statement equates vengeance with re-
venge and assigns to it an immoral charzcter, The same word should
not be used for different reactions to wrongdoing on the part &f
God and of man. More pointedly, how can he give over to the State
this power when he desires its obliteration in the individdals who
make it up? If he means "justice" in the case of the State, then
his defence of capital punishment must be qualified to some extent.
(He had said, vpage 108, that the law shall obtain satisfaction
for an offense %in that kind, and to that degree, in which he has
offended."71°Presumab1y this would include capital punishment for
capital offemmes.) The concent of justice is more fluid thah he
seems to admit here, as in the phrase ;Zhe system of retribution

which is established tn the universe.” In his desire to adhere

to the belief that everything to do with law and national society

69? ibid. 1».208,
70. ibid. v.208. ’
71. ibid. p.208,
72. ibid. p.208.
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must be found in the 01d Testament, he féils to do Justice to the

argument of the Quaker who sees the New Testament as the source

of law as well. The Quaker looks to the New Testament as Maurice

looks to the 0ld to obtain principles of national as well as per-

sonal morality. Maurice certainly realizes the limitations of the
law- 1t cannot change men's hearts, But this fact should not vre-
vent men from changing the law into something more compatible with
the principles in the New Testament.

The law, Maurice says, protests against the selfish, indivi-
dual principle (private vengeance) by raising a standard against
it, but it can do no more., (What orevents the State from being
selfish and individual, in terms of its own goals, in the enact-
ment of vengeance? Every act of the vnrivate vengeance is an in-
fringement on the Lord's authority; why not every act of vengeance;
public or private? Cannot acts of the State be judged by indivi-
dual morsl standards, that is to say, that what is wrong for a
man 1s wrong for the State, generally speaking? The secularization
of the State has done much vnerhaps to alter views in this area.)
The maxim "turn the other cheek" is of the highest order and value,
but to apply it literally to anything besides our personal morality
would perhaps lead us into the danger of "carrying out oﬁr Lord's
commands tog far, and thus sacrificing (our) civil duties to (our)
Christian.” 7 This also apvlies to war: "After what I have just
said, it is obvious that no attempb to extract a condemnation of
war, or any allusion to it, from the words, 'Resist not egil,' '"He

that smiteth you on one cheek,’ etc., can be successful.” It would

seem, thén, that Msurice sees the New Testament as describing a

73. ibido pole.

74. ibid. p.211.
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personal morality for dealing with our fellow men on an I-Thou’
basis. He cannot seem to extend this to the institutional or Na-
tional level, especially in his concept of law and civil duties.
The problem is great indeed. It is true institutions do not %love®
as individuals do. However, one can say that Christ's vpersonal
law of love is translated into justice on the institutional level.
Institutions embody the attitudes of individuals, historicel at-
titudes, cultural values. The question is essential- what hanvens
when State duties, legal duties, conflict with Christian duties?
Conscience would have to be the decisiwe factor when such a con-
flict occurred, and Méurice adnits that 2 man can resist the law
should it be contrary to Christ's revelation, or if thellaw does
not uphold the dignity of Law, But does this not éontradict what
Maurice has said previously? He is basically saying that love is
the law of personalamprality, and vengeance that of the State.

The vengeance, or even justice, of the State, however, 1s that of
the gncient Jews, not that of the Sermon on the Mognt. If iMaurice
is talking about a Christian State, why are the principles of law
not Christian ones, but those found in the 01ld Testament? It is
true that Jesus did not wish to destroy the 01ld Law in the Sermon
on the Mount. On the other hand, to take the principles in Matthew,
chapter 5, as solely individual maxims would seem to be too strin-
gent an intervretation, even if it is in accord with rMaurice's be-
lief about National morality being contzined in the 01d Testamenp
and Universal morality being contained in the New. Since ifaurice
believes that every precent or command to man reveals something in
the character of God, the two revelations of Him in the 0ld and |

New Testaments must be compatible since they cannot contradict

each other:
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Unless one of these revelations of God can be shown to
merge in the other, so thet all the quelities attributed
to him in the first shall be ectually, if not ammarently,
contained in the second, the duties founded upon these
separate revelations cannot be merged in each other, but
must continue distinct obligations. 75.

Christ came to establish a universal disnensation which did
not exist previously in the same fullness, which was grounded on
the manifestation of God as absolute universal love. He gives His
Spirit to those united to His Son, that they may be endowed with
the same universal love which is His essentizl nature.76. This is
the foundation of the Christian Church, whose members are bound to
love "even the enemies of God.because they regerd them as creatures
still bearing the flesh which Christ bore, not yet finally separa-
"ted from Him, not deserted by His Soirit."?7° At the seme time
Maurice sees God manifested to the Jews as an avenger of evil; as
a maintainer of law and order, to the extent of not shrinking from
"the sacrificé of individual life, sacred and ewful as it is, for
the sake of mesintaining that without which 1ife is a mere miserable
11e."78° The nation, he says, was established for this very end,
It had at times to go to war "to maintain its own God-given posi-
tion".?goMaurice wants to maintain that since Jesus did not come
to repeal the laws of o0ld, one must be able to reconclile the duty
of loving our enemies with that of hatiné them,
| esothe revelation of God as universal love is not incon-

sistent with that prior revelation of Him, as the Being
who is carrying on continusl strife with whatever in our
world resists and oonoses lew and order; and that, conse-
gquently, the duty of loving our enemies, which is grounded
upon the one revelation, must be in some way or other con-

patible with that duty of hating our enemles which is
grounded upon the other. 80.

75, 1bid. D.213.

76. ibid. D213
27, ibid. p.214.
78, ibid. p.214.

99, ibid. p.215.
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This conception is not completely accentable. It stems from ifaur-
ice's notion that the revelation of God as a God of love in the
New Testament and a God of vengeance in the Oid are equally true
or are both revelations of God's true nature. Both have equal
weight in argument and must therefore not really contradict ezch
other. It would be vossible to say,"God is loving," and "God is
just and punishes™ and somehow the two statements can be reconciled,
Just as Jesus'® command of loving one's enemies can, as sfaurice sees
it, be reconciled with hating them. But although this attempted
solution contains some truth, it denies a dynamic conception of
revelation. Maurice's idea of permanence always relates to "un-
changeability® and sd his idea of Scripture is static in this in-
stance. The revelation of God in Jesus Christ is more complete,
fuller, deeper, than the 01d Testament one, or so Christians be-
1ie§e. faurice seems to neglect the historical context of Jewish
Scripture. Neither does he distinguish here between resisting evil
and hating one's enemies, although he had said the Christian duty
was to love even the enemies of God. (See vage 106 above.) This
again 1is on a versonal level- the State has the right to punish

its enemies (lawbreskers) even unto death.

Since God. does not cease to judge and to punish because He ad-
mits everyone into His kingdom of love, nekther is it meant that
men should eease to judge and to punish under Him, “"because He has
appointed them under Him to publish His Gospel, and open the doors
of His kingdom."Bl° The remaining guestion is:

How can both these forms of character be at once preserved?
How can these two sets of duties, apparently so opnosite,

be fulfilled? Clearly,there is the greatest danger in o-
mitting either; there i1s the greatest danger in confusing

them., 82,

81. ibid. p.217.

82, ibid. v».217.
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Love 1s weakened when it is senarated from law; law become monstrous
when separated from love, There must, then, be some Divine scheme
for asserting the dignity of each:
By acting in concert with each of them, a man shsll find
that the feeling of God's universal lQaye in himself does
not clash with the feeling of God's eternal and unchange-
able lawj...and, by refusing to act in concert with these
schemes, he shall find one set of duties continually inter-
fering with another, the veculiar temper of his mind deter-
mining which he shall prefer, which neglect. 83,
Cettainly the vrinciples of law and love must be compatible, As
Maurice rightly ways the question is how? Meurice argues for a
"Divine Scheme" which separates the two, retaining a "justice®™ with
nd love mizxed in, rather than arguing for a2 justice which incor-
porates the New Testament notion of love. Twehtieth century
philosophy has done ﬁuch to clarify statements of this sort (above
quotation). By "God's eternal and unchangeable law",; he means a
blind Jjustice which exacts nrecisely retribution for an offenme.
This is not justice in the twentieth century (although nerhaps in
the nineteenth) but ancient Hebrew law. He tries to relegate the
two opposites, law and love, to different asvects of the life of
man, love to his internal, and law to his external life. These
concepts are fluid... the law is not eternal and therefore unchanée-
able... The problem cannot be resolved into an ovvosition between
the respective moralities of the State and the individual. Philo-~
sophy has shown us the relativity of all these conqepts, especial}y
the subjectivity of morality. Maurice's morality is Judeo-Chris-
tian, but like all other intervretations of the biblical ethic,

it is bound up with his vplace in history. I disagree with his con-

clusion that legal duties and Christian duties would continually

83. ibid. op.217-8,
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interfere with each other unless there is some Divine Scheme for
their sepsration. I take the opposite view that legal or national
duties must constantly be challenged by and possibly made to con-
form to Christian obligations. Love is not a simple onvosite to
justice, Justice should include love. The institutions of soclety
must exhibit this justice as much as personal dealings should.
God's method of establishing peace in the world, by the revelation
of a Kingdom of love as well as of law, is to Maurice more effective
than the Quaker method of refusing to fight one's fellows and iov-
ing one's enemies., The Quaker way will entail a loss of national
spirit; God’s way is to show the world the true order of its fel-
lowship (in the Church) and to place in the hands of the national
ruler a sword to chsstise those who love war rather than peaceoauo
The logic of this argument is not obvious, but many peonle today
would supnmort riaurice in this view,
Maurice concludes that:

There are two societies, both organie, both forming part

of the ssme constitution; both related to man under differ-

ent asvects of his 1life; both bearing witness for God ac-

cording to different espects of Hls character: the one ex-

pressed in such institutions as the Sacrazments, which di-

rectly concern man as a soiritual being; the other in such

institutions as Property, which directly concern him as a
crezture of the earth. 85.

¥ ¥ ¥ I
Maurice next deals with the pure theocratist position, which
for him includes Scofch Covenanters, Fifth-Monarchy men, and Non-
Jurors. The position 1s renresented by a belief in the 0ld Testa-
ment as the key to national soclety, in the Lord as King of every
nation as He was of the Jewish, and a belief that the nation should
undertake wars, administer oaths, inflict nunishments, in the name

of its unseen ruler, With all these ilaurice agrees, but he says

84, ibid. p.220,

85. ibid. p.220.
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they oroceed to inferences with which he does not. The Covenanter
wishes to opoose idolatry by treating offenses against God as of-
fenses against the lsw; Maurice sées this as denying the function
of the Church which deals with the spiritual matters beyond the
reach of law. In this way, the Covenanter is "seeking to establish

a Jewish and not 2 Christian nation; that is to say, a Nation voro-

a
fessing Religion, and Hot a Nation which recognizes pfm Church as
86,
the ground and vital principle of its own existence," But in

his very descrintion of their vosition he mentions those princivoles
of natlonal society which the Quaker would regard as being Jewish
and not Christian; presumably Maurice must draw a distinction be-
tween law and love, calling a nation Christian which models itself
legally on the 01d Testament and sviritually on the Wew (by having
a Chumch). His position lies somewhere in between the Juakers®
and the theocratists',
* ¥ ¥ ¥
Maurice next treats of the separatists who wish to see the

Church separate from the Stete. He neatly sums up their arguments:

The State is secular; the Church, if it be a true Church

1s anti-secular; to unite a secular and anti-secular body

is monstrous. The effects of it are an invasion of the

rights of conscience, continual disputes between the two

soclieties, an imoossibility of reformation. 87.
This analysis ovposes the Church and State in deadly conflict. "iIf
the State be secular, the Church must desire the extinc;ion of
the Sggte, for she 1ives that she may destroy that which is secu-

lar." The use of the word "secular® in this context must be in-

vestigated. Maurice says that the separatist is using it in an

86. ibid. p.225.
87. ibid. p.227.

88, ibid. p.227.
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evil sense, otherwise there is no voint in the antithesis. The
Church is only opposed to something wreong, something ungodly,

If by the word anti-secular is understood merely ‘'spiritual?
as opposed to legal’, them the whole phrase is a cheating

' one, For we deny that there is any contradiction between
that which is legal and thet which is spiritual; and those
who use this language will join us in the denial. They
say contlinually, that the Law and the Gosvel are not con-
trary to each other, though the Gospel i1s able to do that
which the Law, being weak through the flesh, cannot do. 89.

Both the Church and the nation are enti-secular, says iHaurice, in
that both opvose evil and disorder- those principles which make up
the Scrivtural notion of 'this world'. He goes on:
The @hurch has become seculsr when she has attemoted to
realise herself as a separate body; the Nation has become
secular when it has tried to realise itself as a sevarate
body. But each does so by violating the law of its exis-
tence, by refusing to be that which the Scriptures affirm
and history prove that it was meant to be, g0.
The conflict between the Nation and the Church arises when each
tries to usurp the nrerogatives of the other. Presumably if each
attended to its own jurisdiction, the Chmrch to man's spirit, and
the State to man's bodily welfare and social needs, no conflict
need arise. But the separatist asiks if the union of the Church
with the State 1s not a hindrance to the reformation of the Church
when it becomes corrupt. Maurice considers the historical justi-
fication for this position to be weak and maintains that each was
in a better position to admonish each other when in union:
To me it seems clear, from exverience as well as reason,
that the State is an excellent admongsher to the Church
respecting her inward corruntions because it comes in con-
tact with those outward evils which are the fruits of them,
even es the Church is a most excellent admonisher to the
State resvecting its sins, because their effects in destroy-
ing the Nation's hesrt are most evident to tne snmniritual

man; but that each will do anischief if it attempts, accord-
ing to its own msxims, to set the other right. 91,

89. ibid. p.227.

90. ibid., p.223,

91. ibid. p.231.
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At first the arguments set forth here sounded much like the
position I have been taking in criticism of Maurice, but there
are certsain impoftant qualifications to be made. First, I would
subscribe to Charles Bavis's definition of secular: "the sohere
of immediate reality®™, "inbrinsically intellikible to man".92°In
the separatist's argument, 2s HMaurice setsg it out, we have applica-
tlons of this word to Church and State. First, "the State is secu-
lar." This means, according to Davis, that the vower of the State
does not extend into the higher, sacred oréer of human life, and
that the State is not the judge or representative of ultimate truth
concerning men and the world. Its functions are limited to temmoral
affairs, and its powers should not be used for the furtherance of
any sacred misslion, whether that of the Christian Church or any
other ideology which cleims to mossess ultimate truth. (His exam-
ple is Marxism.)93. Maurice has already argued with the theocratists
that the State has no right to ounish offenses against God but only
offenses against the law, and therefore would agree that the powers
of the State should not (and in any case cannot effectively) be
used, in the spiritual area over which the Church alone cezn have
Jurisdiction., However, I would maintain that the State is not
really neutral, but derives its values from economic, socigl, cul-
tural and religious belief and presctice. In modern society, these
appear to claim possession of absolute truth, even if there is not
a mission specifically designed for the propagation of the capital-
ist faith (although some might classify advertizing as just this
mission!) And so to some degree, the State is not in fact secular,

but assumes a "moral" position with which one can agree or disagree

from a Christian standvoint. From this I would argue that the

92, Davis, God's Grace in History, op.cit. pp.1l4 ff,

93, ibid. p.29,.
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State should in fact use the means at its command, with the excepntion
of ohysical force or violence, to further values more compatible
with the Christian faith, while being careful to respect other noints
of view insofar as it is possible. I am therefore closer to raur-
lce than to Davis on this point.

Second, "the Church is anti-secular", Davis hag nointed out
the dangers of identifying that which the Church opvoses with the
. secular. realm, Maurice rightly sees this, although he vees "zccu_
| lar? to mean tﬁe evil "World®™ of Scripture, His imnlication is
sound even if his language differs. The Church ovnoses evil, and
as Maurice continued, so does the State: the State is not identical
with the World or Kingdom of Dar-ness, and the Church is not op-
posed to the secular or human realm and therefore not oovosed to
the State.

Third, "we deny that there is any contradiction between that
which is legal and that which is spirituagl." Perhaps there is no
contradiction, but Maurice nimself has argued for their senaration
in terms of function. The State rules external actions and social
1ife; the Church rules internal and spiritual life.

Fourth, "the effects of (union of Church and State) are an
invasion of the rights of conscience, continual disputes between
the two societies, an impossibility of reformation." The fact
that there is no contradiction between that which is legal and that
which is spiritual does not immediately suggest an official union
of Chmrch and State., This union must be seen in the light of mod-
ern developments if it is to be criticized at all. Hhaurice does
not adequately deal with the charge of an invasion of the rights
of conscience- dissenters had to support by taxes a Church with

which they did not asgree. The existence of disbutes between the
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two societies is not e particularly good argument either for or
against their union. And the final charge, that of an impossibili-
ty of reformation must be tried in the court of historical exneri-
ence, I would see union as a hindrance much more to the reforma-
tion of the State than the reformation of the Church, although
Maurice regards the separatist as reversing the argument. In the
pluralist context,ua State which must appear to be agnostic, as
Clark hed put 1t,9 omight appear to be amora? as well. But this
does not exclude a two-sided critical dialogue between Church and
State; indeed this should be the case. The burden of proof is on
Maurice to say whether establishment fosters the critical aspect
of religion or hinders it.l I do not think that he discusses it
en

adequately here, Whether%the advance of pluralism, the formal union

of Church and State in modern times is not anachronistic, is yet

another question,

#* % ¥ 3
The next viewpoint which Maurice mentions is that of the "pa-
trician". 1Its advocates see the early Church as the ideal model,

and Maurice sums up their argument in this way:

The age of the Fathers is the vattern on the lount- the
true model of a Catholic Church; in which there was fel-
lowshivp in faith and worship, discipline for moral offen-
ders, separatiéon from wilfidl heretics., Since thet time
the Eastern Church has been sepsrated from the Western,
Protestants have divided themselves from Romanists; here-
sies made light of, the idea of national Churches substi-
tuted for the idea of a universal Church, in each particu-
lar nation the Church is regarded as part of the civil es-

teblishment. 95,

Maurice sees the age of the Fathers as no ldeal period but as
one Iin which there was more conflict with evil within and without

the Church than in any other age. The avostolic age was:

94, Clerk, op.cit. p.232-3. See nage 11 of this dissertation.

95. XC II, pp.231-2,
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not one which was holding itself un 2s 2 model to the
world, but which was bringing out the idea of the Church
as a body belonging to no age; as the permanent witnéss
against that secular spirit which would alweys make some
period of time, and not the principles exhibited in that
time, the object of its admiration. 96.
In this way it eghibited its universal quality. What bears in-
vestigation is how the Church can belong to no age and at the
same time be part of the civil establishment. daurice defends
the existence of nstional Churches. "The Church had been brought
out as one body existing in different places, to try its strength
against the Roman world, and it had orevailed,"9?° And so as the
Romen empire had swsllowed u»d nations, the Church by its ovonosition
to that empnire brought nations forth and in the VWestern worid be-
came identified with those nations. Must we not, he asks, believe
this was a mighty step in the establishment of the Divine kingdom
upon earth?98° The merely universal constitution of the Church in
the first centuries'was imperfect since it did not affirm nation-
hood- "it left 211 the relations of men as held together by the
bonds of neighbourhood, as distinguished by race and language,
unaccounted for; it did not bring these relsations under Church
influence."990 Also the early Church tried to conduct itself as
if it were a sviritual police. With the development of nations
and law, an external body has tsken over the role of punishing
offenders, leaving the Church free to discover fts own more spiri-
tual role. Svpiritual discivnline cannot be everything, and since
that time, 1w has tried to be everything; but the time is come,
"when the sviritual side of Christ's kingdom must come forth into

a prominence which it has not yet assumed; when the education and

discipline which the Church exercises will be demanded by each

96, ibid. p.233.
97. ibid. ».235.
98, ibid. pp.234-3.
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, 100,
nation" for its own preservation. There must be a balance,

He goes on to conclude:

But the Church, I believe, can only vprofit by this great

crisis in the history of mankind, if she be ready to ac-

- knowledge that according to the will of her Author and her

Lord she is not meant to have an independent existence;

that she is not meant to be extranational; that she has

no commission or powers which dispense with the necessity

of vositive, formal law, and with outward government; that

her highest honour is to be the life-giving energy to

every body in the midst of which she dwells., 101,
In other words, God intends the union of Church and Nation and
does not intend the Church to be a body existing outside it. This
warrants careful consideration. Obviously on one level the Church
cannot exist outside the Nation or apart from it in the sense that
the Peovle of God cannot be taken outside their human condition
of existing in nations., But Haurice pointed out earlier a dis-
tinction between governments and national society in his discussion
of the early Church (see pvage 100). Then he said the Church had
to oppose governments in order to affirm the princinles of national
gsociety which God intended it to affirm. This would hzrmonize with
his bsatement above that "her'highest honour is to be the life-giving

102,

energy to every body in the midst of which she dwells." But
does the Church have to be formally united to the State, that is,
to the Nation and its Government? HMaurice certainly thinks it
should in England, and so when he says that the Church should not
have an indevendent existence, he means that the sevaration of
Church from State is not intended by God. Again I ask, how then
can the Church exercise its radical religious function?

To the patrician’s argument about the sunpression of heresies,

Maurice states that although the Church in this way asserted her

100. ibid. v.240,
101, ibid. D.240.

102, ibid. D.240.
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own integrity, the impression was often given that arguments were
over dogmas and ovinions which Christians themselves could not set-
tle. The Greek age of controversy vassed into the Roman one of
busihess and enterprise where the practical work was going on:
"socleties are growing; the Church%felt to be herself a society
governed by certain laws, informed by a certain principle."l03°
Maurice claims in effect that the connection of Church nolity

with national polity was the means of keeping the feeling of being
a Kingdom aldve., The feeling of national 1life made it possible
for the Pope to assume his position, oddly enough, The national
feeling made iﬁ impossible to think of the Church as a mere school
of dogmas. Rather, "men were obliged to lookx upon it as a xing-
dom, for it was exercising the vowers of one& and in no other
character could they heave vaid it homage."10 .As a result, the
Bishop of Rome was able to give this character an outward, formal
appearance, to become the Head of a mnolitical State, thereby af-
fimming a principle he was in fact denying! MNaurice realizes the
anomaly of this statement, but defends it as explaining "how truly
it wasg the will of God that Nations should come into being, and
how necessary this was, not for the chastisement of the Church,

but for its development."losoThe problem of heretics-could now be
dealtBwith in a different way. In the first age, he says, they
were declared anathema; in the second sge, they were regarded as
invaders of the unity of the state in which they vere found; finally,
in the third age, they are left alone by the state and treated as

the rest of its subjeets. This will continue only so long as the

State "maintains its relation with a2 sniritual society... the mo-

103. ibid. p.242.

104, ibid. p.243.
105. ibid. v.243.
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ment 1t becomes a mere eivil body, it will of necessity resort to
force again for the putting down of opinion."106°Yet, the States,
he says, are inclined to forbear from physical violence to repress
heresies because they have found them ineffectual: they now look
upon these disputes as having nothing to do with them unless eivil
law is abrogated in the process. Now the Church’s great duty is
to show its power of reconciliation of these differences, and the
fact thst the distinctions of Fathers and coumcils of old were not
meant to divide but to vreserve truth and unity.

He concludes this head with a fer remarks on "the alleged im-
possibility of recognising a one Castholic Church under the dis-
tinctions and limitations of national bodies."lO?oThis argument
is summed up by saying, how can the unity of the Church be pre-
served when there are no visible tokens of unity, no general coun-
cils; everything is subject to individual princes; will not the
Church - in each country become more and more proud of that which
separates it from other communities than of that which it has in
common with them?losoTo this daurice replies:

eoothere are certain permsnent ordinances in which the
character and universality of the Church are exvressed;
she does not, therefore, denend finr her unity on the
faith and feeling of her narticular members, but bears
a constant and abiding testimony against the want of faith
or feeling in any or sll of them, 109,
The forms of these ordinances vary slightly with national distinc-
tions but in essence they link Christians of every nationality by

showing Christ to be the real principle of unity. One must dis-

tinguish between the ordinance and the form of it, After the Re-

106, ibid. p.243.
107. ibid. pp.244-5,
108, ibid. ».245,
109, ibid. p.245,
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formetion when the Churches in each Nation claimed for themselves
"the vower to decree forms ané ceremonies, they did homage to this
distinction, asserting that ordinances were the gifts of the
Church universal, and forms exvressive of National chafacter. This
affirmation shows "whereingthe substance and essence of a national
Church consist..." The ordinances give it substance as they unite
it to Christians elsewhere; the essence consists in those povers
which belong to it in common with other national Churches and which
are to be exerciéed first for the benefit of its own Nation.lloo
But when the national Churches begin to recognize their own vosi-
tions, raurice looks forwaré to thelr sending representatives once
again to a general synod, and so concedes to that part of the afgu-
ment respecting communication between national Churches. He re-
Jolces that he might be living in the age when the two principles
which have been struggling in Eurove for cenﬁuries may come toge-
ther in some uniﬁy, that of Protestantism which resists the clainm
of swiritual power to extranational domination, and resists spiri-
tual suthority altogether; and that of Romanism, which resists at-
tempts of States to divide their subjects from the rest of Christen-
dom, holds the Church a separate power to the Sfﬁ%e, and sets at

naught the existence of each pasrticular Nation. His dream of

unity is still to be fulfilled,

Maurice is right to deny that the early Church is a verfect
model on which to structure the Church today. It may have many
important characteristics from which the modern Church could learn,
for examvle, its relative indifference to the Roman State until
its very existence was considered subversive; the fact that it re-

" celved no official favours or finances from the State (in fact, was

110, ibid. p.248.

111, 1bid. p.249.
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actively persecuted) and was not therefore tempted to overloock the
evils perpetrated by the State; its minority position amidst a pa-
gan society (the diasvora situation of which Rahner speais); 1its
community structure; a2ll thesé are attractive propositions in an
alienated industrial society, but the early Church is not the blmue-
print for the Church throughout the ages, as Maurice calls it, "a
body belonging to no age."

However, to bring nations into existence (whether the Church
was solely resnonsible for this development as Maurice seems to
suggest or not) and to become identified with them does not con-
clusively indicate "a mighty step in the establishment of the Di-
vine Kingdom upon earth," rather indicstes a historical development
neither good nor bad. The question for us is the positlon the
Church should take in the eras of super-nations, and in the face of
world communication and the threat of atomic annihilation,

Further, in dealing with the last two criticisms of the patri-
cian, (that the idea of national Churches has been substituted for
that of the universal Church, and that the Church 1s regarded as
vart of.the.civil establishment) he tries to nrovide first for the
universality of the national Church in its ordinances, but.he must
admit the danger of a Church "nationalism™ creeping into the forms,
His conclusion that, once the principle of universality was again
grasped by nationel Churches without submitting to Popery it would
be beneficial to have general councils to promote fellowship, ver-
haps can be seen as compatible with the position of the patrician
here., They do not seem at odds in ssserting practical noints for
unity and universality of the Church. With regard to the second
charge, he feéls the State would resort to violence to put down

opinion if it had not a link with the Church., This is unlikely
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to apply to legal establishments since the Church would protest
against any such display of force whether or not it was formelly
tied to the State. But he considers that he has handled the noint

sufficiently earlier in The Kingdom of Christ.

In svite of these criticisms, Maurice is vprophetic here. His
statement that the time is coming "when the spiritual side of
Christ®s kingdom must come forth into a prominence which it has
not yet aésumed..."llzocould be very accurately apnlied to the
present diasvora situation in which Christians find themselves.llj.
And when Maurice says the Church's highest honour is to be the
life-giving emergy to every body in the midst of which she dwells,
he 1s affirming what ﬁaunert calls the Christian volitical ortho-
doxy of the Gos-wel.11 °We must be as leaven in the dough, an active
Christianizing influence in the wider community of men,

* ¥ % ¥

The nest position to be discussed is that of. the "modern” or
nineteenth century statesman who fears the vower of educating the
nation which the Church claims as its rightful influence, 1a <eep-
ing with its internal, sniritual mission., He woﬁld claim that it
is the State's function to éducate its citizens; if an eccleslasti-
cal body does so, that body becomes as dangerous as the Jesults
have ever been.115°But Maurice sees a contradté¢tion in the states-
man's claims., Education is a power which acts on men's snirits;
but the State, by its own admission, has nothing to do with this

internal spiritual life, but only with outward legal matters- this

the statesman would assert. By claiming an educational function

112, ibid. »n.240,

113, Rahner, opn.cit.

114, Jean-Marie Paupert, The Politics of the Gospel. (New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1969.)

115, XKC II, p.250.
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for the State, the statesman involves himself in a contradiction.

Yaurice had said in volume I of The Kingdom of Christ, that the

problem is not solved by relegating to the State the charge of secu-
lar education and leaving religious truths to be taught by the
different sects, because education means an influence over the
hearts of men, and acts "directly on the human spirit."116°He found
it ironic that tﬁe State in his day wes ankious to taxe on the duty
of educsting when it repudiated the idea of having any influence

on the internal life of its citizens., But Maurice believes that
there is tn the Nation a body which is as organic as the @ivil

body and able to perform the function which the State by its own
admission is incapable of performing; that body is the Church.

The oroblem of secular education is a great one. On the one
hand, the Church could no longer vrovide for the educetion of all
the citizens from a nractical noint of view. On the other hand,
Maurice wishes to see it do so because he recognizes the limitations
of the legal vower which cannot influence men's snirits.-znd aopeals
to the self-interest of its citizens to maintain lsw and order.
faurice rightly sees the imvortance of the question, "What values
will the State transmit if it takes over the education of the Na-
tion?"

He next compares the effects of an edueation "by a nstional
Church which understands its own vowers and responsibilities,”
with other slternatives, by different sects, and by "an ecclesiasti-
cal extra-national order like that of the Jesuits.“ll?.He treats

each with resvect to family life, science, art and literature,

vonular ethics and 6hilosoohy.

116, £C I, 0.209.

117. XC II, D.252.
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A, To sum up his statements about the inadequacy of sectarlian
education with regard to the above tonics (with the exceotion of
philosophy which he seems to have omitted):

1. Since the sect is nnt based on the family orinciole,
but on the individual choosing a new way of l1life;, and since the
religious body is looked uvon as something different in kind from
a family, and finally, since the sect does not bring the sniritual
life into direct relation to "natural kinshivo", sectarian education
wlll cause the disavpearance of the family princivle entirely from
the country.

2. Sects have looked unon science with susvicion, but now
persons arise from the sects who show a genlus for nmhysicsl svecu-
lation. To HMauricey; the old way of susnicion was better because
at least the nrinciole wa#being affirmed that man’s Jjob was to find
out about his Crestor and do His will. The older sectarians did
not see what science had to do with that task; whereas thelrr descen-
dants merely abandon religion or make science conform to the reli-
gious opinions of the day, thus abrogating both science and honesty.

3.‘Again, in their infancy sects rejected 2rt and literature
as worldly, but now either tolerate them as necessary indulgences
or meke them confomm to religion by coating them with Christian

phraseology.

L, Wwith regard to ethics, strictly speaking the sectarian
does not adnmit of ethical study because he denies a morality for
men s man, He is bound by Christian ethics, but regards worldly
men as bound by a different set of rules.

B. State education:

1. As Maurice has already meintained, the Stazte cannot do

anything to protect family relations; it must teach nen only to be
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citizens. This is connected with his first nremise that the State
cannot educate in the first nlace because its activity is restricted
to the outward and legal area of men's lives.

2, The civil power must teach science in an unbiased way
because 1t needs technologists for its being. Maurice finds this
self-defeating: the purvose of education, he says, is not to make
shoes but to seek for princinles.

3. The State would also have a utilitarian attitude toward
art and literature, teaching only what is immediately useful.

4, Finally, the State would teach the morality which belongs
to its nosition- a method of self-gbvernment based on the vrinciple
of self-interest.

C. Jesuit education:

1., All to whom HMaurice is addressing his remarks would agree
that the Jesuit i1s not the pnerson to guard the family w»nrincinle or
family 1ife, but this is not because 5f the ovinions which he in-
culcates. A Protestant order of the same kind would be equally
mischievous, Rather celibacy is looked unon by Maurice as the evil
of the Jesuits. A universal Church which grew out of 2 family can
only be vreserved if connection is keot between its highest form
and its lowest: the true Fatherhood of God expressed in the true
fztherhood of men.

2. The Jesults have given scientificestudy a2 nigh nlace and
have even published books with which the Pope is not in agreement
because they have assumed that nothing cen be vroved. This attitude
that we cannot arri#e at truth and so must submit to an infellible
authority led to scepticiém in religion and nhilosonhy, and hove-
lessness of nrogression in science.

3. The Jesuit favours "literary diligence which exhibits

jtself in laborious comniletions, annals, chronologies... all...
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118,
which may help to connect devotion more closely with the senses,”

This (as well as the ottituQdes of the sectarian and the statesmen)
tends to give art and literature an "artificial, outward, fictitious
character: to make them insincere exnressions of that vhich is ac-
tually in bhe hearts of men."119.

4, The evil in Jesuit ethics has flowed from their establish-
ment of a universal order on a human calculation of expediency for
preserving the Church and religion. "The Jesuits feel z2bout morali-
ty, as about séience, not that it is but that it has been made,

120,
and, therefore, that it may be remade for a higher object,.?®

In other words, the Jesuit frames his maxims to een the order alive,
D. Education by a National Church:
l. Maurice has already demonstrated the connection of the
Church with family l1life., It can best a2ccomnlish its object of
"building un and sanctifying the domestic society of every nation.lElc
2. A National Church, he says, whith believes that it exists
for the purnose of cultivating the inward men, just s the civil
vower exists for the sake of the outward man, which believes that
it has a commission and voeation for this end must be a continual
withess against all these notions of education.lzz.The National
Church cannot tolerate the notions of the sectarians that sclence
is not a pronerfistudy, or thet science must conform to the mexims
of theology, nor can it tolerate civil education which merely teaches

fects and opinions rather than the knowledge of laws; nor cen it

look upon authority as a substitute for truth as the Jesuits do,

1180 ibidu Dczéoo'

119, ibid. 1.260.

120, ibid. p.262,
121, ibid. v.254,

122, ibid. v.258.
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but "as that which is to oput us in the right way of searching after
123,
it." 3

3. With regard to art and literature:

But if there be any body which reelly believes that it has a
comnmission to cultivate the mind and sonirit of a nation...
such a body will feel that the men to whom God has gliven
the nower of exnressing their own minds snd the @minds of
. their 2ge (in art and literature)... have a kigh vocation
and mighty responsibility; that the influences of the world
are likely to choke their nowers and orevent them from
freely and hanpily exvan@fng; that the soviritual mother is
to brood over them with tender and affectionate care... to
teach thenm how they may discover the invisible in the visi-
ble, instead of confounding them and bringing the higher
under the conditions of the lower. 124,

4, Morslity is universal, so the Nationsl Church affirms,
"in its highest form to be meant for all men and to be attainable
by 211 men, seeing that the covenant of Bavtism takes all who will
receive it into the highest state which a man on earth can enJoy.}?go
The morality of the National Church is in direct ovvosition to self-
ishness; it is "grounded unon the character and will of God; sub-
jection to that will belng the lesson inculcated by the law, con-
formity to that charscter being the effect broduced by the vower
of the Gospel."lzéoTherefore this morality must hate Jesult schemnes
which pervert the truth that individual cases must be judged each
on its own merits and peculiarities, into a doctrine that "there
is no common law of right and wrong, or that no conscience for pfg;

ceiving that law exists in the crestures to whom it is addressed."

As we saw vreviously (vage 92 ff.) #Haurice's view of the

123. ibid. 1.259.
124, ibid. op.260-1.
125, ibid. n.262,
126. ibid. op.262-3.
127. ibid. n.263.
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National Church's function of education is similar to Coleridge’s.
Although he does not go so far as to speak of a "permanent learned
class", he does not really meet the problem of "toleration® with
regard to the educational system of his dsy. Unfortunately Cole-
ridge’s ideas on this subject are not well-develoned, ss iaurice

himself indicated in the Dedication to Kingdom of Christ when he

said, "...1it 1s also true that the mein subject of my book is one
which (so far as I know) he hes not distinctly treated of, that
the thoughts which he has scattered resvecting it, though deeply
interesting, are not always satisfactory to mea.,"128°I do not ve-
lieve Maurice would have agreed with Coleridge's conclusion that
the National Church (not the Church of Christ) will fsll when the
divorce of scientific from religious education shall have had its
full work in England.

I have argued against the family as a model for either the
Church or for gociety because of the ambiguities in the ternm as
Maurice uses it. Also, inherent in the Victorian family structure
was an inequality of status for women and children, thus by “family"
we of the twentieth century would mean something much more demo-
cratic in structure. If the sect is based on individuals who
choose a new way of life for themselves, Maurice fesrs that the
family orinciole will be set at naught. But just because the sect
isla grounsof dedicated in@ividuals does not nreclude "brotherli-
ness" in the sense of good relationshivs of which raurice would no
- doubt approve. However, sectarian education can be seen 2s a bad
thing both in terms of the neéds of nineteenth century children
and in terms of a narrow and dogmatic education., Maurice rightly
saw education as a broadening exnerience, and if the sects of his

day were to taxe over thet function, minds might be closed to the

128, KC I, n.13.
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truth rather than freely ovened into it. In addition, the nracti-
cal problem of educating the exnanding nonulastion would be aggrava-
ted by »putting it into' the hands of sectarisn grouns.

For Maﬁrice, the auestion of state educstion nresented a very
grave vnroblem indeéd. The State hzs to take over the @hurch's
role out of sheer necessity, and yet what values will it inclucete
in its citizens when it apoeals to self-interest to maintain itself?
Maurice has in the nast made claims that statesmen by theit own ad-
mission rezslize the legal wnover cannot influence the snirits 6f
men., I have argued sgainst this view in the discussion of the ovn-
oosition of law to love, And Mauricebimself has admitted "there
i1s no division between the internal and external life of man“lzgénd
elsewhere, "we deny that there is any contradiction between that
which is legal and thnt which is sniritual,“lBOﬂo contradiction,
merely sepnaration of a nredominantly sniritual body from a nredomi-
nantly legal body. He also says that subjection to the will of
God is inculec=ted by the lew of s Hation,131°and elserhere that
legisletors must a2avneal to men’s faith in a Divine Being (see vage
96 above). He finds the orinciples of national 1life in the 0ld
Testament, a religious document, He is snezxing of a State which
belleves in God, whose vollcies were supnosedly formed from that
belief. Yet he believes what the gstatesmen have c¢laimed, that the
State cannot in nrincinle exert any influence over men's s»nirits;
It 1s the "eye for an eye™ princinle which 1lies at its foundation.
Surely there is a contradiction here. A State which inculcates by

its laws subjection to the will of God has some besring on the

soirits of men. The need for en educeting body and a governing
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body does not imély that a government cannot »nrovide Bducation.

Maurice's treatment of the Jesuits must be seen in its context
of a fairly widesvnread fear of the order as well as his own repudi-
ation bf the legalistic moral theology which was chzracteristic
of thst order. And so his remarks about celibacy can be »>ut down
to the first of these causes and his condemnation of their attitude
to art and literature to the second.

Finally, his reassertion that the National Church can best
keep the family principle alive is questionable. Just because the
State addresses each man as an individual under law, it does not
exclude family life from considerstion, and is not ovpnosed to do-
megtic society. Neither would family 1life in England be destroyed
nor‘would "brotherhood" be déscouraged by State education.

Maurice's deprecistion of "utility" as the end of educatlion
does not zllow for the complexity and demands of modenn industrial
gociety., There is an immense need for trained technologists which
Maurice does not sufficiently recognize as important. Society can-
not exist without an educated working class; and although it is
good to teach "laws®™ and “"princinles" they must be seen in con-
nection with "making shoes™ if industrial society is to go about
its business in an effiéient manner, and if the great votentiel of
industry to grant more leisure time ancd a better standerd of living
is to be realized. From a twentieth century stsndnoint we cen see
that State education does not merely teach fects, but hes taxen
over the role of imperting "knowledge of laws® es well. However,
iMlaurice's fears are justified in neny ways. To his credit, he saw
that the State would tesch those values on which it is based and

on which its economy runs, and in this history has oroved iaurice
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right., Certainly State education must impart that wmorality which
corresnonds to its own laws, If its lawg are based on self-interest,
as all law is by Maurice's definition, then the morality will in-
deed be 6ne based on that selfish princivle. Presumably if Chris-
tian orincivles are inclucated by law, the State could quite hap-
rily teach a morality comp=atible with Christian values. This would
occur in a Christian state which Maurice »naradoxically presunvposes
yet will not admit. He at times seems to waht a Jewish state (with
a Christian Church), but he has accused the theocratist of that
mistake., Why does uMaurice lament a State education which aerely
teaches the princivles on which its laws are based? If he denlores
this situation, he should want to change lsws to be more comnatible
with his educational ideals. The inditutions and laws of the State
will militsate against the Christiesn ideals taught 1n school. A
schizoohrenic attitude will result in the citizens. A marked divi-
sion will occur between vnersonal and sociel morszslity; the laws will
imvart a orincivle which contradicts the Christian morslity taught
in the educational system. Either raurice thinks that the values
of the Stete in his time are Christian ones or he things they arle
not. If he is a Christien he will wsnt them to be., If he thinxzs
that the State would teach 2 morality based on self-interest if it
controlled education, he cannot a2norove of its belng bised on a
velue so alierm to the Gosnel. 1 agree with mMeurice in that I do
not viant an education system to imvmert a self-interested moraslity,
as in fact the nresent one does, but neither do I want law and the
State to suobnort the value of self-interest in a soclety.

When Maurice argues for nreserving the study of ethics he 1s
presuming a Christian rether than a pluralist society. The sectari-

an will tesch Christian ethics because he sees that rnot all amen ad-
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here to the same moral code. laurice believes there is a morality
for man as man, but this morality is grounded on God's will and the
power of the Gasvel; so in fact is Christian, The sectarian's idea
i1s more pertinent to the modern age in which morality is not regarded
as specifically a universal and Christian one solely, but as a mat-
ter of individual conscience and perspective within a culture.

- Should the educational system inculcate @hristian morality in citi-
zens who are not members of the Church? Here again we have the
pfoblem of the rights of conscience, bbth within Christian grouvs
themselﬁes and within the wider svectrum of other religions and ag-
nosticism. The confrontation between radically differing ideas
concerning ultimate truth was embryonic in daurice'’s day, so it 1is
understandable that his view was more specifically in the terms of

a Christian societal outlook.

#* 3% 3¢ ¥

In his last section on the Church and the Natlion, he dlscusses
the position of the "Modern Interpreters of Provhecy,” He feels
that they will criticize his position from three aspects: first,
that he has overlooked God's nromise of permanence and restoration
to the Jewish nation; second, that his "notlon of a Divine consti-
tufi&n already established, which is not merely spiritual and uni-
versal but natiggg}, practically sets eside the doctrine of the
second coming;"™ third, that he h=s overlooked Scrintural declara-
tions of judgment uvon the anostasy of the Romish Church.

Maurice agrees with those who look forward to a national resto-
ration of the Jews in a commonwealth in Palestine, but argues that
thiés notion should not taxke the vlace of that of the universal Church,

Jerusalenm is not to be the centre of a Church as Rome was, nor would
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modern Israel provide the only model of a godly nation. If'wé re-
lapse into a national disvensation, the idea of the universal Church
would be reabsorbed into that of an exclusive society; and if the
principle that there is a visgible canital of the Church in one land
be admitted, Romanism will be affirmed. Thus if these motions of
Jewish restoration were abandoned, he says, then "the way in which
I have spoken of the state in this chapter may vossibly strike
earnest and fthoughtful men as the true exnlanation and justification
of an idea which they,cherish..,"133.He goes on to say:s
I look upon the Jewish nation as 2n abiding sign to the
Christian Church of the honour which God hes nut unon
national life, and of His will that the Church should

never gstrive to set itself uv as something =zenzrate from
the nations. 134,

Next he treats of the second coming of Christ in relation to
the Divine Order which he envisages. This is the only instancg
of HMaurice's connection of this idea to that of the "Kingdom". He
says that the revival of the idea of Christ’s second coming in his
day has been one great influence for "looking at Christ's Church as
a ﬂingdom."lBsoThis hes also driven out the notion of a vrivate
heaven with a system of rewards for duties performed and compensa-
tion for troubles incurred, = mercantile rather than a theological
notion. But Maurice regrets as a confusion the 1dea that the second
coming will betthe beginning of a new order and constitution of
things, in fact a millennial nerfection. Rather, Scrioture tells
us that the second coming will be 2 revezation of things as they
truly are now, "the dispersion of all the shadows and appbearances

136,

which have counterfeited it or have hidden it from vieuw." The

P. 267,
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words of Scripture imvly the existence of a Kingdom or order which
men try to set at naught but under which they sre living now,

Is there any shelter from this conclusion in the distinction
between the spiritusl dispensation or sviritusl «ingdonm
which has existed since our Lord's first Advent, and the
outward visible kingdom which sh2ll be established after
His second? If by the words outward and visible it be meant
that something less spiritua ] is in reserve for the time

to come than for the time which is; that now we are living
by falth,; that then we shall live by sensej... I cannot con-
ceive a darker or more dreadful vision than this of a mil-

lennial perfection. 137.
But he goes on to sey, if by outward and visible is meent that
Christ's rule is not merely to be oWer the spirit of man, that
which directly connects him to the unseen world, but also over all
human relations, earthly associations, »nolicy of rulers, nature,
art...then this is as true now as it will be in any future age.
The Incarnstion has made it so: "The Son of ilan cleimed it for Him-
self wvhen He did not abhor the Virgin's womb..."lBa.And so Maurice
believes that the vrinciple he has elaborated in this book is not
one which interferes with a sound theology of the second coming of
Christ but only with corruptions of it.

Finally, although the Church of Home has denied the national
Church principle and therefore the universal nrinciple, ververting
‘the idea of a spiritual vower and therefore the idea of civil Dowei39°
still it does bear a very striking witness on behalf of the truth
thaf Christ's Church is a kingdom, 2nd not merely & collectio?ugf

sects bound together in the profession of particular dogmas." In

any case, tlaurice believes, only God can determine the ounishaments

- of these apostates. He says:
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But the end of these judgments, I conceive, be they more

or less teemendous, will be the destruction of a false apos-~
t@late system. You say that system is nart and varcel of
the Church; that if one perishes, the other must perish,
That is vrecisely the vpoint about which I Xnow nothing, and
about which you know nothing. But this I do xnow, that eas
long as a men is alive and struggling, I have no business
to-say that his disease and he are identical, that thké.cure
of the disease must be the death of the vatient..."141,

This admission by Maurice which shows some of his greztness of char-
acter could be used to qualify some of his other stétements in The

Kingdom of Chrig t His discussion of the State's duty of ven-

[ -

geance might have been less troublesome if he had added this clause
about the disease being distinguished from the man; verhavs it would
have changed his meaning completely.

When Maurice says the Church should never strive to set itself
uv as somethihg separate from the nations, he is ssying something
positive abouf national 1life, not just stating the obviouss Secu-
larization has changed this attribution of sacred qualities do
nations as nations. Obviously the Church has to remain within
whatever political groupings men form becéuse its members are
living within certain geogravhical and volitical boundaries. But
perhaps today we would not emphasize nation-ality so strongly as
it leads to the tyve of "individuality™ which ifaurice criticizes
and which has. contributed to world wsr, cold war, guerrilla war,
and vossibly into nuclear war should it become extreme enough.

I would not accevt his idea that a revival of the concevot of
Christ'é second coming has fortunately contributed to looking upon
the Church as a fingdom. As we saw in the discussion of izaurice's
use of "kingdom", there is some confusion in his language which
indicates an identification of "kingdom" with an awareness of God's

sovereignty (Divine Order), with the Church universal, with the
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spnecial kingshin of God over the Hebrew nation (with 2 vparallel
in England) and not at 211 Bith the future kingdom or eschstom.

There is 1little indication in The Kingdom of Chrirst that he was

thinking of this meaning of "xingdom" 2t all until he brings up
the topic here, Even in his idea of the Church being a sign of
the Kingdom, a concept which has great avneal today, we cannot as-
sume he was talking about a fully tranéformed cosmos or the final
eschatological event. nather the Kingdom which the Church reveals
1s the Divine Order or constitution. There is no reason to doubt
his claim that the second coming will fully refeal what is 2lready
here by virtue of Christ®’s first coming but which is obscured to
man by ignorance and sin., And we would rejoiqe with Maurice at
the obliteration of the notion of a vrivate heaven, so future in
emohasls that it becomessimpossible and unmeaningful to reform or
renew the earth itself. But since he sees the aningdom which Jesus
proclaimed only as the Divine Order asnd the Church, he cannot do
justice to a final eschatological event or fully realized ningdom
of God of wnich Schnackenburg has spoxen in earlier chapters, If,
as he cdhaims, the second coming is to be the "outwerd and visible"
manifestation of what is "swiritual" now, and Christ's rule will
be over 21l earthly things as well ss man's heart, it does not fol-
low ekther that this is already a reality or that it will not result
in a "new constitution” for man., He does not allow sufficiently
for the perfection of the end time, snd the immerfection of the
opresent. His views on modern Biblical scholarshivn were generally
quite liberal, 2lthough he suffers on more than one occasion from
underdevelopment in this area. It 1s 2 vity he did not expand his

views here a bit more,

At this ooint ilsurlce recanitulates his arguments so far,




-136-

He asks the question vhether these orinciples he hss set out about
the relationshivp of the Church to the Nation or Stste hsas besring
upon the English situation, and of course he finds that it does.
He summ up in this way:
ﬁe have maintained that there is a spiritual and universal
society in the world: that there are also natinnal societies
in the world: that the Universal 8ociety ahdﬁhe Nationel
Society cannot, according to the scheme of Providence, be
separated from each other, that when they are brought into
conjunction, that form of character which is intended for
each nation is graduslly developed in it by means of the
spiritual body. 142,
I have maintained that there is a Church which is votentieslly univer-
sal, although it is in a winority position in the nresent day.
There are states or nations in which thg Church exists., In a limi-
ted sense the two csnnot be separated; but may be legally unbound
to each other in a formal wry, When the two are legally bound
there arises a danger of the Church losing its radical influence
and critical cavpacity (although I recognize that the same can and
does happen where there is no legel bond). No longer does the
Church form the character of the Natlon in terms of controlling the
education system, nor in terms of a mammoth industrial econony
which controls more than is controlled-by the citizens of the Na-
tion, But in a limited sense the Church could develovn character in
each Nation if it truly used its potentlal for prophetic utterances
and radical reform. However, let us continue with saurice’s dis-
cussion of the Church of England®s relation to all he has described.
®* R * K
Maurice now asks tne following: whether the Church of England
recognizes the constitutiosn which belongs to all mankind; whether

this constitution be or be not so recognized as to be comp2ztible

with the distinct National Constitution; what is verticularly Eng-

142, ibid. v.277.
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lishj how the character of universality can be reslized in its per-
fection, or deprave‘d‘.l“’3°

Do the signs of a universal and sniritual constitution exdst
in England? The answer is yes if they are taken to be the ordinances
and sacraaments of the Church acknowledged from all time as they are
still. But in the case of two bodies existing which both acxznow-
ledge these signs, which is the true representative of the universal
society? That body which has the "prima fscie' marks of Catholicity-
of true Catholicity snd not Povery. The Romish system is incom-
patible wiﬁh the acknowledgement of Christ's spiritual and universal
Kingdom.l °In a&dition, the Protestant sects h;ve made sin and
the Fall the centre of Christianity; vhereas in the Thirty-Nine
Articles of the Church of England, the first two desl with belief
in the Trinity and in the Incarnetion, and the fall of mezn is not
dealt with until the ninth article. In this way the Thirty-Nine
Articles best exoresses Christisn orinciples since it joins true
Catholicity with the vrineiples exoressed by the neformers. In
fact 211 the orincivles of Protestznt sects are contained within
the Church of England. What she has rejected are the systems into
which they have been turned.

Does the universal society exist in England anart from its
civil iﬁstitutions, or in union with them? All parties agree that
the Church exists in union with the civil body:

The English dissenter affirms that the Church is embodied
in the State; it is an Act of Parliament Church. The modern
civil Ruler says, that the Stete is impeded in all it opera-
tions by the Church; the Sovereign is crowned by the Arch-
bishop, the Bishops as a body tske vart in the deliberstions
of Parliament; above 2ll, the greater vart of the education

of the land is ecclesiesticel. The Bomanist affirms that
the Church hes no vretensions to he called a Catholic body;

143, 1ibid. ».278,
144, ibid. p.287.
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i1t is a2 national body. There can be no doubt, then, that
the ecclesiastical and eivil institutions are united, and
this by bonds which i1t must require some violence to break. 145,

There is no fixed date recorded in history which tells at what »noint

this union came about: ' !

S50 soon as we find the Church in the land, we find her
doing homage to the civil powers, such as they were,

which ruled the land. - So soon as the Church begins to
exercise its own neculiar influence, shé civil power be-
gins to feel that influence, and to be moulded by it. 146,

Each Body we find has its own renresentative and own object but are
not set avart by any formal line of separation. Maurice claims that
the transactions between the two bodies throughout history have not
necessitated.a covenant by the State for the orotection of the Church,
not by the Church for the rendering of services to the Stste., They
have only been attemnts by each to regein a Dort;on of its own »nrov-
ince which 1t thinks the other is usurplng, or to usurp nart of

the other's province. These transactions nresuvposed a relation,
although an innerfectly understood one, and not one nroduced by a

compact.

The Church affirms that it has a right to assign the nowers
and Jjurigdiction of its own Bishibps; the State maintains
that Bishops as well as the rest of 1ts subjects nust aca
knowledge its vparamount authority. The Church affirms that
it has s spiritual government altogether distinct from the
civil government. The State says that the minister of the
Church must submit like other men to its laws and its
tribunals. 147,

This applies to the veriod before the Reformation; whzt of the Re-
formation itself, he asks? Opvonents say of it that it was merely
a national movement, concerned with politics rather than religion.
Maurice refuses to admit this distinction: "I do not understand

148'
their distinction between politics and religion." But he acknow-

145, 1bid..pp.291-2.
146, ibid. p.292.

147, ibid. pp.292-3.
148, ibid. pp.293-4,
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ledges their meaning and offirms that the neculiarity of the English
Reformation was that it was started not by the theologians but
by the Sovereign, and was, therefore, not a movement,but a series
of movements., In Henry VIII's reign:
a large body of the Bishovns and Clergy had been led by
their religious feelings to desire that this corresvon-

. dence should be broken off (with Home); to feel thst the
English Church could not msintain its own vosition unless
1t became strictly national; unless it abandoned that sub-
Jection to a foreign bishon, which the State had always B
wished it to abandon. 149,

And what of the neriod since the Reformation? A number of
sects have grown un which feel that the vrincinles of Protestantism
.wer#hot stated boldly enough by the English Church; the Romenists
feel that a Church which has affirmed the princinle of nationslity
and come to terms with the sovereign of its country was incorrigible,
especially as it had retained so many of the principles of Catholi-
" cism. Maurice laments the change which beéan to occur around the

time of James I, "from the notion of government as grounded upon

deep mysterious princinles, to the notion of it as the result of
150,

mere commercial arrapgement- of some imaginary artificdal compact,”

This change has nroduced some mischievous effects both in Church
and in Nation of England. But this change has not destroyed the
reletionshin which the Church and State have always held to esch
other, nor do acts of tolerastion, emancipation of Romenists, reneal
of test laws, destroy the vrincivle asserted. "... it requires
something far deever and more subtle than any such messures, to
destroy a union which has cemented itself by no humen contrivances,

. 151,
and which exists in the very nature of thinggo"

What is nsrticularly English and to what depravation is it

liable? The chavatteristic of Englishmen is their devotion to

149, 1bid. ».294.
150, ibid. p.298.

151. ibid. p.298. My underline.
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“"mere volitics” (so foreigners say); how concerned the English are
with the organization of society and with onractical volitical action.
Maurice multiplies examoles of this charecteristic which has its
good and bad points. The voliticel bias of the Reformers in the
sixteenth century enhanced their religious f2ith, he says, and its
main effect was to
lead them to think of Christ's Church as a £ingdom rsther
than as a system: in the dust and bustle of affalrs their
strong conviction that this xingdom was a reality and not
a metanhor may have led them to forget that it is the tyve
~of all kingdouws, and is not moulded after the memims of
any, even of those which confess it, and do homage to it. 152.
The danger, however, lies in a State Churchmanship which was
more concerned about affairs of State than about the new working
classes who were living in nqverty-stricken conditions in the newly-
developed citiemn, Thi; "political Anglicanism™ had many other un-
forfunate chéracteristics: a tendency to maintain customs and n»nrac-
tices mérelylbecause they existed; an'acquiescence with social maxims,
even those which abrogate higher orinciples of morz2lity; a feeling
that the Church is bound to sympmathize with the aristocracy and
overlook its sfims for the sake of vreserving order; more of a sense
of the service which subjects owe thelr rulers than of service which
is owed them by rulers; an inclination to assert the nrivileges
of clergymen; great anxiety for State encourzgement of religion for
fear that 1t would not flourish etherwise, And yet the soirit
of State Churchmeanship was a nassing spirit in the history of the
National Church and not the snirit of the Church itself, That true
spirit oontinued-to exonress itsélf, says iMeurice; in the liturgy.
A relief was sought from this in systems: liberal,; evangell-

cal, high church. But each of these sj%tems, although i1t besrs

gsome witness for the Divine Order, is still a "miserable, nartial,
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human substitute for it,* The systems have limited the very
principles they have set out to 2ssert. TDefenders of varty main-
tain that, once men decide unon action, they must associate for it,
and this will take on a narty charascter, Yet Maurice claims that
there are other ways of acting without_falling into the dangerous
situation of forming partigs vhich so eesily divide and contribute
to the problem rather than the solution. The true minister of
God's Lingdom, if he finds himself anong sects, must recognize the
truth of each sect and the vrincivle on which it was founded, but
should not support all schemes of union just for the sake of cover-
ing over differences. He must attemont to preserve and unite the
faith of these who are separated without forciﬁg on them sny notions
of his own. Should he find himself in a msnufacturing district,
among the workers, he might at first despair of his ability to do
anything for the veople he find_s there. The Church had fallen in-
to dfcredit with these neovles
A Church which was looked unon, sznd almdst looked upon it-
selfy, as a tool of the aristocracy, which comvared its own
orders with the ranks in civil society, and forgot that it
existed to testify that man a2s man is the object of his
Creator's sympnathy; such a Church had no voice which could
reach the hearts of these multitudes. 154,

If religion gives.these people no explanation of their crav-
ings for fellowship, if it can only tell of the fall of the race
end the redemption for a few indiwiduals, then they will try to
satisfy their wants without it. "Then begin Chartism and Sociallsm,
and whatever schemes make rich men tremble."lssoAnd so the minister

of God's Kingdom must tell the neovle the old and true doctrines

of Christ'®s Church which translete into 1ife all the schemes and

153, ibid. D.314,
154, ibid. vv.320-1.
155, ibid. p.321.
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notions of liberals and urge on the other ministers of tae Church
the duty of making religion meaningful to these working folk. These
principles can be translated into action by the minister "enlisting
all the weslthier inhabitants of his narish in different services

156,

and occupations for the benefit of theéir inferiors.™ Maurice ex-
cuses himself from remarxing further unon this because he does not
know exactly what practical schemes would be most effective., He
méntioﬁs it merely to essert the orinciple that worKing'through the
existing varishes rather than forming varties is the true manner

of helping the working pesple. He says:

soo We find how infinitely freer from fiction a soclety

1s which is held together by sscramentel bondds, end is
moving under the direction of an avpointed pestor, than
all societjes constructed upon a party model, or aciknow-
ledging a party motive... For the one seexs to nreserve
all existing ranks and relations, the other sets them all
eside, The one 1s continuelly endeavouring to understand
-how the middle classes may be brought most to act upon the
lower, so as to be their guides and not their tyrsnts; how
the upver classes may be brought mms to act uvon the
middle, so as not to be thelr fawning slaves and at the
same time the betrayers of thelr consciences at elections...
how each vortion of the comwunity mey preserve its proper
position to the rest, and may be fused together by the
spiritual nower which exists for each... The (varty) con-
founds 21l orders, and yet does not the least diminish
tneir mutual repulsion, or make them feel that they have

a common object. 157, '

In spite of its fallures, the English Church is 2 Church and not

a sect, by its fzith and in i1ts liturgy. By seeking to unite with
other Churches in foreign lands on the basis of the universal Church
rather-than on the bgsis of one of its systems, we teach them their
stréngths and their weaknesses; by maintaining national charscter-
istics, we urge them o do the same, The English Church has this
duty- to proslaim the doctrine of the living Kingdom of Christ

realized now on earth in thsat Church universal of which the English

Church 1is a vert,

156. ibid. p.322.

157, ibid. n».323.
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If I had accented Maurice's nremises about the Church united
to the State, I could agree with his remarxs in this chavter about
its proper deveiopment with it., But since I do not; I am able to
find much to criticize in this section. His resistance to democra-
tic develovwments can bé seen throughout, esvecially in his complaint
that the secularization of the Stzte results in it being no longer
considered founded upon mysterious principvles. His affirmation that
the Church should be united to the State because it is part of the
"very nature of thiags"™ betrays gn attitude which cennot be held in
modern times. It is a mystification of the societal structure and
of history. When he says that the Church is the "tyoe of all king-
doms", he admits to a belief in the "Christian Stete" (or the reli-
giéus State or theocracy- at times his State appears to be based
on 01d Testament rather than New Testament orincinles). His quali-
fication that the Church is not moulded unon the maxims of the
States which confess it could be contested by those who hold that
the Church is orgenized on the basis of a monarchical social struc-
ﬁure, but his nrinciole here is in the main a good one., His argu-
ments against sects and narties are consistent with his tendency
(discussed earlier) to seek to unite through existing institutions
ra ther than to divide by forming new ones. Yet his solution for
the problems of the workers was also an accentance of class struc-
tures mingled with a personal benevolence and a wish to alleviate
suffering. The question is whether such a Church as he describes
as 2 tool of the aristocracy would have a voice which could reach
these multitudes if it stopped short of radical changes in exlsting
gsociety. Maurice wished to see the unner classes guiding the lower
and middle, not to see the distinction of classs as he knew it and
we know it abolished befause of the Christian message. It is in

this that we part commany.

L




II

Elsewhere in Maurice's corresvondence and writings we find

statements which sunvort the view exvressed in The Kinsdom of Christ

and Social Morality and which serve to illustrate some of hisg mein

polints,
Meurice is sveaking of a Christian Stete. e find a defini-
tion of State (which he interchanges with “Nation") in the first

(1838) edition of The XKingdom of Christs

A body connected together in a verticular locality, united
in the acknowledgement of a certain law, which each member
of this body must obey, or suffer for its violation; a

body recognizing a suvreme and invisible Being as the author
and sanctlon of this law; a body recognizing a relationshino
between its members, grounded originally upon actual kins-
manshinp, but now exnressed simvly in the term neighbour-
hood,- this is what I call a State, and in such a State,

I say every man must dwell, not only for nurnoses of safety
and protection, but in order that his moral and spiritual
being may be proverly develoned., Such a State, I say, 1is
as much implied in the constitution of man as a Church is
implied in that constitution; such a State is as much a
witness for God in one way as a Church is witness for Him
in another way. 158,

Davies says of Meurice's thought on this tovic, "Maurice'’s ainm
159,

throughout has been to claim that national 1ife is not secular,"

and, "Maurice at all events believes tge theocratic foundation of
160.

government to be the only solid one.," I think this 1s borne out

iIn his writings. He says in Hope For Mankind:

There are many Christians who would versuade us thati the

1life of a Nation is what they call a secular thing; that

it may be very well on mere earthly grounds to care for the
land in which we have been born and nurtured... I solemnly
deny that a Nation is a secular thing... if by *secular®

is meant that which belongs to the fashion of 2 narticular
age- that which shuts out the acknowledgement of the per-
manent and eternal- that, I grent, is the 'evil worldl against
which we are to fight. 161, '

158. KC III (1838), 13ff., Quoted in Vidler, on.cit. ».12%0.
159, Davies, ov.cit. v.120.

160, ibid. v.120,

161. F.D., Maurice, Hove For Mankind, pp.45ff. Quoted Vidler, ov.cit.
Po.186-7.
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In Sermons on the Sabbath-Day he'writes:

I believe that we have s much right to call England a holy
nation as the prophets had to call Judea a holy nation.
I believe that it is holy in virtue of God's calling...162,

He develops this notion further in The Prophets and Kings of the

0ld Testament. He defends his language that God is in covenant with

England, just as He was in Hebraic times. To those who "scoff at
the notion that there is a covenant with our Sovereign and people
as reallas thére was with the Sovereign and veovple of the Jews,"163°
he answers by appealing to the "homes and hearths® of England, and
to those who do not wish to set relationships at naught. He says
relationships are verishing through devotion to material goods,
acquisition of wealth, modern industry; among the rich because of
greed and self-seeking, and among the noor because of being regarded
and regarding themselves as mere insfruments for nroduction of goods
and capital., This inhuman sltuation will only be stooped by the
belief thset human relationships have 2 deever ground than themselves,
that "there is an aczual relationship between us, our xings, our
priests, and God."16 )

We must speak again the ancient language that God has made

a covenant with the nation, and that all citizens are sub-

Jects of an unseen and righteous King, if we would have

a hearty, inwsrd reventance, which will really bring us

back to God... to whet we shall no more dare to call our

secular existence. 165,

In Letters on Church and State to the Daily News, Sentember 1868,

Maurice said:

162, F.D. Maufice, Sermons on the Sabbath-Day, vo.71ff. Quoted in
Vidler’ OD.Cito pD0188-9n

163. F.D.Maurice, The Prophets and Kings of the 01d Testament.
(London: Macmillan and Co., 1904) (1st ed. 1853) p.217.

164, ibid. »n.218,

165. ibid. o.416.
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The State is not... & vulgar esrthly institution, which
might do the dirty work of the Church, vaying its ministers,
versecuting its foes, or determining its teachings, but a
sacred and divine institution bearing a witness for law

and justice, which the Church under no condition has borne
or can bear. 166,

The fact that the State is not secular but holy (like the Church)
contributes to Maurice's reasoning that their union is elso intended

by God. Ke makes the point in the first edition of The wingdom of

Christ, quoted in Davies:

If we once settle it in our minds that the State is as
much God's creation as the Church, even as the body is
Just as much His creation as the snirit, we shall be
saved from a world of difficulties... That connexion
(between Church and State) as much exists in the nature
of things- is as much based in an eternal law, as that
which binds father to child, or brother to sister... 167,

He also writes:

The State, though it deels with the outward 1ife of man,

is not...a secular body, but appeals to,eand acts uvon the
conscience of man in a way in vhich the Church csnnot anpeal
to that consicence... The Church is necessarily a meimed
and imverfect thing without the State, not because it wants
its revenues or its sword, but because God hath ordained

an eternal connexion between the law, which is embodied in
~the State, and the rellgious, life-giving nrincinles which
is embodied in the Church, so that one shall glways sigh
and cry till it has found the other to be its mate. 168,

He claims that this union between Church and State "stands uoon no

decrees or acts of Parliament, but exists in the laws of soclety,

in the nature of things.” But his doctrine of their union did not

entirely orevent him from Seeing a danger. Maurice wrote that
ceoB3elieving a union of Church and State to be imnlied in
the existence of q?ch, and to be necessary for the nrotec-
tion of moral freedom, I see equal dangers in the disposi-
tion of Churchmen to mske the Church into s nowerful and

domineering State, and of Statesmen to make themselves
dictators in the Church., 170, .

166, Life II, ».586.
167. KC III (1838), p.76. Quoted in Davies, ov.cit. 1.120,
168, KC III (1838), p.106. Quoted in Vidler, ovn.cit. pp.190-1,

169, Macmillans Magazine, Anr.1860, p.424, Quoted Vidler, op.cit. p.192.

170, Life II, v.5385.
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And:
oos the relations with the Stste which the Romanists and
Protestant Dissenters taunt her (the Church) with, are re-
lations of infinite veril, of infinite resvonsibility.
She has abused them to immoral »urvoses. She is bound to
use them for the most glorious and holy purposes. 171,

Church and State must have distinct roles although they live to
promote the same end. Maurice states:

oo We belleve that God has avnointed one bodyp the State,

'as His minister for dealing with the outward, formal,

visible conduct of men, and another minister, the Church,

for dealing wilth the inward spiritual invisible origin of

that conduct. Abolish the distinction, confound acts with
princinles, and of necessity you merge the one in the other, 172

And in Patrizsrchs and Lawgivers of the 0ld Testament, Maurice said,
".oo While men have been trying to identify the Nation with the
Church, or to sever them utterly, God has been using eech for His
purboisg,- has been claiming each for a distinct vart of His King-

dom, ™ His gon, F.Maurice, Jr., summarizes his letters to the

Daily News as tracing the history of the Church and Stste in order

to maintain that the notion of their semarste existence 2nd ofl their

174,

entering into a bargain with one another is an idle fable,
Maurice continues; "What I mean by the union of Church and State
is the cooperation of s»nirit with law; the abandonment of the attemnt

175.

to out one for the other, to disvense with either,” This distinc-

tion results in the sonmewhat paradoxical situation of the Church
being Communist in princinle, while the State cannot ever be so be- 6
176,

cause it is the guardisn of law which 1s based on a sense 3f property.

171, F.D.Mauricé&, Patriarchs and Lawgivers, ov.cit. p.xxii,

172. F.D.Maurice, Lectures on National Education, op.293ff. Quoted in
Vidler, op.cit. p.191,

173, F.D,Maurice, Patrisrchs and Lawgivers, opn.cit. »n.272,

174, Life II, p.585.
175. ibid. v.585.

176. See vage 95 of this dissertation,
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Since this is Mauricelds belief, we find his Church accenting of the
political organization of the country in which it finds itself:

What follows as to the duty of the vnriest? He comes into
a nation., He says he is & witness for something else than
mere civil or local or secular government... And as nroof
that he is, let him do homage to the order which the Eter-
nal Lord has established in a 1lend. 177.

Vidler s#gs, "It is the office of a National Church to witness to
the monarch, to the aristocrecy, snd to the democracy thst they are

: ! 178,
all under the Law of God and resvonsible to Him." llaurice hinmself

The greatest and deenest desire that I am conscious of is
that of bringing all men to the feeling that there czh be
but one Church- though that Church may exist in a number
of different nations- though it may be quite right that
in some subordincte particubars it should be modified by
the character of those natlons- though it is, I b¥kieve,
actually demanded by its consitution that it should recog-
nize and sustain the distinct government of &ach of those
nations. 179,

Maurice was a suoporter of monarchy and aristocracy in Britain partly
because of his aversion to the ideas of popular sovereignty vpre-
valent at the time, by which he understood "democracy", and which

he saw as limiting individual freedom and tending toward a vopular
dictatorship or military desnotism; and nartly because of his vision
of England as similar to the Israzelite monarchj- a holy nation whose
kings reigned by the grace of God and were resvonsible to Him alone.

In Patrisrchs and Lawgivers, his study of the Hebrew monesrchy re-

vealed that:

Such true kings, kings sfiter His own heart, God would in
due time bring forth. Such kings ...would imoart to (their
subjects) a sense of dlvine governmeht which they had never
possessed before; would meke them understand that a true
divine governamsnt must also be a true human government;

177. F.D.Maurice, Patriarchs and Lawgivers, ov.cit. op.218 ff.

178, Vidler, on.cit. v.197.

179, F.D.leurice, Three Letters to the Rev., W. Palmer, p.51. Quoted
in Vidler, on.cit. p.200,
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that man is made in the image of God; that the heavenly of-
fices are pvepresented in the esrthly. 180,

And in the first edition of The Kingdom of Ghrist he says that a

Church is essentially Catholic, "But a nation 1s essentially Protes-
tant. It denounces the very idea of a univers;1 visible sowereignty,
of every sowereignty which interferes with the direct subordination
of kings to God."lSl.Agd elsewhere he says, "If this doétrine of
rulers reigning by the Grace of God is cast aside as an obsolete
doctrine... then I can see no hone of growth... but a continual re-
turn to the point from which we started."182°Christensen summarizes
the vosition in this way: Christianity did not first oroclaim a
universal brotherhood, but =2n invisible and righteous xing, break-
ing thereby the absolutism of the Romsn Zmnire to vnieces. Aings
from then on, says Christé&nsen, reigned by God's grace and were a-
nointed in His name, being given righteousness, wisdom, counsel
and coursage fromlGod. In snite of contradictions, this was the
princinle on which the onarchy of every Buropean nation had rested,
Monarchy had been instituted by God, snd because of its geredithy
succession, it bore witness to the vpervetuylity of God's reign.1b3°

Maurice was particularly averse to democracy as a volitical
concent, although he recognized a certeln amount of n»nublic involved
ment in »wolitics snd government as necesgsary, vprovided it was linked
with monarchy and aristocracy. He says:

A King givem, an aristocracy given, and I can see my way

clearly to call uvon them (the English oveonle) to do the
work which God has 1a2id uvon them; to remnent of their sins,

180, F.D.Maurice, Patriarchs and Lawgivers, on.cit. n.13.

181, £C III (1838), p.B86. Juoted Davies, ov.cit. pp.121-2.

182, Tracts for Priests and Peovnle, No.X, "Do Kings Reign by the
Grace of God?" n.41, Quoted in Vidler, on.cit. n.136,

183, Christensen, on.cit, p.301,
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to labour that the whole menhood of the country may have
a voice, and thet every member of Christ's body may be in-
deéd a free man, 184,
(This is a good examnle of his "personal reform" couoled with limited
g8ocial reforms- for examnle, universal manhood suffrage which ex-
cluded women.) He continues:
But reconstitute society unon the democratic besis- treat
the sovereign and arkistocracy as not intended to rule and
guide the land, as only holding their commissions from us-
and I anticivnste nothing but a most accursed sacerdotal
rule or 2 military desvotism, with the grest bondy of the
- populstion in either case, morally, volitically, »hysically
serfs, more than they are at nresent or ever heve been., 185,
He writes to Ludlow:
coe I am neturally by birth, education, everything, a demo-
crat., I h=zve arrived at my cnavictions about monarchy and
aristocracy by sheer force of evidence, reflection on his-
tory, belief in God‘'s revelation... 186,
And in the ssme letter: "I wmust have Monarchy, Aristocracy, and So-
cialism, or rsther Humanity, recognized as necessary elements and
conditions of an organic Christien society..? 187,

Connected with his accentance gt least in theonry of the ooli-
tical organization of Ehgland at the time, and in the context of
the Christian Stste of which he was speaking, is his eccentance of
inequality 2s 2 natural ohenomenon of any socisl order. As Chris-
tensen summed un the matter: man shares 2 common humenity in the
“Human drder®, but slthough he is on eaual footing with his fellow-
men, an inequality of offices exists. In 'Liberty: A Dialogue',
Maurice attenoted ﬁo show thet the Binle's concenf of liberty meant
thats

God set men free from their animal tendencies and thereby

gave them the vower to live as men and citizens of a nation.
True liberty consisted in living in a human fellowship

184, Life II, v.129.
185, ibid. ».129.
186, ibid. ».130.

187, ibid. ».131. As quoted nage 39 of this dissertation.
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wherein all scknowledged one another as brothers and fellow-
workers, Therefore it hed nothing to do with nolitical
enfranchisement and was not to be obtained by sweening sway
the ancient institutions of the country. 138,
Equality to Maurice meent that men shared a common humanity- not
equality of vnrovnerty, ranik, or educetion. The model for the Human
Order of which we have swoxen is that of the Trinity. "When we
assert the doctrine of the Trinity, we do so because we believe it
to be the grand foundation of all society, the only ground of a uni-
189.
versal fellowshin, the only idea of a God of love." Although
Maurice bases much of his liberal notions of human equality on the
doctrine of the Trinity in unity, yet he viewed the three distinct
versons 2s equal but of unequal office, although united in love,
The Trinity of Maurice's theology was "hierarchically structured®
( 1f the nhrase may be accented) in the sense that the Son was o-
bedient to the Father unto death (the Son can do nothing of Himself,
the Father is greater than He, snd so forth.) Ramsey sunnorts this
assessment of his doctrine when he says:
As Meurice was one of those theolosgians whose doctrine of
the Trinity includes a nrincinle of subordination smong the
Persons of the Triune God, so he affirms a nrincinle of sub-
ordination in the law of brotherhnod unon earth. Political-

1y this law involved not egalitarianism, still less demo-
crecy... but theocracy exoressed through a monarchy with

divine right... 190,

But what is mesnt by "equal™ in the pvhrase, "equal but of unequal
office" (Christensen's descrintion)?191.How does the notion of !
equality include an inequality of office, whether it is annlied to
the Trinity or the Human Order? Equality of all human belngs is
a moral vnosition. To say "All men are equal" 1s not to say "All

meri are the same, look alike, have the seme capacity to do a job."

Rzther, it imnlies that msn as men has a right to develop to his

188, Christensen, ov.cit. ».75.

189, KC I (1838), n.58ff. Quoted in Davieg, on.cit. n.27.

190. Ramsey, ov.cit. p.47, 191, Christensen, on.cit. n.24.
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full votential; it is to say thet no msn should be more nrivileged
or powerful by ﬁhe mere fact of his birth than another man. Now
to say two or more men are of "unequal office” is to say they have
different functions or Jjobs. Unlike the statement "all men are
equal,” the vhrase "uneogual office" cannot have 2 moral connotation
without contradicting the notion of human equality just set forth.
The use of "unequal® in this phrase is not merely the negation of
"equai" but a different use: that is, "not the same, or different.”
To my mind, the notion of persons being "equal but of unequal office®
1s either self-contradictory or it is merely saying thet vpersons
~have the same rights but have different functions in society.

To a»nply the above discussion to the doctrine of the Triune
God 1is perhapé ridiculous, but it will help to clarify the opositions.
Obviously the three Persons in the Trinity are "equal®” because
they are One God. If they are of "unequal office" we have seen that
this must mean they have different functions. The problem arises
in the translation of this concent into a fheory of social struc-
ture, HMaurice believed that whztever was revealed to man as an
attribute or quality of God is truth, and is something which man
should strive to be or do in order to become God-like, to become
perfect as our Heavenly Father is perfect., 3Since he saw God as
triune; three distinct versons in unity, but the Father commanding,
the Son obeying (subordination) and both acting in the Snirit of
love, his translation of this into the nation is one which involves
monarchyégthe Father-king commanding, subjects-sons obeying, all in
a spirit ongood will and charity. Unfortunately the mystery of
the Trinity in unity cannot be so ezsily aonnlied in this way.
Maurice was anxious not to overthrow the existing order of soclety.
Thig order was class-divided. Maurice’s notion of the Trinity does
not necesgsarily lezd to a view which preserves a class-structured

society, becauée the equality of the Perfons is not negeted by
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thelr difference in function., But because Maurice thinks that the
princinle of subordination anplies to both the divine and the human,
and has expounéed views about the human realm which preserve what

I see to be an inequitable society,.one suspects that somehow Maur-
ice sees the "unequal offices™ of the Human Order ( and thus the
principle of subordination in the Trinity) to be not just "different",
but "not equal®, Because he Justifies a varticular system of gov-
"ernment by avpvezaling to the relationships found in the Trinity, and
becaﬁse a case could be made for that form of government's inherent
injustice in its structure and ohilosovhy, I find his Trinitarian
doctrine susvnect. It leads vrecisely to that view which I have cri-
ticized previously as one which rejects the kind of revolutionary
change of structures necessary to bring our society closer to the
justice of the Gospel message.

Along these lines an interesting comvarison can be made with
Maurice's friend snd disciple, J.HM.F. Ludlow, whom we have mentioned
in Chavnter One. Ludlow's views are much closer to my own, and his
importsnce lies in the fact that he took Maurice's theological and
political theories to their logical and vractical cgaclusions... a
political activism which saw the need to overcome alienation both
by education and by chenging the social and economic sbructures.

Raven charscterizes it is this way:

Ludlow sees that there are two things to do and that they
must be done together. A change in the social order will
not of itself make men righteous or free., A chsnge of
hesrt cannot be universally accomnlished so long as men
are 1iving under circumstances which degrade and defile

themn, 192,

In Theologlcal Essays, however, we see iaurice asserting the seme

192, C.E.Raven, Christian Socislism 1848-1854, (London: Jecmillan
and Co., 1920) »n.b64,
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point of view when he says thet Christ is the reformer of both the
individual and the society, and the two must work together, not
epart from one snother. Just as you cannot wait for all individualé
to be reformed before you tske on.the duty of reforming society,

so too, you must not think to reform soclety by the alteration of

its circumstances without the assertion of a soviritual root znd

193.
ground of it, Yet the difference was perhsps most accentuated

in their view of monarchy, which to Maurice was a divinely sanctioned
guarantee of order and discivline, but wss to Ludlow Teovernment

based whollﬁ-on_the selfish interests of a family, or rether of one
194,
old man,® Christensen remsrks that Ludlow felt it uas 2 Christian'’s

duty to

test all political and social institutions to see whether
they were impediments or aids to fulfilling God's will on
earth., Although only tools, it was a mstter of great im-
portance to Ludlow to have the right toocls. He did not
doubt that o gre=t deal in the State of Englend needed to
be radically changed, even abolished. Likewise, it wes
necessary 8lways to be willing to examine all new noliti-
cal and social systems wo see whether they could vnromote
truth and justice better then the vresent ones. 195,

From Maurice Ludlow developed the ides thst love wes the foundation
of the universe, shat the human order was so constituted as to re-
flect this love, and thet all social nrogress was possible only
if peonle acted in fellowshivn., But Ludlow could not egree with
Maurice that the estsblished institutions in a country embodied
the Divine Order. Christensen goes on to say:
Political and social institutions were not st all sscro-
sanct by themselves; their right of existence depended en-
tirely on whether or not they exoressed the true principles
of God®'s universe, and his keen sense of the existing evils
of a society and of the sufferings inflicted on the neovle

by a society in which a monarchy, an aristocracy, and an
established church, blociked the way to nrogrems and reforms,

193. F.D.Maurice, Theolosical Essays, ovn.cit. ».178.

194, Raven, omn.cit. p.58.

195, Christensen, ov.cit. ».79.
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made Ludlow sure that they seldom expressed them. There-
fore, he concluded, these institutions had to be done away
with, 196,

Ludlow himself wrote in "Bolitics for the Peonle"f

Certain I am theat the term Radicel is one which corresvonds
to a deev and true feeling, the latest outgrowth, the last
realized develonment of Christianity in the field of world-
1y »moliticg. The feeling that evil, volitical as well as
moral, is not to be hidden, or blinked at, or pessed over,
or dressed up, or nalliated but rooted out, even though

1ts extirpation should need that of institutions and prac-
tices otherwise most dear to us... No man can be a Christian
who is not... 2 3adical. No man can be a Christian who,

if he be once convinced of the existence of moral evil any-
where, wherever it may be, dares to blind himself to it...
God's truth cannot be sa&sisfied with anything less than its
utter extirpation. No man can be a true Redical who is

not a Christian, Christianity 1s the only nower on earth
which has ever imvosed as a law this total extinction of
evil, which has inexorably divided all nations and things
into two classes only; such as are for the glory of God,
and such as are not; such as serve God and such as serve

Mammon., 197.
For Maurice this kind of statement wss not »ossible. But ironically
it is a2 tribute to his theology that Ludlow came to these noble con-
clusions; and it is a tribute to his character that Ludlow followed
him into the work of educstion in snite of his belief in volitical
and economic action, a belief which had been the core of the diver-

gence of thought whieh svlit the Christian Socialists as a groun.

* * K ¥

196. ibid. ©».95.

197. "politics for the People", p.221; quoted in Christensen, op.cit.
op. 78-94 |




CONCLUSION

_ Having investigated Maurice's social conceot of the Divine
Order, his theory of the f£ingdom/Church, State or Nation, and their
relationship to each other, we return to the question vosited in
the introduction 66 this study: what of value rema;ns in Maurice's
thought if the Christian State has disappeared?

His vositive contributions to the solution of the problem of
the position of Christians in the modern State are many and worthy
of attention here. I have not gone into gresat detail about hls edu-
cational contributions and vpractical exveriments in the field of
social welfare which were quite considerable. Nor have I delved
into his thought from the orecise point of view of the ecumenist,
although I recognize his willingness to seek the xernel of truth in
sectarian positions. His theologlcal achievements include an ovnen-
ness to the development of Biblical criticism coupled witoh a con-
viction that religious certainty is nossible both through Reasen
and Revelation. His stress on the 0ld Testament and insistence that
it should be seen together with and in the light of the New anticl-
pates much modern scholarshin, esvecially in his selection of the
covenant as the key nrinciple of the 0ld Testament. His doctrine
of the Kingdom has great_notential, although it was not without its
own difficulties, but it broke ground for many modern internreters
of eschatological faith., -Certainly his awareness of man as being
in society, of the humanness of forming.comnunity, of the worth of
every man regardless of rank, education or class, of salvation
brought ry Christ for all men, not just for a narticular set of
chosen men, all point to a broadness of mind absent in so many of
his contemporaries both inside snd outside the Church.

However, primarily three noints stand out in my mind as his

greatest contributions. One was his attemnt to argue for the re-
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liglious nature'of man's existence, or his svniritual dimension, from
outside Christian theology. He tries to base his arguments on
Reason and Exverience, and thiks method has much aoveal. Although

the attempt may be said to have failed, it nevertheless raised some
important issues. His accounts of the nature of man and his Beason
cross over time and again into the area of Christian faith, and his
historical study is of a sacred rather than a profsne history.

These two 1lssues: the nature of rellglous knowvledge, and the distinc-
tion betwéen the secular and the sacred are intimately related.

We mentioned in Chapter One that in the controversy with
.Mansel Maurice argued for the adequacy and finality of our oresent
knowledge of God. Without going into a full exvosition of that
controversy, it may be said that he also argued thet we must take
the trsditional language about znowing God "literally" and in the
"most exaect" sense. "Religlon is subverted if while we are vraying
to God as Father we know that he is not so reallx."1.Whereas to
Mansel, analogical language about God is always an asct of falth,

Clayton sees Maurice's theology (so nresumably his eolstemo-
logy) as a resction both sgeinst leissez-faire cavitalism and the
accomnsnying "all-pervesive philosonhical emviricism which equated
knowledge with that which can ve treced to sense exverience and,
more spnecifically, conceived of reelity as a multitude of senesrste
objects.“z.ﬁis work wasg dominated by two affirmetions: first, that
religious‘certaintx is possible, and second, thst it is grounded in
the awareness of = social bond which unites umen as men. Universality
is thus guaranteed by his nremise that knowledge of religious
truths is accessible to all men as men by virtue of reason- "the
power shared by all men to ¥now thet which is indubitably the pruth.go
1. D. Cupitt, ov.cit. o»n.111ff.

2, Jo Clayton, ovn.cit. n.307.

3. ibid. D.308.
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Reason is not just intellect or the logicsl ssnect of huinan
thinking- (Maurice and Coleridge describe that asnect as "under-
standing"). Reason i< the mind' s power to grasv eternel truths,
and also to aoprehend the Christian revelation. Man can gnow the
truths of his existence, one of the most imwortant of which is his
bond of fellowshin witn others in society. It is by reason thet
man knows his righbéousness and unity in Christ. BMen's certainty,
which Maurice demands, "resides in his cavacity to evnorehend en ab-
solute moral good through the avvrehension of his status as man.” ]
Maurice identifies the ultimate »rincionle of human life which man
can know and which is insevarable from his being, with Christ, the
Eternal Logos. This, I think, is a transition from ourely nhilo-
sonhlcal sveculations to Christian faith, although it is difficult
to sepsrrate the two in saurice., Further, he sees the whole eniste-
mologi®al process as one of revelation: "The only way the midd can
know a resality beyond its concevts is for this reality actively to
nresent 1itself, sgaressively to as~ert itself,; uvon the '1r1t:1:'Lv1dua1."5°
in addition, we hesve seen thet the structure of uitimate reality
verceived by reason is the Trinity. And so Clayﬁon rightly »oints
out that one c=nnot siphon off Platonic elements or 8iblical elements
from ilaurice 's thousht as it is a unity. But I thin« this union of
faith and reason is difficult for modern mzn to anvfeciate in the
Tisht of more recent develoﬁments in enistemology. Linguistic
philosophy and mositivism have imnerted lessons in the ares of defi-
nitions_of "imovledaze® which should not be ignored. Terms such as

"certainty" and "resson® when annlied to religisus "xnowledge™ need

more cereful definitisn than .saurice nrovides, I thingt Tor modern

b, ibid. v.311.

5. ibid. ©v.3189.
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théology a distinction between the vrocess of reason and the nrocess
of faith is a neceésary oney, 2nd I do not thinx raurice gives us one,
He would lack a modern vhilosoohical audience, yet when he spesks
more strictly as a theologian, his value is great indeed.

I think it would be true to say that for udaurice, God is es-
sentially xnovable, and man can know God novi. Although he recog-
nizes the lneffability of God vhen he nrsises Judaism, for examnle:
"God they xnew' must be forever the Unsearchable, the iysterious," )
his main stress was the certeinty of religious <nowledge. Cupitt
suggests that this had to do with his realized eschatology, as we
discussed in Chapter One. Had sdaurice nut more stress on the es-
chatological kingdom, he would no doubt have to admit that God will
only become fully knowable at the end of time, or Day of the Lord,
or Parousia, This brinés us to the other aswnect of this discussion,
the oroblem of the reletion hetween the secular and the sacred in
Maurice's writings on Church and State. It has to do with a defi-
nition of God, if theat nhrase is permissible, as the sacred, holy,
other, and so forth, That is, a God who is not a secukar realtty,
or notentially within man's grasvp, but is mystery.

As we saw, the unigue fusion nf the human and the divine in
Jesus, 2nd its continuing manifestation in the Trinity, resulted in
Maurice's denizal of secularity. 3y usin, the word "secular® to mean
the "World" (in the Biblical sense of morsl evil) and not to mean,
as Davis dones, Y"that vhich is within the snhere of man'’s investiga-
tion," and by using the word "ﬁorld" in some instznces to refer not
to the Biblical "World" but to creation and human society (secular
realm of Davis) which he s~ys are sacred, daurice eliminates the con-
cept of the secular reslm (morslly neutral, within the snhere of

man's investigation). And as we notkd, this has immediate applica-

6, Life I, vp.132 fi.
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tion to hisg notion of the BState and society. He is gpeaxing of a
theocrascy, of the Christian Nation of England in the nineteenth
.century.‘ However, ve have seen that to talk of the secular Stete
and to mean a morally neutral area is somewhat of a contradiction
since society's institutions reflect a morsl stendvoint. Perhavps,
then, a new concept is needed here- that of the "sancitifcation®
rather than the "sacralization" of the crested world. ilaurice has
much to offer us on this tack. Althoush he fallsaprey to a "sacra-
lized" view, his notion of the Church =2s sacrament and sign of the
gingdom of God shows a notion of %sanctification® which Davis and
Rahner, among others, have developed. The notion of the "engrace-
ment® (Rahner) of the secular area of man's 1life is one which allowus
us to keep the distinction between the secular and the sscred with-
out distorting either., Davis develops the concept in the following
way:

God is not 2 secular reality. Although to a 1limited extent
He coﬁes into the range of human understanding, God as He is in Hin-
self is mystery, the fulness of which we will xnowv ouly at the final
coming of the ikingdom. Yet, God has communicated Himself to man

in Christ, and has communicsted Himself to man<lind a2s a unity.

'The Incarnation binds men together in a new commuanity of love, Fur-
ther, in Christ, and His Body, the Church,"mystery becsme sacrament"Z.
God's self-gift, or grace, became effectusl sign and symbol. How-
ever, in snite of this revelation and comuunication, the sacred

keeps its mystery and escanes manés full understanding which only

the "beatific vision™ will allow. QThis sacred area rem2ins so, and
can never become secular, demanding faith, and not interpretations

by reeson alone, The grace which God gives, His self-gift, is sacred

#. Davis, God's Grace in History, ogv.cit. o.41,

8. 1bid. p.42.
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and must not be confused with nature. "Nature is indeed open to
grace, but to identify them is to deny that God out of a free, DEr=~
sonal love can offer man the unexpected and unexacted gift of Himself?;
The grace of sanctification brings human life and history -into the
sohere of the sacred, that is, it integrates the seculsr znd the
sacred without confusing them. "The order of grace has considerable
repercussions uvon the secular areas of man's 1life, verfecting thenm
not destroying them."loaDavis continues: ®"In emphasizing this in-
fleence of grace, there is a constaht temptation for Christians to
swamp the secular iﬁ.the sacred and not allow the secular its prover
place and function.® °In order to avoid this,.he ma.ses a distinc-
tion between "sacred® and "holy", or generally between "sacraliza-
tion" and "sanctification"., Things which are consecrated, or removed
from the secular svhere for devotion to God, m=zke vpossible an express
symbol of the s=cred. This consecrated area is the institutional
Church, The sanctified, ss distinct from the consecrated, is the
whole world and human life which has been brought under the higher
order of grace, The Church, therefore, is witness to the world of
its own condition of sanctification or engracement.lzoln adaition,
the Church is not the community of the exclusively saved. The order
of grace is not confined to the emnirical Church, as Davis puts it.13.
Salvation 1s potentially 211 men*s. This was ilsurice’s belief (al-

though he did not use the word "votentially" which Hamsey uses) and

it ig this which I feel is one of his greatest theological contribu-

9. ibid. p.4lb,
10, ibid. .53,
11, ibid. ».53.

12. "The Church exists to tell the world the truth about its own
existence." Christensen on iMaurice, op.cit. op.25-6.

13. Davis, God's Grace in History, on.cit. ».70.
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tions to the Dosition.of Christians in the modern world.

However, there remains in Maurice an unresolved tension in
this resvect. His belief that the Church existed to tell the world
the truth about its own existence "led Maurice into an unrelenting
conflict with those who distinguish between a profanewand a sacred
history."1 ] On the one hand, he had the doctrine of sanctification
within his grasn which would heve liberated his thought from a con-
fusion of the sacred and the profane, and to which his iqvolvement
with the Chfistian Socfélist group was intimately relrted. On the
other hand, he spneaks of scciety as a "Divine Order", and sees the
State, monarchy,'and so forth, as a theocracy modelled on thzt of
the Israelités. e saw that his "sscralization® of society and the
secular realm inhibited his own action for.social chanze and was

one of the imnortant conservative elements in an otherwise redical
inperpretation of the Christian's pldce in society.

A second major contribution of #Maurice was his attennt tovard

“a volitical theolngy, by which I mean a theology which, if followed
to its loglcal conclusion, will result in changes in the nokitical
and social structure of modern industrial nations. iaurice was
perticularly concerned to combat the doctrines of laissez-faire
canitalism with its notion of free comvetition and individdallsm.
He sees theat the disesse rsmpant in England is the notion théat
"Woney is the messure of worth; that professions exist for the sake
of the Money which they bring it; that the acquisition of it is the
purpose fér which men are to live and die."lSe Flsewhere he writes,

"The Church is to teach men th=t society exists for the saxe of the

human beings whbkbmpose 1t, not to further the accumul?tion_of cani-

14, Christensen, ov.cit. vp.25-6.

15, F.D.Maurice, Lesarning and working, (Cambridge: Macmillan and Co.,
1855). .87
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tal, which is only one of its instruments,® His sversion to a nd-
tion of a private Heaven which bebtowed its revards on 2 select few
and wes not a Kinmdom for menkind, was already noted.

Maurice can be criticized from the point »f view that he did
not go far enough with his nerceotions about the evils of canisal-
ism, His idea that if one Christianized society first, socialism
would follow was naive, Ludlow had seen that the two must go hand
in hand, and later writers hesve judged that the stress should be
rather to create gpsocial order in which Christian life will be a
real possibility.l/.The Slant grouv of Christian socialists are nar-
ticularly strong on this point as we have mentioned earlier. raur-
ice can be accused of "liberalism” which "exhibits an active ahd
sometimes agonized concern with humane value, community, vnersonzal
fulfillment, yet stops short at the vrecarious frontier where such
a critique of value and relationship passes over into a critique
of the cogcrete socio-economic structures in which the values are
rooted."1 ) Maurice had been vitally concerned with "relstionship®,.
His great affirmation that men can know, and therefore must act upon,
their situation of being in a bond of fellowship with one another,
of being brothers because God was Father, tended to remain within
the realm of personal relationships. This was verhaps tynical of
Victorlian stress on personsl charity, as &itson Clark vointed out.
However, we must today expand our definition of "relationship® as
the Slant group rightly affirms. The wider relastlonships in an

industrial society are created through institutions; we need not

personal charity but a charitable society.

16. F.D.Maurice, Patriarchs and Lawgivers, ob.cit. on.xXx-Xxxi.

17. Peter d'A, Jones, The Christisn Socizlist Revival, 1877-191k.
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 15638) p.454,

18. Slen t Symvosium 1967. "From Culture to devolution®, ed.by Terry
.Eagleton and Brien Wicker. (London: Shieed & Ward, 1968) p.43.
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. Yet we must not fall pnrey here to a notion that the New Testa-
ment svecifically urges modern Christians to be socialists by its
descriotion of the communism_of the early Church and its attitude
toward the poor. One has to ask which volitical system today:ﬁﬂi
bodies Christian principles. Maurice hed seen that there was no
blueprint set down by Christ for social and vpolitical structures
in the nineteenth century, although he sometimes spoke as though
the 0ld Testament »nrovided this blueorint., The Slant grouo em-
rhasizes that the brotherhood of all men will be achieved by the
lvisible witness of the Church- the closed society of the Church is
the sacramental sign of the open community of all men.lgoThis is
where, Maurice’s doctrine 1s astoundingly oronhetic. Had he concen-
trated on this aspect of his notion of the Churéh end not fallen
into traps of identifying Kingdom and Church, secular and sacred;
too much stress on the realized Kingdom with its resulting conserva-
tive elements; anplication of the 0ld Testament rather thah the New
to volitical structures; acceotance of the subordination orinciole
in the Trinityj... he would have been oroviding the firm basis for
Christian volitical radicalism today. Besides his nersonal con-
servstism which accounts for various idiosyncrasies in hils dealings
in the Christian Socialist movement, there is very little else
standing in his way to being haliled as a mentor of the Christian
left. The individualist concent btRat society is a neutral area
in which every man nursues his own develooment and interest by
"hatural right" is a conceot which both Maurice and Marxists today
would opvose. Maufice would agree, I think, that society is a posi-

tive means of growth and development including that of the individual,

and thet the sccess to being humasn, to self-realization, is commnon

19, Slant Manifesto, ov.cit. vo.153. ff.
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to all men and should be assisted by the institutions of that soci-
ety. To me this indicaﬁes a more radical anproach as a Christian
than raurice was able to describe. But it certsinly rests on the
great principles which he affirmed, that theology has vital things
to say in the area of volitics which will secure for man conditions
of 1ife in which Christian fsith is & resl possibility and which
will reflect the truth of men's condition as in a bond of fellowshin
under God.

The third great contribution of Maurice to the =modern Chris-
tisn is his feeling that the Church must retain its transcendent
character or be good for mothing. It is in this thst the Church
is universsl- its ability to stand over and criticize by its very
existence the (Biblical) World. When human society is out of joint
with itself snd hss become the WOrld,.then is the Church needed to
witness to the truth of Christ's saving message. laurice manages
to reconcile this view with the mainteneace of an established Church
which I find difficult to do. But.on the other hand, I have al-
ready admitted thet even in countries like America in which there
i1s no established Church, religion tends to serve socisl integration
and sunnort the norms of society, thereby comvromising its distinct-
ly transeendedt chsracter, In adédition, this view would seem to
contradict a notion which does not allow for a distinction between
sacred 2nd secular. Yet Maurice's contention about the Church sas
witness and onposition to the World is a sound one.

Paul Tillich brings uop this noint in his collection of essays

entitled, Political Exnectation. He is describing the many-facéted

concent of "religious socialism™:

(religi-us socislism) calls itself "socislism® because it
has adonted the anti-demonic socislist criticism histori-
"cally and substantially and becsuse it sunnorts the voli-
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tical struggle of socislism os far as it intends to bresk

the dominetion of nolitical and social demonries. But re-

ligious socialiam does not overlook the extent to which

political socialism is nossessed by these demonries, and,

sbove all, it knows that the socislist idea should not be

equated with the goal of oolitical strategy. It must

therefore renudiate giving religious consecrstion to a par-

ty as such or to an economic nrogrsm as such.,.. But it

certsinly calls for the recognition of the soclalist criti-

cism of culture and of the socialist struggle 2gainst sac-

remental and naturalistic demonries. 20,
It is the distinctly religious feature of this tyvpe of socialism
that gaves it from whet Tillich describes as "demonries®, thet is,
from nrofanizstion and objectification, and from an identification
of the socialist gosl with the Kingdom of God. Religious soclalism
knows that the secular socialist goal tates the form »f a2 histori-
caliy reslizable utonia, but Christianity maintsins the trenseen-
dent character of the fLingdom of God:

flarx nmerceives a 'historicslly renzrable’ alienstion

where Christianity sees a "transhistorical’® fall thst

can be healed only trancshistorically through the annear-

ance of the Messiah, who may be identified with nelther

the proletariat nor any other humen groun, 21,
Yet it also rejects religious indifference towards constructive tasus
within the world, tasks which 2are 2 metter of unconditioned ser-
iousness. This religious socislism hecruse of its dlalecticel or
dynsmic charscter is critical of both religion and socislism: 1%
cannot sscign absolate claims to any one religious or volitical
group or even to itself, It hzs the 3iblical characteristic of
provhetism in its ability radically to criticize and tresnscend all
demonized forms znd all conditioned forms,

It would oe wrong to say thsat raurice and Tillich were identical

in their ideas on this topic- fer from it. But I belleve wmaurice

had hit upon an extremely exciting and immortant »oint in his notion

that the Church, as sacrement of the xingdom to the world, stood

20. Paul Tillich, Political Exnectation. Edited by Jemes Luther Adems.
(New York: Harwner and Row, 1971) ».838.

21, ibid. ».92.
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over against the “orld (socilety out of joint with itself) and yet
engaged in an active end unconditionally serious concern, to use
Tillich'’s lznguege; for its vell-belng, in terms of Jjustice, meaning-

fulness, and love.
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