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ABSTRACT 

The year 1972 marked the centenary of the death of F.D. 

Maurice, the great Anglican d i v i n e and C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t 

l e a d e r . T h i s event sparked a renewed i n t e r e s t i n h i s l i f e and 

thought, and.several new books have appeared. I n t h i s d i s s e r 

t a t i o n I wish to examine h i s legacy to modern C h r i s t i a n s . The 

V i c t o r i a n s o c i e t y i n which h i s thought i s rooted i s no longer. 

Modern technology which was only j u s t beginning then has now 

reached: mammoth proportions, and the problems which accompany 

a c a p i t a l i s t economy have grown accordingly. Yet Maurice speaks 

to the modern man, as the great i n t e r e s t i n h i s thought i n the 

past two or three years has i n d i c a t e d . Once he i s examined i n 

h i s own s e t t i n g , h i s valuable i n s i g h t s i n t o the meaning of human 

l i f e and s o c i e t y can be applied to our own s o c i e t y . I have taken 

as the main question, "What i s of value i n Maurice's thought novj 

that the C h r i s t i a n S t a t e has disappeared?" This requires an 

examination of h i s notion of the Divine Order, Kingdom, Church, 

the S t a t e , and the r e l a t i o n of the Church to the State i n par

t i c u l a r and to s o c i e t y i n general. The p r i n c i p a l works I have 

used f o r t h i s study a r e The Kingdom of C h r i s t (1842) and S o c i a l 

Morality, although other w r i t i n g s have been r e f e r r e d to which 

support the arguments he has made i n those two major works. 

The problems of h i s language and thought are many; most prominent 

are the r e l a t i o n of s e c u l a r to sacred, the d i v i n i z a t i o n of the 

S t a t e and s o c i e t y , and h i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the Kingdom of God 

and C h r i s t with the e m p i r i c a l Church, Bearing i n mind that 

s p e c i a l blend of conservative and r a d i c a l elements i n h i s thought, 

I have found three major c o n t r i b u t i o n s to modern C h r i s t i a n l i f e s 
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h i s notion of the Church as sacrament of the Kingdom; h i s a t 

tempt towards a p o l i t i c a l theology which should have r e s u l t e d 

i n r e v o l u t i o n a r y change i n s o c i a l s t r u c t u r e s ; h i s f e e l i n g 

that the Church must r e t a i n i t s transcendent character and be 

true to i t s purely r e l i g i o u s ( t h e r e f o r e c r i t i c a l ) message. 

I t i s t h i s l a s t which l i n k s h i s thought to many modern w r i 

t i n g s on the Church, i n c l u d i n g those of Paul T i l l i c h , and which 

provides one answer to the complex question of the p o s i t i o n of 

C h r i s t i a n s i n the modern world. 

* * * a i'r 



INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of t h i s study i s to examine c r i t i c a l l y the 

e c c l e s i o l o g y of F.D. Maurice and i t s r e l a t i o n s h i p to h i s o o l i t i c a l 

thought. To put i t a d i f f e r e n t way, I wish to examine i n 

Maurice's main w r i t i n g s h i s theology of the Church and i t s r e l a 

t i o n to the S t a t e and to s o c i e t y . I w i l l proceed i n the follow

ing ways f l B s t , h i s s o c i e t a l concept, that of the "Divine Order" 

or " S p i r i t u a l C o n s t i t u t i o n " of man's l i f e , second, h i s concept of 

the Kingdom of C h r i s t , t h i r d , h i s idea of the Church, fourth, h i s 

theory of the S t a t e or Nation, and f i n a l l y , h i s doctrine of the 

Church's r e l a t i o n to that S t a t e and to s o c i e t y , s p e c i f i c a l l y the 

Church of England's r e l a t i o n to the nineteenth century s t a t e of 

which Maurice i s speaking. The Dri n c i n A l works r e f e r r e d to are 
1. 2. 

The Kingdom of C h r i s t , volumes I and I I , and S o c i a l Morality. 

I t i s unnecessary here to give a summary of Maurice's l i f e 

and h i s place i n nineteenth century thought. Christeneen has 

given a comprehensive survey as has C.E.Raven, and a d e t a i l e d 

account was given by h i s son, F r e d e r i c k Maurice, i n h i s c o l l e c t i o n 
3. 

of h i s f a t h e r ' s l e t t e r s . His importance as a theologian cannot 

be doubted, as the main body of works w r i t t e n about him i n the 

mid-twentieth century a t t e s t . Recently there has been a renewed 

i n t e r e s t i n Maurice, s i n c e the centenary of h i s death i n 1972, 

1. F.D. Maurice, The Kingdom of C h r i s t . (2nd ed,) (London: James 
C l a r k e and Co., 1842. Reprinted, 1959. O r i g i n a l r e p r i n t by R l v l n g -
ton, 18^2.) Hereafter r e f e r r e d to as KC I or KC I I . ( F i r s t e d i t i o n 
quotes w i l l appear as KC I (1838). There were three volumes I n 
the f i r s t (I838O e d i t i o n . ) 

2. F.D. Maurice, S o c i a l Morality. (London & Cambridge: Macmillan 
and Co., 1869) Hereafter r e f e r r e d to as SM. 

3. See bibliography f o r d e t a i l s of Chrlstensen, Raven, and F. Maur
i c e , J r . 
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and two books have appeared? one by Oli v e Johnson Brose who 

de s c r i b e s very w e l l the blend of conservative and r a d i c a l elements 

i n Maurice's thought; the other, by Frank McClain, which looks 

at the I n f l u e n c e of Maurice's background on h i s theology. There 

i s a l s o an i n t e r e s t i n g a r t i c l e i n the Harvard Theological Review 
6. 

by James V/. Clayton which w i l l be discussed below. I t i s a 

t r i b u t e to Maurice's thought that theologians w r i t i n g today who 

speak from a t o t a l l y d i f f e r e n t h i s t o r i c a l perspective are s t i l l 

challenged by h i s prodigious w r i t i n g s . The l a t e s t expositors of 

h i s thought have seen the need not only f o r more study of Maurice's 

sometimes c h a o t i c , "unsystematic" works, but a l s o f o r an approach 

from the p a r t i c u l a r standpoints of modern philosophy and p o l i t i c a l 

theory as v j e l l as theology. However, to do t h i s a c c u r a t e l y and 

without immediate p r e j u d i c e against what might be termed h i s 

" V i c t o r i a n " outlook and conservatism, Maurice must be properly 

l o c a t e d w i t h i n the nineteenth century world view which he sometimes 

transcended, yet of which he was a true r e p r e s e n t a t i v e i n many 
ways. P a r t i c u l a r l y h e l D f u l f o r t h i s purpose i s a new work by 

7. 
G,Kltson C l a r k which i s dedicated to the memory of F.D. Maurice 

and to King's College, London. 

C l a r k dlscuf?ses the period from 1832 to 1885 as a s e r i e s of 

"phases" t a t h e r than "periods" which can be dis t i n g u i s h e d from one 

another. He s t r e s s e s a continuous development r a t h e r than any 

sudden change, but bearing t h i s I n mind, there are two s i g n i f i c a n t 

4. O l i v e J . Brose, F.D. Maui^icei R e b e l l i o u s Conformist. (Ohio: Ohio 
U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s , I 9 7 I ) . 

5. Frank McClain, F.D.Maurice; Man and Moralist. (Londons SPCK,1972), 

6. James W, Clayton, "Reason and So c i e t y ! An Approach to F,D. Maur
i c e " . (Harvard Theol o g i c a l Review, vol.65, no.3", J u l y 1972.) 

?. G.KltBon C l a r k , Churchmen and the Condition of England, 1832-
1885. (London; Methuen, 1973.) 
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dates around which h i s "phases" revolve- I832 ( F i r s t Reform Act) 
and I867 (Second Reform A c t ) . U n t i l I832 the "old order" of s o c i 
ety p r e v a i l e d , although the seeds of change were already being 
sown a t the c l o s e of the eighteenth century with the large i n 
creas e of population which contributed to the overcrowded urban 
co n d i t i o n s and poverty g e n e r a l l y a s s o c i a t e d with the England of 
the I n d u s t r i a l Revolution. Although the Church of England was 
only one s e c t i o n of the r e l i g i o u s community and the r o l e of the 
non-conformists i n the "condition of England" question cannot be 
overlooked, n e v e r t h e l e s s C l a r k s i n g l e s out clergymen and I n t e r e s t e d 
l a i t y of the Church of England f o r h i s study. He says i n t h i s 
connection: "Since the Church was an ' e s t a b l i s h e d Church' the ideas 
and o r a c t i c e of i t s c l e r g y and .laity were l i k e l y to bear a c l o s e 

8 , 

r e l a t i o n s h i p to the old theory of government and s o c i a l e t h i c s . . . " 

I n C l a r k ' s view the old conception of s o c i a l morality r e s t e d on 

the assumption of a r i g i d h i e r a r c h y i n s o c i e t y not only sanctioned 

by "immemorial custom" but a l s o believed to be necessary to pre-
9. 

serve "that order which made c i v i l i z e d l i f e p o s s i b l e . " I n the 
old conception t h i s h i e r a r c h y was seen i n terms o f " d u t l e s " : 

I n t h i s old conception, therefore, s o c i e t y depended 
f o r i t s ordered e x i s t e n c e on the maintenance of a 
s o c i a l framework i n which everyone did h i s duty i n 
that s t a t e of l i f e i n t o which i t should please God 
to c a l l him. Since the d u t i e s wgre d i f f e r e n t , and 
i t was necessary f o r t h e i r proper performance that 
one human being should be subordinated to another, 
i t was necessary that the order be h i e r a r c h i c a l . . . 
S i n ce f o r the operation of the system i t was necessary 
to accept the p r i n c i p l e of p r i v a t e property i t was 
necessary to permit a g r o s s l y unequal d i s t r i b u t i o n of 
property, always accepting the proviso that property 

8, i b i d , p. x v i i . 

9. i b i d , p.5.. 
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had i t s d u t i e s as w e l l as i t s r i g h t s . And s i n c e i t 
was God who had appointed these n e c e s s i t i e s , then the 
system which they imposed must be sanctioned by His law 
a g a i n s t which i t would be impious to complain... 10. 

Although the moral de f e c t s of t h i s view of s o c i a l l i f e are obvious, 
C l a r k maintains that t h i s very system of s o c i a l e t h i c s which 
could condone monstrous i n j u s t i c e s would a l s o be the spring
board f o r the progressive development of the State and demand 
s e r v i c e s from those who accepted i t which members of a more equi
t a b l e system might not have regarded as w i t h i n t h e i r personal ob-

11. 

l i g a t i o n s . Whereas public morality i s today communal- that i s , 

only the community can adequately provide f o r the problems of 

modern s o c i e t y as we see them- i n the old order I t xias a matter 

of personal c h a r i t y and i n d i v i d u a l conscience. The w e a l t h i e r a 

man vfas, the more burdensome was h i s r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the poor 

and the workers who came under h i s j u r i s d i c t i o n . This way of 

handling the s o c i a l problem depended on volunteers ( e s p e c i a l l y 

clergymen), and i t became Inadequate as the process of urbanization 

extended and the need f o r p r o f e s s i o n a l s i n every f i e l d Increased. 

Toward the middle of the century the new wealth made a v a i l 

able by i n d u s t r i a l i z a t i o n encouraged a new philosophy and hope 

that i n place of a h i e r a r c h i c a l s o c i e t y based on hereditary wealth 

and p o s i t i o n , there should come Into being a progressive s o c i e t y 

based on e n t e r p r i s e , hard work, f r u g a l i t y , and f r e e contract 

which would determine i t s values and rewards by the workings of 
12. 

untrammelled competition. But C l a r k points out that to a poor 

person i t might be to g r e a t e r advantage to be the lowest rank of 

10. I b i d . p.8. 

11. i b i d , p.8. 

12. i b i d . p.16. 
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a d i v i n e l y - o r d a i n e d h i e r a r c h i c a l system than to be the l o s e r i n 
a s o c i e t y of f r e e competition, or one of the examples of "the un
deserving poor whose moral f a i l u r e s were responsible for t h e i r 

13. 

c o n d i t i o n . " 

C l a r k c h a r a c t e r i z e s the concept of the State before I 8 3 2 i n 

a way which we w i l l see corresponds to Maurice's notion: 

The S t a t e was a C h r i s t i a n community. I t was ruled by a 
king, who had been anointed and crowned and who had be
f o r e the a l t a r promised to do j u s t i c e and observe the law. 
The members of the S t a t e were a l l members of C h r i s t ' s 
Church, indeed Church and State were but aspects of the 
same s o c i e t y , e i t h e r working i n the uneasy partnership 
that p r e v a i l e d i n medieval Europe, or fused into the 
more complete unity described by Hooker, Therefore the 
moral content of the S t a t e was defined by the f a c t of 
i t s C h r i s t i a n i t y , the sanctions behind i t s claim to obe
dience were rooted i n s c r i p t u r e and the C h r i s t i a n r e l i g i o n , 
and the law of God p r e s c r i b e d what must be the l i m i t s to 
i t s c l a i m s . 14. 

On t h i s view, the c l e r g y had an e s s e n t i a l r o l e i n the s o c i a l and 

p o l i t i c a l l i f e of that S t a t e . A p a r o c h i a l clergyman owed h i s 

p a r i s h i o n e r s the same kind of duty a landowner ovjed h i s tenants. 

The Bishops were s t i l l represented i n the House of Lords, and the 

e c c l e s i a s t i c a l p a r i s h had been adapted f o r the purposes of s e c u l a r 
15. 

a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . I t was j u s t beginning to be r e a l i z e d i n the 

f i r s t t h l g r t y years of the nineteenth century that a clergyman 

ought to r e c e i v e a s p e c i a l t r a i n i n g as a man whose way of l i f e 
ought perhaps to d i f f e r from that of a layman more than i n the 

16. 
past. 

As many Conservatives feared, the Reform Act of I 8 3 2 seemed 

13. i b i d , p.17. 

14. i b i d , p.24. 

15. i b i d , p.30. 

16. i b i d . p,50. 
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to h e r a l d changes that were to break up the old order of s o c i e t y . 
Among the important measures passed were; the I r i s h Church Act, 
the a c t a b o l i s h i n g s l a v e r y i n the B r i t i s h empire, a factory a c t , 
and important l e g a l reforms s e t t i n g up a j u d i c i a l committee of the 
P r i v y C o u n c i l . I n a d d i t i o n , C a t h o l i c emancipation had been enacted 
i n 1829. I n 183.4 the reform of the Poor Law took place. But a f t e r 
that -year the p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i s m of the VJhigs died down, and i n 
1841 we f i n d Robert P e e l , leader of a new Conservative Party, 
stepping i n t o the Prime M i n i s t e r s o f f i c e . This party had the sup
port of the landed gentry and of the Church: 

I n supporting the Conservatives the cle r g y were support
ing much that was i n s t i n c t with c l a s s s e l f i s h n e s s and i n 
j u s t i c e , w hile s e v e r a l of the e v a n g e l i c a l c l e r g y openly 
encouraged that v i r u l e n t popular hatsed of Roman C a t h o l i 
cism which b e d e v i l l e d England's r e l a t i o n s with I r e l a n d 
during most of the nineteenth century, 17, 

But Parliament repeal&d the Corn Laws i n 1846 and Peel was driven 

from o f f i c e , s p l i t t i n g the Conservative Party, After t h i s for 

t h i r t y years the course of p o l i t i c s was i n d e c i s i v e , with neither 

party able to secure c o n t r o l of the House of Commons, 

Although the Reform Act had l e f t power i n the hands of those 

with whom i t had always r e s i d e d , i t served to loosen the t i e s be

tween the Church and the St a t e by I n c r e a s i n g the power of d i s s e n 

t e r s who denied to the State a l l but minimal moral power. I t i s 

i n t o t h i s c l i m a t e that F,D. Maurice came as an ordained clergyman 

of the Church of England i n I 6 3 4 , and i t was to t h i s problem, the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p of the Church to the St a t e i n the face of the/bhreat 

of d i s e s t a b l i s h m e n t and the s e c u l a r i z a t i o n of education, that he 

addresses much of h i s work, both i n theory and by p r a c t i c a l ex-

17. i b i d , p.61. 
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periment. For Maurice, as we s h a l l see i n d e t a i l , d i s e s t a b l i s h 
ment was unthinkable, s i n c e the Church and S t a t e should be i n 
separable. They complemented each other- the Church g i v i n g moral 

d i r e c t i o n and the S t a t e c a r r y i n g out l e g i s l a t i v e and executive 
18. 

f u n c t i o n s . On the i s s u e of education Maurice opposed many 

R a d i c a l s viho advocated the ImDosltion of a u n i v e r s a l system of edu

c a t i o n on the country. Rather, Maurice f e l t i t was the duty of 

the Church as w e l l as her r i g h t to educate the nation. L i k e 

Gladstone, Arnold, Coleridge, Burke, and even Bentham, Maurice 

saw the need for a wider moral a u t h o r i t y f o r the State than i t 

could r e c e i v e from the f a c t that i t protected l i f e and property. 

The problem arose when t h i s wider moral a u t h o r i t y was connected 

with the Church of England at a time when the need to extend 

t o l e r a t i o n f o r any form of personal b e l i e f was making i t s e l f f e l t . 

But, as C l a r k notes, given mid-nineteenth century conditions, 

n e i t h e r Maurice's view, nor the a l t e r n a t i v e which preclbuded the 

S t a t e ' s propagation of any r e l i g i o n or object which went beyond 
19. 

the b a s i c n e c e s s i t i e s of l i f e could work c o n s i s t e n t l y . 

The two biggest problems c u r r e n t l y f a c i n g the nation mid-

century were education and public hbelth, both of which were con

cerns of Maurice and the C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t group. C l a r k charac

t e r i z e s the educational i d e a l s of the nineteenth century i n t h i s 

way: attendance at a day school and even a Sunday school was seen 

to b e n e f i t the c h i l d i n s e c u l a r terms f o r i t would c l e a r l y be to 

advantage to Know how to read, w r i t e and have some a r i t h m e t i c ; but 

i t was n a t u r a l f o r a mid-century clergyman to think that the most 

urgent need was f o r r e l i g i o u s education which would not prepare 

18. i b i d , pp.79-80. 

19. i b i d . pp.92-93. 
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a c h i l d f o r t h i s l i f e , but f o r the next, and give a man comfort 

and peace a t the l a s t . He goes on: 

The emphasis on r e l i g i o u s teaching upset the balance of 
much education, the emphasis on the formularies of the 
Church made cooperation with Dissent d i f f i c u l t , and the 
b e l i e f that t r a i n i n g i n the knowledge and p r a c t i c e of 
r e l i g i o n might teach the poor to l i v e better-regulated 
l i v e s and a b s t a i n from such a c t i v i t i e s as r i o t i n g , r i c k -
burning, . poaching, or other forms of sub^rersion that 
menaced the s o c i a l order had morally dangerous p o s s l b i l i * 
t i e s . . . 2 0 . 

Maurice placed considerable emphasis on education, though t h i s 

r e a l l y r e q u i r e s a s p e c i a l study which cannot be attempted here. 

I t i s t r u e that he saw theology as the crowning glory of a l l 

s t u d i e s which sheds l i g h t on every d i s c i p l i n e . He i s , however, 

flar from f a l l i n g i n t o the trap of using r e l i g i o n as an opium-

dose s i n c e h i s whole theology s t r e s s e d the Gospel as a message 
2 1 . 

of l i b e r a t i o n and the Church as "Communist i n p r i n c i p l e . " 

His foundation of the Working Men's College i s evidence f o r h i s 

concern to destroy the i d e a of s o c i a l l y - s t r a t i f i e d education and 

to combat the notion that persons of "lowly" s t a t u s had no need 

of the i n t e i l e c t u a l and s p i r i t u a l advantages even of elementary 

education. However, the question r a i s e d I n the years following 

the Reform B i l l of I 8 3 2 was how f a r I s i t l e g i t i m a t e f o r the 

St a t e , or any other body, to impose on the c h i l d r e n i n i t s charge 

a p a r t i c u l a r s et of opinions I n c o n t r o v e r s i a l matters. Before 

1830 two answers had been given: the f i r s t sprang from the old 

conception of the organic unity of Church and Sta t e ; the e s t a b l i s h e d 

Church was a fundamental part of the c o n s t i t u t i o n of s o c i e t y , and 

i t s teaching was part of the t r u t h on which s o c i e t y r e s t e d . I t 

was t h e r e f o r e r i g h t to teach the doct r i n e s of the e s t a b l i s h e d 

2 0 . i b i d . p.101. 

2 1 . F r e d e r i c k Maurice J r . , The L i f e of F r e d e r i c k Denlson Maurice 
( C h i e f l y t o l d I n h i s own l e t t e r s . ) (London: Macmlllan and Co., 1894, 
H e r e a f t e r r e f e r r e d to as L i f e I or L i f e I l j . L l f e I I , p.8 f f . 



-9-

Church i n the schools of the S t a t e . The second answer was that of 
the non-Conformists who maintained the absolute r i g h t of i n d i v i 
duals to make up t h e i r own'minds; and, except where urgent need 

22. 

e x i s t e d , the State had no r i g h t to teach anything a t a l l . We w i l l 

see the tensions i n Maurice's attempts to deal with these views 

i n Chapter Three. However, a f t e r I83O n e i t h e r answer was admissi

b l e . "On the one hand i t was no longer n o s s l b l e to base a po l i c y 

on the union between Church and S t a t e , and on the other the Govern-
23. 

ment had accepted the f a c t that i t had undoubted educational d u t i e s . " 
The question remains f o r us today: 

A l l educational systems must i n c u l c a t e a morality, even 
i f i t i s only what purports to be a permissive morality. 
A l l m o r a l t t i e s are founded upon dogma, even i f i t i s 
only what purports to be the dogma of agnosticism. I t 
w i l l always be a matter of importance who s h a l l choose the 
dogma taught i n the schools- Church, State, parent or 
teacher. 24. 

The c l e r g y were a l s o involved i n medicine and public h e a l t h , 

but with the development of the medical profession and the found

ing of h o s p i t a l s , the c l e r g y ' s a s s i s t a n c e i n t h i s area tended more 

and more toward the s p i r i t u a l or psy c h o l o g i c a l . S o c i a l p o l i c y 

i n t h i s period r e s t e d on the common assumption that i n dealing 

with poverty, the only healthy p o l i c i e s were those which encour

aged s e l f - h e l p ; . i n a d d i t i o n , many f e l t that poverty was the r e 

s u l t of moral f a i l u r e on the part of the i n d i v i d u a l s to help 

25. 
themselves. But C l a r k s t a t e s t h a t i t was a l s o a common assump

t i o n t h at the i n d i v i d u a l might be impoverished owing to circum

stances beyond h i s c o n t r o l , a r e s e r v a t i o n which r a i s e d the ques

t i o n of what circumstances were to be considered unavoidable and 

22. C l a r k , o p . c i t . p.129. 

23. i b i d , p.129. 
24. i b i d , p.139. 
25. i b i d . p.214. 
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26. 
what power over an I n d i v i d u a l ' s behaviour was c r e d i t e d to them. 
The prevalence, of d i s e a s e when i n v e s t i g a t e d revealed l i v i n g con
d i t i o n s i n which i t was u n l i k e l y an i n d i v i d u a l could help himself, 
but r e c o g n i t i o n of t h i s s t a t e of a f f a i r s was coupled with a view 
which a s s o c i a t e d bad l i v i n g conditions with moral e r r o r . Thus 
clergymen saw s a n i t a r y reform as important f o r e l i m i n a t i n g the 
"occasions of s i n " 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. I n short, 
i n the period before 1867 both with regard to education and public 
h e a l t h , the old system of i n d i v i d u a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and l o c a l 
i n i t i a t i v e i n which the c l e r g y had an Important part to play had 
f a i l e d . 

The Second Reform Act i n 1867 s i g n a l i z e d the f i n a l accept

ance of democracy and enfranchised a l a r g e number of working 

c l a s s v o t e r s . This raanced the beginning of a new phase i n which 

was passed i n t o law a Trade Union Act (1871) (amended 1876), Con

s p i r a c y and property Act (1875) which replaced the "obnoxious 
27. 

C r i m i n a l Law Amendment Act of I 8 7 I " and the a c t of 1875 which 

replaced an old law of Master and Servant, The powers of the State 

were i n c r e a s i n g r a p i d l y i n t h i s phase so that p o l i t i c a l t h e o r i s t s 

often speak of a t r a n s i t i o n from "the period of l a i s s e z - f a i r e " to 

the period of " c o l l e c t i v i s m " . Leading Churchmen had seen the 

f a i l i n g s of the old system, and now they looked toward a period 

of I n c r e a s e d s o c i a l a c t i v i t y on the part of the State, with the 

Church a c t i n g i n c l o s e and f r i e n d l y cooperation.- This expectation 

was doomed to disappointment. As C l a r k s a y s : "The s e c u l a r S t a t e 

26. i b i d , p.214. 

27. i b i d . p.228. 
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would a c t not so much as an a l l y of the Church but as a s u b s t i t u t e 

f o r i t , t a king over many functions of the Church, but not i t s 
28. 

creed." There were many reasons why t h i s was so. The State 

was the agent of a community i n which there e x i s t e d a m u l t i p l i c i t y 

of b e l i e f s , so the S t a t e must seem agnostic. S o c i a l programs had 

to become i n c r e a s i n g l y p r o f e s s i o n a l , no longer r e l y i n g on untrained 

c l e r g y and volunteers. The o b j e c t s of s o c i a l p o l i c y were con

sidered by men with a s e c u l a r point of view, and no longer s o l e l y 

by those with a C h r i s t i a n motive. I n addition, as the State e-

volved i t s programmes f o r s o c i a l welfare, i t developed agencies 

to e f f e c t the programmes and no longer r e l i e d on the organization 
29. 

of Church of England p a r i s h e s . Also between 1860 and 1880 ag

n o s t i c i s m swept through the more highly educated groups i n the 

country I n c l u d i n g leading f i g u r e s at Oxford and Cambridge; men 

who i n the l a s t century would have been leading Churchmen became 

the a g n o s t i c a r c h i t e c t s of the s e c u l a r S t a t e i n the l a t e nineteenth 

century. T h i s m i s t r u s t of the Church was the r e s u l t of contro

v e r s i e s , propaganda, repugnant d o c t r i n e s of e t e r n a l punishment, 

the i n e r r a n c y of the B i b l e , and f o r e n s i c explanations of the atone

ment. Maurice did much i n h i s theology to c o r r e c t these mis

guided a p p l i c a t i o n s of the t h e o l o g i c a l e n t e r p r i s e . His con

s t a n t attempts to bring out what was s i g n i f i c a n t i n the p o s i t i o n s 

of s e c t a r i a n s and apply h i s considerable a b i l i t i e s to bind up 

x^ounds i n c o n t r o v e r s i e s , h i s r e i n t e r o r e t a t i o n of the doctrine of 

e t e r n a l punishment f o r which he was asked to leave King's College, 

h i s openness to the new study of B i b l i c a l c r i t i c i s m , were a l l 

28. i b i d , pp.232-3. 

29. i b i d , p.233. 
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major c o n t r i b u t i o n s to increased understanding i n the C h r i s t i a n 
30. 

r e l i g i o u s world. C l a r k adds a f u r t h e r point: 

The e s t a b l i s h e d Church had been compromised by i t s 
c l o s e a s s o c i a t i o n with the old s e c u l a r order of so
c i e t y , but i t s theory, and, p o t e n t i a l l y , i t s p r a c t i c e 
and morality, had been focused on an a u t h o r i t y that 
transcended the needs, and remained outside the scope 
of the w i l l , of the community; and by the end of the 
seventeenth century men i n B r i t a i n had l e a r n t that the 
nature of that a u t h o r i t y guaranteed to men and women 
the r i g h t t>t d i s s e n t . 31. 

For d i s s e n t i m p l i e s the r e c o g n i t i o n of a value that transcends the 

community's w i l l . T h i s i s the p o s i t i v e aspect of Maurice's d i s 

l i k e of democracy. Although democracy has been accepted, and had 

been by the l a t e nineteenth century, as a foundation p r i n c i p l e 

of a modern S t a t e , we s h a l l see t h a t Maurice f e l t t h a t i t would 

become a tyranny of the people r a t h e r than a contribution to 

human freedom. This would i n f a c t be the case i f the nation l o s t 

the p r i n c i p l e of b e l i e f i n a value which transcends the mere 

majority w i l l . 

At the end of the nineteenth century the paramount question 
32. 

was, "What kind of s o c i e t y would men have to accept?" C l a r k 

asks how C h r i s t i a n i t y , would manage i n a. new s o c i e t y of democratic 

and s e c u l a r v a l u e s : 
Marxist S o c i a l i s m r e j e c t e d C h r i s t i a n i t y and regarded the 
i n s t i t u t i o n s which had f o s t e r e d I t as the r e s u l t of the 
e x p l o i t a t i o n of the workers. Even a milder form of so
c i a l democracy would be l i k e l y to be agnostic, and to 
c a l l i n t o e x i s t e n c e all-embracing public s e r v i c e s which 
would leave l i t t l e room f o r voluntary actions and inde
pendent opinions,.. But even without S o c i a l i s m that 
question (the p o s i t i o n of C h r i s t i a n i t y ) was posed by the 
c o l l e c t l v i s t S t a t e . 33. 

I t i s to t h i s i s s u e that C l a r k devotes h i s f i n a l chapter. The 

30. Not the " r e l i g i o u s world" i n the sense i n which Maurice uses 
i t - that of s e c t a r i a n d i f f e r e n c e s and b i t t e r n e s s . 

31. I b i d , p.236. 
32. I b i d . p.313. 
33. i b i d , p.313. 
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question formulates i t s e l f thus: 

I f the S t a t e was to be entrusted with t h i s great i n 
c r e a s e of power i t must be c r e d i t e d with s u f f i c i e n t 
moral a u t h o r i t y to j u s t i f y i t s use of power; and should 
be d i r e c t e d by a philosophy which should Inform i t what 
i t could and... what i t could not do. V/hence, then, should 
i t get that a u t h o r i t y , or who would give i t that p h i l o 
sophy? 34. 

These questions were asked by Gladstone and Maurice i n I638-.9, 

and i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g that i n t e l l i g e n t Churchmen i n 1868 were 

g i v i n g the same answers. They bel i e v e d c o l l a b o r a t i o n with the 

S t a t e was s t i l l p o s s i b l e , "where the clergyman was s e n s i b l e and 
35. 

played h i s p a r t with d i s c r e t i o n . " The view that the State was 

a d i v i n e c r e a t i o n no l e s s so t h a t the Church, expounded by Maurice 

t h i r t y years before, was s t i l l accepted by many c l e r g y . L l e w e l l y n 

Davies wrote i n 1868: "The idea of a n a t i o n a l Church i s s t r i c t l y 

i n harmony with such hopes and aims, implying as i t does that a 
36. 

C h r i s t i a n n a t i o n should p u b l i c l y confess i t s C h r i s t i a n i t y . " 

For Maurice, i t was by t h e i r union that the Church and the State 

could be c r e d i t e d with the moral a u t h o r i t y to c a r r y out n a t i o n a l 

t a s k s . Should they be d i s u n i t e d , the public acknowledgement of 

such an a u t h o r i t y which would enable the S t a t e to f u l f i l i t s 

sacred f u n c t i o n would not e x i s t . 

There had been two processes going forward s i n c e I830 which 
to some extent have not reached t h e i r f u l l development even today: 
the p r o g r e s s i v e disestablishment of the Church of England, and the 

37. 
p r o g r e s s i v e s e c u l a r i z a t i o n of s o c i e t y and the S t a t e . I t i s 

34. i b i d , p.316. 

35. i b i d , p.316. 

36. W.L.Clay, Essays on Church Policy.(1868) pp.73-4 & p.84; 
Quoted i n C l a r k , o p . c i t . p.317. 

37. C l a r k , o p . c i t . p.331. 
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I r o n i c t h a t those who wished f o r the disestablishment of the 

Church, t h a t i s , r e l i g i o u s Dissent, have now to deal w i j h a 

society and State which l e a v e , l i t t l e scope f o r the development of 
thS s p i r i t u a l values they were as s e r t i n g by t h e i r wish to leave 
a l l men f r e e to develop r e l i g i o u s l y unimpeded by an external 
a u t h o r i t y whether e c c l e s i a s t i c a l or p o l i t i c a l . As Clark sees 
i t , the achievement of secular ends by the State requires an 
o r g a n i z a t i o n so powerful and all-embracing, and so complete a 
concentration on secular objects t h a t i t leaves l i t t l e room f o r 
the observance of the s p i r i t u a l value which i s protected by the 

38. 
r i g h t to dissent i t s e l f . "The working p r i n c i p l e of the secular 
State was not to be respect f o r i n d i v i d u a l freedom but the neces-

39. 

s i t y of compulsion." 

Maurice's view of the complementary aspects of the Church's 

r e l a t i o n t o the State contained some unresolved problems. 
Supposing the law of the State d i d not embody the l i f e -
g i v i n g p r i n c i p l e which i s embodied i n the Church, sup
posing the. d i s t r i b u t i o n of property i t protected was 
u n j u s t , the p r i n c i p l e s i t t o l e r a t e d were contrary to 
the precepts o f C h r i s t i a n i t y , how f a r were the repre
s e n t a t i v e s of the Church r»erraitted to go to r e c t i f y 
matters? 40. 

Maurice was faced by t h i s question i n the movement f o r associations, 
At a l l costs Maurice wished t o avoid an appeal to secular a u t h o r i 
t y r a t h e r than to the law of God which i t was the Church's duty 
to promulgate. The question as he saw i t took the f o l l o w i n g form: 
"How f a r i s i t appropriate or l e g i t i m a t e t o dravj on s p i r i t u a l 

38. i b i d . p.332. 

39. i b i d , p.332. 

ko, i b i d , pp.332-3. 
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a u t h o r i t y t o commend secular means I n order to secure a secular 
o b j e c t i v e ? " I t h i n k Clark does not see the f u l l range of 
Maurice's thought on t h i s issue. On the one hand Maurice be
l i e v e s , as vje s h a l l see, t h a t society i s d i v i n e and so the con
cept of "secular o b j e c t i v e s " i s f o r e i g n to him; on the other 
hand, there i s a tension i n Maurice between the p o t e n t i a l and 
the a c t u a l Kingdom which does not f u l l y resolve i t s e l f - he en
gages i n work f o r cooperation only to withdraw on account of the 
inner c o n t r a d i c t i o n found there. His b e l i e f i n a Divine Order 
already present caused him to assert society's d i v i n i t y "as i t 
stands not as i t may become;" and p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y which 
sought t o reorganize t h a t s o c i ety on democratic and s o c i a l i s t i c 
p r i n c i p l e s seemed to him t o deny t h a t d i v i n i t y . This i s an area 
i n Maurice i n which we see the blend of r a d i c a l and conservative 
elements which Olive Brose discusses. 

However, as Clark puts i t , the Church and the State have not 
been f o r m a l l y separated t o t h i s day, but have gradually been 
t h r u s t a p a r t . I t i s our task to discover i f anything of value 
remains i n Maurice's thought i f the " C h r i s t i a n State" has d i s 
appeared. 

41. i b i d , p.33^. 

k2. L i f e I I , p.137-8, 

43. Brose, o o . c i t . 



CHABTER ONE 

KINGDOM 

The p o i n t which Maurice wished to examine i n h i s work The 
Kingdom of C h r i s t was; "whether a n a t i o n a l society and a univer
s a l s o c i e t y be i n t h e i r natures c o n t r a d i c t o r y and incompatible; 
or whether they have been only made so by c e r t a i n notions which 

i n t e r f e r e w i t h the u n i v e r s a l i t y of the s p i r i t u a l body as w e l l as 
1. 

w i t h the d i s t i n c t n e s s of the n a t i o n a l body," I n other words, 
he vjished t o show reasons f o r h i s b e l i e f t h a t the Church i n Eng
land was a t once a n a t i o n a l and a un i v e r s a l body, and how d i f f e r 
ent Protestant sects and the Romanist Church l i m i t e d both univer
s a l i t y and n a t i o n a l d i s t i n c t n e s s . He begins by discussing more 
widely the evidence f o r a "d i v i n e order" to human existence. I t 
i s to t h i s " s p i r i t u a l c o n s t i t u t i o n " t h a t t h i s chapter w i l l be de
voted. 

From the h i s t o r i e s of Quakerism, Pure Protestantism, and 
Unlt a r i a n i s m , Maurice takes the idea of a s p i r i t u a l Kingdom as 
rep r e s e n t a t i v e of a l l these sects. Again he sees i n the arguments 
of philosophers an I n t e r e s t i n questions l i k e whether there e x i s t s 
a d i s t i n c t s p i r i t u a l world or whether one i s only created from 
t h i s common world, whether God e x i s t s or not. He sees the common 
people searching f o r such a c o n s t i t u t i o n , attempting to construct 
a u n i v e r s a l society. He concludes, " i t i s equally impossible f o r 
men to be content w i t h a s o l r i t u a l society which I s not u n i v e r s a l , 

2. 

and w i t h a u n i v e r s a l society which i s not s p i r i t u a l . " And so 
he believes t h a t a s p i r i t u a l and un i v e r s a l society i s involved i n 
the very idea of our human c o n s t i t u t i o n . This i s demonstrated not 
by philosophy but by S c r i p t u r e . Here i s the c r u c i a l p o i n t . 

1. KC I , p.42. 

2. i b i d . p.223. 
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Maurice's arguments f a l l dovm when subjected to a close, c r i t i 
c a l reading as long as he t r i e s to argue from a secular view 
( w i t h which he i s t o t a l l y unsympathetic.) But he can and must 
be d e a l t w i t h from the point of view of r e v e l a t i o n because he 
vievjs a l l h i s t o r y as sacred and as the unfolding by God of t r u t h 
to man. So i t must be w i t h t h i s o r i e n t a t i o n i n mind that we f u r 
t h e r examine h i s i n q u i r y "whether there be on t h i s earth a s p i r i 
t u a l and u n i v e r s a l kingdom, which the d i f f e r e n t r e l i g i o u s systems 
have not been able to supersede or destroy; which i s l i K e l y to 

make i t s e l f manifest when they have a l l oerished; and w i t h which 
3. 

we of the nineteenth century may have f e l l o w s h i p . " 
Maurice notices f i r s t t h a t i n every form of Protestantism, 

the f a c t t h a t the c h i l d r e n of believeris are accepted i n t o the 
f e l l o w s h i p without being "consci>.:)Usly redeemed" persons, i s e v i 
dence f o r the u n i v e r s a l i t y of the Kingdom ("Christ's redemptive 
act " might be a b e t t e r phrase here) i n C h r i s t i a n p r a c t i c e . Also 
according t o the"schemes" of philosophers of h i s time, i t i s im
possible t o organize a u n i v e r s a l society (which demands a s i t u a t i o n 
i n which men must be i n d i v i d u a l , separate u n i t s , according to Maur
ice ) w h i l e the d i s t i n c t i o n of f a m i l i e s s t i l l p r e v a i l . Men are 
"bound together by a c e r t a i n law, which may be set at naught, 
and made almost u t t e r l y i n e f f i c i e n t , but which cannot be e n t i r e l y 
repealed." "The g l a r i n g f a c t of f a m i l y l i f e " which proves men 
are not u n i t s seems to me a f a l s e use of the terms Involved, Men 
are both I n d i v i d u a l s and members of f a m i l i e s , i n t h a t order of 
p r i o r i t y . The f a m i l y experience may be less r e a l to some than to 

3. i b i d , pp.2-28-9. I n t h i s phrase, Maurice uses "Kingdom" to r e f e r 
to the v i s i b l e Church on earth as w e l l as a possible reference to 
the e s c h a t o l o g i c a l Kingdom. I t i s not clear i n the l a t t e r case 
when the "manifestation" of t h i s Kingdom w i l l come. 
4 . i b i d , p.230. 
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others, but the experience of I n d i v i d u a l i t y i s common to a l l . 
However, Maurice uses the f a c t t h a t men e x i s t i n f a m i l i e s to sup
port h i s b e l i e f t h a t a s p i r i t u a l and moral c o n s t i t u t i o n f o r man
kind e x i s t s . There i s an " i n e v i t a b i l i t y " of discovering t h a t 
every man e x i s t s i n a f a m i l y , and so too i t i s i n e v i t a b l e t h a t 
man recognizes he i s i n " r e l a t i o n s h i p " - l i k e i t or not, man i s i n 
soc i e t y . Maurice's t r a n s i t i o n from "men e x i s t i n f a m i l i e s " to 
"man i s i n so c i e t y " or " i n r e l a t i o n s h i p " i s only confusing because 
of a moral loading of the word " r e l a t i o n s h i p " toward something 
p o s i t i v e or good, and i s d i s t u r b i n g because of changing ideas 
about " f a m i l y " s t r u c t u r e and parental r o l e s . Maurice i s using as 
a model the V i c t o r i a n " f a m i l y " V7hlch was h i e r a r c h i c a l l y s t r u c t u r e d 
and i s t h e r e f o r e n a t u r a l l y l e d tovjards a p a t r i a r c h a l view of so c i 
ety and government. C e r t a i n l y he was r i g h t to point out th a t man 
i s i n s o c i e t y . We s h a l l discuss t h i s f u r t h e f i n Chapter Three. 

Maurice speaks of the two- f o l d c o n d i t i o n of man: he i s i n a 
world of objects and i s i n r e l a t i o n s h i p . The former, h i s "circum
stances", describes senHual o b j e c t s , the l a t t e r r e l a t e s to a sta t e 
of being. The phrases, "having bad hearing" and "being a bad bro
t h e r " both i n d i c a t e a lack of harmony between man and h i s c o n d i t i o n , 
but the l a t t e r i m p l i e s " t h a t there need not be t h i s want of harmony, 

t h a t he i s v o l u n t a r i l y a c t i n g as I f he were not i n a r e l a t i o n i n 
5 • 

which 'am nevertheless he i s , and must remain." (We might describe 
such an act as a n t i - s o c i a l . ) We c a l l the family s t a t e " n a t u r a l " 
as we als o c a l l the savage s t a t e , or Independent s t a t e , " n a t u r a l " . 
Be i t n a t u r a l or not, Maurice regards the independent s t a t e as one 
of moral e v i l - the w i l f u l escape from the re c o g n i t i o n t h a t we are 
members of a."family". Man i s not Independent from h i s brothers 
i n s o c i e t y . By " i n d i v i d u a l " Maurice meant "over against others" 
5. i b i d , p.230. 
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r a t h e r than i n i t s generally accepted meaning: he would use the 
word "oersonal" to describe man as a unique being who i s i n r e l a 
t i o n c o n s t a n t l y w i t h h i s f e l l o w s . But the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of i n 
d i v i d u a l i t y w i t h selfishness shows a s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t use of 
the word " i n d i v i d u a l " from the one Maurice himself uses when he 
describes man before the law i n Social M o r a l i t y and l a t e r i n She 
Kingdom of C h r i s t , volume I . But i t suggests h i s view t h a t law 
cannot make man moral, i t can only proscribe a i t i - s o c i a l acts. 
I n s p i t e of the confusing terminology, we can a f f i r m the conclu
sion t h a t men i s i n r e l a t i o n s h i p , and t h a t t r a d i t i o n a l l y his f i r s t 
r e l a t i o n s h i p ^ w i t h mother and f a t h e r or others a c t i n g i n t h a t capa
c i t y . I t i s h i s s t a t e , l i k e i t or no, but i t i s one from which 
he has the freedom to r e b e l . One must recognize, of course, the 
p o s i t i v e moral meaning attached to the word " r e l a t i o n s h i p " . Ob
v i o u s l y man does not have the freedom to f e b e l from h i s state of 
s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n the n e u t r a l sense without serious personal 
consequences; death, i s o l a t i o n as a hermit, or perhaps being i n 
s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d as a psychotic. 

So f a r Maurice i s only r)lacing man i n h i s c o n d i t i o n by assert
i n g t h a t he i s i n society and ha^ the freedom to act out of har
mony w i t h t h a t f a c t . Man i s p o l i t i c a l , s o c i a l , moral. Maurice 
a n t i c i p a t e s the question, ?Hovj could you c a l l that s p i r i t u a l which 

6, 

had no reference to r e l i g i o n ? " I n other words, why talic of a 
" s p i r i t u a l c o n s t i t u t i o n " o f mani<ind? He answers tha t a l l p r i m i 
t i v e peoples "have connected the ideas of f a t h e r s , c h i l d r e n , hus-

7. 
bands, br o t h e r s , s i s t e r s w i t h the beings whom they worshipped." 

6. i b i d . p.231. 

7. i b i d , p.231. 



-20-

For him, t h i s observation maKes the t r a n s i t i o n to the r e l i g i o u s 
spheres the idea of r e l a t i o n s h i p (and more s p e c i f i c a l l y , the idea 
of f a m i l y ) extends to the very beginnings of man's r e l i g i o u s im
pulse. Man comes to a perception of "objects w i t h which we do not 
sensibly converse" through h i s f a m i l y r e l a t i o n s h i p s ; man worships 
because of the f e e l i n g s and a f f e c t i o n he experiences i n h i s f a m i l y 
( t r i b e ) . Yet there i s the development of t h a t "savage wish f o r 
Independence" which Maurice concedes d i d not imply the d i s s o l u t i o n 
of f a m i l y bonds, but r a t h e r was the I n d i c a t i o n t h a t "men were meant 

f o r other bonds than these, not oerliaps of necessity incompatible 
8. 

w i t h them..." the bonds of a n a t i o n a l community. So i t would 
seem by t h i s reasoning, t h a t out of man's tendency toward " i n d i 
v i dualism" or moral e v i l came something good and more advanced 
than a p a t r i a r c h a l s o c i e t y - the n a t i o n . Why, then, d i d he c r i t i 
c i z e philosophers who based a concept of society on men as i n d i 
viduals? I t seems a c o n t r a d i c t i o n of h i s own thought. This i s 
another instance of r a d i c a l - c o n s e r v a t i v e elements e x i s t i n g side 
by side i n Maurices he c r i t i c i z e d the philosophers as a protest 
against l a i s s e z - f a i r e c a p i t a l i s m and the possible anarchy of i n 
d i v i d u a l i s m . Yet he based the founding of.nations on the very 
e v i l he deplored. I t i s also i n t e r e s t i n g to question vjhy he c a l l s 
the n a t i o n a more advanced society than a o a t r l a r c h a l one, given 
h i s n o t i o n , as we s h a l l see, of the monarchy i n B r i t a i n as i d e a l l y 
a f a t h e r / k i n g i n s t i t u t i o n . This i s perhaps a f u r t h e r example of 
the double r a d i c a l - c o n s e r v a t i v e feature of h i s thought. 

Several f a c t s are observed from a study of nationhoods 

8. i b i d . p.233. 
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One i s th a t i n every organized n a t i o n at i t s commence
ment there i s a high respect f o r f a m i l y r e l a t i o n s , t h a t 
they embody themselves necessarily i n the n a t i o n a l con
s t i t u t i o n ; another i s , t h a t there i s a struggle between 
these r e l a t i o n s and the n a t i o n a l p o l i t y , although they 
form so great an element i n i t . . . 9. 

The te n s i o n e x i s t s i n law. Law addresses each man as an i n d i v i d u a l , 
and so from t h i s point of view i s the d i r e c t opposite of a " r e l a 
t i o n s h i p " - law acts as i f men were s i n g l e u n i t s and not members 
of a whole so c i e t y . On the other hand, i t f o r b i d s those a n t i 
s o c i a l acts which make f e l l o w s h i p impossible, and i n t h i s way law 
declares to man a s p i r i t u a l c o n s t i t u t i o n to h i s l i f e . And so "a 
n a t i o n , l i k e a f a m i l y , would seem to possess some of the character-

10. 

i s t i e s of a s p i r i t u a l c o n s t i t u t i o n . " Again Maurice a n t i c i p a t e s 
an argument about the vjord " s p i r i t u a l " when he has only maintained 
t h a t a n a t i o n and i t s laws f o s t e r human r e l a t i o n s h i p . I f by 
s p i r i t u a l i s meant " i n t e i l e c t u a l " , Maurice maintains th a t there 
are "abundant proofs" t h a t where no n a t i o n a l f e e l i n g e x i s t s , there 
i s an imperfect exercise of i n t e l l e c t u a l power. And i f the word 
i s used i n the sense of "voluntary", he sees that the nation i s 
meant f o r creatures who have w i l l s , t h a t i t can be negated by the 
f r e e choice of man t o act at variance w i t h the established laws. 
(From t h i s a l l one can i n f e r i s t h a t the members of a nation ex
h i b i t moral c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . ) The question remains whether there 
are r e l i g i o u s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s connected w i t h n a t i o n a l l i f e , as i n 
f a m i l y l i f e . Having used " s p i r i t u a l " to denote both moral and 
i n t e l l e c t u a l aspects, he now becomes more s p e c i f i c i n h i s use, 
claiming t h a t i n e a r l y nations (Greece, f o r example) the u n i t y of 
n a t i o n a l and domestic r e l a t i o n s e x h i b i t e d i t s e l f i n r e l i g i o u s be
l i e f - the gods were both f a t h e r s and kings. Thus by " s p i r i t u a l 

9. i b i d . p.234. 

10. i b i d , p.235. 
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c o n s t i t u t i o n " Maurice means one which e x h i b i t s a l l three character
i s t i c s : I n t e l l e c t u a l , moral, and r e l i g i o u s . To say a nation 
possesses some of the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of a s p i r i t u a l c o n s t i t u 
t i o n i s to say t h a t i t i s comprised of men who are s p i r i t u a l beings 
i n the broad sense.of s o c i a l . I n t e l l e c t u a l , moral and r e l i g i o u s , 
and t h a t i t s laws f o s t e r (or should f o s t e r ) good human r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 

The f a m i l y experience was common to a l l men, yet I t s e l f was 
narrow, excluding non-members. The na t i o n bound many together, 
yet was l i m i t e d to a small l o c a l i t y , and th e r e f o r e proved to be 
exclusive. The idea of a u n i v e r s a l p o l i t y only c^me i n t o being 
w i t h the emergence of empires. With the empire was connected a 
r e l i g i o n , u n i v e r s a l as the empire i t s e l f : the emperor was the god. 
This s i t u a t i o n Maurice c a l l s a "un i v e r s a l world" ("world" meaning 
c r e a t i o n out of harmony w i t h i t s e l f , man not l i v i n g i n t r u e r e l a 
t i o n to h i s r e a l c o n s t i t u t i o n ) . He goes on i n The Kingdom of Ch r i s t 
t o discuss the opposite of t h i s - the un i v e r s a l Church. 

« it * it 

Maurice never r e a l l y departs from S c r i p t u r e when he analyses 
h i s t o r y because he sees a l l h i s t o r y , a l l human a c t i o n , as d i r e c t e d 
toward the author of a l l , the God of Abraham, the Father of Jesus 
and of us a l l . He t u r n s , however, p a r t i c u l a r l y to Scri p t u r e to 
give us evidence of the s p i r i t u a l c o n s t i t u t i o n of mankind. 

I n the Old Testament the idea of a covenant between God and 
man i s predominant, and i f we look at the c a l l of Abraham and h i s 
acceptance, we see t h a t the covenant was made w i t h a f a m i l y ; 
Abraham the p a t r i a r c h accepts i n f a i t h the promise of God t h a t he 
w i l l be the f a t h e r of many descendants, and from h i s seed would 
a l l the f a m i l i e s of the earth be blessed. Maurice sees the f a c t 
t h a t he was f a t h e r of a t r i b e as e s s e n t i a l t o h i s c a l l i n g : "The 
f a c t of h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p to God i s i n t e r p r e t e d to him by the f e e l i n g 
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of h i s human r e l a t i o n s , and h i s capacity of f u l f i l l i n g them arose 
1 1 . 

from h i s acknowledgement of the higher r e l a t i o n . " Maurice sees 
t h i s f i r s t f a i t h - e x p e r i e n c e as an i n d i c a t i o n t h a t man cannot know 
God only through the marvellous wonders of nature, but also through 
the sacred bonds of r e l a t i o n s h i p . "That there i s a God r e l a t e d 
to men and made known t o men through t h e i r human r e l a t i o n s , t h i s 

12. 

was 'the f a i t h of Abraham, the beginner of the Church on earth." 
The Abrahamic f a m i l y was cut o f f from the r e s t of the world i n or
der to witness to i t s t r u e order. I t had to be exclusive at f i r s t 
i n order t o be t r u l y u n i v e r s a l . Part of the promise, Maurice 
stresses, i s t o become a n a t i o n . , . a n a t i o n i n which tabernacle, 
priesthood, s a c r i f i c e s , law, led the thoughts of the Jews to t h a t 
Unseen Power which was above f a m i l i e s and nations. The Lord VIAE 

present w i t h His people. The lav:, both c i v i l and r e l i g i o u s , was 
God-given, a reminder of His presence. A l l kings ruled i n v i r t u e 
of the covenant and were d i r e c t l y responsible to God. No .-iing, 
p r i e s t or judge had the r i g h t to look upon himself as having i n 
t r i n s i c power- he was a servant of the Lord. Having s t a r t e d as a 
f a m i l y and progressed to a n a t i o n , how d i d the Jewish p o l i t y 
avoid the same p i t f a l l of becoming a "uni v e r s a l empire" which so 
many ancient p o l i t i e s f a i l e d t o do? Some of these other p o l i t i e s 
were p a t r i a r c h a l , the king being regarded as a f a t h e r . Maurice 
answers: " I f we are to believe the B i b l e , the K i n g i s not merely 
a f a t h e r , he i s something more; h i s p o s i t i o n has i t s ground i n the 
acknowledgement of an unseen absolute Being, whose r e l a t i o n s to 

13. 
men lead UD to the contemplation of Him i n Himself." Without 
11. i b i d . pp.239-240. 
12. i b i d , p.240. 
13. i b i d . p.245. 
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the ground of i t s existence r e s t i n g i n the Father, the Jewish p o l i 
t y would have reverenced the King as mere pov/er; would have lapsed 
i n t o i d o l a t r y ; the covenant f o r g o t t e n , i t would have exhib i t e d a l l 
the q u a l i t i e s which Maurice a t t r i b u t e s to "so-called p a t r i a r c h a l 
governmentw" of which the d i v i n e r i g h t of kings theory was an 
aspect. Maurice's theory d i s t i n g u i s h e s i t s e l f from t h a t of "so-
c a l l e d p a t r i a r c h a l governments" and " d i v i n e r i g h t of kings" only 
i n h i s requirement t h a t the king recognize h i s dependence upon God. 
As he w e l l knows, the Jewish xlngs were not always f a i t h f u l , but 
the covenant was ever renewed w i t h the i n t e r c e s s i o n of prophets, 
and the S p i r i t of God l e d I s r a e l to become viitness again to the 
t r u e r e l a t i o n s h i p of God to mankind. 

As promised by God, a son of Abraham and David comes i n t o 
the world to e s t a b l i s h a Kingdom. Every act and word of Jesus 
reveals t h a t the Kingdom i s "at hand". He t e l l s us the p r i n c i p l e s 
of h i s Kingdom i n the Sermon on the Mount; every parable i s pre
faced w i t h "The kingdom of heaven i s l i k e . . . " ; a l l consersations 
w i t h h i s d i s c i p l e s r e l a t e to the character, and establishment of 
the Kingdom; he i s arraigned as a king, and dies as King of the 

14. 
Jews. The Kingdom was a very Jewish expression of a universal 
r e a l i t y which even the Pagans f e l t - t h a t r e l a t i o n s h i p s have mean
i n g , t h a t the purpose of law and n a t i o n a l i n s t i t u t i o n s i s to up
hold these r e l a t i o n s h i p s which u l t i m a t e l y r e s t on God's r e l a t i o n 

15. 
to man. For Maurice t h i s i n d i c a t e s t h a t the Kingdom was the 
simplest expression of the idea of the d i v i n e order of mamcind-
i t expressed what was already evident i n Jewish l i f e e s p e c i a l l y 

14. i b i d , p.248. 

15. i b i d . p.249. 



-25 -

and i n a l l l i f e . (Maurice says t h a t the Evangelists portray Jesus 
as proclaiming a Kingdom as opposed to the kingdom, and t h i s usage 
betrays an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n i n Maurice between the "kingdom" oro-
claimed by Jesus and the Church. We s h a l l see l a t e r how the two 
are r e l a t e d i n Maurice.) 

I f there i s a problem i n the f a c t t h a t the Evangelists o f t e n 
regard the Kingdom as a p o l i t i c a l s t a t e , perhaps one which would 
supersede t h a t of Rome, and t h a t they also record such words as, 
"My Kingdom i s not of t h i s world," Maurice found no d i f f i c u l t y here. 
The Kingdom of David, he says, was both of the world and d i f f e r e n t 
from the world, standing on the p r i n c i p l e vhlch most other nations 
r e j e c t e d , t h a t the v i s i b l e king i s a type of the i n v i s i b l e and 
reigns i n v i r t u e of the covenant. Therefore there was no contra
d i c t i o n i n assuming t h a t the new Kingdom established by C h r i s t 
was the "kingdom promised to David", and yet was i n "the highest 
sense a kingdom not to be observed by the outward eye, a Kingdom 

16. 
w i t h i n , a kingdom not of t h i s world." By t h i s i t would seen 
t h a t Maurice saw the Kingdom proclaimed by Jesus as both i n t e r n a l 
(or i n d i v i d u a l / s p i r i t u a l ) and e x t e r n a l (or n a t i o n a l / p o l i t i c a l ) — 
a kingdom w i t h i n , i mplying t o t a l personal transformation and f a i t h , 
and a Kingdom "promised to David", a p o l i t i c a l order standing upon 
the covenant p r i n c i p l e . He wrote elsewhere: 

The necessity of confessing a î ^ingdom of Heaven w i t h i n -
a Kingdom of Heaven ever present w i t h us now; d i f f e r e n t 
i n k i n d from the v i s i b l e world, but a f f e c t i n g i t , sway
i n g i t s movements c o n t i n u a l l y - has been w i t h me an 
overwhelming one. 17. 

This " n a t i o n a l " eschatology, according to Schnackenburg, repre-

16. i b i d , p.251. 

17. L i f e I I . p.242. 
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sents the thoughts and sentiments of the broad mass of Jews i n the 
two c e n t u r i e s p r i o r to C h r i s t and i n the time of Jesus and the 
early Church. He goes on t o says 

The idea t h a t predominated, the usual and ordinary 
idea, was t h a t God would send the Messlas-king, the 
'son of David', and through him r e s t o r e the kingdom 
of I s r a e l , w i t h the ancient g l o r y of the re-united 
t r i b e s , l i b e r a t e d from f o r e i g n occupation and poverty 
but a t the same time restored to a t r u e service of 
God and a holy f u l f i l l m e n t of the Law. 18. 

But the f a c t t h a t the Jewish n a t i o n a l hope was di r e c t e d toward 
an e a r t h l y kingdom refounded on the covenant of Yahweh does not 
imply t h a t the kingdom Jesus announced as Imminent was the 
"kingdom promised to David." Jesus himself repudiated the no
t i o n of a p o l i t i c a l messiah- Zealots t r i e d to e n l i s t him i n 
t h e i r cause, others t r i e d to make him kin g . "This basic miscon
ception of the purely r e l i g i o u s nature of the Messias (Servant 

of God) l e d to h i s estrangement from the masses add was perpetu-
19." 

ated i n the o f f i c i a l indictment posted on the cross." Schnack-
enburg maintains t h a t the purely r e l i g i o u s character of Jesus' 
message accounted f o r i t s u n i v e r s a l i t y . I n t h i s respect i t would 
not be t i e d t o a p a r t i c u l a r p o l i t y or h i s t o r i c a l moment i n time, 
but could be applied u n i v e r s a l l y to a l l men f o r a l l time. Maur
i c e would recognize t h i s aspect, but h i s i n s i s t e n c e on the nation
a l / p o l i t i c a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c l i m i t s somewhat h i s view of univer
s a l i t y . 

By h i s expression of the double nature of the kingdom we ob
t a i n another glimpse i n t o h i s idea of the nation i n nineteenth 
century terms embodying and proclaiming the d i v i n e order and the 

18. Rudolf Schnackenburg, God's Rule and Kingdom. Trans. John 
Murray. (Freiburgs Herder and Edlnburghs Nelson, 1963.) pp.41-2. 
19. i b i d , p.96. 
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kingdom of God. For the kingdom t o be t r u l y mniversal, according 
to f'laurice, i t had to s t a r t i n the promise to a p a r t i c u l a r nation 
and develop outward t o a l l . Because the Jewish p o l i t i c a l order 
was c o r r u p t , having l o s t the "f a m i l y and n a t i o n a l character" 
which i t once possessed, i t s leaders could not accept Jesus' mes
sage of r e l a t i o n s h i p - h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p to h i s Father i n heaven, 
man's r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h h i s f e l l o w s . Those who l i s t e n e d to Jesus 
and r e a l i z e d the t r u t h of h i s c r i t i c i s m s of t h i s corrupt e s t a b l i s h 
ment n a t u r a l l y expected h i s c o n t r a s t i n g proclamation of the king
dom of God t o operate on an e a r t h l y , p o l i t i c a l l e v e l . But, Maurice 
q u i c k l y adds, although the words o f Jesus were d i r e c t e d to the 
c h i l d r e n of the covenant, yet he gave them a sense of humanity, 
e n j o i n i n g them to t e l l the Good News t o a l l nations. For the 
kingdom was s p i r i t u a l and u n i v e r s a l , a l l hope of redemption reach
i n g i t s f u l f i l l m e n t there. Although i t necessarily had a Jewish 
character and a p a r t i c u l a r h i s t o r i c a l framework- Jesus, the son 
of God, p a r t i c u l a r i z e d the covenant, so t o speak,- the Inc a r n a t i o n 
was a cosmic event, w i t h e t e r n a l consequences f o r mankind, and i t 
could not be l i m i t e d i n any way by i t s concreteness i n time. So 
the work of the apostles as Maurice sees i t was to proclaim a "u n i 
v e r s a l s o c i e t y " which had as i t s basis the r e v e l a t i o n of the name 
of God- Jesus C h r i s t as r i s e n Lord. The d e s c r i p t i o n of t h i s u n i 
v e r s a l s o c i e t y i s found i n the Acts of the Apostles, and f o r him 
t h i s i s the h i s t o r y of the foundation of the Church. He uses 
"Church" here as a synonym f o r " u n i v e r s a l society" and f o r "king
dom" (t h e one proclaimed by Jesus which came only slowly i n t o man's 

20. 
consciousness by the gradual r e v e l a t i o n of God.) Acts records 

20. KG I . p.255. 
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the human c o n d i t i o n s o f t h e kingdom- the o r g a n i z a t i o n of the f i r s t 

C h r i s t i a n s i n t h e l i g h t o f t h e R e s u r r e c t i o n . 

I f t h e f o u n d a t i o n o f t h i s kingdom were t h e end of a l l 
t h e purposes o f God, i f i t were the kingdom o f God a -
mong men, t h e human c o n d i t i o n s of i t couldjl^o more 
p a s s e d o v e r t h a n t h e d i v i n e ; i t was a s n e e d f u l to prove 
t h a t t h e l a d d e r had i t s f o o t upon e a r t h , a s t h a t i t had 
come down out of heaven. 21. 

S i n c e o f c o u r s e t h e f o u n d a t i o n of t h e kingdom was i n f a c t t h e 

"end of a l l t h e purooses o f God", then the t r u e duty of Actg, 

a c c o r d i n g t o Maurice, i s t o t e l l o f t h e o r g a n i z a t i o n of a u n i 

v e r s a l C h u r c h , t h a t i s , t h e "human c o n d i t i o n s of the kingdom". 

T h i s i s c l e a r but we a r e h e r e on dangerous ground. I t i s one 

t h i n g to s a y t h a t t h e f o u n d a t i o n of t h e Kingdom was the end of 

a l l God's p u r p o s e s , but i t i s q u i t e a n o t h e r to say t h a t the Church 

i s t h i s end. Maurice q u i t e s u d d e n l y changes h i s language from 

kingdom o r u n i v e r s a l s o c i e t y t o Church ( s e e KC I , p.255) making 

i t e v i d e n t t h a t he i d e n t i f i e d t h e two. F u r t h e r , so f a r he has 

o m i t t e d any r e f e r e n c e to "kingdom" which r e f e r s to the e s c h a t o l o g i -

c a l kingdom of God o f which Schnackenburg s p e a k s . He i s r e f e r r i n g 

s t r i c t l y to t h e Church and to a s p i r i t u a l o r d e r of c r e a t i o n , but 

makes no e x p r e s s r e f e r e n c e to C h r i s t ' s second coming u n t i l t h e 

end of volume two. I t remains fiD-r us to examine how c l o s e l y he 

f u s e s t h e "kingdom" and t h e Church. 

As we saw i t i s g e n e r a l l y r e c o g n i z e d t h a t t h e J e w i s h hope 

f o r r e d e m p t i o n around t h e time of J e s u s vjas n a t i o n a l and m e s s i a n i c ; 

a c c o r d i n g t o Schnackenburg, i t a l s o had an a p o c a l y p t i c , o r cosmic 

and e s c h a t o l o g i c a l r e f e r e n c e . These two a s p e c t s were o r i g i n a l l y 

i n d e p e n d e n t but g r a d u a l l y they i n t e r m i n g l e d , w i t h o u t , however. 

2 1 . i b i d , p.255. 
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22. 

achieving complete harmony. The uniqueness of the preaching 

of Jesus was the imminence of the reign of God- i t was "at hand". 

The Jews already believed i n the kingship of God ever-present i n 

His r u l e of I s r a e l , which would one day come to f u l f i l l m e n t on the 

"Day of the Lord". Jesus prooaaimed the nearness of t h i s day: 
I t must be i n s i s t e d emphatically t h a t the idea of God's 
r e i g n i n h i s (Jesus') mouth r e f e r r e d always to God's 
eschat o l o g i c a l kingship, though he was f a m i l i a r w i t h 
the n o t i o n of God's continuous government of the u n i 
verse and took i t f o r granted. But when he r e f e r s to the 
'rei g n of God' he i s not dealing w i t h t h i s . His ordinary 23, 
usage of the terra applies to God's eschatological Kingship... 

Again: 
As announced by Jesus, the reign of God i s not an 
awareness of God's sovereign power over the universe 
or of God's kingship over I s r a e l , long established and 
s t i l l enduring, though both of tnese concepts are pre
supposed. I t i s the announcement of God's kingship i n 
i t s f u l l r e a l i z a t i o n , f u l l y a c t i v e , e s c h a t o l o g i c a l i y 
i r r e v o c a b l e , 24. 

I t i s c e r t a i n t h a t Maurice sees Jesus' use of the term as i n c l u d 
i n g both the awareness of God's power and sovereignty over the 
universe (the " d i v i n e o r d e r " ) , and God's special or representative 
k i n g s h i p over the I s r a e l i t e monarchy (of which' th a t monarchy was 
the t y p e ) . Perhaps i t may be claimed that. Maurice's"kingdom"!neant 
the f u l l y r e a l i z e d eschatological kingdom as w e l l which he oc
c a s i o n a l l y i d e n t i f i e s w i t h the Church, but h i s emphasis on the 
" r e a l i z e d " kingdom, and lack of a t t e n t i o n to the f u t u r e t o t a l 
t r a n s f o r m a t i o n of the cosmos l i m i t s h i s view. At l e a s t he deals 
more e x p l i c i t l y w i t h the presupposed awareness of God's sovereign 
power over the earth, and i t s expression i n the Hebrew monarchy. 

22. Schnackenburg, o p . c i t . p.63-4. 

23. i b i d , p.81. 
24. i b i d , p.82. 
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Where Maurice uses the term "Jilngdom of God", Schnaokenburg 
employs " r e i g n of God". There i s a s i g n i f i c a n t d i s t i n c t i o n be
tween the images each p r o j e c t s , "Kingdom" connotes a s p a t i a l 
meaning, whereas " r e i g n " suggests a temporal one. Schnackenburg 
states t h a t the Hebrew mind represented God's kingship not as a 
s p a t i a l "kingdom" but as an exercise of r o j a l r u l e , and tha t t h i s 

way of t h i n k i n g determined the usage of the New Testament ' b a s i l e i a 
25. 

tou theou'. S p a t i a l images emerged only f o r the perfect es-
c h a t o l o g i c a l r e i g n o f God, and j u s t i f i a b l y since then there v/ould 
be no f u r t h e r spheres more or less subordinate to God, but God i s 
' a l l i n a l l ' . By h i s use of the s p a t i a l image of a kingdom, iy[aur-
i c e e a s i l y f a l l s i n t o a confusion of the r e i g n of God and Christ 
w i t h the Church (communal and i n s t i t u t i o n a l ) , Cullmann's view i s 
s i m i l a r t o Schnackenburg's here. The Regnum C h r i s t i and the Church 
are c l o s e l y r e l a t e d but not i d e n t i c a l . They belong to the same 
period o f time, but the Kingdom of God i s a purely f u t u r e event. 
C h r i s t ' s death and r e s u r r e c t i o n provide the basis f o r the present 
r e a l i z a t i o n of the Regnum C h r i s t i , but His Second Coming w i l l be 

26. 

i t s end. Maurice's use o f a s D a t i a l image coincides also w i t h 
h i s emphasis on r e a l i z e d eschatology which contributes to the con
s e r v a t i v e p o l i t i c a l stress i n h i s thought. 

Christensen's general view of Maurice's concept of the d i v i n e 
order may shed some l i g h t here. I t i s somewhat condensed and may 
not do Just i c e to Maurice's views as a whole, but i t i n d i c a t e s 
something of the argument: " I n C h r i s t , God had created and pre
served a 'Divine Order', This Divine Order had i t s o r i g i n i n the 

25. i b i d , p.319 f f . 
26. Oscar Cullmann, "The Kingship of C h t l s t i n the New Testament" 
i n The Early Church, ed. by AJB Hlggins. (SCM Press, 1956). 
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love of God and vjas preserved only by t h i s love. I t r.as a l i v i n g 

r e a l i t y which always surrounded every human being pnd orovided 
27. 

him w i t h everything he possessed..." Christensen f e e l s t h a t 
the Divine Order i n Maurice i s "synonymous" w i t h the iQngdom of 
C h r i s t - an e x i s t i n g r e a l i t y i n which man was already l i v i n g . 

28. 
D. C u p i t t ' s a r t i c l e , "Hansel's Theory of Regulative Truth" 

states t h a t Maurice had a b e l i e f i n the "adequacy and f i n a l i t y 
of our present knowledge of God" through the r e v e l a t i o n of the 
Word- Jesus C h r i s t . We can discover more about C h r i s t , but we 
cannot discover anything more about God apart from C h r i s t viho i s 
the complete r e v e l a t i o n of the Father. I n t h i s l i m i t e d sense, he 
argues, Maurice's eschatology was r e a l i z e d rather than f u t u r i s t . 

One r e s u l t of a r e a l i z e d eschatology which does not properly 
emphasize the f u t u r e kingdom and which too c l o s e l y i d e n t i f i e s 
Church w i t h Kingdom of God i s mentioned by Torrance as a medieval 
viewpoint: 

Likewise the Church was regarded as Impregnated w i t h the 
Kingdom of God, so t h a t the o a t t e r n of the kingdom embedded 
i n the e a r t h l y s t r u c t u r e of the Church could be read o f f 
the h i s t o r i c a l consciousness of the Church by the teaching 
o f f i c e . Here the Bschaton i s so domesticated and housed 
w i t h i n the Church t h a t f a r from standing under f i n a l 
judgement the Church dispenses i t by her binding and 
l o o s i n g , fsr from being repentant and reformable, the 
Church can only develop according to her own immanent 29. 
norms which correspond to the f i x e d p a t t e r n of the Kingdom. 

Maurice's well-known reluctance t o support organizations 
formed to remedy s o c i a l i l l s which he c e r t a i n l y recognized perhaps 
stemmed I n p a r t from h i s emphasis on the r e a l i z e d Kingdom. Ludlow, 

27. Torben Christensen, O r i g i n and H i s t o r y of C h r i s t i a n Socialism. 
(Aarhus: U n i v e r s i t e t s f o r l a g e t , 1962) p.23, 

28. D,Cupitt, "Mansel's Theorjf of Regulative Truth" i n Hournal of 
Theological Studies, v o l , 18, A p r i l 196?. pr). 104-126. 

29. Eschatology. (London: O l i v e r and Boyd, 1952) p.37.(Four papers.) 



-32-

h i s f r i e n d and associate, c r i t i c i z e s him thuss 

,,, i t does seem to me t h a t you are l i a b l e to be c a r r i e d 
away by Platonic dreams about an Order, and a Kingdom, and 
a Beauty, s e l f - r e a l i z e d i n t h e i r own e t e r n i t y , and which 
put to shame a l l e a r t h l y counterparts t h a t i t becomes l a 
bour l o s t to attempt anything l i k e an e a r t h l y r e a l i z a t i o n 
of them... I do not t h i n k t h i s i s C h r i s t i a n i t y . 30. 

Rudolf Otto characterizes the eschatological kingdom preached 
by Jesus as "wholly other" and describes the.purely f u t u r i s t i n 
t e r p r e t a t i o n thus: 

The idea, however, of such an eschatological order, i . e . , 
the idea th-^t righteousness as a s t a t e of s a n c t i f i c a t l o n , 
and t h a t blessedness are not possible i n an e a t h r l y form 
of existence which God w i l l g i v e ; t h a t they are not possi
b l e i n t h i s age but only i n a new age; t h a t they are not 
p o s s i b l e i n the world but only i n heaven, and i n a Kingdom 
of heaven- t h i s idea i s the hidden mainspring i n the forma
t i o n of e s c h a t o l o g i c a l , as d i s t i n c t from merely messianic 
conceptions. Jl, 

We can f i n d i n Maurice (not p a r t i c u l a r l y i n The Kingdom of C h r i s t ) 
a blend of the emphases mentioned above. He had an eschatological 
( i n Otto's terms, not necessarily i n Schnackenburg's) as w e l l as 
messianic view of the Kingdom of C h r i s t , But, taken to extremes, 
both emphases, whether on a r e a l i z e d or a completely f u t u r e king
dom, can lead to or be combined w i t h a conservative p o l i t i c a l a t 
t i t u d e . Maurice saw the danger of a f u t u r i s t view {line the one 
described by Otto) which oortrays the o t h e r - v j o r l d l y kingdom as a 
reward f o r patience w i t h one's l o t on earth. As Ludlow says, i t 
would' make the reform of society "labour l o s t " . Although Ludlow 
accuses him of holding t h i s vievi, Maurice says elsewhere t h a t man 
must get avjay from "the n o t i o n of Heaven which maices us i n d i f f e r e n t 

32. 
t o the f u t u r e c o n d i t i o n of the e a t t h . " However, i t i s h i s r e a l -

30. Christensen, o p . c i t . p ,306. 

31. Rudolf Otto, The Kingdom of God and the Son of Man. (London: 
L u t t e r w o r t h Press, 1938. Revised i n 19^3.) 

32. L i f e I I , p.243. 
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ized view which led him to t h i n k that the Divine Order was embodied 
i n the i n s t i t u t i o n s of the n a t i o n , and th a t since the iCingdom was 
f u l l y r e a l i z e d by the f a c t of the I n c a r n a t i o n and Redemption of 
Jesus C h r i s t , a l l t h a t nns needed was a r e c o g n i t i o n of t h i s f a c t 
f o r s o c i e t y to be put s t r a i g h t . This view also Ludlow could not 
accept, and he f e l t one must not assume tha t the e x i s t i n g s o c i a l 
s t r u c t u r e s are embodiments of God's love which only needed i n 
d i v i d u a l changes of heart to r e s u l t i n the reform of society and 
the establishment of the t r u t h of the Divine Order. 

Although Maurice r e f e r s to the Kingdom of God i n the Old Testa
ment, h i s primary reference to the Kingdom i s i n connection w i t h 
the new covenant of Jesus C h r i s t . His main work, The Kingdom of 
C h r i s t , i s i n f a c t about the Church. Not only does he confuse the 
Kingdom of God w i t h the Church, but he also sees the Kingdom of 
C h r i s t as i d e n t i c a l w i t h the Kingdom of God (having used the words 
"Kingdom of C h r i s t " t o designate both the r e i g n of C h r i s t and the 
Church). Schnackenburg d i s t i n g u i s h e s the three concepts by saying 
t h a t the Kingdom of God i s the f i n a l f u l f i l l m e n t of His r e i g n , the 
complete r e a l i z a t i o n of the eschatological kingdom at the end of 
time when the e n t i r e cosmos, the Church and r e i g n of Christ and 
of God are brought i n t o one u n i t y . The r e i g n of .God i n i t s pre
sent form should not be c a l l e d "kingdom" because i n English t h i s 

33. 

suggests something completed and r e a l i z e d . I t would be theo
l o g i c a l l y sound to c a l l the period betT\reen the r e s u r r e c t i o n of 
Jesus and the Parousia the " r e i g n of C h r i s t " , but "kingdom of C h r i s t " 
best r e f e r s to i t s p e r f e c t s t a t e ( i d e n t i c a l vrith the eschatological 

33. Schnackenburg, o p . c i t . p .354. 
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kingdora of God). Of the Church he says: 

We should d i s t i n g u i s h the 'Church' from the rei g n both of 
God and of C h r i s t . The close r e l a t i o n s of the Church w i t h 
the r e i g n of God i n the present, i n the context of the 
h i s t o r y of s a l v a t i o n since the Resurrection, are best ex
plained i n terms of the r e i g n of C h r i s t . For God's present 
r e i g n i s expressed i n the concrete by the r e i g n of C h r i s t , 
This i s not, however, r e s t r i c t e d to the Church. I t ex
tends t o the e n t i r e cosmos. 34. 

And when the u n i v e r s a l Church f u l f i l l s her e a r t h l y task, she i s 

merged i n the kingdom of God,and C h r i s t " d e l i v e r s h i s r o y a l power 
35. 

to the Father." 
Seen i n these terms the Kingdom of Chri s t described by I'laurice 

i s easier t o understand. Much of h i s terminology clouds r a t h e r 

than i l l u m i n a t e s h i s powerful conceDt. The Kingdom has i t s roots 

i n the o l d order ( o o l i t i c o - r e l i g i o u s ) of the Jews, but Christ 

came to f u l f i l l t h a t order and extend i t s geographical boundaries 

as w e l l as I t s scope of understanding. He co/{iiissioned h i s apos

t l e s t o teach the new r e v e l a t i o n t o a l l men. At the same time, 

the I n c a r n a t i o n made manifest to man i n the most profound way who 

God i s , the nature of His love f o r men, the nature of man's r e l a 

t i o n s h i p w i t h h i s brothers. This I n c a r n a t i o n a l theology was the 

foundation of Maurice's d o c t r i n e of the Divine Order. Davies 

says of him: 
One of the secrets of h i s greatness was that, he saw l i f e 
whole and saw i t i n the l i g h t of C h r i s t , The master 
l i g h t of a l l h i s seeing was the I n c a r n a t i o n , '..,1 was 
sent i n t o the world,' he w r i t e s , 'that I might persuade 
men to recognize C h r i s t as the center of t h e i r f e l l o w s h i p 
w i t h each other, t h a t so they might be united i n t h e i r 
f a m i l i e s , t h e i r c o u n t r i e s . . . " 36. 

The message "the kingdom of heaven i s come" i s based on the asser

t i o n t h a t He whom the Jews r e j e c t e d i s at the r i g h t hand of the 

34. i b i d . p.355. 

35. i b i d , p.356. 

36. W. M e r l i n Davies, An I n t r o d u c t i o n to F.D.Maurice's Theology. 
(London: SPCK, 1964) pp . l 6 -17 . 
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Father, t h a t there i s an a c t u a l mediator between God and man; that 

He has overcome the enemies of man. I t i s the proclamation not 
37. 

of a d o c t r i n e , taut of a Person, As many have observed, Maurice 
refused to mane s i n and the F a l l the basis of theology. He sees 
the world as created through the Eternal Son: 

I grant you t h a t i t i s very wrong to speak as i f He had 
merely d e v i l e d a scheme as a remedy ton the consequences 
of the f a l l . C h r i s t was before a l l t h i n g s , and by Him 
a l l things c o n s i s t . I n Him He created men, and His I n 
c a r n a t i o n , though i t came l a t e r than the f a l l was r e a l l y 
i n God's purpose before i t , 38, 

I n the I n c a r n a t i o n , C h r i s t comes not as an a l i e n invader i n t o an 
unknown f o r e i g n land, as Ramsey puts i t , but as man's own maKer 

39. 

i n t o human l i v e s of which He i s already the i n d w e l l i n g p r i n c i p l e . 
C h r i s t obtained dominion over humanity "when He d i d not abhor the 
V i r g i n ' s womb, when He mingled w i t h the ordinary transactions of 
men, blessing t h e i r food, t h e i r wine, and t h e i r marriage f e a s t s , " 
The Son of God who had been r u l i n g from the beginning of time 
took f l e s h , s i n f u l as i t i s , t h a t He might reclaim a l l f o r the 
servants of His i n v i s i b l e Father, I t was Maurice's b e l i e f t h a t 
i t was Impossible f o r man to know the Absolute and I n v i s i b l e God 
as man needs to know Him without the I n c a r n a t i o n , " I f there was 
no person who was a c t u a l l y one w i t h God and one w i t h man, the 
g u l f must remain forever u n f i l l e d , " Not only was Christ made 

37. F,D,Maurice, Acts of the Apostles, (London: Macmillan and Co., 
189^) p .10 . 

38. L i f e I , pp,375-6, 

39. Arthur M Ramsey, F.D.Maurice and the C o n f l i c t s of Modern Theo
logy, (Cambridge: Cambridge U n i v e r s i t y Press, 1951) pp.21-2. 

40. KC I I , p , 2 7 1 . 

4 1 . F.D.Maurice, Theological Essays. (London: James Clarke and Co., 
1957) p ,124. 
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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 glo r y to Himself, 
but only t e s t i f i e d to Hid Father. The heroes and saints of o l d 
are not superior men but f u l f i l l e d a serving r o l e w i t h i n Christ's 
kingdom, and i t i s obvious t h a t Maurice saw t h i s to be the f u n c t i o n 
of the m i n i s t r y as w e l l . There were u n i v e r s a l aspects to the 
servant-roles 

Admit ( C h r i s t ) to be the centre o f (heroes and sa i n t s ) and 
they a l l f a l l i n t o t h e i r places; each has had h i s separate 
p r o t e s t to bear, h i s appointed v7ork to do. Though he may 
not have known i n whose name he was m i n i s t e r i n g , h i s minis
t r y , so f a r as i t was one of help and blessing to mankind, 
so f a r as i t i m p l i e d any surrender of s e l f - g l o r y , may be 
r e f e r r e d to THE man, may be h a i l e d as proceeding from Him 
who took upon Him the form of a servant. 42. 

Just as the I s r a e l i t e n a t i o n was the bearer of God's covenant, 

and the Church was the brln g e r of Christ's good news, so Christ 
Himself had concentrated i n Himself the g l o r y of God so t h a t i t 
would be d i f f u s e d through many: "That there may be sons of God i n 
human f l e s h ; men sh i n i n g w i t h the g l o r y of God, r e f l e c t i n g His 

grace and t r u t h ; there must be ©ne Son who has taken human f l e s h , 
43. 

i n whom t h a t f u l l g l o r y dwelt, who was f u l l of grace and t r u t h . " 
This i s ^ c o n s t a n t l y r e c u r r i n g theme i n Maurice: the concentration 
of God's grace i n one na t i o n , one Person, one Church which allows 
i t to redeem a l l mankind i n t o i t s e s s e n t i a l u n i t y . 

The I n c a r n a t i o n i s the key to the theme of u n i v e r s a l i t y i n 
Maurice not only i n terms of the redemption of a l l peoples but also 
i n terras of the redemption of man both body and soul. He says: 
"We accept an I n c a r n a t i o n because we ask of God a Redemption not 
f o r a few persons from c e r t a i n e v i l tendencies, but f o r humanity 

44. 
from a l l the plagues by which i t i s tormented." C h r i s t has 

42. i b i d , p.88. 

43. i b i d , p.88. 

44. i b i d . pp.84-5. 
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come I n t o contact w i t h the world's actual c o n d i t i o n ; r e l i e v e s i t 
of i t s a c t u a l woesi recognizes not the exceptions from the race, 
but the lowest types of i t as brethren w i t h Himself and as c h i l 
dren of His Father; proves man t o be a s p i r i t u a l being, not by 
scorning h i s animal nature and h i s animal wants, but by entering 
i n t o them, bearing them, s u f f e r i n g from them, and then showing 
how a l l the e v i l s which a f f e c t man as an animal have a s p i r i t u a l 

ground, how he must become a c i t i z e n of the kingdom of heaven, tha t 
45. 

everything on earth may oecome pure and blessed to him. He 
accuses Churchmen of having f o r g o t t e n " t h a t C h r i s t took a human 
body, and spent the gres.ter oart of His time on earth i n healing 
the sicknesses of i t " and t h a t they have not confessed "that the 
body and the earth are as much redeemed and regenerated by Him as 

46. 

our s p i r i t s . . . " As a r e s u l t of t h i s then, the law of God's 
kingdom to Maurice becomes one of service; a man must be anywhere 
blessed i f he has the knowledge of God and i s His w i l l i n g subject; 

47. 

everywhere accursed i f he i s ignorant of God and at war w i t h Him. 
Because C h r i s t has submitted to and conquered temptation and death, 
man i s not under the oower of the tempter any longer; he does not 
have to r e s i g n himself, i n f a c t should not, to e v i l and the physi
c a l representations of i t (poverty, disease, ignorance). C h r i s t 
has conquered s i n and death and man must l i k e w i s e e x t i r p a t e e v i l 
f o r the Kingdom to be p e r f e c t l y r e a l i z e d . Obviously t h i s r a d i c a l 
n o t i o n has much to do w i t h Maurice's engagement i n the C h r i s t i a n 
S o c i a l i s t Movement. 

45. i b i d , pp.91-2. 

46. i b i d , pp.175-6. 

47. i b i d . p.137. 
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The c e n t r a l l t y of the d o c t r i n e of the Inc a r n a t i o n f o r Maurice 
had great bearing on h i s concept of the r e l a t i o n s h i p of the Church 
to the Sta t e . C h r i s t i n f l i s person forever joined heaven and earth, 
the d i v i n e and the human, the holy and the secular. As Christensen 
says: *The funciamental view of C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t s was to protest 
against " d i v i d i n g l i f e i n t o a r e l i g i o u s and secular sphere- a d i -

48. 

v i s i o n t h a t was deeply rooted i n Evangelical and Tractarians a l i k e . " 

Maurice wrote: 
...society and humanity are d i v i n e r e a l i t i e s , as they 
stand, not as they may become... (one must) c a l l upon 
the p r i e s t s , kings, prophets of the world to answer f o r 
t h e i r s i n i n having made them unreal by separating them 
from the l i v i n g and e t e r n a l God vjho has established them 
i n C h r i s t f o r His g l o r y . 49. 

Maurice believes human society i s d i v i n e because of Christ's entry 
50. 

i n t o i t . Charles Davis argues against t h i s viewpoint vjhen he 
defines the sacred as being e s s e n t i a l l y the unknown beyond man's 
experience and knowledge. Though man can glimpse i t , i t s inner 
nature remains hidden. "What i s properly sacred i s i n p r i n c i p l e 

51. 

beyond man's understanding." Society i s i n p r i n c i p l e w i t h i n 
the sphere of man's i n v e s t i g a t i o n and an a l y s i s - i t i s not tr a n s 
cendent. Therefore Maurice's view tends to s a c r a l l z e an area of 
experience which i s r e a l l y "secular". I n Davis's view, "To sac
r a l l z e n a t u r a l forces or society i s not only i n i m i c a l to modern 

52. 
science, but also a d e n i i l of C h r i s t i a n f a i t h . " He goes on to say: 
48. i b i d , p.218. 
49. L i f e I I , pp.137-8. 
50. Charles Davis, God's Grace i n H i s t o r y . (London: Fontana Books, 
1966). Maurice Lectures, 1966. 

51. i b i d , p.15. 

52. i b i d . p .17 . 
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Wlth undlscerning enthusiasm f o r a u n i f i e d view of the 
world, C h r i s t i a n s sometimes proclaim t h a t C h r i s t i a n i t y 
has abolished the d i s t i n c t i o n between the secular and 
the sacred. This i s i n f a c t untrue, both h i s t o r i c a l l y 
and t h e o l o g i c a l l y . C h r i s t i a n i t y introduced, and doc-
t r i n a l l y r e q u i r e s , a r a d i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n between the 
two realms. I t unites the secular and the sacred i n 
a u n i t y of order, but t t refuses to i d e n t i f y them. 53. 

There are many instances i n ifeurice vjhere h i s notion of the Divine 
Order i n t e r f e r e s w i t h h i s a c t i v e concern to remedy s o c i a l i l l s . 
His support of Associations ceased when he r e a l i z e d t h a t to support 
them was to say t h a t the present economic system was i t s e l f corrupt. 

For example, he s t a t e s : 
God's order seems to me more tnan ever the antagonist 
of man's systems; C h r i s t i a n socialism i s i n my mind the 
a s s e r t i o n of God's order. Every attempt to b r i n g i t 
f o r t h I honour and desire to a s s i s t . Every attempt to 
hide i t under a great machinery, c a l l i t Organisation 
of Labour, Central Board, or what you l i k e , I must pro
t e s t against as h i n d e r i n g the gradual development; of 
what I regard as the d i v i n e purpose, as an attempt to 
createft a new c o n s t i t u t i o n of society, when what we 
want i s that the o l d c o n s t i t u t i o n should e x h i b i t i t s 
t r u e f u n c t i o n s and energies. 54, 

The Divine Order also c o n t r i b u t e d to h i s devotion to the o l d i n 
s t i t u t i o n s of monarchy and a r i s t o c r a c y i n BritafliSi, and l e d him 
I n t o the ambivalence of u n i t i n g them w i t h socialisms 

,,,my own deepest convictions (are) t h a t the voice of 
the d e l i v e r e r must come from the voice of the king,,. 
Let the tr u e idea of a r i s t o c r a c y as the witness of the 
l o r d s h i p of the s p i r i t over the f l e s h .express i t s e l f 
l e g i t i m a t e l y , . . I stand upon my old English ground... 
I must have Monarchy, A r i s t o c r a c y , and Socialism, or 
r a t h e r Humanity, recognized as necessary elements and 
con d i t i o n s of an organic C h r i s t i a n society. 55. 

VJe w i l l i n v e s t i g a t e Maurice's idea of nation or st a t e i n r e l a t i o n 
to the Church(Kingdom) and the general problems which a r i s e from 
hi s language about sacred and secular i n the f o l l o w i n g chapters. 

53. i b i d , p.17. 

54. L i f e I I , p.44. 

55. I b i d , pp.130-1. 



CHAPTER TWO 
CHURCH 

We have seen the c e n t r a l ! t y of the kingdom i n Maurice's 
thought, and have explored a few of the l i n g u i s t i c problems 
connected w i t h i t . Having also touched upon the r e l a t i o n between 
sacred and secular which i s developed i n Maumice by h i s Incarna
t i o n a l theology, our next task i s to see how he conceived the 
Church, and then, what r e l a t i o n the Church has to the State and 
to s o c i e t y as a whole. We must begin by i n v e s t i g a t i n g Maurice's 
c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of the Church. 

One s i g n i f i c a n t stress i s t h a t the Church i s not a system i n 
vented by man but a u n i v e r s a l society created by God which was 
founded on the r e v e l a t i o n and atonement of Jesus C h r i s t f o r man. 
Much has been said of Maurice's "system-phobia" so i t i s unneces
sary to belabour the p o i n t . His fear of p a r t i e s and sects stemmed 
both from the r e l i g i o u s s i t u a t i o n of h i s day, i n an England suf
f e r i n g from the s o c i a l s t r a t i f i c a t i o n of the I n d u s t r i a l Revolution, 
the ever-widening gap between the clergy and the working class, and 
the r e l i g i o u s world d i v i d e d i n t o Anglicans, Romans, Dissenters, 
Bayoad Churchmen, and so on; and from h i s personal experience of 
diverse r e l i g i o u s c o n v i c t i o n s and prac t i c e s i n h i s f a m i l y . He 
simply f e l t t h a t the Kingdom o f C h r i s t was an e x i s t i n g r e a l i t y , 
and i t was not f o r man "to create forms of organization i n which 
t r u e brotherhood of love and f e l l o w s h i p could be expressed; God 

1. 
Himself had placed man i n a 'Human Order' w i t h 'human r e l a t i o n s h i p s * " , 
This l e d t o Maurice's well-known d i f f i c u l t i e s w i t h the movement 
f o r Associations. He was r e l u c t a n t to create a party or organi
z a t i o n which would deny the Divine Order as much as he was c r i t i c a l 
of the r e l i g i o u s establishment f o r "dosing our people w i t h r e l i g i o n 

1. Christensen, o p . c i t . p.24. 
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when what they want i s not t h i s but the L i v i n g God..," and f o r g l v -
2. 

Ing them a "stone f o r bread, systems f o r r e a l i t i e s . . . " 
Man was dependent upon God and could create nothing by him-

3. 

s e l f . Davies maintains t h a t Maurice i n s i s t e d upon the p r i o r i t y 
and i n i t i a t i v e of God i n His s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n b6 a l l men and t h a t 
t h i s i s c e n t r a l to h i s theology. Just as theology cannot be the 
systematlzation of i n d i v i d u a l experiences, but ra t h e r the knowledge 
of God through His own g i f t of Himself, so too, the Church cannot 
be a human I n v e n t i o n (according to Maurice and Davies) but God-
given through Jesus C h r i s t who came[to e s t a b l i s h i t . Maurice him
s e l f s t a t e s i n the dedication of The Kingdom of C h r i s t : 

I n t h i s way there rose up before me the idea of a CHURCH 
UNIVERSAL, not b u i l t upon human Inventions or human f a i t h , 
but upon the very nature of God Himself, and upon the 
union which He has formed w i t h His creatures: a Church r e 
vealed to man as a f i x e d and e t e r n a l r e a l i t y by means of 
which i n f i n i t e wisdom had i t s e l f devised... 4. 

What does he mean vjhen he says the Church i s not b u i l t upon human 
inve n t i o n s or human f a i t h ? According to Davies, Maurice's assertion 
t h a t the Church i s a "body i n s t i t u t e d by God" shows a tendency to 
minimize the r o l e of man. I t approximates t o t h a t type of popu
l a r o p i n i o n among C h r i s t i a n s which s t i f l e s c r i t i c i s m of the i n s t i 
t u t i o n a l Church and perforce r e s t r i c t s change because "God made 
i t so". I s Maurice o m i t t i n g to recognize the dynamism of t r u t h , 
and thereby reducing the Church to a s t a t i c and f i x e d I n s t i t u t i o n ? 
Or i s he merely s t r e s s i n g i n t h i s way the i n i t i a t i v e of God as a 
warning to sectarians? He was w r i t i n g , a f t e r a l l , to a member of 
the Society of Friends, and was defending the "Church p r i n c i p l e " 

2. L i f e I , p.369. 

3. Davies, o p . c l t . p.5 f f . 
4. KC I , p.17. 
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over against the "sect" and "Quaker" p r i n c i p l e s , and d e l i b e r a t e l y 
avoiding too precise a dogmatic d e f i n i t i o n . Yet i t i s from these 
" h i n t s " t h a t we must e x t r a c t some idea of h i s concept of the Church, 
To look a t t h e i r p o s i t i v e side we can say t h a t human inventions 
fade w i t h the passage of time and are subject to f a i l u r e , whereas 
God i s ever-present w i t h His people. Human systems d i s t o r t t r u t h 
and become s e l f - i m p o r t a n t - become sects, "bodies formed by the com
b i n a t i o n of c e r t a i n men v;ho agree i n reverencing the name of C h r i s t 

5. 

or who have the same opinion respecting His doc t r i n e s . " And i n 
deed Maurice o f t e n states that the Church i s only narrow and c r u e l 

6. 

when she apes the sects, and assumes the character of a sect, has 
d i s t o r t e d t r u t h when i t f e l t i t was t r u t h ' s only possessor, and 
became s e l f - i m p o r t a n t only when i t recognized a human leader i n 
place of i t s t r u e and only Head, Jesus C h r i s t . He w r i t e s : 

The English Church I look upon as merely one branch of 
the t r u e Church; and every system, whether c a l l e d Evan
g e l i c a l , L i b e r a l , C a t h o l i c , or purely Anglican, which 
has been invented by the members of the Church i n former 
times and i n our own day to express t h a t notion of the 
Church, I look upon as 'of the earth earthy', and as much 
c a r r y i n g w i t h i n i t the seeds of d e s t r u c t i o n as the systems 
of the d i f f e r e n t sects which have r e v o l t e d from her. 7. 

The Church i s thus more than the sects which compose i t . 
(The Church) has been preyed upon by diseases of a l l 
kinds i n the shapefl-of human systems: by the Romish sys
tem...by Protestant systems...Yet i n s p i t e of these... 
the Church, I t h i n k , i s coming f o r t h , and w i l l manifest 
I t s e l f as something e n t i r e l y d i s t i n c t from them a l l -
d i s t i n c t , too, from the f a i t h which e x i s t s i n the minds 
of those who s p i r i t u a l l y dwell i n i t , though r e q u i r i n g 
i t and susta i n i n g i t . 8. 

5. Davies, o p . c i t . pp.22-3. 

6. L i f e I I , p.444. 

7. L i f e I , p.306. 

8. i b i d , pp.306-7. 
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He sees the Church as f i x e d and e t e r n a l i n . t h e context of God's 
f a i t h f u l n e s s to His people, recognizing i t s own I d o l a t r y and f a i t h 
lessness throughout i t s h i s t o r y which to Maurice has been the 
source o f i t s s e c t a r i a n d i v i s i o n s i n the present time. 

A second aspect of h i s conception of the Church i s the image 
of "the people of God" d e r i v i n g from Hebraic thought. We have 
already discussed h i s development of the "Kingdom" as a Jevrlsh 
concept and i t s basis on the p a t r i a r c h a l " f a m i l y " of Abraham and 
h i s seed. Maurice believes t h a t the Kingdom C h t i s t came to found 

i s the Church, "the Church ( i s ) the c h i l d the Jewish p o l i t y had 
9. 

f o r so many ages been c a r r y i n g i n i t s womb." The fa m i l y h i s 

t o r y of I s r a e l embodies "the p r i n c i p l e s which musdi her e a f t e r be 
10. 

seen i n the n a t i o n and i n the church." I n h i s essay "On the 
Unity of the Church" he claims: 

The e a r l i e r records (O.T.) speak of a nation c a l l e d out by 
God t o be the witness of His presence and government; 
the l a t e r records (N.T.) have no connexion w i t h these-
have no d i s t i n c t meaning of t h e i r own- i f they do not 
describe the expansion of a n a t i o n a l Socifety i n t o a 
human and u n i v e r s a l Society, 11, 

Thus the Church as witness takes as i t s model the Hebrew nation, 
thereby avoiding an exclusiveness which would l i m i t i t s et e r n a l 
message to one group of men or one point i n time. And i n the 
present day i t i s evidence f o r th a t which I s r a e l d i d of olds 

The Church i t seems to me e x i s t s i n the world as a 
witness to manKlnd t h a t there i s a c o n t i n u a l , d i v i n e 
gracious government over i t ; as a witness to each nation 
t h a t God i s not less a King over i t than he was over the 
Jews... The Church i s to t e l l men, t h a t i f God was a 
Redeemer of o l d . He i s a Redeemer now; th a t i f He was the 

9. KC I . p.255. 

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

11. Maurice, Theological Essays, o p , c i t . p ,264. 
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Judge of kings, p r i e s t s , nobles i n o l d times- i f He 
c a l l e d them to account...He does so s t i l l . 12. 

The u n i v e r s a l i t y of the Old Testament subsists i n God's choice of 
13. 

one people to be f o r the blessing of a l l . 
Two more c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the Church are interwoven i n what 

we have j u s t said. One i s h i s d e s c r i p t i o n of the Church as a u n i 
v e r s a l Kingdom, and the other i s h i s n o t i o n of the Church as a 
sacrament of the Kingdom and sign of God's universal love f o r a l l 
men. I t i s t h i s c r u c i a l aspect of h i s thought which both e x h i b i t s 
the prophetic character of h i s w r i t i n g s as w e l l as brings i n t o 
focus a l l the d i f f i c u l t i e s of language w i t h which xie have already 
d e a l t . The purpose of the Church i s to declare f i r s t t h a t God's 
kingdom i s a t hand, i s a s p i r i t u a l r e a l i t y i n which man as man i s 
l i v i n g and which he i s i n v i t e d to recognize. Thus i t s purpose i s 
to t e l l the world the t r u t h about i t s own existence: 

.. . t o proclaim to men t h e i r s p i r i t u a l c o n d i t i o n , the 
e t e r n a l foundation on which i t r e s t s , the manifestation 
which has been made of i t by the b i r t h , death, resurrec
t i o n , and ascension of the Son of God, and the g i f t of 
the. S p i r i t . 14. 

By proclaiming the doctrines of the In c a r n a t i o n , the Atonement, 
the T r i n i t y , the Church attempts to show not only God's w i l l f o r 
His people but the t r u e p a t t e r n and foundation on which a l l hu
man r e a l i t y r e s t s . 

Maurice would maintain t h a t the Church i s God's un i v e r s a l 
Kingdom upon earth and at the same time sacrament or sign of t h a t 
Kingdom. Maurice does not himself c a l l the Ohurch the "sacrament 
of the Kingdom" but t h i s d e s c r i p t i o n f i t s h i s thought. The Church 

12. F.D.Maurice, P a t r i a r c h s and Lavjgivers, o p . c i t . pp.xx-xxi, 

13. i b i d . p.269. 

14. L i f e I I , p.272. 
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was to him the e f f i c a c i o u s sign of man's redemption. This poses 
f o r us the problem of r e c o n c i l i n g the two images of universal 

Kingdom and sacrament of th a t Kingdom, He.says i n The kingdom of 
C h r i s t ; " I have maintained on the a u t h o r i t y of Scri p t u r e t h a t the 
Catholic Church i s emphatically a kingdom f o r mankind, a kingdom 
grounded upon the union which has been established i n Christ be-

15. 

tween God and man,.." True, i t i s f o r mankind i n the sense t h a t 
C h r i s t ' s saving act was uni v e r s a l (and c e r t a i n l y not d i r e c t e d a t 
one small group of men) and the Church's message i s d i r e c t e d to 
a l l men. But the Church i s also the body of bel i e v e r s , baptized 
i n the Name of the T r i n i t y . This aspect of the Church which Maurice 
f u l l y recognizes i s one of witness- the Church makes men aware of 
the t r u t h t h a t the Kingdom i s r e a l i z e d i n C h r i s t Jesus. I n f a c t : 

Where, I ask of you, would be the blessing to mankind of 
Ch r i s t ' s death, i f there were mone to bear witness of i t , 
none to claim the un i v e r s a l f e l l o w s h i p which i t i s meant 
to establish? We see t h a t the world i s not united i n 
the acknowledgement of God or of the Mediator, not united 
to each other i n one Lord or one f a t t h . How, t h i n k you, 
can i t be shown to them t h a t there i s such a Lord, such 
a Mediator, such a bond between a l l appointed witnesses? 
And who must these be? I answer a l l nations who, through 
God's mercy, have heard the Gospel of C h r i s t , and have 
confessed i t to be t r u e ; a l l who by baptism have claimed 
the p r i v i l e g e of belonging to His Church. l 6 . 

I n the Church's r o l e o f sacrament of the Kingdom to the world, 
i t cannot be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the Kingdom of God as Maurice's 
language a t times i n d i c a t e s . And by i t s very d e f i n i t i o n as sacra
ment to the world, the Church cannot be.seen as a unive r s a l society-
i t witnesses to non-believers and i t s membership i s a small per-

15. KC I . p.268. 

16. Alec R. V l d l e r , The Theology of F.D.Maurice. (London: SCM Press, 
1948) p.71. Passage i t s e l f from Maurice, Christmas Day and Other 
Sermons, 2nd e d i t i o n , 1892, pp.126 f f . 
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centage of the world's Dbpulation. However, Barasey i n t e r p r e t s 
him thus J 

He viewed the Church not only as the home of the r e 
deemed but as the sign t h a t God had redeemed the whole 
human race and the VJhole human race was p o t e n t i a l l y i n 
C h r i s t . This l e d him to combine an insi s t e n c e upon the 
d e f i n i t e character of the signs of the Church's c o n s t i t u 
t i o n w i t h an unwillingness to define the Church's present 
boundaries. 17. 

The word " p o t e n t i a l l y " i s t e s s e n t i a l here, Maurice o f t e n uses terras 
which have a f u l f i l l e d sense as w e l l as h i s own sense of o o t e n t i a l 
f u l f i l l m e n t . When he says the Church i s unl"versal, i t i s w i t h 
r e c o g n i t i o n of the things which prevent i t from being sos ignor
ance, s i n , poverty, deDrivetion, and so f o r t h . Yet to speak as 
i f a l l men are a c t u a l l y i n Chri5-:t's Church i s to confuse the i n 
s t i t u t i o n and union of beli e v e r s w i t h the reign of Christ i n which 
a l l men l i v e whether they recognize i t or not. And to speak of 
the Church as God's u n i v e r s a l Kingdom ("The Catholic Church has 

established i t s e l f i n the East and VJest and i s acknowledged by 
18, 

God as His Kingdom upon e a r t h . . . " ) i s to place too much emphasis 
on the signs o f the Kingdom ( i n the f u l l y revealed, cosmic sense 
of parousia of which he has said nothing thus f a r i n The xvingdom 
of C h r i s t ) and not enough on the eschatological Kingdom i t s e l f . 
" F u l f i l l e d " langusge i s misleading i n the human s i t u a t i o n as i t 
has been so easy f o r the Church to consider i t s e l f the end and 
f u l f i l l r a e n t o f C h r i s t ' s message ra t h e r than the sign and witness 
of God's eschatological proclamation. His unwillingness to define 
the Church's uresetit boundaries and h i s r e c o g n i t i o n of the d i f f i 
c u l t i e s which t h i s involves i s much to h i s c r e d i t since C h r i s t i a n s 
of the time seemed to f i n d l i t t l e d i f f i c u l t y i n d e f i n i n g them. 

17. A.M.Ramsey, o p . c i t . p.34. 

18. L i f e I . pp.306-7. 



And so I t i s . w i t h care t h a t we must read Maurice's language on 

the Kingdom/Church, holding i t together i n our minds w i t h h i s 

d o c t r i n e of the Church as sign and witness of God's love and r e -
demution of man. "The Church i s the l i v i n g Witness and Revelation 

19. 

of (God's) love, or i t i s good f o r nothing." 
Cullraann points out t h a t the Regnum C h r i s t i i s over a l l p o l i 

t i c a l , s o c i a l , economic i n s t i t u t i o n s , i s over humanity. The 
Church's sphere i s confined to the e a r t h l y community and therefore 
has a more r e s t r i c t e d meaning than the Regnum C h r i s t i . The Church 
i s not subordinate to i t but rat h e r ifes heart and centre. The 
Divine S p i r i t i s at work on earth but has not yet e n t i r e l y taxen 
hold o f a l l e a r t h l y bodies. I t i s not a perfected world although 
C h r i s t has conquered death; yet i t remains as does s i n . The 
Church as community i s everywhere but does not necessarily co
i n c i d e w i t h c r e a t i o n . One can say t h a t the Church i s conscious, 
whereas members of the Regnum C h r i s t i are Unconscious p a r t i c i c a n t s 

20. 

i n the r e i g n of God i n the world. 
I t i s i n the context of the Church as sacrament of the king

dom t h a t Maurice opposes i t to the World. He sees each as a form 
of u n i v e r s a l s o c i e t y , one of which i s the expansion of the fam i l y 
and n a t i o n a l p r i n c i p l e , and the other i s i t s d e s t r u c t i o n . The 
V/orld, i n S c r i p t u r e , describes a s i t u t i t i o n i n which man foU'lows 
h i s n a t u r a l , by which Maurice means s e l f i s h , tendencies. The 
V/orld i s society out of j o i n t w i t h i t s e l f , not recognizing i t s 
r e l f J t i o n to God through Jesus C h r i s t or how i t s members should 
r e l a t e t o each other. The World i s "the society which i s bound 
19. F.D.Maurice, Theological Essays, o p . c i t . p.26. 

20. Cullmann, o p . c i t . 



together i n the acknowledgement o f , and subjection t o , the e v i l 
21. 

s e l f i s h tendencies o f each man's nature." The Church i s the op
po s i t e of t h i s s o c i e t y ; i t must be d i s t i n c t from i t : " I n l o s i n g 
i t s d i s t i n c t n e s s i t loses i t s meaning, loses' to a l l i n t e n t s and 
purposes, though the words may at f i r s t sound paradoxical, i t s 

22. 

u n i v e r s a l i t y . " I t s u n i v e r s a l i t y i s ther e f o r e maintained by i t s 
r a d i c a l a b i l i t y to transcend and thus to c r i t i c i z e the World by 
i t s very existence. This point i s e s s e n t i a l . I t contains w i t h i n 
i t the e n t i r e question of the r e l a t i o n s h i o of the Church to the 
State and to society to which we w i l l soon t u r n our a t t e n t i o n . 

Although d i s t i n c t from the World, the Church w i l l always con
t a i n elements of i t . I n Theological Essays he sayss 

The World contains elements of which the Church i s 
composed. I n the Church these elements are penetra
ted by a u n i t i n g , r e c o n c i l i n g power. The Church i s , 
t h e r e f o r e , human society i n i t s normal s t a t e ; the 
World, t h a t same society i r r e g u l a r and abnormal. The 
world i s the Church without God; the Church i s the 
world restored to i t s r e l a t i o n w i t h God, taken bacK 
by Him i n t o the s t a t e f o r which He created i t . Deprive 
the Church of i t s Centre, and you make i t i n t o a. world... 23. 

But by c a l l i n g the Church "human society i n i t s normal s t a t e " , 
Maurice i s bending the use of the word "normal" to mean what 
would be b e t t e r phrased as "redeemed" or possibly "engraced". 
Then t o c a l l the Church "the world restored to i t s r e l a t i o n w i t h 
God" i s ambiguous. I s Maurice here s l i g h t l y a l t e r i n g the meaning 
of World from the Johannine sense o f the Kingdom of Daricness i n t o 
an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h the secular ( c r e a t i o n or nature i n i t s t o 
t a l i t y ) ? (Perhaps the use of World and world lends i t more confusion.) 
I f t h i s were so, then i t would be cl e a r e r to speak of the "reign 

21. KCI, p.234. 

22. i b i d . p . 2 6 l . 

23. F.D.Maurice, Theolojgjlcal Essays, 0 0 . c i t . p.2??. 
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o f C h r i s t " i n both instances r a t h e r than the Church. Davis points 
out t h a t i t i s dangerous to i d e n t i f y the "World" i n a S c r i p t u r a l 
sense w i t h the secular. "Not only i s there through the working 
of grace a fund of goodness outside the Church, but e v i l w i t h i n 
i t . The f r o n t i e r between the kingdom of darkness and the xingdom 

of l i g h t does not coincide w i t h the boundary of the v i s i b l e Church." 
With t h i s Maurice vjould seemingly agree, except that by c a l l i n g 
the Church "the world restored to i t s r e l a t i o n w i t h God", he i s 

e i t h e r using "Church" so l o o s e l y as to equate i t w i t h the rei g n 
of C h r i s t ('aab w i t h which i t should not be equated but from which 
of course i t cannot be separated) or he i s t a l k i n g about something 
w i t h a v i s i b l e boundary... the unchurched or secular realm i s where 

the World begins. I n another place he states more o l a i n l y : "By 
the C h r i s t i a n p r i n c i p l e vje understand t h s t which r e f e r s everything 
to God; by the secular D r i n c i o l e we understand that which r e f e r s 

25. 

everything to s e l f . " The problem i s t h i s s how does he r e c o n c i l e 
a seeming d e n i a l of the sacred/secular d i s t i n c t i o n (through a 
s p e c i f i c a p p l i c a t i o n of h i s I n c a r n a t i o n a l theology about which we 
s h a l l have more to say) w i t h a n o t i o n of the Church as " d i s t i n c t 
from the VJorld" when at the same time he can be understood as i -
d e n t i f y l n g "World" and the secular realm? 

His i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the World w i t h secular society i s only 
apparent. He uses "secular" i n a d i f f e r e n t sense from th a t of 
Davis. V i d l e r deals w i t h h i s opp o s i t i o n of the Church to the 
World i n t h i s way; Since C h r i s t i s the Head of the whole human 
race (Maurice) and a l l men are redeemed by Him, i s there no place 
l e f t f o r what the New Testament c a l l s the ecclesia or Church as a 

2k. Davis, o p . c i t . p.7k. 

25. KC I I I (1838),p.389; quoted i n Davles, o o . c i t . p.123. 
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d l s t i n c t society? Are the Church and the world simply a l t e r n a t i v e 
26. 

names f o r humanity? He immediately r e p l i e s t h a t t h i s i s of course 
f a r from being the case; yet h i s posing the question indicates a 
possible ambiguity. He quotes the passage from Theological Essays 
(quoted above, p.48) and submits t h a t Maurice's i n t e n t i o n was 
to p r o t e s t against a separation of the Church and the world i n 
the t r a d i t i o n of Manicheism, and of a philosophy which sees the 
Church as an i n e v i t a b l e r i v a l to the secular order (world, as 
V i d l e r c a l l s i t here.) ( V i d l e r sees the present s i t u a t i o n worsening-
the Church and the world becoming more opposed; he c i t e s the f a c t 
t h a t i n some countries the Church i s t a k i n g the r o l e of a resistance 
movement. He concludes, " I t i s seasonable f o r us them to attend 

27. 
to Maurice's warning against the p e r i l s i n t h i s cleavage..." ) 
Maurice believed t h a t God loves the world- why, the r e f o r e , should 
the Church war against i t ? Because, he answers, the "World" i s 
not the secular order i n Maurice, but i s s i n f u l n e s s , the iingdom 
of darkness. He w r i t e s ! "The Church i s the witness to the only 
t r u e foundation of States, nations, f a m i l i e s , and a l l human order. 
They become the world i n an e v i l sense (as the Church i t s e l f may 
become a. world) only i n so f a r as they set themselves UP to pursue, 

•28. 
t h e i r ovm ends, i n s o f a r as they become organized selfishness..." 
(Surely, then, the Church as a resistance movement should be con
s i s t e n t w i t h Maurice's ideas- i n t h i s way i t remains d i s t i n c t and 
opposes I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d c o r r u p t i o n i n a l l i t s forms.) 

Maurice writess 
The world, considered as apart from God- considered as 

26. V i d l e r , o p . c i t . pp.64-5. 

27. i b i d , p.66. 

28. i b i d , pp.67-8. 
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a society which frames i t s maxims and i t s p r a c t i c e 
without reference to Him- t h i s world i s condemned to 
a very hopeless kind of darKness... 29. 
The Church i s the witness f o r the t r u e c o n s t i t u t i o n 
of man as man, a c h i l d of God, an h e i r of heaven... 
t h i s world i s a miserable, accursed r e b e l l i o u s order, 
which denies t h i s foundation, which w i l l create a 
foundation of s e l f - w i l l , choice, t a s t e , opinion... i n 
the world there can be no communion... i n the Church 
there can be u n i v e r s a l communion; communion i n one 
body by one S p i r i t . 30. 

I s not the world the secular realm? I n the f i r s t pprt of the 
q u o t a t i o n , i n Davis's terms, i t would seem t h a t Haurice i s de
s c r i b i n g the secular order; but i n the second part he i s speak
in g of moral e v i l . I t i s uncertain whether Maurice would see 
t h a t by Davis's d e f i n i t i o n he was i d e n t i f y i n g the two. Maurice 
would not say " i n the world there can be no communion" i f he meant 
i t i n a non-Johannine sense of the secular or human order. He 
always speaks of the n a t u r a l t i e s of f a m i l y l i f e snd the communion 
found i n good human r e l a t i o n s h i p s . And so he continues to use 
the word "world" i n the sense of moral e v i l . V i d l e r remarks that 
the world "denotes a p r i n c i p l e on which men are n a t u r a l l y i n c l i n e d 
to oiDganize t h e i r l i v e s , " and I s not a society or organization 

31. 

t h a t i s separate from the Church. Yet Maurice speaks of the 
Church and the world as tw^j forms of u n i v e r s a l society v.hich must 
be d i s t i n c t from each other. However, he always recognizes the 
cvDssins of the borders of d e f i n i t i o n . 

The Church then i s a witness against the p r i n c i p l e s of the 
"World", end w i t h t h i s Davis agreess "The v i s i b l e Church does 
however stand over against the .lingdom of darkness, because i t 
i s the permanent expression or v i s i b i l i t y of the sacred r e a l i t y 
of grace and has received C h r i s t ' s promise t h a t e v i l w i l l never 

32. 
overcome i t . " L ike Maurice he sees that "the sins of i t s mem-
29. Lincoln's Inn Sermons, I I , p.182; quoted i n V i d l e r , o p . c i t . p.69. 

30. L i f e I , p.166. 

31. V i d l e r , o p . c i t . p.69. 

32. Davis, o p . c i t . p.74. 
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bers may damage but never t o t a l l y destroy i t s holiness as Christ's 
33. 

Church." How can the u n i v e r s a l i t y of the Church be provided 

i f i t i s a witness-Church? The witness t h a t i t bears i s outward-

going, sll-embracing, manifesting the u n i t y of a l l men, and 

i t s n o n - e x c l u s i v i t y guarantees i t s very u n i v e r s a l i t y . Maurice 

w r i t e s J 
What i s t h i s Catholic Church? I f you mean by tntt ques
t i o n , what are i t s l i m i t s ? v/ho have a r i g h t to say that 
they belong to i t ? I cannot answer the question; I be
l i e v e only one can answer i t ; I am content to leave i t 
w i t h Him. 34. 

What are these p r i n c i p l e s to which the Church bears w i t 

ness? To Maurice they are f a c t s r a t h e r than ideals of notions, 

and the f a c t s are expressed i n the v i s i b l e signs of the Church's 

l i f e - the sacraments of the Church. These are described i n The 

Kingdom o f C h r i s t as "signs i n the present day of the existence 

of a s p i r i t u a l and u n i v e r s a l body upon the earth," which " i d e n t i f y 

t h a t body w i t h the one sPoken of i n S c r i p t u r e , " and which "are 
35. 

an e f f e c t u a l witness against the world." The Sacraments are 

the "necessary form of a r e v e l a t i o n , p r e c i s e l y because they discov

er the Divine nature i n i t s union w i t h the human, and do not make 
36. 

the human the standard and measure of the Divine." I t i s the 
very nature of sacraments to be undogmatic..."To dogmatise about 
God i s t o assume t h a t man does not receive the knowledge of God 

37. 

from Him, but imputes the forms of h i s own i n t e l l e c t to Him. 

Here again Maurice i s a s s e r t i n g the p r i o r i t y o f God i n His s e l f -

33. i b i d , p.74. 

34. V i d l e r , O P . c i t . p.81. Passage from E o i s t l e to the Hebrews, cxxiv.. 

35. KC I , p.261. 

36. L i f e I I , p.495. 

37. i b i d . P.495. 
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r e v e l a t i o n to men. 
A key f e a t u r e of h i s view of the Church i s to be found i n h i s 

d o c t r i n e of Baptism, f o r Baptism i s the sign which distinguishes 
members of the Kingdom (Church) from the human race: 

...And by an outward r i t e such as baptism, I obtain the 
d i s t i n c t i o n I want between the fa m i l y and the race to 
which the f a m i l y i s to be a witness, by tha t I assert 
the u n i v e r s a l i t y of God's redemption i n C h r i s t , by that 
I assert also th a t redemption to be (bf the sheep i n each 
of us, not of the goat which i s given over to ev e r l a s t i n g 
p e r d i t i o n . . . 38. 

I n S c r i p t u r e we see t h a t the announcement of the Kingdom by the 
Ba p t i s t i s immediately connected w i t h the baptisna of Jesus himself, 
w i t h the r e v e l a t i o n t h a t Jesus i s the beloved son of the Father, 
w i t h the s t a r t of h i s publ i c m i n i s t r y . 

The Baptism of the S p i r i t was thus the formation, out of 
a p a r t i c u l a r n a t i o n , of a u n i v e r s a l society having i t s 
home both i n earth and Heaven; witnessing of God's love 
and gracious purposes to a l l the kindreds of earth; witness
i n g t h a t they are, as s p i r i t u a l beings, under the d i r e c t 
government of God Himself. 39. 

The apostles are urged to baptize i n the name of the T r i n i t y every
one who a.ccepts t h e i r teaching, and so the sign of baptism i s con
nected w i t h the u n i v e r s a l q u a l i t y of the Kingdom from the very be
ginnings of i t s r e v e l a t i o n . Indeed " t h i s d e c l a r a t i o n ( t o Nicodemus) 
of the transcendental character of the new Kingdom i s joined to 

the words, 'Except a man be born of water and of the S p i r i t , he 
40. 

cannot enter i n t o the kingdom of heaven.'" And so Maurice con
cludes t h a t the Gospel w r i t e r s believed baptism to be the sign of 
admission i n t o "Chrtst's s p i r i t u a l and un i v e r s a l kingdom" which 
says to each baptized person, "This i s your p o s i t i o n ; according 

41. 
to the co n d i t i o n s of i t you are to l i v e . . . " I t i s a c a l l to 

38. i b i d , p.242. 

39. i b i d , p.353. 

40. KC I , p.263. 

41. i b i d . p.264. 
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the i n d i v i d u a l to take up h i s r e a l r e l a t i o n to God i n C h r i s t , and 
i s a sign t o the v^orld t h a t t h i s r e f l a t i o n i s tha t of every man, 
holdin g a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y w i t h i t to l i v e i n th a t r e l a t i o n and not 
to deny the sacred t r u t h to which i t bears witness- l i f e i n and 

through Jesus C h r i s t . I n Maurice's words! 

Baptism declares man's t r u e and r i g h t c o n s t i t u t i o n to 
be t h a t of union w i t h God, and separation from Him to 
be a v i o l a t i o n of t h a t only order according to which, 
as reason and experience a l i k e show, he can l i v e . 42, 

I n h i s c r i t i c i s m s of Quaker, Anti-Paedobaptist. Modern Protestant, 
Philosopher, and Roman Catholic views on baptism, several main 
points emerge. The f i r s t i s a r e c o g n i t i o n of man's need f o r out
ward signs which express r e a l , s p i r i t u a l t r u t h - we use the things 
of earth as pledges of a r e a l "union w i t h Heaven". The second 
i s th?)t every man, woman, and c h i l d stands i n th a t r e l a t i o n to 
God whether he i s a conscious b e l i e v e r or not. (The u n i v e r s a l i t y 
of the r e i g n of C h r i s t . ) The t h i r d i s s i m i l a r ! while men can act 
out o f harmony w i t h the p r i n c i p l e s o f the Kingdom, and may not, 
despite t h e i r baptism, have been consciously converted, and there
f o r e are not members of C h r i s t , t h i s should not lead to the con
c l u s i o n t h a t there are two kingdoms, one r e a l and s p i r i t u a l , the 
other outward and v i s i b l e . The f a c t of s i n does not a l t e r the 
r e a l i t y of the r e i a t i o n to God. The f o u r t h I s tha t baptism does 
not exclude the r e s t of the world of non-Christians, but ra t h e r 
i t r e l a t e s a s p i r i t u a l c o n s t i t u t i o n f o r a l l manicind. I t t e s t i f i e s 

to the f a c t t h a t " a l l attempts of men t o reduce themselves i n t o 
43. 

separate u n i t s are c o n t r a d i c t o r y and a b o r t i v e , " I t declares 
r e l a t i o n s h i p among men and of men w i t h God, and i t s t r u t h goes 
deeper than the various sects of both East and West, 

42. KC I I . p.2. 
43, KC I . p,280. 
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Suppose then I f i n d t h i s baptism i n t o the Divine Name 
as the form which has been recognized by Greexs, Roman
i s t s , Protestants of a l l classes and opinions, f o r these 
twelve or t h i r t e e n hundred years... th a t seems to me as 
complete a d e c l a r a t i o n to a l l these Greeics, Romanist, 
Protestant nations, as I can imagine, of Him i n whom they 
are l i v i n g , moving, having t h e i r being, a f a r graver pro
t e s t than i t i s possible to Invent against t h e i r d i v i s i o n s 
and hatreds... 44. 

The f i f t h i s t h a t the sacrament i s not an event which brings a 

new nature to a man, but " a f f i r m s a man to be i n a c e r t a i n s t a t e 

and affiirms the presence of a S p i r i t w i t h him who i s able fend 
w i l l i n g to uphold him i n t h a t s t a t e and to br i n g h i s l i f e i n t o 

45. 

accordance w i t h i t . " The baptismal s t a t e does not disappear 
w i t h s i n ; the r e l a t i o n i s constant even though s i n puts man i n t o 
a f a l s e or marred r e l a t i o n w i t h himself and w i t h God. Although 
Maurice's language on t h i s Doint i s rather s trained, he does em
phasize the accomplished f a c t of the f u l l redemption of the human 
race to which the sawrament bears witness, r a t h e r than a t r a n s i t o r y 
act whose e f f e c t s could be l o s t and regained. He wrote to Kings-
l e y : "... i t has been the e f f o r t of my l i f e t o assert a ground 
f o r men's sonship to God, which i s deeper than any external r i t e 
and which i s grounded on the eternal r e l a t i o n of God to man i n the 

46, 
L i v i n g Word," 

The Creed i s a sacrament of the Kingdom i n i t s own way. I t 
i s an act of a l l e g i a n c e , according to Maurice, connected w i t h bap
tis m . By baptism we are acknowledged as s p i r i t u a l creatures, u n i 
ted t o a s p i r i t u a l being. By the Creed we claim our s p i r i t u a l 

47. 
p o s i t i o n and assert our union vjith t h a t being. The Creed i s 
44. L i f e I I . p.495. 

45, KG I . p.288, 

46, L i f e I I , p.271. 

47. KC I I . p.5. 



-56-

the confession of f a i t h not i n propositions but i n the Name i n t o 
48. 

which we have been b a p t i z e d . . . " b e l i e f i n a name, not i n notions." 
"The Name denotes t h a t which a Person i s i n Himself, His own charac-
t e r . " The Creed then i s a personal expression or a f f i r m a t i o n 
of b e l i e f i n God t h a t i s d i s t i n g u i s h e d from p a r t i c u l a r systsms of 
d o c t r i n e and p a r t i e l ideas about God. This i s evidence f o r i t s 
u n i v e r s a l i t y , since ordinary people everywhere can u n i t e i n i t s 
confession wilbKiout being f a m i l i a r v i i t h t h e o l o g i c a l controversy. 
I t s simple form preserved the t r u t h of God's r e v e l a t i o n from a l l 
the o b s c u r i t i e s of men's systems of t r u t h . Maurice hoped t h a t i t 
would u n i t e a l l of Christendom- i n i t Protestants might discover 
the p r i n c i p l e s of the Reformation, Greeks might discover t h a t 
"centuries of a l i e n a t i o n have been unable to deprive them and the 
West of these co^imon symbols," t h a t the Churches looking to Rome 

50, 

f o r u n i t y might f i n d i n the Creed the "charter of t h e i r l i b e r a t i o n i ' 

Although forms of worship vary from country to country and 

are expressive of n a t i o n a l i t y , so have c e r t a i n forms of prayers 

and r i t e s survived through the ages, l i n k i n g the present w i t h the 

past, the Church i n one land w i t h the Church i n another. The u n i 

v e r s a l i t y of the Kingdom i s again expressed i n l i t u r g y which gives 

man concrete bonds w i t h h i s f e l l o w s i n C h r i s t . I n Maurice's words! 
I f anything i s to break down the b a r r i e r s of space and time, 
i t must be the worship of Him vrho i s , and who was, and who 
i s t o come... i f anything i s to bring those at one whom 
these accidents of our m o r t a l i t y are separating, t h i s must 
be the means. 51. 

48. i b i d , p.6. 

49. V i d l e r , O P , c i t . p.124. Passage from The Prayer-Book and the 
Lord's Prayer, p.319. 

50. KC I I . pp.18-19. 

51. i b i d , p.21. 
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For Maurice, prayer i s s o c i a l . Against tnose who wish to dispense 
w i t h formal r i t e s he argues t h a t the whole point to prayer i s not 

to develop our own i n d i v i d u a l i t y and selfishness through p e t i t i o n s , 
but to j o i n w i t h a community asiting the help of a Father... "the 
prayer of the congregation i s not an aggregateflof such i n d i v i d u a l 

prayers, but the prayer of a body, each member of which professes 
to have renounced h i s own s e l f i s h p o s i t i o n , t h a t he may come as 

52. 

one of a f a m i l y to seek the Father of i t . " What does i n d i v i d u a l 
p e t i t i o n accomplish? Are the needs of each human being not the 
things which are common t o a l l ? Unfortunately xiiorshlp has become 
a badge of separation among C h r i s t i a n s , r a t h e r than the signtt of 
the u n i t y of the Kingdom. However, Maurice maintains th a t w hile 
these separations "are the e f f e c t s of our choice, not of (God's) 

53. 
w i l l , " the prayers and r i t e s which have survived from the e a r l i 
est times are the most powerful witnesses f o r the u n i t y and u n i 
v e r s a l i t y of the fangdom/Church, 

Of a l l the forms of worship, the Eucharist has occupied a 
c e n t r a l place i n the h i s t o r y of C h r i s t i a n i t y , and i t i s t h i s sacra
ment which embodies the l i v i n g idea of the Kingdom as Maurice sees 
i t . This remembrance of the death of Ch r i s t i s the c e n t r a l act 
of f e l l o w s h i p i n the C h r i s t i a n community. The Passover, which 
s i g n i f i e d the e a r l i e r covenant of Yahweh, was the most purely 
n a t i o n a l and s t r i c t l y s a c r i f i c i a l of a l l feafefes. The Eucharist, 
on the other hand, proclaims the new covenant of God i n Jesus, and 
has c a r r i e d on proclaiming i t throughout the ages, g i v i n g the 

54, 
Church "permanency, coherency, and v i t a l i t y . " Although the 

52. i b i d . p,27. 
53. i b i d , p.21. 

54. i b i d , p.48, 
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f l r s t Eucharist was a Passover f e a s t , a n a t i o n a l event of the Jews, 

Jesus gave i t a new and parely r e l i g i o u s meaning, bound up w i t h 

h i s death and r e s u r r e c t i o n , which displaced the c u l t u r a l t i e s w i t h 
Judaism, and reveals i t s t r u l y u n i v e r s a l s i g n i f i c a n c e fov all men, 

55. 

f o r a l l time. Man's s e l f - w i l l and disobedience prevents him from 
communicating w i t h God and wi t h h i s f e l l o w s . The s a c r i f i c e of 
Jesus on the cross which removed the obstacle to one, removed i t 
t o the other. Communion makes r e a l to man the r e v e l a t i o n of the 
new order, as he recognizes the meaning of "the cross" (the e n t i r e 
redemptiijye act of C h r i s t ) f o r h i s l i f e . 

As the sacraments a l l embody the ivhole character of the new 
dispensation, so the m i n i s t r y of the Church presents Jesus, the 
m i n i s t e r , t o the world. This phenomenon also shows the u n i v e r s a l i t y 
and permanence of the Kingdom of C h r i s t (Church), as everywhere 
^he C h r i s t i a n message i s believed, there are ministers who serve 
the people by i n t e r p t e t i n g the S c r i p t u r e and administering sacra
ments, Maurice now summarizes h i s argument so f a r . We have d i s 
covered a "series of f a c t s . . . a l l proving the existence of a u n i -

56. 

v e r s a l and s p i r i t u a l s o c i e t y . . . " As a l l the signs of t h i s s o c i 
ety e x i s t f o r men's sakes, so they require the agency of men. 

And uoon the character of t h i s agency must depend the 
whole character of the kingdom I t s e l f , I t may be some
t h i n g else, but i t i s not a commonwealth, not a kingdom 
according to any admitted sense of the word, i f i t have 
not c e r t a i n magistrates or o f f i c e r s . 57. 

Here he uses Imagery which portrays the Church as the organized 
people of God- the i n s t i t u t i o n a l Church, w i t h i t s hierarchy the 

sign o f i t s being a Kingdom i n some p o l i t i c a l sense. 

55. Compare p.26 of t h i s paper. Maurice here agrees w i t h Schnack-
enburg, 
56. KC I I . p.87. 

57. i b i d . P.87. 
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The question i s what kind of m i n i s t r y i s eonsistent w i t h the 
character of the Kingdom as portrayed i n i t s other signs. The 
answer i s : one of s e l f - s a c r i f i c e and service, absolving and bind
i n g together i n u n i t y . Just as the Jewish ministers were from the 
f i r s t t o l d by God t h a t t h e i r service was to transcend n a t i o n a l l i 
m i t a t i o n s , so the d i s c i p l e s of Jesus were charged to baptize a l l 
nations, h e a l i n g , breaking bread, f o r g i v i n g , i n the manner i n which 
Jesus had done so. Jesus was not t r a i n i n g the d i s c i p l e s to be 
s a i n t s , r a t h e r he was t r a i n i n g them to serve; t h e i r r o l e vjas a c t i o n . 

Maurice now t r i e s to make a case f o r the episcopal form of 
m i n i s t r y , but his arguments l i e open to c r i t i c i s m from d i f l e r e n t 
sides. He says t h a t the commission to the apostles would in v o l v e 
a change i n t h e i r numbers and circumstances of j u r i s d i c t i o n , but 
not i n the nature of t h e i r o f f i c e or i n s t i t u t i o n , therefore the 
countries who have preserved the episcopal i n s t i t u t i o n have pre
served one o f the appointed and indispensable signs of a s p i r i t u a l 

^ 5 8 . 

and u n i v e r s a l society. He a r r i v e s a t t h i s conclusion by the 
argument t h a t the apostles were to "perpetuate the existence of 
the kingdom*...in the manner i n which our Lord Himself had estab
l i s h e d i t , " t h a t i s , i n the episcopal form. This i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
of the episcopate w i t h the apostolate and the argument from domini
c a l I n s t i t u t i o n to i m m u t a b i l i t y of form tends to overlook h i s t o r i 
c a l development. Later i n contesting the expected o b j e c t i o n of 
the Presbyterian he admits t h a t the o f f i c e s of overseer and pres
byter were d i f f i c u l t to d i s t i n g u i s h from each other; yet the whole 
Church f o r t h i r t e e n c e n t u r i e s , and the greater part of the Church 
f o r s i x t e e n centuries has believed t h a t "such an o f f i c e r as the one 

59. 
who i s understood by the word Bishop i s meant to e x i s t i n i t . " 

58, i b i d . p , 91 . 

59. i b i d , p ,113. 
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What i s h i s role? To continue i n the same f u n c t i o n as the apostles-
to be witnesses of C h r i s t ' s r e s u r r e c t i o n . Maurice i s not r e a l l y 
Influenced by arguments about presbyters and overseers, but rather 
sees the e s s e n t i a l r o l e of the m i n i s t r y as modelled on that of the 
apos t o l a t e . Jesus founded the Kingdom/Church uPon the apostles; 
the Bishops, i\Thom the Church has always recognized, were the suc
cessors of the apostles; t h e r e f o r e , the episcopate i s involved i n 

the very essence of the Church. The argument i s from t r a d i t i o n . 
60. 

One might argue here, as Kung does, t h a t the essence of the 
Church i s expressed i n changing h i s t o r i c a l forms; although es
sence and form cannot be separated i n r e a l terms, they are not 
i d e n t i c a l . Essence i s permanent but dynamic- not immutable i n 
form; t h a t i s , i n i t s expression, Davis makes a few p e r t i n e n t 
remarks on the subject: 

The t r a n s i t i o n from the apostles, eyewitnesses of Chris t 
and leaders of the f i r s t community, to a permanent h i e r 
archy of bishops w i t h aposdsolic a u t h o r i t y not derived 
from the general community i s a t r a n s i t i o n t h a t the New 
Testament i t s e l f does not make nor compel one to make, 61, 

And: 
Here reference i s made t o t r a d i t i o n . The formation of an 
episcopal hierarchy was the manner i n which the Church i n 
f a c t s t r u c t u r e d i t s e l f i n the f i r s t c e nturies, and i n do
i n g so i t claimed to be preserving i t s c o n t i n u i t y w i t h the 
a p o s t o l i c community. (This Maurice claims f o r i t . ) Granted; 
but what f o l l o w s i s t h ? t i n tttBS) i t s past h i s t o r i c a l s i t u 
a t i o n t h a t was the appropriate manner f o r the Church to 
s t r u c t u r e i t s e l f , r e s i s t contemporary forces of d i s i n t e g r a 
t i o n and thus keep i t s i d e n t i t y w i t h the apostolic communi
t y . I n th?it sense i t could claim to be obeying the i n t e n 
t i o n of C h r i s t and the apostles. I t does not f o l l o w t h a t , 
whatever the s o c i a l , p o l i t i c a l , and c u l t u r a l developments 
t h a t occur, the p a r t i c u l a r s t r u c t u r e them chosen should be 
regarded as i n v a r i a b l e and imposed upon every age and area 
of the Church by the i n s t i t u t i o n of C h r i s t . 62. 

The l a s t part of the quotation discloses the weakness of Maurice's 

60. Hans Kiing, The Church. (London: Burns and Dates, ly67. ) 

61. Charles-Davis, A Question of Conscience. (London: Hodder and 
Stoughton, 1967. Paperback e d i t i o n . ) p . l 3 0 . 

62. i b i d . p.130. 
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argument as an answer to the question: "whether the form which 
C h r i s t Himself gave to the I n f a n t kingdom was the form which i t 

was to r e t a i n throughout a l l f u t u r e circumstances of i t s develop-
63. 

ment," Maurice gives an a f f i r m a t i v e answer; i n f a c t , he doubted 
whether such a u n i v e r s a l and s p i r i t u a l society of the type which 
hi s argument required could e x i s t without r e t a i n i n g t h i s form. He 
proceeds to ask other s i m i l a r questions; "whether the o f f i c e of 
the appstles was to be defunct when the p a r t i c u l a r circumstances 
which made the name appropriate had ceased to e x i s t , " and more 
g e n e r a l l y , "whether the f r u i t s o f the I n c a r n a t i o n ceased v j i t h the 

64. 
time when our Lord l e f t the world..." ' But even i f we acKnow-

ledge the necessity o f an a p o s t o l i c o f f i c e which would carry out 
the work of b r i n g i n g C h r i s t to mankind, absolving, c e l e b r a t i n g the 
Eucharist, serving, h e a l i n g , and even i f we acknowledge t h a t the 
f r u i t s of the I n c a r n a t i o n have not ceased w i t h Christ's ascension, 
i t s t i l l leaves the question of form anSopen one, e s p e c i a l l y w i t h 
i t s I m p l i c a t i o n of i m m u t a b i l i t y . C e r t a i n l y Ma-urice allows t h a t 
s p e c i f i c f u n c t i o n s of p r i e s t s and bishops w i l l change: 

The changes vjhlch have taken place i n the c o n d i t i o n of 
t h i s o f f i c e we suppose to be changes as to name, as to 
the number of the persons f i l l i n g i t ; ^ as to the l i m i t s 
of t h e i r government; changes some of them presupposed 
i n the very existence of a body which was to ha^ve an 
u n l i m i t e d expansion; none of them a f f e c t i n g i t s nature 
or i t s o b j e c t , 65. 

But t h i s does not allow f o r change of the form i t s e l f . That i s 
because Maurice sees a continuing need f o r the apostolate w i t h 
xvhich he i d e n t i f i e s the episcopate. The Church i s without meaning. 

63, KC I I . p.114. 
64, i b i d , p , l l 4 , 

65, I b i d , pp,114-5. 
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would not e x i s t , without Bishops ( a p o s t l e s ) . He says: 

Bishops being as vje believe the witnesses and represen
t a t i v e s of C h r i s t ' s u n i v e r s a l kingdom, are the very i n 
struments of our communion w i t h other nations. I f there 
be no such i n s t i t u t i o n - no apostleship- i n the Church now, 
then the Church has l o s t i t s u n i v e r s a l character; then 
the idea of the Church as e x i s t i n g f o r a l l suace, and a l l 
time, Derishes; then the commission, 'Go ye i n t o a l l na
t i o n s , ' has no persons to whom i t i s d i r e c t e d . We can
not recognize a Church without Bishops. 66. 

I t would appear t h a t Maurice i d e n t i f i e s the m i n i s t r y w i t h i t s 

p a r t i c u l a r h i s t o r i c a l m a n i f e s t a t i o n ; the episcopate; Just as he 

i d e n t i f i e s the Kingdom of God and C h r i s t w i t h the Church, i t s sign 

and sacrament. However, he sees the Bishop«as witness, not i n 

himself, but i n h i s o f f i c e , to C h r i s t ' s saving message, and the 

o f f i c i a l handing-down of t h i s o f f i c e i s a witness to order and 

permanence v ^ i t h i n the kingdom/Church. Yet the point can be made 

t h a t the abuse of a good I n s t i t u t i o n ( i n d i v i d u a l s i n ) i s very d i f 

f e r e n t from the use of a bpd one (the i n s t i t u t i o n i t s e l f i s no 

longer a p r j r o p r i a t e ) . The question then takes the form, " I s the 

episcopate i t s e l f a t r u e form of m i n i s t r y which c l e a r l y e x h i b i t s 

i n both i t s essence ( I d e a l l y , i n other words) and i n i t s forms 

( p r a c t i c a l l y ) C h r i s t ' s r e v e l a t i o n to men?" Because Maurice de

f i n e s episcopacy as apostleship, i t s essence i s guaranteed to be 

a t r u e sacrament of the Church, and he cannot admit any other possi

b i l i t y . I n t h i s way, human s i n and " s e c u l a r i t y " (as Maurice c a l l s 

i t ) may creep i n t o the o f f i c e of bishops, but t h i s does not imply 

t h a t the form i t s e l f i s corrupt or outmoded ( t o take a milder 

stance than those against whom he argues). I f the Bishop l i v e s 

up t o h i s t r u e r o l e of apostleship, s e c u l a r i t y would not i n f e c t 

the i n s t i t u t i o n , and i t would remain v a l i d i n s u i t e of the way i n 

which i t has h i s t o r i c a l l y worked out i n p r a c t i c e . Maurice's argu-

66. V i d l e r , o p . c i t . p . l 4 ? . Passage from Three L e t t e r s to the Rev. 
VJ. Palmer by Maurice. 
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ment req u i r e s the r e t e n t i o n of the apostolate i n some form by the 
Church as a sign of i t s order and permanence and u n i v e r s a l i t y . 
The episcopate should do t h i s ; Maurice tecognizes that i t has not 
always l i v e d up to i t s " t r u e nature". As ifeurice vjould agree, 
the Church reveals what i t i s ( i t s essence) through i t s signs, one 
of which i s the m i n i s t r y . But i f the forms of the Church or the 
signs of i t s essence have become outmoded and have revealed them
selves t o be t i e d t o a n a r t i c u l a r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e corre
sponding to the Constantinian period, (thus l o s i n g the very trans-
h i s t o r i c a l , u n i v e r s a l character, t h e i r ^Durely r e l i g i o u s character, 
which Maurice wishes t o guarantee), w i l l he not allow f o r a change 
i n forms t o t r y to remove the clouds from the symbols f o r modern 
man to see again the c l a r i t y of the Church's essence? 

And how would t h i s provide f o r the aspect of permanence which 
Maurice sees as important f o r order and unity? The permanence of 
the essence of the s i g n would remain, but i t s form might change 
i f p r a c t i c a l needs required. This i s not an argument f o r a b o l i t i o n 
o f the episcopate. But i'-Iaurice does less than j u s t i c e to the ar- . 
guments of the Presbyterians. The sign could change i n form to 
reveal I t s Dwn essence which i n t u r n reveals the essence of the 
Church more c l e a r l y . An argument f o r "permanence" should not ex
clude dynamism, but the "permanence" on which Maurice i n s i s t s i s 
too e a s i l y confused w i t h the n o t i o n of the Church as a s o r t o f 
s t a t e i n which there are o f f i c e r s and "ambassadors" to other na
t i o n s , a language perhaps connected w i t h h i s view of a f a m i l y - l i k e 
monarchy. The arguments which he advances f o r the m i n i s t r y as a 
witness to the Church's u n i v e r s a l i t y are well-taken i n s o f a r as 
the a-Qostolate i s to a l l nations (although a separate p r i e s t l y 
c l a s s ) , u n i t i n g the various C h r i s t i a n communities over the world. 
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But among members of the Church I t s e l f , i t might be argued th a t 
the o f f i c i a l m i n i s t r y had f a i l e d i n i t s duty to witness to univer
s a l i t y by the f a c t t h a t u n t i l now I t hgs been confined to men only. 
Maurice himself mentions the r o l e of women i n h i s section on Mini
s t r y i n The Kingdom of C h r i s t . He sayss 

... i t I s nothing t o us t h a t , under the o l d economy, 
there were prophetesses as w e l l as proohets, and tha.t 
d u r i n g the i n t e r v a l between the establishment of the 
C h r i s t i a n Church and the d e s t r u c t i o n of the Jewish 
Commonwealth, t h i s p art of the system may, l l i t e a l l i t s 
other mere accidents, have been gradually disappearing 
indeed, but not have a c t u a l l y ceased... But when the 
Apostle of the Gentiles announced, t h a t he would have 
women keep s i l e n c e i n the churches, we perceive at once 
t h a t the p r i n c i p l e which had been a l l along asserted i n 
the reg u l a r o r g a n i z a t i o n bfifithe Jewish Church, now tha t 
the formal c o n s t i t u t i o n had been brought i n t o union w i t h 
the s p i r i t u a l power, was to become a unive r s a l law. I f 
St. Paul had merely suggested t h i s r u l e as one which vjas 
expedient, i n order to meet Jewish and heathen prejudices, 
v^e e a s i l y admit t h a t the Omnipotent S p i r i t might be ex-
Tsected at d i f f e r e n t periods p r a c t i c a l l y to annul i t . 
But i f he was a c t u a l l y r e s t r a i n i n g a p r a c t i c e common a-
mong both Jews and heathens, and i f he was doing t h i s 
professedly upon p r i n c i p l e s connected w i t h the d i v i n e l y 
appointed r e l a t i o n of the sexes to each other, we can 
have no doubt t h a t the S p i r i t of Order, by the mouth of 
h i s chosen witness, was announcing the law of h i s own 
commonvjealth. 6?. 

That Maurice sees the exclusion of vfomen from the m i n i s t r y as an 
"e t e r n a l law" i s excusable from a nineteenth century point of vievj, 

but casts suspicion on h i s d o c t r i n e of permanence and u n i v e r s a l i t y 
portrayed by the m i n i s t r y . With the advent of a new consciousness 
about the r o l e of women i n soci e t y , i t i s no longer possible to 
t a l k about the " d i v i n e l y anrjointed r e l a t i o n of the sexes". This 
case p o i n t s out the d i s t i n c t i o n between i n d i v i d u a l f a i l i n g s i n the 
m i n i s t r y and corporate, i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d f a u l t s . The view th a t 
women should be excluded was seen as an eter n a l and unive r s a l law 
w i t h i n the esisence of the m i n i s t r y . I n t h i s case we would want t o 
change the form from one t i e d to an h i s t o r i c a l and c u l t u r a l view-

67. tiC I I , pp. 103-^. 
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ooint which i s now being challenged and w i l l soon be outmoded, to 
one which more f u l l y e x h i b i t s the u n i v e r s a l i t y of the m i n i s t r y and 
of the Church- the i n c l u s i o n of women i n t o orders. 

Maurice successfully argues f o r an apostolate which i s a per

manent sign of u n i t y and u n l v e r s a l t t y i n the Church. His argu

ment brea.Ks down when he i d e n t i f i e s the apostolate w i t h the epi 

scopate w i t h o u t t a k i n g f u l l y i n t o account the case f o r P r e s b y t e r i -
68. 

anism. As Davis points out, the m i n i s t r y has undergone con

sid e r a b l e d o c t r i n a l development, u n t i l i t has become a p r i e s t l y 

class possessing a priesthood d i f f e r e n t i n essence from th a t of 

the r e s t of the f a i t h f u l . This development was i n i t i a l l y sound-

the m i n i s t r y i s a p a r t i c u l a r and important f u n c t i o n w i t h i n the 

C h r i s t i a n community, e s p e c i a l l y as a r e a l i z a t i o n of the p r i e s t 

hood of the Church as un i t e d to C h r i s t . I t i s a o a r t i c u i i r shar

i n g i n the priesthood of Ch r i s t i n t h a t sense. But, as Davis goes 

on to say, t h i s development has l e d to "the degradation of the 

l a i t y , obscuring of the nature of C h r i s t i a n l i f e and mis'dion, 

the d i s t o r t i o n of C h r i s t i a n l i t u r g y i n t o h i e r a t i c r i t u a l and e-
69. 

ventual f o s s i l l z a t i o n . . . " Maurice would a t t r i b u t e t h i s to human 

s i n , and the s t r u c t u r i n g of the Church i n t o a r e l i g i o u s system, 

and a d m i t t e d l y t h i s i s p a r t l y the case. The point i s t h a t i f the 

Church had seen the episcopate as merely the apostolate, these 

negative aspects might not have developed. Instead the f u n c t i o n 

of the episcopate has become obscured by i t s I d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h 

a monarchical hierarchy. Maurice may be indeed asserting the 

" t r u e p r i n c i p l e " of episcopacy, but by arguing f o r i t i n terms of 

"bishops" r a t h e r than "apostles", he confuses the form w i t h the 

68. Davis, A Question of Conscience, o p . c l t . pp.132 ff< 

69. i b i d . p . l 4 l . 
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essence. I t i s the form (which he sees as permanent and therefore 
unchangeable) to which we wish t o allow the P o s s i b i l i t y of m o d i f i 
c a t i o n ( i n terms of i t s power s t r u c t u r e ) , while s t i l l r e t a i n i n g 
the essence of apostleship which Maurice so admirably sets out here. 

A l l these signs of the Kingdom are founded on the r e v e l a t i o n 
t o man of Jesus C h r i s t , and the Scriptures are the h i s t o r i c a l / 
i n s p i r a t i o n a l account of t h a t r e v e l a t i o n . The B i b l e (from Old 
Testament to New) reveals a c o n s t i t u t i o n which i s declared to be 
the d i v i n e c o n s t i t u t i o n f o r man. I t both i n t e r p r e t s and i s a 
sign o f the iCingdom, d e c l a r i n g i t s s p i r i t u a l and u n i v e r s a l q u a l i -
t y . The B i b l e i s not an I s o l a t e d document,^the Word of God i n 
the context of the d i v i n e order of c r e a t i o n i n which men f i n d s 
himself. As the B i b l e i s the r e v e l a t i o n of the Kingdom, i t must 
always be seen i n union w i t h the Church- they are the mutual i n 
t e r p r e t e r s of each other. "The Church e x i s t s as a f a c t , the Bible 

shows what t h a t f a c t means. The B i b l e e x i s t s as a f a c t , the 
70. 

Church shows what tha t f a c t means..." 
The Church, then, as sacrament, and the sacraments of her own 

existence, are indispensable e a r t h l y manifestations of the d i v i n e 
l i f e revealed i n o''esus. We need these s t r u c t u r e s and symbols to 
make present to us i n a more concrete way the events described i n 
S c r i p t u r e which have ra-dically influenced human society. But 
these must be l i n k e d to t r u t h as i t unfolds to man over the cen
t u r i e s . The reason f o r d w e l l i n g upon m i n i s t r y f o r so long i s t h a t 
the arguments Maurice raaKes here are so s i m i l a r to those he makes 
w i t h regard to the Church and to society i n general. His c r i t i c i s m s 
are accurate and t i m e l y ; yet h i s sense of order and "permanence" 
i n the sense noted above, and h i s love f o r the I n s t i t u t i o n s of the 

70. KC I I , p.l6i^. 
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Church and the na t i o n , tended to stop him from progressing beyond 
a sor t of l i b e r a l i s m . We s h a l l see more of t h i s radical-conserva
t i v e blend i n the f o l l o w i n g chapter on Church and State. 

To sum up h i s d e f i n i t i o n or d e s c r i p t i o n of the Church: 

The Church- i t seems to me- i s a p a r t , the highest part 
of t h a t s p i r i t u a l c o n s t i t u t i o n of which the nation and 
the f a m i l y are lower and subordinate p a r t s ; implied i n 
the acts we do and the words vje soeak, established be
f o r e a l l worlds, manifested as the tr u e and everlsstlng 
kingdom when the Son of God died, rose and ascended on 
hig h , t e s t i f i e d as the common property and inhe r i t a n c e 
of men by c e r t a i n forms and ordinances which convert i t 
from an idea o f the mind I n t o an a c t u a l r e a l i t y f o r a l l 
who w i l l enter i n t o i t and enjoy i t , and which orove 
God to be t r u e though a l l men be l i a r s . 71o 

71. L i f e I , pp.306-7. 



CHAPTER THREE 

CHURCH AND STATE 

I 

We now look at the r e l a t i o n of the Church to "National Bodies". 
As Davies p o i n t s out, Maurice had an extremely high view of the 
State which he believed to have a d i v i n e o r i g i n . He acknowledges 
h i s indebtedness i n t h i s area to S.T. Coleridge i n the Dedication 

of The Kingdom of C h r i s t ; 
The l i t t l e book upon Church and State you w i l l suppose, 
from the t i t l e and character of these volumes, th a t I 
am l i k e l y t o have studied s t i l l more a t t e n t i v e l y . . . I t 
seems to me t h a t the d o c t r i n e which I have endeavoured 
to b r i n g out i n what I have said respecting the r e l a t i o n s 
between Church and State, i s nothing but an exoansion of 
Mr. Coleridge's remarK respecting the opposition and 
necessary harmony of Law and R e l i g i o n , though... I have 
departed from h i s Dhraseology and have even adopted one 
which he might not be i n c l i n e d to sanction. 1. 

I t would perhaps en l i g h t e n us t o look at t h a t viork and discover 

I t B s i g n i f i c a n c e f o r Maurice's thought. 
By the "idea" of the State or Church, Coleridge means: 

t h a t conception which i s not abstracted from any par
t i c u l a r form or mode i n vjhich e i t h e r may happen to e x i s t 
a t any given time, nor yet generalized from any number 
or succession of such forms or modes, but which i s pro- 2, 
duced by a Knowledge or sense of the u l t i m a t e aim of each. 

He uses "idea" i n much the same way as Kung uses"essence"; l a t e r 
he states t h a t there i s a correspondent scheme of means which 

to some extent (though inadequately) represent the idea, what 
Kung might c a l l the "forms". The essence of both the Church and 
the State, then, i s discovered by knowing the u l t i m a t e aim of each. 
Although a thing's u l t i m a t e aim cannot be separated i n r e a l terms 
from those forms or modes i n which i t f i n d s expression, they are 
not i d e n t i c a l . I n the case of the Church we could say that i t s 

1. KC I , p.12. 
2. S.T. Coleridge, On the C o n s t i t u t i o n of the Church and State 
According to the Idea of Each. (London; Wm. Pickering, 1839). o . x i . 
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u l t i m a t e aim was revealed i n S c r i p t u r e and i n Jesus C h r i s t , and 
i t s forms were r e f l e c t e d upon l a t e r . But what about the State? 
Maurice and Coleridge believed t h a t the State had d i v i n e support 
as much as d i d the Church, and so i t s u l t i m a t e aim was and i s r e 
vealed or "sensed" by men through d i v i n e i n s p i r a t i o n p r i o r to 
the e x i s t i n g i n s t i t u t i o n as we know i t . 

Coleridge goes on to say t h a t t h i s sense of the u l t i m a t e 
aim of a t h i n g can e x i s t i n m.en unconsciously and even be incapa
b l e of expression. ( I t takes on the character of a r e l i g i o u s ex
perience which cannot be adequately expressed i n vjords,) Men ob
t a i n the idea i n t h i s sense p r i o r to any a c t u a l i z a t i o n of i t , 
whereas Coleridge defines "conception" as an a b s t r a c t i o n from 
forms or modes already i n existence. Thus, i n the case of the 
State, men could sense the u l t i m a t e aim of a p o l i t y and group 
themselves even unconsciously i n t o a p o l i t i c a l organization such 
as the State. But the a c t u a l form t h a t i t takes i s perhaps not 
the one best f i t t e d t o express the idea, given man's imperfection, 
and the p e r p e t u a l l y a c t i v e p r i n c i p l e s of compensation and compro
mise. (Perhaps t h i s "unconscious" sense of an u l t i m a t e aim would 
be b e t t e r expressed as "not f u l l y developed". Some l e v e l of con
sciousness has to be achieved but a l l the i m p l i c a t i o n s and l a t e r 
developments need not be r e a l i z e d i n order to have an idea of a 
State.) 

The two great i n t e r e s t s of any State are permanence and pro
gression. When men recognize t h e i r t r u e c o n s t i t u t i o n as s o c i a l 
beings and agree upon c e r t a i n laws and i n s t i t u t i o n s , permanence 
demands t h a t the r i g h t f u l removal of these should occur only when 
the c o n v i c t i o n of t h e i r inexpediency i s as general as t h a t of 
t h e i r f i t n e s s when f i r s t I n s t i t u t e d . But t h i s i s not to say more 
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than t h a t the p o s s i b i l i t y of change must be allowed, and so pro
gression i s guaranteed. 

Out of the idea of the State arises the idea of i t s Constitu
t i o n - the d u t i e s and r i g h t s of those i n the State. H i s t o r i c a l l y , 
the c o n s t i t u t i o n governedflwhat forms o f p o l i t y and i n s t i t u t i o n s 
were established- the r e s u l t was a "gradual r e a l i z a t i o n of the 
idea..." ands 

because i t i s a c t u a l l y , though even because i t i s an idea, 
not adequately, represented i n a correspondent scheme of 
means r e a l l y e x i s t i n g ; we speak, and have a r i g h t to 
speak, of the idea I t s e l f , as a c t u a l l y e x i s t i n g , t h a t i s , 
as a p r i n c i p l e e x i s t i n g . . . i n the minds and consciences 
of the persons whose duties i t prescribes and whose t i g h t s 
i t determines. 3» 

Also i t i s r e a l because i t i s the " f i n a l c r i t e r i o n by which a l l 
frames o f government must be t r i e d . " State i s used hdre i n a 
la r g e sense which comprises the Church; Coleridge also uses i t i n 
a narrow sense i n which i t i s i n a n t i t h e s i s to Church, as i n the 
phrase, "Church and State". Just as the tvjo opposite p r i n c i p l e s 
of permanence and progression operate i n a State, so they form the 
basis of the u n i t y of the State i n the narrow sense (England). 
Acknowledging the r i g h t s of property, the determined boundaries 
and common laws which u n i t e a people i n t o a n a t i o n , Coleridge be
l i e v e s t h a t the permanence of the State i s connected w i t h land 
(owners) and progression w i t h the i n d u s t r i a l and professional classes, 
The balance of the two i s seen i n the House of Lords and House of 
Commons w i t h the king as the beam of the scales. This i s the 
idea of t h a t State i n the narrow sense, not i t s h i s t o r y . I t s u l 
timate aim i s to balance permanence w i t h progression and thus to 
provide f o r the well-being and j u s t treatment of i t s c i t i z e n s . 
Whether i t does t h i s s uccessfully i s of no Importance- i t i s gradu-

3. i b i d , p.19. 
4. i b i d . p.19. 
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a l l y r e a l i z i n g i t s u l t i m a t e aim. Thus Coleridge divides the sub
j e c t s of the State i n t o tvjo orders: landowners and c i t i z e n s ( i n 
c l u d i n g the manufacturing and d i s t r i b u t i n g class and p r o f e s s i o n a l s ) . 
Landowners were subdivided "by the nature of things common to every 
c i v i l i z e d country" i n t o Major and Minor Barons. These are the 
preservers o f permanence and are opposed to the " c i t i z e n s " who work 
f o r progression. He goes on; " I scarcely need say, t h a t i n a 
very advanced stage of c i v i l i z a t i o n , the two orders of society 

w i l l more and more modify and leaven each other, yet never so com-
5. 

p l e t e l y but t h a t the d i s t i n c t character w i l l remain l e g i b l e . . . " 
lllae Minor Barons, the lower of the two ranks of landowners, w i l l 
tend t o side w i t h the " c i t i z e n s " i n p o l i t i c a l sympathies. But i t 
i s provided i n the C o n s t i t u t i o n t h a t 4 ^ a m a j o r i t y of votes are 
needed i n both Houses (which represent Landed I n t e r e s t and Per
sonal I n t e r e s t ) to secure l e g i s l a t i o n . Neither House w i l l ever 
have enough support from the other to take over the r i g h t s and p r i 
v i l e g e s of the a r i s t o c r a c y , nor the r i g h t s and franchises of " c i t i 
zens". I n a d d i t i o n , "the n o t i o n of superior d i g n i t y w i l l always 
be attached i n the minds of men to th a t kind of property wilth 
which they have most associeted the idea of permanence; and the 

6. 

land i s the synonyme o f country." 
He concludes t h a t t h i s i s how the English c o n s t i t u t i o n of the 

State has developed i n accord w i t h the ikltimate aim of balancing 
permanence and progression. The idea of the State ( i n the wide 
sense) was presupposed before the S t a t e ( i n the narrow sense) came 
i n t o being, j u s t as the law ( l e x , mater legum) was presupposed as 
the ground of the very f i r s t law of s t a t e ever promulgated i n a land. 
5. i b i d , p.28. 
6, i b i d , p.31. (Coleridge's s p e l l i n g of "synonym".) 
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L i k e Maurice, Coleridge takes the Hebrew nation as representa
t i v e of the p r i n c i p l e i n question. Their i n s t i t u t e s received God's 
sanction, but could have existed otherwise. I t i s here th a t he 
r e f e r s t o the oppo s i t i o n between law and r e l i g i o n . One should not 
confuse "the i n s p i r i n g s p i r i t w i t h the informing word, and both 
w i t h the d i c t a t i o n of sentences and formal p r o p o s i t i o n s . . . " nor 

confine "the o f f i c e and purpose of i n s p i r a t i o n to the miraculous 
7. 

Immlssion or i n f u s i o n of n o v e l t i e s . " The L e v i t i c a l i n s t i t u t i o n 
was more the r e s u l t of God's i n s p i r a t i o n to men i n general than 
to a p a r t i c u l a r (Jewish) people, Jewish law, then, "forms no part 
of r e l i g i o n a t a l l i n the Gospel sense of the word,- th a t i s , r e 
l i g i o n c o n t r a - i i s tinguished from law; the s p i r i t u a l as contra-dls-

8, 

t i n g u i s h e d from the temporal or p o l i t i c a l , " From these ideas he 
derives the n o t i o n of a National Church which i s not a r e l i g i o u s 
but a c u l t u r a l body. "A National Church may e x i s t and has existed, 
w i t h o u t , because before, the I n s t i t u t i o n o f the C h r i s t i a n Church, 
as the L e v i t i c a l Church i n the Hebrew, and the D r u l d l c a l i n the 

9. 

K e l t i c , c o n s t i t u t i o n s may prove," This National Church was the 
"permanent learned c l a s s " who were "the immediate agents and i n 
struments i n the work of Increasing and perpetuating the c i v l l i z a -

10. 
t i o n of the n a t i o n . " This i s not the same as the Church of 
Ch r i s t i n any n a t i o n , although h i s t o r i c a l l y one could say the two 
were i d e n t i c a l . Gradually, however, the custodians of c i v i l i z a 
t i o n detached themselves from the National C l e r i s y (National Church) 
and became the l i n k betvjeen the theologians and the people. But 
7. i b i d , p.36. 
8. I b i d , p,37. 
9. i b i d , p . x v l . 
10. i b i d , p . x v l i . 
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Coleridge does not t h i n k t h a t t h i s separation of the learned class 
from the h i s t o r i c a l Church of C h r i s t should annul the r i g h t s of 
those who remained both i n the Church of C h r i s t and i n the National 
C l e r i s y . Problems a r i s e here i n the face of p l u r a l i s m and t o l e r a -
Ulon, Dissenters should not have to pay f o r the support of a 
Church from vjhich they dissent, but because they are c i t i z e n s , 
must pay f o r the upkeep of the National Church which guards Eng
l i s h c u l t u r e . The o b j e c t i o n i s made t h a t funds f o r t h i s purpose 
are i n f a c t received by the m i n i s t e r s of the C h r i s t i a n Church i n 
England, but Coleridge counters w i t h the statement t h a t they only 
received such funds because they are "now the only representatives, 
as f o r m e r l y the p r i n c i p a l constitufents, of the National Church." 

According to Coleridge, the C h r i s t i a n Church i s not a kingdom 
or realm o f t h i s world, nor a member of any such kingdom or realm; 
i t i s not opposed to any p a r t i c u l a r State i n e i t h e r a broad or a 
narrow sense; i t i s i n no lend n a t i o n a l , and the n a t i o n a l Reserve 
( C l e r i s y , N a t i o n a l Church) i s not entrusted to i t s charge. I t 

i s only the opposite to the World i n the B i b l i c a l sense and i s 
11. 

the "counterforce" of e v i l s and defects of States i n the ab
s t r a c t . Yet we must n e i t h e r confuse the National Church w i t h the 
v i s i b l e Church of C h r i s t , nor must ue separate the two! The Chris
t i a n Church has mi n i s t e r s of i t s own, while the National Church 
has m i n i s t e f s whom the Nation, through i t s C o n s t i t u t i o n has cre
ated t r u s t e e s of the National Reserve ( e u l t u r e ) and who ca.n be 
dismissed by the State, paid by the State, and so f o r t h . The 
f i r s t could be c a l l e d an ecclesia- men c a l l e d out of the World; 
the second might be c a l l e d an enclesia- men c a l l e d out of the 

11. i b i d . p.12^. 
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realm making an estate of the realm. He goes on to say tha t the 
mi n i s t e r s o f one Church may and should be mi n i s t e r s of the other. 
W i l l not a c o n f l i c t of i n t e r e s t a r i s e - e s p e c i a l l y i n the r e l a t i o n 
ship of t h i s d u a l - m i n i s t r y to the State? 

When f u r t h e r i t i s said t h a t the Bishops of the Church 
of C h r i s t have no vocation to I n t e r f e r e i n the l e g i s l a 
t i o n of the country i t i s granted; but w i t h t h i s p a r a l l e l 
a s s e r t i o n , t h a t the. Prelates of a National Establishment, 
charged w i t h the vast and awful task of presefvlng, i n 
creasing, and perpetuating the moral c u l t u r e of the people, 
have a c a l l to be present, advise and vote i n the National 
Council.,. 12. 

There i s much to be said i n c r i t i c i s m of t h i s view of the 
States the Church, and society i n general. My purpose i s t o 
c r i t i c i z e Coleridge's theories I n s o f a r as they are representative 
of a view o f society which Maurice shared and which i n my view 
should no longer o b t a i n i n our own age. My c r i t i c i s m s are moral 
and t h e r e f o r e s u b j e c t i v e . 

F i r s t , men form states through d i v i n e i n s p i r a t i o n as i n the 

case of the Jewish p o l i t y . Although he mentions various forms of 
i n s p i r a t i o n , and does not mean a s p e c i f i c d i c t a t i o n by God of how 

to form a State, I would p r e f e r to use the term " l e v e l of conscious-
neBs" t o describe the formation of the Jewish "State" or States 
I n general. The concept o f d i v i n e i n s p i r a t i o n of any s o r t reveals 
t h a t " s a c r a l i z e d " view of the State which i s i n i m i c a l to modern 
secular man. Today the State i s considered secular, t h a t i s , 

13. 

w i t h i n the range of man's i n t e l l i g e n c e , and i t s " d i v i n i t y " i s 
no longer to- be reckoned w i t h , although other forms of d i v i n l z a -
t i o n might be discussed, such as the mystique and power o f the 

•i 

American government and f l a g , and so f o r t h . Coleridge's descrip
t i o n of the development of the Jewish law reveals h i s r e a l i z a t i o n 
t h a t there was a need f o r a wider moral a u t h o r i t y f o r the State 

12, i b i d , p p . x x v l - x x v i i , 

13. Cf. Davis, God's Grace i n H i s t o r y , o p . c i t . 
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than mere p r o t e c t i o n of i t s c i t i z e n s could give. I agree t h a t such 
a need e x i s t s , but i t i s not to be found i n the " d i v i n i z a t i o n " of 
the State. 

Second, the aim of Coleridge's State i s the balance of per
manence and progression. I would prefer to t a l k i n moral terms 
of s o c i a l , economic, s p i r i t u a l j u s t i c e and e q u a l i t y . 

T h i r d , Coleridge believes t h a t the forms of the State con
t r i b u t e d t o "a gradual r e a l i z a t i o n o f the idea" or i t s u l t i m a t e aim, 
although perhaps they have never f u l l y expressed i t . I n our day, 
i n s t i t u t i o n s are a l i e n a t e d from those whose be n e f i t they should 
be procuring, and are not c o n t r i b u t i n g , and have not c o n t r i b u t e d , 
to a gradual r e a l i z a t i o n o f the u l t i m a t e ai© of j u s t i c e and eq u a l i t y . 
Also h i s b e l i e f i n "progress" could be challenged; f o r example, 
we now have more e f f i c i e n t ways of t i l l i n g the e n t i r e world popu
l a t i o n than ever before. I s t h i s "progress"? His view of pro
gressive improvement i s influenced by the I n d u s t r i a l Revolution 
and needs more c a r e f u l examination i n our day. 

Fourth, even i f the forms of the State do not adequately ex
press i t s u l t i m a t e aim because of man's imperfection, they should 
be an attempt to express the idea. An ali e n a t e d form can only 
express a l i e n a t i o n or else i t i s p o s i t i v e l y e v i l , a c t i v e l y per
p e t r a t i n g violence and i n j u s t i c e . To w a i t , as Coleridge wishes, 
f o r the Inexpediency o f the form to be generally r e a l i z e d (and 
then only can i t be changed) when the "moral cultmne" of the peo
ple i s preserved and propagated by a p r i v i l e g e d class c a l l e d the 
Nat i o n a l Church i s t o wait f o r r e v o l u t i o n fuom the top down, 
r a t h e r than from the oppressed and ther e f o r e r e v o l u t i o n a r y class. 
When money., power, and I n f l u e n c e , belong t o those i n the p r i v i l e g e d 
class whose values are taught u n i v e r s a l l y , there i s no scope at a l l 
f o r c r i t i c i s m of the system. 
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F i f t h , Coleridge says permanence i s connected w i t h land owners 
and progression w i t h the mercantile class. He speaks of t h i s 
s t r u c t u r e as i f i t were unchangeable, f o r example, by saying t h a t 
the n o t i o n of a superior d i g n i t y w i l l always be attached i n men's 
minds t o t h a t k i n d of property w i t h which they have attached the 
n o t i o n of permanence, t h a t i s , the land and Landed I n t e r e s t , He 
disregards the f a c t t h a t on the Continent the land had been d i s 
t r i b u t e d to the peasants, f o r example i n the French Revolution, 
and so the n o t i o n of the landed gentry maintaining permanence i n 
the State no longer obtained. I n a d d i t i o n , classes are not per
manent f i x t u r e s i n any State or at any p a r t i c u l a r period as he 
Imp l i e s . The "progressive" class has changed from the bourgeoisie 
(raerca,ntile class) t o the p r o l e t a r i a t , and so the mercantile class 
of h i s day has become the guardians of permanence and even of 
" c i v i l i z a t i o n " . 

S i x t h , he j u s t i f i e s the class society of h i s time; speaKs of 
the necessity of an a r i s t o c r a c y , an estate c a l l e d the National 
Church of i n t e l l e c t u a l s which should not be separated from the 
v i s i b l e Church of C h r i s t , and a lower class. He claims t h a t t h i s 
i s the correspondent s'aheme of means which represents, a l b e i t im
p e r f e c t l y , the idea o f the State and not i t s h i s t o r y . I disagree 
w i t h t h i s viexv of the State- both w i t h i t s aim and forms. 

Seventh, to c a l l an i n t e l l e c t u a l e l i t e a Church i s to confuse 
the issues a t hand and to complicate unnecessarily the problem of 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p of the Church t o the State i n the narrow sense. 
Because he maintains t h a t t h i s e l i t e must never e i t h e r be separated 
from, nor confused w i t h , the v i s i b l e Church of C h r i s t , he cannot 
allow iBB the educational f u n c t i o n to be taken away from the mini
s t e r s of C h r i s t ' s Church because they are the "only representatives 
of the Na t i o n a l Church" who "alone" have a commission to carry on 
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the work o f c i v i l i z i n g the Nation. This National Church i s b u i l t 
i n t o the very e o n s t i t u t l o n o f the State and w i l l not f a l l u n t i l 
t h a t C o n s t i t u t i o n dissolves, a sign of which, he r i g h t l y perceives, 
i s the divor c e of s c i e n t i f i c from r e l i g i o u s education.., the secu
l a r i z a t i o n of education. Although c u l t u r a l guardianship i s neces
sary, i t need not be C h r i s t i a n , Then, the Church of England may 
f a l l , but the Church of C h r i s t i n England w i l l remain to d i s t i n g u i s h 
i t s e l f from the World. I t i s t h i s l a s t p o i nt which may w e l l be 
the p o s i t i v e c o n t r i b u t i o n of Coleridge to our discussion and to 
Maurice's thought. R e l i g i o n as summed up i n the C h r i s t i a n Church 
opposes the World, not the State i n e i t h e r the broad or narrow 
sense. ( I t i s not a b a t t l e between the i n s t i t u t i o n s as such but 
against f a l s e consciousness, although the d e s t r u c t i o n of i n s t i t u 
t i o n s may be necessary as w e l l . ) R e l i g i o n points out the defects 
i n law and i n the C o n s t i t u t i o n o f the State. At le a s t i n theory, 
the C h r i s t i a n Church i s the c r i t i c o - c r e a t i v e force i n matters of 
State. This Maurice and Coleridge share w i t h many modern w r i t e r s 
on the Church. The problem i s how i n p r a c t i c e a Church (and 
e s p e c i a l l y an Established Church) can achieve t h i s . 

« # « it 

We s h a l l see how Maurice's analysis of the State and i t s r e 
l a t i o n ibo the Church ( w i t h which Coleridge does not f u l l y deal) 
corresponds to any of the ideas which have j u s t been expounded. 
Using the development o f the Hebrew n a t i o n as h i s model, we f i n d 
h i s views on the Nation or State both i n Social M o r a l i t y and i n 
The Kingdom o f C h r i s t . 

I n h i s l e c t u r e s on Social M o r a l i t y , Maurice divides h i s sub
j e c t i n t o 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 i t i s the "primary f a c t of man's existe n c e " i n that every 
man has a f a t h e r and mother. He opposes those s o c i a l t h e o r i s t s 
who consider mankind as a multitude of u n i t s . Man cannot be con
sid e r e d i n i s o l a t i o n ; only as a member of! a Society. As we saw 
i n Chapter One of t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n , Maurice tends to over s i m p l i 
f y when he deals with the family as the b a s i s of s o c i e t y . The 
b i o l o g i c a l f a c t that men have mothers and f a t h e r s does not neces
s a r i l y imply a "family" i n the sense i n which Maurice uses the 
term. For him, a "family" i s not a n e u t r a l category, but something 
benevolent and l o v i n g . He says, too, ths?t men are always s t r i v i n g 
to be u n i t s , to break the r e l a t i o n s h i p they have with others. 
Here, as we saw i n The Kingdom of C h r i s t , " u n i t " i s not simply "a 
person" but r a t h e r , "a person over against other persons; an i n 
d i v i d u a l ; a s e l f - c e n t r e d ego." Again, " r e l a t i o n s h i p " i s not a 
morally n e u t r a l term denoting s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n of good or bad 
ch a r a c t e r , but for Maurice i s a loving, or good, i n t e r a c t i o n de
noting " f e l l o w s h i p " . The f a c t that man i s born into s o c i e t y , that 
i s , i n t o a network of s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s , does not stand i n need 
of proof. At l e a s t the family r e l a t i o n i s not absolutely required 
to e s t a b l i s h t h i s f a c t . No matter with whom a c h i l d i n t e r a c t s 
f i r s t i n h i s l i f e , i f h i s a c t i o n s are consciously d i r e c t e d toward 
another, he can be s a i d to have a s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p , he i s i n 
s o c i e t y . I t could be argued that i t i s i n l i n e vjith the view im
p l i e d i n Maurice's l a t e r thought that s o c i e t y i s i t s e l f (or should 
be) based on a family model and should be p o l i t i c a l l y s t r u c t u r e d 
as such. I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note that Maurice sees "the family 
p r i n c i p l e " as the b a s i s of the Church! he c a l l s Christendom "a 
S o c i e t y based on the Family p r i n c i p l e . " But i t i s a l s o true 
that he claims a u t h o r i t y and obedience as p r i n c i p l e s of so c i e t y , 

Ik. SM, p.320. 
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and he f i n d s these p r i n c i p l e s i n the family model. ^However, as we 
s h a l l see, he does not make the family the model f o r the formal 
Nation or S t a t e . He d i s t i n g u i s h e s domestic morality or family 
p r i n c i p l e s from n a t i o n a l morality or l e g a l p r i n c i p l e s . This d i s 
t i n c t i o n l e a d s to h i s conclusion that communism cannot be the 
b a s i s of the S t a t e , And so, i t would seem that he sees s o c i e t y , 
but not the S t a t e , as bssed upon the family, yet i n other places 
he advocates the p o l i t i c a l s t r u c t u r e of monarchy (modelled on the 
Hebrew experience of p a t r i a r c h a l monarchy) which would i n d i c a t e a 
preference f o r p o l i t i c a l o r g a n i z a t i o n on the family p r i n c i p l e . 

Maurice goes on to argue that as soon as men recognizes a 

f a t h e r (an author of h i s ex i s t e n c e ) he i s recognizing a u t h o r i t y . 

This Authority i s not to be confused with "dominion" which merely 

expresses the r e l a t i o n s h i p of maji to h i s oroperty. Authority im

p l i e s t r u s t and r e q u i r e s obedience, ifeurice says that a u t h o r i t y 

and obedience are fundamental n r i n c i p l e s of socie t y i n h i s time. 

He s t u d i e s the f a c t s of domestic l i f e ; the love which a f a t h e r has 

for h i s son, the respect which a son has f o r h i s f a t h e r , the 

mutual dependence i n the husband-wife r e l a t i o n s h i p , the loving 

b r o t h e r - s i s t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p , the j u s t and r e s p e c t f u l master-servant 

r e l a t i o n s h i p , a l l of which he sees as models for p o l i t i c a l and 

s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s . I n a l l the above r e l a t i o n s are contained the 

two great p r i n c i p l e s of a u t h o r i t y and obediences the fath e r has 

lo v i n g a u t h o r i t y over h i s son, the son obeys the fa t h e r with r e 

spect; the husband has a u t h o r i t y over h i s wife, and she obeys i n 

Joy; the brother f i r s t born has a na t u r a l authority over other 
15o 

b r o t h e r s ; and s i s t e r s , because of "the d i f f e r e n c e s of Sex" ac-

15. i b i d , p.71, 
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knowledges an a u t h o r i t y i n t h e i r brothers and obey. Maurice i s 

here d e s c r i b i n g the V i c t o r i a n (middle c l a s s ? ) family. But feven i n 

the most i d e a l sense, Maurice's family model i s not n e c e s s a r i l y 

good f o r s o c i e t y i n general. The kin d l y f a t h e r i d e a l i s b a s i c a l l y 

h i e r a r c h i c a l , as are a l l the r e l a t i o n s h i p s here expressed i n s p i t e 

of love and resp e c t , and f o s t e r s i n e q u a l i t y , paternalism, and more 

s p e c i f i c a l l y , monarchy. The authors of "Slant Manifesto" c i t e the 

family model as an example of " l i b e r a l " thinking which reduces a l l 

problems to an i n d i v i d u a l change of heart and vjhlch accepts the 

s t r u c t u r e s of c l a s s and a u t h o r i t y as n a t u r a l l y those of parent and 

c h i l d provided they a r e infused with love and generosity: 

I n t h i s way the system can be attacked while remaining 
q u i t e i n t a c t . The image of the family provides a b a s i s 
f o r a t t a c k on a s o c i e t y ' s l a c k of love, but i r o n i c a l l y 
r e i n f o r c e s the sense of au t h o r i t y , s t r u c t u r e d and unequal 
r e l a t i o n s h i p , paternalisma- and i n d i v i d u a l generosity. 16. 

Maurice d e s c r i b e s hora the i d e a l p i c t u r e of the family i s d i s 

turbed by the f a c t of Property... s e t t i n g husb?nd against wife, 

f a t h e r a g a i n s t son, brother against brother, the root of a l l d i v i -

s i v e n e s s among family members. He a s s e r t s : 

(The two p r i n c i p l e s of property and family l i f e ) w i l l be 
always f i g h t i n g i n every man to whatever Society he belongs; 
democratical, a r l s t o c r a t i c a l , monarchical. I f he admits 
the D r i n c i p l e of Property i n any case/to be the ground of 
h i s connexion with one of h i s own race, that p r i n c i p l e be
comes predominant i n h i s vihole l i f e ; i f the domestic f e e l 
i n g i s stronger i n him that the f e e l i n g of possession, 
that w i l l work i t s e l f out i n him t i l l i t leavens h i s 
thoughts of everyone with v;hom he i s brought into contact. 1?, 

I n f a c t , the dis o r d e r of ancient nations, l i k e modern ones, was 

connected with the d i s p o s i t i o n to t r e a t men as property. This i s 

not only manifested i n blatant s l a v e r y - buying and s e l l i n g of human 

beings, but i n "a tendency... strengthened r a t h e r than weakened by 

16. S l a n t Manifesto, C a t h o l i c s and the L e f t . (London: Sheed and Ward, 
1966.) pp.43-/+. " 

17. SM, pp.88-9. 
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the m e r c a n t i l e dogmas which have supplanted the.old feudal dogmas. 
The h a b i t of regarding sepafcate possessions as the basi s of S o c i 
ety, as the end which a l l S o c i e t y e x i s t s to secure" leads to the 

f e e l i n g that between men there i s no r e l a t i o n or bodd except that 
18. 

which money has created. But Maurice here i s s t i l l speaking i n 

Domestic terms- the terms "master" and "servant" ought not to be 

abolished but t r e a t e d with even grea t e r reverence. He i s not 
of 

speaking of the Legal or National S t a t e , but onlyy^the family or 

household where "manners" are formed. " . . . t h i s - e s s e n t i a l part of 

the domestic ethos a t t a i n s i t s highest development when there i s 
19. 

a r e c i p r o c a l reverence between the Master and the Servant..." 

This reverence must remain h i e r a r c h i c a l l y s t r u c t u r e d , however, and 

has to do with the kind of " i n d i v i d u a l generosity" of which the 

Sl a n t authors speak. 

The notion of family i s c a r r i e d i n t o Maurice's concept of the 

Nation. The Nation i s a c o l l e c t i o n of i n d i v i d u a l s , but a l l i n d i 

v i d u a l s a r e p r i m a r i l y of a family. The d i f f i c u l t y i s to r e c o n c i l e 

these two p o s i t i o n s . The Nation i s under a Law- the terras imply 

each other. This sense of law i s very mysterious; Maurice claims 

f o r i t a transcendent q u a l i t y i n that " i t s e t s a t nought the dig-
20. 

n i t y of b i r t h , the advantages of p o s i t i o n . " Law puts on each 

man a sense of h i s o b l i g a t i o n , a sense of a wrong which may be done 

to him or vjhich he may do. The Law stamps an o b l i g a t i o n on the 
21, 

r e l a t i o n s of family and addresses each member i n d i v i d u a l l y . I t 

d e c l a r e s a respect f o r human l i f e f i r s t of a l l ; secondly i t d e c l a r e s 

a r e s p e c t f o r property. Although human l i f e i s f a r superior to 
18. i b i d , p.95. 

19. i b i d , p.97. 

20. i b i d . p.1^0. 

21. See Chapter One, p.21 f f . of t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n . 



-82-

property, the law gives new weight to property i n giving each man 

the r i g h t to say " t h i s i s mine." He says: 

A Law attempting to c r e a t e Communism or assuming Com
munism as i t s b a s i s i s a c o n t r a d i c t i o n i n terms. I t 
must recognize se-oarate ownership; i t must forbid each 
man to i n t e r f e r e with that which h i s neighbour owns. 22, 

L a t e r , i n summing up h i s vievjs, he says: 

I have s a i d t h a t Property i s one of the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
of a Nation, that the sense of Property appears i n us 
along with the sense of Law. I have s a i d a l s o t-".at the 
r e f u s a l to c a l l anything vjhlch they had t h e i r ovm was 
one leading c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the U n i v e r s a l Family on 
i t s f i r s t appearance i n Jerusalem. No law had affirmed 
or could a f f i r m such a p r i n c i p l e ; the Apostles uniformly 
t r e a t e d i t as l y i n g whoily out of the range of law... 23. 

I can see no reason vjhy law which a s s e r t s the d i g n i t y of human 

l i f e cannot a^ssume Communism as i t s b a s i s . The f a c t that i t ad

dres s e s each man i n d i v i d u a l l y does not n e c e s s i t a t e the presupposi

t i o n of p r i v a t e property, or more s p e c i f i c a l l y , p r i v a t e ownership 

of the means of production. I f Maurice were here merely describing 

the f u n c t i o n of law i n h i s day, h i s d e s c r i p t i o n would be e n t i r e l y 

apt. Law cannot be divorced from the s o c i e t y i n which i t e x i s t s ; 

i t sums up human experience i n s o c i e t y and s e t s out c e r t a i n g e n e r a l l y 

agreed upon p r i n c i p l e s (as Coleridge maintains). But Maurice i s 

saying that lavi i n general must recognize, not merely that i t ac

t u a l l y recognizes, values p e c u l i a r to a c a p i t a l i s t economy. This 

i s d i s p u t a b l e . 

A l l t h i s i s not to say that a sense of law, or sense of J u s t i c e 

cannot ever escape a majority b e l i e f and transcend what l a t e r 

generations would see as "petty-minded i d e a s " . Maurice c i t e s the 

example of gold-diggers i n C a l i f o r n i a i n whom a sense of possession 

and l u s t f o r gold vjas overcome by a few law-abiding c i t i z e n s vjho 

c a l l e d f o r t h i n the f u f f i a n s a sense of order which they must not 

22. SM, p.147. 

23. i b i d , pp.336-7. 
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t r a n s g r e s s . And s u r e l y we could see that i n much l e g i s l a t i o n on 
s o c i a l j u s t i c e and c i v i l r i g h t s , i t i s not n e c e s s a r i l y a numerical 
majority who change disc r i m i n a t o y y p o l i c i e s on the s t a t u t e books. 
But the concept of j u s t i c e i s dynamic and cannot be completely 
contained i n one s o c i a l and economic s t r u c t u r e . I t i s both part 
of the present s o c i a l consciousness and can transcend that con
s c i o u s n e s s . With t h i s I think Maurice would agree, but h i s ex
c l u s i o n of law from a Communist nation somewhat reduces the force 
of h i s arguments. 

The second c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of a Nation i s i t s language. Words 

hold the.Nation together and ? t the same time d i s t i n g u i s h i t from 

other Nations. The attempt to have one common language through

out the world denies the uniqueness of each l o c a l i t y ' s c u l t u r a l 

h e r i t a g e . Maurice r i g h t l y vjarns against the danger of assuming 

that E n g l i s h w i l l or should become the u n i v e r s a l language. Yet 

h i s s l i g h t l y n a t i o n a l i s t i c phrasing betrays h i s nineteenth century 

consciousness when he says, "...We have been made t r u s t e e s of a 

g l o r i o u s Language because we are c i t i z e n s of a glor i o u s Nation." 

The Lavj of vjhich he has spoken i s not a mere a b s t r a c t i o n but 

commands the obedience of the c i t i z e n to those who are i t s admini

s t r a t o r s . Thus, the t h i r d aspect of the Nation i s i t s Government. 

He c o n s i d e r s the forms through which governments maintain law and 

d e s c r i b e s the dangers attached to each. I n monarchy, l o y a l t y may 

be e x e r c i s e d most simply and n a t u r a l l y because i t s focus i s on one 

man or woman; the danger l i e s i n e x a l t i n g the man or woman above 

the Law, The o f f i c e of the King upholds the law, not the i n d i v i 

dual himsfeif. I n a r i s t o c r a c y , which has checked the king i n the 

past (he c i t e s the example of the Magna C a r t a ) , there i s the dan

ger that the nobles w i l l c l a i m to be exempted from law by the f a c t 

24. i b i d , p.177. 
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of t h e i r p r i v i l e g e . True l o y a l t y to a Government by a r i s t o c r a c y 

c o n s i s t s not i n the maintenance of p r i v i l e g e but i n the i n s i s t e n c e 

that those who administer s h a l l have no exepptfton from the dutie s 
25. 

of other c i t i z e n s , and "no Indulgences f o r t h e i r transgressions'.* 

I n a democracy, a l l can acknowledge a l o y a l t y to those laws and 

a d ^ m i n i s t r a t o r s whom they have chosen; but because the people them

s e l v e s have chosen lav/s and m i n i s t e r s , d i s l o y a l t y i n a democracy 

lead s f i r s t to anarchy and then to despotism. Each form of govern

ment i s s u i t e d to d i f f e r e n t c o u n t r i e s - r e a l l o y a l t y i s exhibited 

by the c i t i z e n who, although he sees the f a u l t s of h i s own form 

and the b e n e f i t s of other forms elsewhere, struggles to understand 

and c o r r e c t h i s own form of government by applying the very la.ws 

and p r i n c i p l e s on which i t stands. He c r i t i c i s e s those who wish 

to impose t h e i r form on a l l the world- e s p e c i a l l y those who be l i e v e 

democracy to be the only t o l e r a b l e form f o r the universe! 

Also, he argues against those who regard the monarch as 

merely an ornamental appendage to the true governmeiib of England. 

This view, he says, equates Government with Administration, and 

sees Government as "an instrument f o r securing c e r t a i n external 

advantages to the i n h a b i t a n t s of a country, i n any given period, 
26. 

( a s ) having no r e l a t i o n to the past or the f u t u r e . " * He c r i t i 

c i z e s those who wish to destroy the form of having an a r i s t o c r a c y 
27. 

merely because " i t begets a base flunkeyism". Rather, the a r i s 

t o c r a c y represents those family sympathies common to a l l ; a here

d i t a r y chamber does much to el e v a t e n a t i o n a l l i f e . He concludes 
25. i b i d , p.184. 

26. - i b i d , p.194. 

27. i b i d . P..197. 
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by s t a t i n g : 

V/e a r e not to maintain that Nations are only good and true 
when they have a Sovereign and a House of Peers, and a 
House of Commons. But s i n c e t h i s i s the form of Govern
ment under which we have been nurtured, which has moulded 
the thoughts of us and our fg-thers, our l o y a l t y to i t w i l l 
be the best s e c u r i t y t hat we honour the I n s t i t u t i o n s and 
d e s i r e the growth of every other Nation. 28. 

The question which Maurice does not t r e a t i s whether any of these 

forms of government, or blends of them, contains w i t h i n i t s e l f , 

i n i t s essence, an i n j u s t i c e or breaking of Law, The question 

does not a r i s e f o r him p r e c i s e l y i n t h i s form; again he i s con

cerned r a t h e r with abuses of the forms than with the forms them

s e l v e s . H e r e d i t a r y t i t l e s and wealth, the crown, are part of 

the n a t u r a l order of things f o r him. I n t h i s he i s very much a 
29. 

man of h i s age. 

Maurice f i n a l l y moves on to the u n i v e r s a l s o c i e t y , the world. 

(On f i r s t reading, i t would seem he i s using "world" i n an ordinary, 

n o n - B i b l i c a l sense.) J u s t as the p a t r i a r c h a l s o c i e t y became the 

l e g a l or n a t i o n a l s o c i e t y , so the age of Nations passed into the 

u n i v e r s a l age with the emergence of the Roman Empire. This empire 

was c h a r a c t e r i z e d by a d e c l i n e i n family l i f e , an emperor who r e 

garded the law as something which could be a r b i t r a r i l y proclaimed 

from h i s mouth, a language which no longer expressed the deepest 

and t r u e s t p a r t s of Roman l i f e , an i m p e r i a l d i c t a t o r , a mighty 

army, and the worship of the empire i n the person of the emperor. 

Maurice sees t h i s world empire as morally reprehensible, a f a c t 

which i n d i c a t e s h i s I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the Roman world with the 

B i b l i c a l sense of World. 

I n the midst of t h i s u n i v e r s a l empire which was a "world do-

28. i b i d , p.198. 

29. The fourt h c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of h i s Nation i s that of V/ar. He says 
t h a t Nations were born i n s t r i f e , and goes on to defend a j u s t war 
theory. I have not gone into d e t a i l here because i t i s not relevant 
to the d i s c u s s i o n , but must be mentioned. 



-86-

minion", there arose another u n i v e r s a l yet c o n t r a s t i n g s o c i e t y : 
30. 

C h r i s t i a n i t y . This " u n i v e r s a l family" was not bounded by d i v i 

s i o ns of c o u n t r i e s or languages, not exposed to the v i c i s s i t u d e s 

of arms, professed b e l i e f i n an i n v i s i b l e Head, spoke not of a 

r e l i g i o n but of a Kingdom. At i t s f i r s t mention i n the Gospels, 
t h i s Kingdom i s "at hand", not " i n some d i s t a n t region or i n some 

31. 

f u t u r e s t a t e . " C h r i s t speaks of t h i s Kingdom as that of a Father 

s e t t i n g f o r t h not only an i n d i v i d u a l but a s o c i a l morality. Jesus 

makes enemies of the Jews by claiming God as His Father; He was 

c r u c i f i e d by Romans who feared His Kingship. Maurice makes much 

of the manifestation of God &s Father i n S c r i p t u r e because i t cor

responds to the s t r u c t u r e of s o c i e t y as Se sees i t and as he thinks 

i t should be- a Family. He argues a g a i n s t the idea that the a-

po s t l e s were expecting the imminent end of the world! t h i s would 

be c o n t r a d i c t o r y to t h e i r own teaching that the universe had been 

redeemed by C h r i s t and been reclaimed from i t s destroyers, and to 

t h e i r proclamation of a " p o l i t y f o r men". Indeed the C h r i s t i a n s 

proclaimed a kingdom which seemingly r i v a l l e d the one of Rome; 

the martyrs t e s t i f i e d to the " r a d i c a l opposition of the two P o l i -
32. 

t i e s ; how one stood on forc e , the other on s a c r i f i c e . . . " 
Maurice goes on to say: 

The b e l i e f i n an i n v i s i b l e and righteous Government, a 
Government over men, over the earth, was involved i n the 
o r i g i n a l idea of the Church... But while they ( C h r i s t i a n s ) 
l i v e d i n the confession of an a c t u a l King over men they 
were witnesses f o r the a u t h o r i t y of lawful kings i n the 
former days and i n the days to come; of kings, I mean, 
who should not r e i g n a f t e r t h e i r own pleasure. 33. 

The l a s t c onclusion does not follow: C h r i s t as king of a l l men i s 

30. SM, p.266, 

31. i b i d . P .268. 

32. i b i d . p ,283. 

33. i b i d , p.291. 
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f a r d i f f e r e n t from even the s a i n t l i e s t , most f a t h e r l y king on earth, 
The acknowledgement of the kingship of C h r i s t i s not n e c e s s a r i l y 
an acknowledgement of the a u t h o r i t y of a c t u a l kings i n a twentieth 
century s e t t i n g . T h i s i s an example of Maurice's combination of 
a r e l i g i o u s metaphor or concept with a p a r t i c u l a r form of govern
ment with which he was f a m i l i a r , but which was being challenged 
even i n h i s day by the advocates of democracy. Maurice believed 
that the Fatherhood of God makes evident the Brotherhood of man, 
and f u r t h e r that t h i s t r u t h can best be expressed i n a f a t h e r l y 
king w i t h i n a s o c i e t y based on a family. But paternalism and 
i n e q u a l i t y a r e the b a s i s of a monarchical form of government, r e 
g a r d l e s s of the good i n t e n t i o n s of benevolent kings and queens. 
Maurice i s speaking of the C h r i s t i a n s t a t e as the i d e a l . Our main 
question remains: does anything of value remain i n h i s thought once 
the C h r i s t i a n s t a t e has disappeared? Our understanding of h i s 
ideas i s n e c e s s a r i l y l i m i t e d and must be influenced by post-In
d u s t r i a l Revolution events. Perhaps Iteurice would not have been 
wrong to connect monarchy with a C h r i s t i a n p o l i t y of the Kingdom 
of God i n former days, e s p e c i a l l y i n h i s i d e a l sense of a Family, 
when i n d u s t r y had not been developed so e x t e n s i v e l y and c a p i t a l i s m 
had not l e f t i t s mark of s u f f e r i n g and enslavement. Of course, 
"Family" as an i d e a l would mean something v e r ^ ^ i f f e r e n t today-
probably l e s s p a t r i a r c h a l and more democratic. But to i d e n t i f y 
the two i n the years a f t e r Marx had w r i t t e n i s to ignore that 
c r i t i c i s m of s o c i e t y which revealed so c l e a r l y the i n j u s t i c e s of 
which Maurice vjas aware through h i s s o c i a l work, and to a t t r i b u t e 
those i n j u s t i c e s to a s i n f u l n e s s i n I n d i v i d u a l s rather than a 
major flaw I n the whole system. 

Continuing h i s h i s t o r i c a l study, Maurice examines the C h r i s t i a n 

empire f o l l o w i n g Constantine's E d i c t of Milan. He sees the King-
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dom of God and the e a r t h l y kingdom as f e a l as i t had been i n the 

f i r s t c e n t u r i e s . Whatever Constantine's motives f o r e s t a b l i s h i n g 

a C h r i s t i a n empire, whether of expediency, p o l i t i c a l f o r e s i g h t , 

or f a i t h (an u n l i k e l y event, according to Maurice) he did not 

change the Roman empire's c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of despotism and moral 

d e c l i n e , but only E a s t e r n i z e d i t , according to Maurice. He s e t 

the Church up a t h i s s i d e i n Constantinople and gave i t s o f f i c i a l s 

s p e c i a l p r i v i l e g e s and d i s t i n c t i o n s , "The r u l e r s and o f f i c e r s 

of the C h r i s t i a n body performed that s a . c r i f i c e to the im p e r i a l 
"34. 

Image which the martyrs had su f f e r e d death f o r r e f u s i n g . " The 

Church f a t h e r s stood alone as powerful i n f l u e n c e s on the s o c i e t y 

i n which the e c c l e s i a s t i c s were servants of the emperor. And so 

the question of whether a C h r i s t i a n empire i s possible continued 

under the most favourable conditions f o r a whole millenium, but 

according to Maurice i t contained a f l a g r a n t c o n t r a d i c t i o n : 
Such a r e v e l a t i o n of the name and cha r a c t e r of God and 
His r e l a t i o n to His c r e a t u r e s as the C h r i s t i a n ' s Creed 
and the Lord's Prayer take f o r granted cannot c o e x i s t 
xflith an Empire such as that which Augustus e s t a b l i s h e d , 
which Consta.ntine t r a n s f e r r e d to a new c i t y and consecra
ted with new names. A l l who adhere strongly to the P o l i 
ty which i s described i n S c r i p t u r e as the Kingdom of Hea
ven must be i n h o s t i l i t y to t h i s kingdom, must, however 
l i t t l e they may aim at that r e s u l t , be working f o r i t s 
subversion. 35. 

The discovery that a C h r i s t i a n empire w i l l not be true to S c r i p t u r e 

does not r u l e out f o r Maurice the p o s s i b i l t y that a C h r i s t i a n 

S t a t e or Nation might be the t r u e s t mode of operations. The 

C h r i s t i a n must work f o r the subversion of the empire's t o t a l con

t r o l of the Church (as Maurice saw i n the ConstantiMan experience) 

and i t s "dominion" over i t s s u b j e c t s , i t s e a r t h l i n e s s , and so on, 

34, i b i d , p.297. 

35. i b i d , p.314, 
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but he must support h i s Nation (which has an E s t a b l i s h e d Church) 
which has "a u t h o r i t y " over i t s sons, and has a l i n k with the 
Kingdom of God r e a l i z e d on earth and to be gained i n heaven. Again, 
the blend of con s e r v a t i v e and r a d i c a l elements reveals i t s e l f i n 
h i s thought. 

A f t e r the un s u c c e s s f u l attempt a t having a C h r i s t i a n empire, 

the Popes t r i e d to have a u n i v e r s a l Church which would e x i s t w i t h i n 

the p o l i t i c a l s t a t e , have a common tongue ( L a t i n ) , submerge a l l 

n a t i o n a l d i s t i n c t i o n s . Although Maurice b e l i e v e s that "the founda

t i o n s of th a t S o c i a l L i f e were discovered by those (Churchmen) 
36. 

who spoke of the Family f o r a l l mankind," the announcement of 

that Family, t i e d as i t was w i t h i n L a t i n l i m i t s , vjas hindered from 

tr u e u n i v e r s a l i t y , and by the g l o r i f i c a t i o n of c e l i b a c y , vjhich 

destroyed t h a t f e e l i n g of a connection between the U n i v e r s a l 
37. 

Family and any p a r t i c u l a r family. T h i s s o c i e t y degenerated i n t o 

one of p o l i t i c a l i n t r i g u e , tyranny and corruption, schism. Popery, 

and a " d i s t i n c t l y I t a l i a n f l a v o u r " ! The U n i v e r s a l Father was al s o 

a p o l i t i c a l r u l e r and owner of land. Indulgences were being s o l d -

money could buy s a l v a t i o n , money which was taught to be the great

e s t power i n the world a t that time. But r e s i s t a n c e to these 

abuses i s to be found i n the emergence of National c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

i n the Church i n every land, thereby a s s e r t i n g the true U n i v e r s a l 

Family which could not be made Into a L a t i n Church only. 

The Reformation brought with i t a restatement of s a l v a t i o n 

f o r a l l men. But according to Maurice, Luther's message was i n d i 

v i d u a l r a t h e r than s o c i a l : "He vjas the champion of an i n d i v i d u a l 
38. 

l i f e , an i n d i v i d u a l m o r a l t l y . " Yet i n i t s i n d i v i d u a l i t y i t pro-
36. i b i d . p.321. 

37. i b i d . p.322. 
38. i b i d , p.353. 
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claims a s o c i a l and n a t i o n a l morality by f r e e i n g Statesmen and 
L e g i s l a t o r s from a d o c t r i n e of papal indulgence which denied the 
s a n c t i t y of law by promising redemption to those who could buy i n 
dulgences a f t e r t h e i t crimes. Thus Luther proclaims ( u n w i t t i n g l y ? ) 
a n a t i o n a l morality over and against an e v i l Home's s o - c a l l e d uni
v e r s a l m o r a l i t y which vjas i n f a c t narrow and c r u e l . I n England 
p a r t i c u l i r l y the problem c r y s t a l l i z e d i n t o a controversy about 

"the dependence of the Clergy on the n a t i v e Sovereign or on the 
39. 

f o r e i g n Bishop." Under Henry V I I I Englishmen t e s t i f i e d f o r the 

sacredness of t h e i r nation's l i f e a gainst those x\rho undermined 

domestic r e l a t i o n s i n the i n t e r e s t of a supposed u n i v e r s a l and 

s p i r i t u a l s o c i e t y . Henry had no notion of allowing s e c t s to develop 

i n h i s realm, and so persecuted C a t h o l i c s and Protestants a l i k e 

to maintain the true Hnfiversal Family with the National Sovereign 

at i t s Head. 

Maurice's h i s t o r y was p a r t i c u l a r l y coloured by a nineteenth 

century outlook. His vehement r e j e c t i o n of "Popery" and g l o r i f i 

c a t i o n of Henry V I I I ' s r o l e i n the " E n g l i s h Reformation" are quite 

out of proportion i n a modern h i s t o r i c a l approach. The main point 

he was t r y i n g to make was that a National Church could witness 

most c l e a r l y to the u n i v e r s a l i t y of the Church of C h r i s t , He was 

b u i l d i n g upon the same model as that of the Hebrew nation discussed 

i n Chapter Two above. However, to have the king the Supreme 

Governor of the Church, and the temporal r u l e r the head of the 

e c c l e s i a l community i n any nation, i s perhaps prone to as many 

d i f f i c u l t i e s and corruptions as those into which the Papal kingdom 

f e l l . I t i s here we f i n d the i n t e r e s t i n g question of the function 

of the Church i n a s o c i e t y i n which the v i s i b l e Church of C h r i s t 

39. i b i d , p .367. 
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i s headed by a p o l i t i c a l r u l e r . How true can the Church be to r e 
l i g i o u s p r i n c i p l e s when i t stands i n such c l o s e proximity to a 
purely s e c u l a r e n t i t y such as the S t a t e i n our day. This r e l a t i o n 
ship i s f u r t h e r e x p l i c a t e d i n the next few paragraphs of S o c i a l 
Morality. 

I n the r e i g n of E l i z a b e t h I , England learned the l e s s o n t h a t : 

There a r e two bodies needful f o r the good order of every 
s t a t e , one a governing, one an educational body; that i f 
the l a s t assumes the province of the f i r s t i t must f a i l , 
t h a t i f the f i r s t assumes the province of the l a s t i t must 
f a i l ; t h a t they must vjork co-ordinately i f the nation i s 
not to become f e e b l e through want of external law or i n -

, t e r n a l l i f e . The d i s t i n c t n e s s and cooperation of these 
two f a c t o r s of n a t i o n a l e x i s t e n c e we commonly express by 
the phrase, 'Union of Church and S t a t e , ' which may be a-
bused to many s e c t a r i a n purposes and r e c e i v e many perverse 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s , but which, when i t has been p u r i f i e d of 
the baser elements that have mingled with i t , w i l l be found, 
I think, to express the s e c r e t of E n g l i s h s t a b i l i t y . 40. 

To t h i s union c o n t r i b u t i o n s were made by the i n d i v i d u a l i t y of the 

C a l v i n l s t and the u n i v e r s a l i t y of the Romanist, together with the 

nat i o n a l i s m of the Englishman, Maurice's c r i t e r i o n of judgement 

on i t s value i s based upon the con s i d e r a t i o n of whether the Church 

gives a higher tone to statesmanship, and the St a t e gives a more 

p r a c t i c a l d i r e c t i o n to the thoughts and a c t s of Churchmen. "Not 

producing these f r u i t s i t c a r r i e s w i t h i n i t f a t a l signs and seeds 
41. 

of d i s s o l u t i o n . " Maurice goes on to say that often the "Union 

of Church and S t a t e " has been wrongly conceived; the State i s seen 

to r e q u i r e the a i d of a s p i r i t u a l s o c i e t y and provides the funds 

f o r i t s operations. Rather, he argues, the S t a t e has often h i n 

dered the accumulation of revenues and the misappropriation of 

funds by the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a u t h o r i t i e s . 

Much of what Maurice says here i s based on Coleridge's i n t e r 

p r e t a t i o n of the "National Church": d i s t i n c t but not separate from 

40. i b i d . pp.370-1. 

41. i b i d . p.371. 
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the governing body. Although Coleridge's National Church seemed 
to have l e s s to do with the E n g l i s h Church as Maurice sees i t , i t 
has the same expressed f u n c t i o n of education. Coleridge stated 
t h i s f u n c t i o n as g u l t u r a l guardianship, whereas Maurice's view i s 
more s p e c i f i c a l l y moral i n i t s expression because he i s s t i l l speai-
ing of the Church as Kingdom of C h r i s t and "Universal Family". But 
both men presuppose a C h r i s t i a n Nation where Church membership i s 
part of s i t i z e n s h i p . The modern problem i s one of s e c u l a r i z a t i o n 
both of the governing and educational bodies i n the State, and the 
divorce of c u l t u r a l enhancement from r e l i g i o n . These problaras were 
j u s t beginning i n the period i n which Maurice and Coleridge were 
w r i t i n g . Maurice dispenses q u i t e e a s i l y with c r i t i c i s m of the 
S t a t e ' s f i n a n c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p to the Church; Coleridge at l e a s t 
sees the o b j e c t i o n s of d i s s e n t e r s as v a l i d from the point of view 
of c o n s c i e n t i o u s o b j e c t i o n , but claimed that the f a c t of t h e i r c i 
t i z e n s h i p i m p l l c i t J 3 r j u s t i f i e d support f o r the educational body i n 
the S t a t e , the National Church. 

I t i s true, perhaps, as Maurice says, that the Union of Church 

and S t a t e i n England has been the " s e c r e t of E n g l i s h s t a b i l i t y . " 

S o c i o l o g i s t s of R e l i g i o n i n the present day would see r e l i g i o n and 

the Church as supports f o r s o c i a l and c u l t u r a l norms ( " s t a b i l i t y " ) . 

One of the abiding general propositions of sociology i s 
that r e l i g i o n serves the c e n t r a l and c r u c i a l function i n 
s o c i e t y of supporting what has been v a r i o u s l y c a l l e d s o c i a l 
i n t e g r a t i o n , s o c i a l s o l i d a r i t y , and s o c i a l cohesion. 42, 

This i s true of both types of s o c i e t i e s (Englajid and America) one 

i n which Church and S t a t e are l e g a l l y separated, and the other i n 

which the Church i s " e s t a b l i s h e d " , and t h e r e f o r e i s no proof that 

establishment n e c e s s a r i l y compromises the r a d i c a l nature of the 

Church, The same s o c i o l o g i s t s go on to say: 

42, C h a r l e s Y. Glock and Rodney Stark, R e l i g i o n and Society i n 
Tension. (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965) p.170. 
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That the Church i s being informed by more than i t i s i n 
forming the values of the l a r g e r s o c i e t y i s an i n d i c a t o r 
that our s o c i e t y no longer appeals to r e l i g i o u s suppasocial 
a u t h o r i t y and i t s sanctioning system to v a l i d a t e i t s norms. 
I t i s a l s o a sign that organizfted r e l i g i o n i s committed, 
i m p l i c i t j y at l e a s t , to maintaining the s o c i e t y as i t i s 
r a t h e r than to f o s t e r i n g i t s regenaratlon along l i n e s formu
l a t e d by the Church, I n t h i s l a t t e r sense, r e l i g i o n i s 
indeed making a c o n t r i b u t i o n to s o c i a l I n t e g r a t i o n though 
perhaps on terms which compromise i t s d i s t i n c t l y r e l i g i o u s 
c h a r a c t e r . 43, 

The problem f o r us i s whether s t a b i l i t y i n t h i s sense i s d e s i r a b l e 

e i t h e r i n Maurice's day or our own from a r e l i g i o u s point of view. 

And i t i s a question of whether an E s t a b l i s h e d Church can be an 

e f f e c t i v e c r i t i c a l and c r e a t i v e f o r c e i n s o c i e t y as i t should be, 

and whether an establishment can avoid the c r i t i c i s m s which Maurice 

j u s t l y a p p l i e s to the Reman Church, decay into a p o l i t i c a l s t a t e , 

t o t a l c o n t r o l , and d e n i a l of true u n i v e r s a l i t y . I t could be argued 

that an E s t a b l i s h e d Church i s i n danger of becoming a mere appendage 

of the S t a t e , paid to preserve those values which support the 

socio-economic system, become n a t i o n a l i s t i c , and so f o r t h . Of 

course the c r i t i c i s m s of establishment become more sharply defined 

i n the s e c u l a r S t a t e of the present day, whereas Maurice was pre

suming a C h r i s t i a n s o c i e t y and government. 

The questions which were beginning to occupy men's minds at 

the advent of the seventeeiltih century were formulated thus: 

The I n d i v i d u a l and National Morality bore a noble protest 
a g a i n s t the Money Worship of the Church which professed to 
be U n i v e r s a l . That was the beginning of the protest, and 
never ceased to give i t v i t a l i t y . But I n d i v i d u a l s and Na
t i o n s are the conservators of property; they cannot shew us 
any human b a s i s f o r S o c i e t y which can prevent Property 
from being accepted as the b a s i s of i t . where i s t h i s 
human b a s i s to be sought f o r ? Who can t e l l us of i t ? 44. 

With the French r e v o l u t i o n appeared the concept of brotherhood. 

Up u n t i l t h i s time the philosophers from Hobbes to Kant with whom 

43. i b i d , p.184. My underline. 

44. SM, p ,373. 
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Maurice deals have not s u f f i c i e n t l y shown us the human basis for 

society which we clamour for as men. I s i t i n brotherhood that i t 

i s found? Not i n a brotherhood which did not recognize a Universal 

Fatherhood. As Maurice r ight ly notes, th i s brotherhood could not 

be manifested i n i n s t i t u t i o n s which regarded men as Possessors and 

merely wished to secure them i n the ir Possessions. "Wherever there 

had been the conception of a Universal Society by the most exalted 

Philosophers, by the simplest peasants, a certa in Communism had 

mingled with i t . " Underlying the schemes which have developed 

from that conviction i s the be l i e f that '̂somehow or other there 

must be, or there must be formed, a Human Family . . . capable of era-
46. 

bracing a l l men ( in p r i n c i p l e ) . " His solution then i s to reveal 

that t h i s brotherhood i s established in a society which takes the 

form of a Family, not an emoire, a Family which r e f l e c t s that r e 

la t ionship of a l l men to a Father i n Heaven (that i s , the Church). 

Cannot secular society also reveal the pr inc ip les of Communism and 

brotherhood which he claims for the Church? 

Maurice looks at the present s i tuat ion and sees a demand for 

a "people", not a set of a a s t e s . . . a universal fel lowship. Church 

and State are both r iddled by sectarianism and cannot s a t i s f y th i s 

demand alone. What i s needed i s a proclamation of the S p i r i t of 

God to regenerate soc ia l l i f e and bind up wounds. Without a p r i n 

c i p l e capable of defending humanity against se l f i shness , "po l i t i ca l 

economy w i l l never be able to defend i t s e l f against the natural 
47. 

i n s t i n c t of monopoly..." Jesus Chr i s t has presented to us th i s 

p r i n c i p l e . The Kingdom w i l l be rea l i zed more f u l l y when a l l the 

45. i b i d . p.413. 

46. i b i d . p . 4 l 4 . 

47. I b i d , p .458. 
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i n s t i t u t i o n s of society as they existed i n Maurice's day r e f l e c t 
that p r i n c i p l e of love. The step Maurice f a i l s to take at the 
conclusion of these lectures on Soc ia l Morality i s the one which 
connects the pr inc ip les of a universal morality which he has set 
out to society rather than just the Church, In sum he says that 
the Church i s the universa l society which can give men the true and 
only bas is for a universa l morality of j u s t i c e and freedom; the 
Church i s communist i n pr inc ip le ; the State cannot be communist in 
p r i n c i p l e because i t i s the conservator of individuals and oriv^te 
property? 

The State , I think, cannot be Communist; never w i l l be; 
never ought to be. I t i s by nature and law Conservative 
of indiv idual r igh t s , indiv idual possessions. To uphold 
them i t may be compelled ( i t must be) to recognize another 
p r i n c i p l e than that of indiv idual r ights and property; but 
only by accident; I H B S B B B B only by going out of i t s own 
sphere as i t so r ight ly did i n the case of factory c h i l 
dren. But the Church, I hold, i s Communist in pr inc ip le ; 
Conservative of property and individual rights only by 
accident; bound to recognize them but not as i t s own spe
c i a l work; not as the chief object of human society or 
existence. The union of Church and State, of bodies ex i s t 
ing for oTDposite ends, each necessary to the other, i s , i t 
seems to me, prec i se ly that which should accomplish the 
fus ion of the pr inc ip les of Communism and of property . . . ^8* 

I t i s b e n e f i c i a l to preserve ind iv idua l i ty i n a good sense, and 

therefore i t i s good to r e t a i n national c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s rather than 

subjugate them to a f a l s e "universal" society l i k e Rome (yet he 

says e a r l i e r that the early Church was not bound by national or 

l i n g u i s t i c diW.sions!) He does not advocate a restructuring of 

society around the Church p r i n c i p l e , yet from h i s own logic i t 

would seem to be des irable . He sees the nation as modelled on those 

conceptions which sprung out of the Hebrex'̂  monarchy; yet he i s 

speaking of a C h r i s t i a n State- can he not see i t as being modelled 

on-those which sprang from the New Testament? 

« * » * 

l ^ S . L i f e I I . pp.8-9. 
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Another look at the question i s taken in "She Kingdom of C h r i s t . 
He again begins with the Hebrew nation. The Ten Commandments pre
suppose c e r t a i n p r i n c i p l e s , a l l of which can s t i l l be found in 
modern European society . They presume an Unseen Being who i s a 
de l iverer and Lord; they presume a worship of Him; an invoking of 
His Name; they presume the i n s t i t u t i o n of a week, with the d i s t i n c 
t ion of the seventh day as a day of r e s t ; they presume the existence 
of the "Paternal Relation" which conditions the abiding in the 
land given to the nation; they presume community, the i n s t i t u t i o n 

of marriage, the i n s t i t u t i o n of property, existence of tr ibunals ; 
49. 

they presume a "bond of Neighbourhood." Although these p r i n c i 

ples were p a r t i c u l a r to the Jenlsh nation, a look at history re 

veals t h e i r being common to the l i f e of every ancient nation, es

p e c i a l l y the notions of the saoredness of l i f e , paternal re la t ion , 

marriage, oroperty, worship and the majesty of Law. "Be that as i t 

may, not only some of these i n s t i t u t i o n s , but a l l of them, exist 
50. 

among ourselves ." Although national ( t ied to a part icu lar time 

and P l a c e ) and not un iversa l , l i k e Baptism and the Eucharis t , they 

reveal the pr inc ip les of national l i f e to modern Europe; and although 

they derive sanction from l e g i s l a t i o n , the l e g i s l a t o r s must appeal 

to men's f a i t h i n a Divine Being who governs a l l . So, the Divine 

Order here revealed i s a model for society today, having set the 

sea l upon i n s t i t u t i o n s such as marriage and property in Jewish l i f e . 

We, too, must "acknowledge the sanct i ty , .grandeur, the d iv in i ty 
5 1 . 

of nat ional l i f e . . . " We are "compelled to admire" those q u a l i 

t i e s of Jewish national l i f e , courage, s e l f - d i s c i p l i n e , order, f a i t h , 

a l l of which "were connected with the conviction that national l i f e 

49. KC I I , p.174. 

50. i b i d . p.176. 

5 1 . i b i d . p.178. 
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i s a more precious thing than indiv idual l i f e , and that hundreds 

of thousands of indiv iduals are cheaply s a c r i f i c e d for the sake of 
52. 

preserving i t . " (This l a t t e r remark resembles the Dhilosophy of 

the U.S . government concerning Vietnam!) But a l l the questions na

tions have to ask today, although not s p e c i f i c a l l y mentioned in 

the Jewish h i s tory , should be referred to the great pr inc ip le 

therein expressed- every nation has the Lord for i t s King. The 

pr inc ip le s of national society common to a l l nations as nations 

must be preserved? 
I t i s i d i e to say, But where do you f ind the authority 
for wars, oaths, or punishments i n the New Testament? 
I do not f ind the authority for any of the d i s t i n c t i n 
s t i t u t e s of national l i f e in the New Testament... there 
was no d i s t i n c t precept respecting property i n the New 
Testament; the f i r s t sign of the existence of a Church 
was that of men not c a l l i n g the i r goods the ir own, but 
counting a l l things common... 53» 

But neither was marriage encouraged since the Kingdom of Chr i s t 

was the Kingdom of the r i s en l i f e . And so Maurice believes that 

we must judge each modern s i tuat ion i n the context of the Gospel's 

main doctr ines . 

This i s an in teres t ing and prophetic remark i n the l i gh t of 

the present theological interpretat ions of the Chr i s t ian in the 

modern world. I n Rahner's thought, the question poses i t s e l f , how 

i s the theologian to know anything about the modern world precise ly 
54. 

i n i t s modernity from revelat ion? Rahner's thesis i s that a pre

d ic t ion ex i s t s in Scripture which i s not i n the nature of an ad

vance descr ipt ion of our time, but an i l lumination of the future 

which s t i l l leaves i t dark. We have no blueprint for act ion i n 

modern times from revelat ion; there i s never any age which i s the 

52. i b i d , p.179. 

53. i b i d , p.180. 

54. K a r l Rahner, Mission and Grace, v , I . (London: Sheed and Ward,1963) 
"A Theological Interpretat ion of the Posit ion of Chris t ians i n the 
Modern World." 
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C h r i s t i a n age, nor any culture which i s the Chr i s t ian cul ture . 
This means two things! that there are alviays Church and State, r e 
demptive h is tory and secular h i s tory , grace and nature; and, that 
i t i s never possible to deduce from C h r i s t i a n principles of be l i e f 
and morality any one s ingle pattern of the world as i t ought to 
be. I t i s only possible , rather , to re j ec t certa in things as con
t r a d i c t i n g the law of C h r i s t i a n faithfand morality. Chris t ians 
today are i n a s i m i l a r posit ion to those i n the early Church- a 
minority group amidst a secular world; a "diaspora" i n the sc ien
t i f i c age. I n the "diaspora s i tuation" the Church w i l l not clash 
with the State except on an indiv idual l e v e l - the l eve l of con
science. However, the consciences of Chr is t ians w i l l be developed 
not by set r u l e s , but by judging, as Maurice puts i t , each s i tua 
t ion i n the l ight of the Gospel's main doctrines. 

Not only did Maurice not expect to f ind the pr inc iples of the 

universa l society (the Church) in the Old Testament, he also did 

not expect to discover the pr inc ip les of national society i n the 

New, but both must be taken together as i l l u s t r a t i n g and sustain

ing the other. They must be d i s t i n c t but inseparable. The germs 

of the universa l society were planted in the heart of the Jewish 

co'amonwealth- the existence of p r i e s t , s a c r i f i c e s , tabernacle, 

t e s t i f i e d as much to the human and the general,as the king, judges, 

law did to the pecul iar and exclusime. From i t s beginning, Jewish 

society c a r e f u l l y separated the o f f i c e s of pr ies t and lawgiver; 

they were separate i n function but equally divine. The p r i e s t l y 

part of the commonwealth governed the internal l i f e of man, while 

the outward regulation of society was maintained by the l ega l part . 

However, by In terna l l i f e i s not meant merely re l ig ious serv ices , 

but anything to do with dietary laws, health, moral health, and 
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presumably education, although he does not mention i t s p e c i f i c a l l y 

here, but vjhich he sees as important i n nineteenth century society 

as a function of the Church. 

At the same time, as there i s no d iv i s ion between the i n 
t erna l and the external l i f e of man, no d iv i s ion i n the 
character of God as the Lord of the outward and the Lord 
of the inward world, so neither i s there i n the Jewish e-
conomy between the o f f i c e s which represent Him tn these 
characters . The s a c r i f i c e of the pr ies t i s necessary to 
hallow the troops the king i s leading out to bat t le ; the 
king takes part i n every e c c l e s i a s t i c a l reformation, 55. 

And so Maurice sees the Old Testament Kingdom of God as the perfect 

s ta te - not s i n l e s s , but the best blend of the Church-State relat ion-

a society which i s not national plus e c c l e s i a s t i c a l , but one which 

could not be national were i t not e c c l e s i a s t i c a l , or e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
56. 

were i t not nat ional , 

A counterpart of the Jewish commonwealth can be seen i n pagan 

Rome. The sacerdotal inf luence existed i n every o f f i c e of govern

ment; i n e f f e c t , s tate r e l i g i o n was the pract ice . This led to the 

s o l i d i t y of Roman society even a f t e r a l l the principles upon which . 
57. 

i t had been founded were set at naught. Mauricd saw Rome as the 

d i r e c t opposite of the Kingdom of C h r i s t (pagan Rome, i n th i s case, 

although i t might also be said of the Roman Catholic Church!) He 

condemns the empire for effacing a l l national d is t inct ions (so too 

does he condemn the Roman Church) even while prais ing the so l id i ty 

of the society based on state r e l i g i o n . 

Maurice asks whether by being i t s formal opposite the Kingdom 

of C h r i s t opposed the pr inc ip les of national l i f e . The early 

Church was "at war with" the Roman government as well as the Jew

i s h au thor i t i e s ; Jesus had acted as a prophet to h i s own people 

55. KC I I , p.183. 

56. i b i d , p . l 8 3 , 

57. i b i d . p. lSit . 
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as wel l as witness to Home i n r e v i t a l i z i n g and energizing, as 

Maurice sees i t , the nation of the Jews. In e f fec t , the early 

Church had to be opposed to "governiaants" i n order to strengthen 

and r e a f f i r m the pr inc ip les of national society which the Jews 

and Romans were negating, i n the one case, by sectarianism, and 

i n the other, by building the empire. 

As the C h r i s t i a n society was "an anomaly incompatible with 
58. 

the safety of the government" Maurice sees Constantine's E s 

tablishment of the Church as a necessary event- "the new kingdom 
59. 

could not be put doTsn" by the opposing forces of persecution. 
Under Constantine "the organization of the Church became connecSb'ed 

60. 

with that of the empire . . ." This a l l i a n c e had not been sought 

by the Church, and Maurice sees the influence of the e c c l e s i a s t i 

c a l society on the tr ibes within the empire d i rec t ly contributing 

to the d i s t i n c t nat ional organizations which grew within i t , thus 

contradict ing the imperial p r i n c i p l e i t s e l f . And the Church i t s e l f 

began to take on the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of a developing nation, estab

l i s h i n g i t s e l f i n one great c i t y and sending out missionaries to 

d i f f eren t d i s t r i c t s . Maurice says; 
The form of nat ional society v;hich the Old Testament i n 
vests with so much sacredness, i s reproduced by that other 
New Testament society which seemed to have displaced i t . 
As before, a s p i r i t u a l element vjas proved to be necessary 
to upliold a l ega l society^ji so now, a legal element, a body 
expressing the sacredness and majesty of law, i s shown to 
be'necessary i n order to f u l f i l the objects for which the 
s p i r i t u a l and universal society ex i s t s . 6 l . 

The re la t ionsh ip of these two bodies has never occupied men's 

thoughts more than i n h i s day. "The l ega l power can no longer 

58i i b i d . p.185. 

59. i b i d . P.185. 

60. i b i d . p.185. 

61. i b i d , p.189. 
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help the s p i r i t u a l power by persecuting and putting down i t s ene
mies; the s p i r i t u a l power can no longer help the legal power, by 

62. 
throwing a f i c t i t i o u s sacredness around i t . " He continues: 

The Church wishes to make men f ee l that they are subjects , 
but i t s own influence i s one which especial ly aims at set
t ing them free ; the State wishes to have a free in te l l i gent 
people but i t has i t s e l f only the power of keeping men 
servants . 63. 

* * * * 

In h i s review of the Quaker posit ion (which re jec t s certa in 

i n s t i t u t i o n s of national l i f e based on the pr inc iples contained 

within the Sermon on the Mount, e.g. war, and oath-taking) he de

monstrates the inward character of Jesus' message- the purely r e l i 

gious nature of the Kingdom of which he speaks: 

. . . i t i s my object to show how c a r e f u l l y our Lord preserves 
the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of His Kingdom, and i t s rewards, from 
a l l secular mixtures; hovi He transports men into a region 
en t i re l y unlike that with which they are ordinar i ly conver
sant, and yet the i r own native region, the region of the i r 
own true and proper being. 64, 

Everything i n the Sermon seems to show, according to Maurice, that 

Chr i s t came not to repeal one set of rules and establ ish another, 

but to confirm the exis t ing rules and show the ir "inward righteous-
65. 

ness." To follow the Sermon to the l e t t e r vjould be to deny i t s 

very s p i r i t ; Jesus came not to destroy but to f u l f i l the Old Testa

ment law. I t cannot be assumed that a man vjho says,"Thou fool" to 

h i s brother i s l i a b l e to the same punishment as one who murders. 

Jesus was not giving us the same l i s t of l ega l conmiangs merely up

dated. Maurice c r i t i c i z e s the Quakers for taking the l i t e r a l 

meaning of "Swear not at a l l " and denying oaths in court. 

62, i b i d . p.189. 

63. i b i d . p.189. 

6^. i b i d , p.192. 

65. i b i d . P.193. 
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He says that Jesus did not mean j u d i c i a l oaths, but rather oaths 
c a r e l e s s l y used i n conversation; i n th i s way Maurice i s giving 
the Sermon a purely personal Import i n that i t ins tructs Chris t ians 
how to conduct the ir personal a f f a i r s but i s not a blueprint for 
l ega l and national i n s t i t u t i o n s . Here he i s making an important 
point not seen by many i n the nineteenth century- he wishes to 
get away from a purely l e g a l i s t i c notion of C h r i s t i a n i t y . However, 
he goes too f a r i n th i s attempt. I t i s true he has said that the 
pr inc ip le s of nat ional society are not to be found in the New Testa
ment but i n the Old, and with th i s he i s consistent. But whether 
the Old Testament should be used for national society i n the same 
way that the Sermon i s used by Maurice to define personal conduct 
i s open to question. 

"An eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth" i s the foundation of 

a l l law, says Maurice. This pr inc ip le should not be abolished as 

i t would cause disrespect for law and perhaps a taking of the law 

into one's ovjn handss 

I t i s the business of the lawgiver to say, 'You are a l l 
members of one body; the law cares for each of you d i s 
t i n c t l y . . . i t w i l l require from every man who injures 
another man, that he s h a l l make compensation and s a t i s f a c 
t ion for that e v i l which he has done.. . i n that Kind, 
and to that degree, i n which he has offended. 66. 

So the "eye f o r an eye" concept i s "a pr inc ip le which l i e s at the 

foundation of a State , and perhaps more than any other, explains 
67. 

to us what a State i s . " I t i s a righteous pr inc ip le which "pre

sents to us the most complete image of the order and moral govern

ment of the world; i t most exhibits the r ights of each d i s t i n c t 

person, i n connexion with that order and government." He continues! 

66. i b i d . p.208. 

67. i b i d . p.208. 

68. i b i d . P.208. 
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Vengeance must be somewhere- ' I t i s mine, saiflh the L o r d ' ; 
and the State i s that which teaches each man that there i s 
a Lord, an i n v i s i b l e r u l e r , and judge, and governor over 
him, whose authority he i s bound to acknowledge, and upon 
whose authority every act of private vengeance i s an i n 
fringement. 69. 

This i s the function of law, then, "to bring men into an apprehen
sion of the system of re tr ibut ion which i s established i n the uni-

70. 

verse ." The State i s the instrument of the vengeance of the 

Lord i n th i s matter. The law i t se l f ' cannot take the desire for 

vengeance out of a man, but only regulate i t ; a s p i r i t u a l and edu

cat ive Inf luence i s necessary for the removal of vengeance. How

ever, problems a r i s e with th i s type of language. Maurice hints 

that nengeance 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 i t an immoral character. The same word should 

not be used for d i f ferent reactions to wrongdoing on the part d>f 

God and of man. More pointedly, how can he give over to the State 

t h i s power when he des ires i t s ob l i t erat ion i n the individuals V7ho 

make i t up? I f he means "just ice" i n the case of the State, then 

h i s defence of c ap i ta l punishment must be qua l i f i ed to some extent. 

(He had s a i d , page lOg, that the law s h a l l obtain sa t i s fac t ion 
for an offense "in that kind, and to that degree, i n which he has 

7 1 . 

offended," Presumably th i s would include cap i ta l punishment for 

c a p i t a l o f f e a s e s . ) The concept of j u s t i c e i s more f l u i d that he 

seems to admit here, as in the phrase "the system of retr ibut ion 
72. 

which i s established tn the universe." In h i s desire to adhere 

to the b e l i e f that everything to do with law and national society 

69. i b i d , p.208. 
1 

70. i b i d , p.208. 

7 1 . i b i d , p.208. 

72. i b i d , p.208. 
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must be found i n the Old Testament, he f a i l s to do Just ice to the 
argument of the Quaker who sees the New Testament as the source 
of law as w e l l . The Quaker looks to the New Testament as Maurice 
looks to the Old to obtain pr inc ip les of national as wel l as per
sonal moral i ty . Maurice cer ta in ly rea l i ze s the l imitat ions of the 
law- i t cannot change men's hearts . But th i s fact should not pre
vent men from changing the law into something more compatible with 
the pr inc ip l e s i n the New Testament, 

The law, Maurice says, protests against the s e l f i s h , i n d i v i 

dual p r i n c i p l e (private vengeance) bjf r a i s i n g a standard against 

i t , but i t can do no more. (What prevents the State from being 

s e l f i s h and i n d i v i d u a l , i n terms of i t s own goals, in the enact

ment of vengeance? Every act of the private vengeance i s an i n -

frlngement on the Lord's authority; why not every act of vengeance, 

public or private? Cannot acts of the State be judged by i n d i v i 

dual moral standards, that i s to say, that what i s wrong for a 

man i s wrong for the State , generally speaking? The secularizat ion 

of the State has done much perhaps to a l t e r views i n th i s area . ) 

The maxim "turn the other cheek" i s of the highest order and value, 

but to apply i t l i t e r a l l y to anything besides our personal morality 

would perhaps lead us into the danger of "carrying out our Lord's 

commands too f a r , and thus s a c r i f i c i n g (our) c i v i l duties to (our) 
73. 

C h r i s t i a n . " This also applies to war: "After vjhat I have just 

sa id , i t i s obvious that no attemj)t to extract a condemnation of 

war, or any a l l u s i o n to i t , from the words, 'Res i s t not e v i l , ' 'He 
74. 

that smiteth you on one cheek,' e t c . , can be success fu l ." I t vjould 

seem, then, that Maurice sees the New Testament as describing a 

73. i b i d , p.210. . 

74. i b i d , p .211 . 
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personal morality for dealing with our fellow men on an I-Thou" 
bas i s . He cannot seem to extend th i s to the i n s t i t u t i o n a l or Na
t iona l l e v e l , espec ia l ly i n h i s concept of law and c i v i l duties . 
The problem i s great indeed. I t i s true ins t i tu t ions do not ° love" 
as ind iv idua l s do. However, one can say tha,t C h r i s t ' s personal 
law of love i s translated into j u s t i c e on the i n s t i t u t i o n a l l e v e l . 
I n s t i t u t i o n s embody the att i tudes of ind iv iduals , h i s t o r i c a l a t 
t i tudes , c u l t u r a l values. The question i s e s sent ia l - what happens 
when State dut ies , l ega l duties , c o n f l i c t :ilth C h r i s t i a n duties? 
Conscience would have to be the decisisre factor when such a con
f l i c t occurred, and Maurice admits that a man can r e s i s t the law 
should i t be contrary to C h r i s t ' s reve lat ion , or i f the/Law does 
not uphold the dignity of Law, But does th i s not contradict what 
Maurice has sa id previously? He i s bas i ca l ly saying that love i s 
the law of personal&fcprality, and vengeance that of the State. 
The vengeance, or even j u s t i c e , of the State , however, i s that of 
the ancient Jews, not that of the Sermon on the Mount. I f Maurice 
i s ta lk ing about a C h r i s t i a n State , why are the pr inc iples of law 
not C h r i s t i a n ones, but those found in the Old Testament? I t i s 
true that Jesus did not wish to destroy the Old Law in the Sermon 
on the Mount. On the other hand, to take the pr inc iples i n Matthew, 
chapter 5> as so le ly indiv idual maxims would seem to be too s t r i n 
gent an in terpreta t ion , even i f i t i s i n accord with Maurice's be
l i e f about National morality being contained i n the Old Testament 
and Universal morality being contained i n the New. Since Maurice 
bel ieves that every precept or command to man reveals something in 
the character of God, the two revelations of Him i n the Old and 
New Testaments must be compatible since they cannot contradict 
each others 
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Unless one of these revelat ions of God caji be shovm to 
merge i n the other, so that a l l the qua l i t i e s attributed 
to him i n the f i r s t s h a l l be ac tua l ly , i f not apparently, 
contained i n the second, the duties founded upon these 
separate revelat ions cannot be merged in each'other, but 
must continue d i s t i n c t obl igations. 75. 

C h r i s t came to es tabl i sh a universal dispensation which did 

not ex is t previously i n the same f u l l n e s s , which was grounded on 

the manifestation of God as absolute universal love. He gives His 

S p i r i t to those united to His Son, that they may be endowed with 
?6. 

the same universa l love which i s His essent ia l nature. This i s 

the foundation of the C h r i s t i a n Church, vjhose members are bound to 

love "even the enemies of God because they regard them as creatures 

s t i l l bearing the f l e s h which C h r i s t bore, not yet f i n a l l y separa-
77. 

ted from Him, not deserted by His S p i r i t . " At the same timE 

Maurice sees God manifested to the Jews as an avenger of e v i l ; as 

a raalntalner of law and order, to the extent of not shrinking from 

"the s a c r i f i c e of indiv idual l i f e , sacred ajid awful as i t i s , for 
the sake of maintaining that without which l i f e i s a mere miserable 

78. 
l i e . " The nation, he says, was established for th i s very end. 
I t had at times to go to war "to maintain i t s ovm God-given posi-

79. 

t ion". Maurice wants to maintain that since Jesus did not come 

to repeal the laws of o ld, one must be able to reconcile the duty 

of loving our enemies with that of hating Ibhem. 
. . . t h e revelat ion of God as universal love i s not incon
s i s t en t with that prior revelat ion of Him, as the Being 
who i s carrying on continual s t r i f e with whatever in our 
xiorld r e s i s t s and opposes law and order; and that, conse
quently, the duty of loving our enemies, which I s grounded 
upon the one reve lat ion , must be i n some way or other com
pat ib le with that duty of hating our enemies which i s 
grounded upon the other. 60. 

75. i b i d , p.213. 

76. i b i d , p.213. • 

77. i b i d . p.214. 

78. i b i d , p.214. 

79. i b i d . p.215. 
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This conception i s not completely acceptable. I t stems from Maur
i c e ' s notion that the revelat ion of God as a God of love i n the 
New Testament and a God o^ vengeance i n the Old are equally true 
or are both revelat ions of God's true nature. Both have equal 
weight i n argument and must therefore not r e a l l y contradict each 
other. I t would be possible to say,"God i s loving," and "God i s 
just and punishes" and somehow the tivo statements can be reconciled 
just as Jesus' command of loving one's enemies can, as Maurice sees 
i t , be reconciled with hating them. But although this attempted 
solut ion contains some truth , i t denies a dynamic conception of 
reve la t ion . Maurice's idea of permanence always re lates to "un-
changeability" and so his idea of Scripture i s s t a t i c in th i s i n 
stance. The revelat ion of God i n Jesus Chr i s t i s more complete, 
f u l l e r , deeper, than the Old Testament one, or so Chris t ians be
l i e v e . Maurice seems to neglect the h i s t o r i c a l context of Jeviish 
Scr ip ture . Neither does he dis t inguish here between res i s t ing e v i l 
and hating one's enemies, although he had said the Chr i s t ian duty 
was to love even the enemies of God. (See page 106 above.) This 
again i s on a personal l e v e l - the State has the right to punish 
i t s enemies (lawbreakers) even unto death. 

Since God. does not cease to judge and to punish because He ad

mits everyone into His kingdom of love, neither i s i t 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 
81. 

of His Kingdom." The remaining question i s : 
How can both these forms of character be at once preserved? 
How can these two sets of duties , apparently so opposite, 
be f u l f i l l e d ? C l e a r l y , t h e r e i s the greatest danger in o-
mitting e i ther; there i s the greatest danger in confusing 

., them. 82. 

81. i b i d , p .217. 

82. i b i d . p.217. 
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Love i s weakened when i t i s separated from law; law become monstrous 

when separated from love. There must, then, be some Divine scheme 

for asser t ing the dignity of each! 

By act ing i n concert with each of them, a man s h a l l f ind 
that the fee l ing of God's universal Iqmye i n himself does 
not c lash with the fee l ing of God's eternal and unchange
able l a w ; . . . a n d , by refusing to act i n concert with these 
schemes, he s h a l l f ind one set of duties continually i n t e r 
fer ing with another, the pecul iar temper of h i s mind deter
mining which he s h a l l prefer , which neglect, 83. 

Cet ta ln ly the pr inc ip les of law and love must be compatible. As 

Maurice r i g h t l y Bays the question i s how? Maurice argues for a 

"Divine Scheme" which separates the two, retaining a "just ice" with 

no love mixed i n , rather than arguing for a jus t i ce which incor

porates the New Testament notion of love. Twettieth century 

philosophy has done much to c l a r i f y statements of th is sort (above 

quotation). By "God's eternal and unchangeable law", he means a 

blind, j u s t i c e which exacts prec ise ly retr ibut ion for an offense. 

This i s not j u s t i c e in the twentieth century (although perhaps i n 

the nineteenth) but ancient Hebrew law. He t r i e s to relegate the 

two opposites, law and love, to d i f f erent aspects of the l i f e of 

man, love to h i s i n t e r n a l , and law to h i s external l i f e . These 

concepts are f l u i d . . . the law i s not eternal and therefore unchange

a b l e . . . The problem cannot be resolved into an opposition between 

the respect ive moral i t ies of the State and the ind iv idual . Ph i lo 

sophy has shown us the r e l a t i v i t y of a l l these concepts, especlal jy 

the subjec t i v i ty of morality. Maurice's morality i s Judeo-Chris-

t i a n , but l i k e a l l other interpretat ions of the b i b l i c a l e thic , 

i t i s bound up with h i s place in h i s tory . I disagree with his con

c lus ion that l ega l duties and C h r i s t i a n duties would continually 

83. i b i d , pp.217-8. 
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i n t e r f e r e with each other unless there i s some Divine Scheme for 
the ir separation. I take the opposite view that legal or national 
duties must constantly be challenged by and possibly made to con
form to C h r i s t i a n obl igat ions . Love i s not a simple opposite to 
j u s t i c e , j u s t i c e should include love. The ins t i tu t ions of society 
must exhibit th is j u s t i c e as much as personal dealings should. 
God's method of establ ishing peace i n the world, by the revelation 
of a Kingdom of love as wel l as of law, i s to Maurice more ef fect ive 
than the Quaker method of refusing to f ight one's fellows and lov
ing one's enemies. The Quaker way w i l l enta i l a loss of national 
s p i r i t ; God's way i s to show the world the true order of i t s f e l 
lowship ( i n the Church) and to place i n the hands of the national 

84. 

r u l e r a sword to chast i se those who love war rather than peace. 

The log ic of th is argument i s not obvious, but many people today 

would support liaurice i n th i s view. 

Maurice concludes that: 
There are two soc i e t i e s , both organic;, both forming part 
of the same const i tut ion; both related to man under d i f f e r 
ent aspects of h i s l i f e ; both bearing witness for Sod ac
cording to d i f f erent aspects of His characters the one ex
pressed i n such ins t i tu t ions as the Sacraments, which d i 
r e c t l y concern man as a s p i r i t u a l being; the other i n such 
i n s t i t u t i o n s as Property, which d i r e c t l y concern him as a 
creeture of the e « r t h . 85. 

* * * -St 

Maurice next deals with the pure theocrat ist posit ion, which 

for him includes Scotch Covenanters, Fifth-Monarchy men, and Non-

Jurors . The posit ion i s represented by a bel ie f i n the Old Testa

ment as the key to national society, i n the Lord as King of every 

nation as He was of the Jewish, and a be l i e f that the nation should 

undertake vfars, administer oaths, i n f l i c t punishments, i n the name 

of i t s unseen r u l e r . With a l l these Maurice agrees, but he says 

84. i b i d . p.220. 

85. i b i d . p.220. 
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they proceed to Inferences w i t h which he does not. The Covenanter 
wishes to opxjose i d o l a t r y by t r e a t i n g offenses against God as o f 
fenses against the law; Maurice sees t h i s as denying the f u n c t i o n 
of the Church which deals w i t h the s p i r i t u a l matters beyond the 
reach of law. I n t h i s way, the Covenanter i s "seeking to e s t a b l i s h 

a Jewish and not s C h r i s t i a n n a t i o n ; t h a t i s to say, a Nation uro-
a 

f e s s i n g R e l i g i o n , and Hot a Nation which recognizes jgte Church as 
86. 

the ground and v i t a l p r i n c i p l e of i t s own existence." But i n 

h i s very d e s c r i p t i o n of t h e i r p o s i t i o n he mentions those p r i n c i p l e s 

of n a t i o n a l society which the Quaker xvould regard as being Jewish 

and not C h r i s t i a n ; presumably Maurice must draw a d i s t i n c t i o n be

tween law and love, c a l l i n g a nation C h r i s t i a n which models i t s e l f 

l e g a l l y on the Old Testament and s p i r i t u a l l y on the New (by having 

a Chanoh). His p o s i t i o n l i e s somewhere i n between the Quakers' 

and the t h e o c r a t i s t s ' . 
* •» i f « 

Maurice neat t r e a t s of the s e p a r a t i s t s vjho wish to see the 

Church separate from the State. .He n e a t l y sums up t h e i r argumentss 

The State i s secular; the Church, i f i t be a t r u e Church 
i s a n t i - s e c u l a r ; to u n i t e a secular and a n t i - s e c u l a r body 
i s monstrous. The e f f e c t s o f i t are an invasion of the 
r i g h t s of conscience, c o n t i n u a l disputes between the two 
s o c i e t i e s , an i m p o s s i b i l i t y o f reformation. 8?. 

This a n a l y s i s opposes the Church and State i n deadly c o n f l i c t , " i f 
the State be secular, the Church must desire the e x t i n c t i o n of 

the State, f o r she l i v e s t h a t she may destroy t h a t which i s secu-
88. 

l a r . " The use of the vjord "secular" i n t h i s context must be i n 

v e s t i g a t e d . Maurice says t h a t the s e p a r a t i s t i s using i t i n an 

86. i b i d . p.225. 
87. i b i d , p.227. 

88. i b i d . p.227. 
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e v i l sense, otherwise there i s no ooint i n the a n t i t h e s i s . The 

Church i s only opposed to something wciung, something ungodly. 
I f by the word a n t i - s e c u l a r i s understood merely ' s p i r i t u a l ' 
as opposed to l e g a l ' , then the vjhole phrase i s a cheating 
one. For we deny t h a t there i s any c o n t r a d i c t i o n between 
t h a t which i s l e g a l and t h a t which i s s p i r i t u a l ; and those 
who use t h i s language w i l l j o i n us i n the d e n i a l . They 
say c o n t i n u a l l y , t h a t the Law and the Gosoel are not con
t r a r y to each other, though the Gospel i s able to do tha t 
which the Law, being weak through the f l e s h , cannot do. 89. 

Both the Church and the n a t i o n are a n t i - s e c u l a r , says i'laurice, i n 

t h a t both opoose e v i l and disorder- those p r i n c i p l e s vjhich make up 

the S c r i o t u r a l n o t i o n of ' t h i s world'. He goes on: 

The ehurch has become secular when she has attempted to 
r e a l i s e h e r s e l f as a separate body; the Nation has become 
secular when i t has t r i e d to r e a l i s e I t s e l f as a separate 
body. But each does so by v i o l a t i n g the law of i t s exis
tence, by r e f u s i n g to be t h a t which the Scriptures a f f i r m 
and h i s t o r y prove t h a t i t was meant to be. 90. 

The c o n f l i c t between the Nation and the Church arises when each 

t r i e s to usurp the prerogatives o f the other. Presumably i f each 

attended to i t s own j u r i s d i c t i o n , the Chmrch to man's s p i r i t , and 

the State to man's b o d i l y welfare and s o c i a l needs, no c o n f l i c t 

need a r i s e . But the s e p a r a t i s t asics i f the union of the Church 

w i t h the State i s not a hindrance t o the reformation of the Church 

when i t becomes c o r r u p t . Maurice considers the h i s t o r i c a l j u s t i 

f i c a t i o n f o r t h i s p o s i t i o n t o be weak and maintains t h a t each was 

i n a b e t t e r p o s i t i o n to admonish each other when i n unions 

To me i t seems c l e a r , from exDerience as w e l l as reason, 
t h a t the State i s an e x c e l l e n t admonisher to the Church 
r e s p e c t i n g her inward corruTDtions because i t comes i n con
t a c t with those outward e v i l s which are the f r u i t s of them, 
even as the Church i s a most e x c e l l e n t admonisher to the 
State r e s p e c t i n g i t s s i n s , because t h e i r e f f e c t s i n destroy
ing the Nation's heart are most evident to the s p i r i t u a l 
man; but t h a t each w i l l do n i s c h i e f i f i t attempts, accord
ing to i t s own maxims, to set the other r i g h t . 91. 

89. i b i d , p.227. 
90. i b i d . p.228. 

91. i b i d , p.231. 
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At f i r s t the arguments set f o r t h here sounded much l i k e the 

p o s i t i o n I have been t a k i n g i n c r i t i c i s m o f Maurice, but there 

are c e r t a i n important q u a l i f i c a t i o n s to be made. F i r s t , I would 
subscribe t o Charles Davis's d e f i n i t i o n of secular: "the sohere 

'92. 

of immediate r e a l i t y " , " i n t r i n s i c a l l y i n t e l l i g i b l e to man". I n 
the s e p a r a t i s t ' s argument, as Maurice sets i t out, we have applica
t i o n s of t h i s word to Church and State. F i r s t , "the State i s secu
l a r . " This means, according to Davis, t h a t the tjower of the State 
does not extend i n t o the higher, sacred order of human l i f e , and 
th a t the State i s not the judge or representative of u l t i m a t e t r u t h 
concerning man and the world. I t s f u n c t i o n s are l i m i t e d to temporal 
a f f a i r s , and i t s powers should not be used f o r the furtherance of 
any sacred mission, whether th a t of the C h r i s t i a n Church or any 
other ideology which claims to nossess u l t i m a t e t r u t h . (His exam-

93. 

p i e i s Marxism.) Maurice has already argued w i t h the t h e o c r a t i s t s 
t h a t the State has no r i g h t to xjunish offenses against God but only 
offenses against the law, and t h e r e f o r e would agree th a t the povjers 
of the State should not (and i n any case cannot e f f e c t i v e l y ) be 
used, i n the s p i r i t u a l area over which the Church alone csn have 
j u r i s d i c t i o n . However, I would maintain t h a t the State i s not 
r e a l l y n e u t r a l , but derives i t s values from economic, s o c i a l , c u l 
t u r a l and r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f and p r a c t i c e . I n modern society, these 
appear to claim possession o f absolute t r u t h , even i f there i s not 
a mission s p e c i f i c a l l y designed f o r the propagation of the c a p i t a l 
i s t f a i t h (although some might c l a s s i f y a d v e r t i z i n g as j u s t t h i s 
mission!) And so to some degree, the State i s not i n f a c t secular, 
but assumes a "moral" p o s i t i o n w i t h which one can agree or disagree 
from a C h r i s t i a n standpoint. From t h i s I vjould argue th a t the 
92. Davis, God's Grace i n H i s t o r y , o p . o i t . p p . l ^ f f . 
93. i b i d . p.29. 
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State should i n f a c t use the means at i t s command, w i t h the exception 
of Dhysical for c e or violence, t o f u r t h e r values more compatible 
w i t h the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , w h ile being c a r e f u l to respect other Doints 
of view i n s o f a r as i t i s possible. I am the r e f o r e closer to i-iaur-
i c e than to Davis on t h i s p o i n t . 

Second, "the Church i s a n t i - s e c u l a r " . Davis has pointed out 

the dangers o f i d e n t i f y i n g t h a t which the Church opposes w i t h the 

secular.realm. Maurice r i g h t l y sees t h i s , although he uses "3ccu_ 

l a r " t o mean the e v i l "World'' of S c r i p t u r e . His i m p l i c a t i o n i s 

sound even i f h i s language d i f f e r s . The Church opposes e v i l , and 

as Maurice continued, so does the State: the State i s not I d e n t i c a l 

w i t h the V/orld or Kingdom of Dari-ness, and the Church i s not op

posed to the secular or human realm and the r e f o r e not opposed to 

the State. 

T h i r d , "we deny t h a t there i s any c o n t r a d i c t i o n between t h a t 

which i s l e g a l and t h a t vjhich i s s p i r i t u a l . " Perhaps there i s no 

c o n t r a d i c t i o n , but Maurice himself has argued f o r t h e i r separation 

i n terms of f u n c t i o n . The State r u l e s external actions and s o c i a l 

l i f e ; the Church r u l e s i n t e r n a l and s D l r i t u a l l i f e . 

Fourth, "the e f f e c t s o f (union of Church and State) are an 

invasion o f the r i g h t s of conscience, c o n t i n u a l disputes between 

the two s o c i e t i e s , an i m p o s s i b i l i t y of reformation." The f a c t 

t h a t there i s no contrs-diction between t h a t which i s l e g a l and t h a t 

which i s s p i r i t u a l does not immediately suggest an o f f i c i a l union 

of Chiarch and State. This union must be seen i n the l i g h t of mod

ern developments i f i t i s to be c r i t i c i z e d at a l l . f-Iaurice does 

not adequately deal w i t h the charge of an invasion of the r i g h t s 

of conscience- dissenters had t o support by taxes a Church w i t h 

vjhich they d i d not agree. The existence of disputes between the 
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two s o c i e t i e s i s not a p a r t i c u l a r l y good argument e i t h e r f o r or 
against t h e i r union. And the f i n a l charge, t h a t of an i m p o s s i b i l i 
t y of r e f ormation must be t r i e d i n the court of h i s t o r i c a l experi
ence. I would see union as a hindrance much more to the reforma
t i o n of the State than the reformation o f the Church, although 
Maurice regards the s e p a r a t i s t as reversing the argument. I n the 

p l u r a l i s t context, a State vihich must appear to be agnostic, as 
94. 

Clark had put i t , might appear to be amora3i as w e l l . But t h i s 

does not exclude a two-sided c r i t i c a l dialogue between Church and 

State; indeed t h i s should be the case. The burden of proof i s on 

Maurice t o say whether establishment f o s t e r s the c r i t i c a l aspect 

of r e l i g i o n or hinders i t . ^ I do not t h i n k t h a t he discusses i t 

adequately here. Whether^the advance of p l u r a l i s m , the formal union 

of Church and State i n modern times i s not anachronistic, i s yet 

another question. 
* 45- * * 

The next viewpoint which Maurice mentions i s t h a t of the "pa

t r i c i a n " . I t s advocates see the early Church as the i d e a l model, 

and Maurice sums up t h e i r argument i n t h i s ways 

The age o f the Fathers i s the p a t t e r n on the Mount- the 
t r u e model of a Catholic Church; i n vjhich there was f e l 
lowship i n f a i t h and worship, d i s c i p l i n e f o r moral o f f e n 
ders, separation from w l l f a i h e r e t i c s . Since t h a t time 
the Eastern Church has been separated from the VJestern, 
Protestants have d i v i d e d themselves from Romanists; here
sies made l i g h t o f , the idea of n a t i o n a l Churches s u b s t i 
t u t e d f o r the idea of a uni v e r s a l Church, i n each p a r t i c u 
l a r n a t i o n the Church i s regarded as part of the c i v i l es
tablishment. 95. 

Maurice sees.the age o f the Fathers as no i d e a l period but as 

one i n which there was more- c o n f l i c t w i t h e v i l w i t h i n and without 

the Church than i n any other age. The a p o s t o l i c age wass 

94. Clark, o p . c i t . p.232-3. See page 11 of t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n . 

95. KC I I , pp.231-2. 
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not one which was holding i t s e l f up as a model to the 
w o r l d , but which was b r i n g i n g put the idea of the Church 
as a body belonging to no age; as the permanent witness 
against t h a t secular s p i r i t which would always maKe some 
period of time, and not the p r i n c i p l e s exhibited I n t h a t 
time, the o b j e c t of i t s admiration. 96. 

I n t h i s v;ay i t e x h i b i t e d i t s u n i v e r s a l q u a l i t y . What bears i n 

v e s t i g a t i o n i s how the Church .can belong to no age and at the 

same time be part of the c i v i l establishment. Maurice defends 

the existence of n a t i o n a l Churches. "The Church had been brought 

out as one body e x i s t i n g i n d i f f e r e n t places, to t r y i t s strength 
97. 

against the Roman world, and i t had p r e v a i l e d . " And so as the 

Roman empire had swallowed up nations, the Church by i t s opposition 

to t h a t empire brought nations f o r t h and i n the VJestern i j o r l d be

came I d e n t i f i e d w i t h those nations. Must we not, he asks, believe 
t h i s was a mighty step i n the establishment o f the Divine kingdom 

98. 
upon earth? The merely u n i v e r s a l c o n s t i t u t i o n of the Church i n 

the f i r s t c e n t u r i e s was imperfect since i t d i d not a f f i r m n a t i o n 

hood- " i t l e f t a l l the r e l a t i o n s of men as held together by the 

bonds of neighbourhood, as d i s t i n g u i s h e d by race and language, 
unaccounted f o r ; i t d i d not b r i n g these r e l a t i o n s under Church 

99. 
i n f l u e n c e . " Also the e a r l y Church t r i e d to conduct I t s e l f as 

i f i t were a s p i r i t u a l p o l i c e . With the development of nations 

and law, an external body has taken over the r o l e of punishing 

offenders, l e a v i n g the Church f r e e to discover i t s own more s p i r i 

t u a l r o l e . S p i r i t u a l d i s c i p l i n e cannot be everything, and since 

t h a t time, Ifew has t r i e d t o be everything; but the time i s come, 

"when the s p i r i t u a l side of C h r i s t ' s kingdom must come f o r t h i n t o 

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

d i s c i p l i n e which the Church exercises w i l l be demanded by each 
96. i b i d , p.233. 
97. i b i d , p.235. 
98. i b i d , pp.23^-5. 
99. i b i d , p.235. 
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100. 
n a t i o n " f o r i t s own preservation. There must be a balance. 
He goes on t o concludes 

But the Church, I bel i e v e , can only p r o f i t by t h i s great 
c r i s i s i n the h i s t o r y o f mankind, i f she be ready to ac
knowledge t h a t according to the w i l l of her Author and her 
Lord she i s not meant to have an independent existence; 
t h a t she i s not meant to be e x t r a n a t i o n a l ; t h a t she has 
no coimnission or powers vihich dispense wit h the necessity 
of p o s i t i v e , formal law, and w i t h outward government; t h a t 
her highest honour i s to be the l i f e - g i v i n g energy to 
every body i n the midst o f which she dwells. 101. 

I n other words, God intends the union of Church and Nation and 
does not i n t e n d the Church t o be a body e x i s t i n g outside i t . This 
warra.nts c a r e f u l c o n sideration. Obviously on one l e v e l the Church 
cannot e x i s t outside the Nation or apart from i t i n the sense th a t 
the People o f God cannot be taken outside t h e i r human c o n d i t i o n 
of e x i s t i n g i n nations. But Maurice pointed out e a r l i e r a d i s 
t i n c t i o n between governments and n a t i o n a l society i n h i s discussion 
of the e a r l y Church (see page 100). Then he said the Church had 
to oppose governments i n order t o a f f i r m the p r i n c i p l e s of n a t i o n a l 
s o c i e t y which God intended i t to a f f i r m . This would harmonize w i t h 

h i s fe*atement above t h a t "her highest honour i s to be the l i f e - g i v i n g 
102. 

energy t o every body i n the midst o f which she dwells." But 
does the Church have to be f o r m a l l y u n i t e d to the State, that i s , 
to the Nation and i t s Government? Maurice c e r t a i n l y t h i n k s i t 
should i n England, and so when he says th a t the Church should not 
have an independent existence, he means t h a t the separation of 
Church from State i s not intended by God. Again I ask, how then 
can the Church exercise i t s r a d i c a l r e l i g i o u s function? 

To the p a t r i c i a n ' s argument about the suppression of heresies, 
Maurice states t h a t although the Church i n t h i s way asserted her 

100. i b i d . p.240. 
101. i b i d . p.240. 
102. i b i d . p.240. 
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own I n t e g r i t y , the impression vias o f t e n given t h a t arguments were 
over dogmas and opinions which C h r i s t i a n s themselves could not set
t l e . The Greek age of controversy passed i n t o the Roman one of 
business and e n t e r p r i s e where the p r a c t i c a l work was going ons 

" s o c i e t i e s are growing; the Church/yfelt to be h e r s e l f a society 
103. 

governed by c e r t a i n laws. Informed by a c e r t a i n p r i n c i p l e . " 

Maurice claims i n e f f e c t t h a t the connection of Church p o l i t y 

w i t h n a t i o n a l p o l i t y was the means of keeping the f e e l i n g of being 

a Kingdom a l i v e . The f e e l i n g o f n a t i o n a l l i f e made i t possible 

f o r the Pope to assume h i s p o s i t i o n , oddly enough. The n a t i o n a l 

f e e l i n g made i t impossible to t h i n k of the Church as a mere school 

of dogmas. Rather, "men were obliged to look upon i t as a king

dom, f o r i t was ex e r c i s i n g the powers of one, and i n no other 
104. 

character could they have paid i t homage." As a r e s u l t , the 

Bishop of Rome was able to give t h i s character an outward, formal 

appearance, to become the Head o f a p o l i t i c a l State, thereby a f -

f i m i n g a p r i n c i p l e he was i n f a c t denying! Maurice r e a l i z e s the 

anomaly of t h i s statement, but defends i t as explaining "how t r u l y 

i t was the w i l l of God t h a t Nations should come i n t o being, 'and 

how necessary t h i s was, not f o r the chastisement of the Church, 
105. 

but f o r i t s development." The problem o f h e r e t i c s could now be 
dealta.with i n a d i f f e r e n t way. I n the f i r s t age, he says, they 
were declared anathema; i n the second age, they were regarded as 
invaders of the u n i t y of the s t a t e i n which they vere found; f i n a l l y , 
i n the t h i r d age, they are l e f t alone by the state and t r e a t e d as 
the r e s t o f i t s subjeets. This w i l l continue only so long as the 
State "maintains i t s r e l a t i o n w i t h a s p i r i t u a l s ociety... the mo-
103. i b i d , p.2^2. 
104. i b i d , p.243. 
105. i b i d , p.243. 
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ment i t becomes a mere e l v i l body, i t w i l l of necessity r e s o r t to 
106. 

force again f o r the p u t t i n g down of opinion. " Yet, the States, 

he says, are i n c l i n e d to forbear from physical violence to repress 

heresies because they have found them i n e f f e c t u a l : they now look 

upon these disputes as having nothing to do w i t h them unless s x i v l l 

law i s abrogated i n the process. Now the Church's great duty i s 

to show i t s power of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n of these d i f f e r e n c e s , and the 

f a c t th??t the d i s t i n c t i o n s o f Fathers and councils of o l d were not 

meant to d i v i d e but to preserve t r u t h and u n i t y . 

He concludes t h i s head w i t h a few remarks on "the alleged im

p o s s i b i l i t y of recognising a one Caotholic Church under the d i s -
107. 

t i n c t i o n s and l i m i t a t i o n s of n a t i o n a l bodies." This argument 

i s summed up by saying, how can the u n i t y o f the Church be pre

served when there are no v i s i b l e tokens of u n i t y , no general coun

c i l s ; everything i s subject to i n d i v i d u a l princes; w i l l not the 

Church i n each country become more and more proud of th a t which 

separates i t from other communities than of t h a t which i t has i n 
108. 

common w i t h them? To t h i s Maurice r e } ) l i e s : 
...there are c e r t a i n permanent ordinances i n which the 
character and u n i v e r s a l i t y of the Church are expressed; 
she does not, t h e r e f o r e , depend ifior her u n i t y on the 
f a i t h and f e e l i n g of her p a r t i c u l a r members, but bears 
a constant and abiding testimony against the want of f a i t h 
or f e e l i n g i n any or a l l of them. 109. 

The forms of these ordinances vary s l i g h t l y w i t h n a t i o n a l d i s t i n c 

t i o n s but i n essence they l i n k C h r i s t i a n s of every n a t i o n a l i t y by 

showing C h r i s t t o be the r e a l p r i n c i p l e of u n i t y . One must d i s 

t i n g u i s h between the ordinance and the form of i t . A f t e r the Re-

106. i b i d , p.243. 

107. i b i d , pp.244-5. 
108. i b i d , p,245, 

109. i b i d . , p. 245. 
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formation when the Churches i n each Nation claimed f o r themselves 

the oower to decree forms and ceremonies, they d i d homage to t h i s 
d i s t i n c t i o n , a s s e r t i n g t h a t ordinances were the g i f t s of the 

Church u n i v e r s a l , and forms expressive of National character. This 
a f f i r m a t i o n shows "wherein§the substance and essence of a n a t i o n a l 

Church c o n s i s t . . . " The ordinances give i t substance as they u n i t e 

i t to C h r i s t i a n s elsewhere; the essence consists i n those powers 
which belong to i t i n common w i t h other n a t i o n a l Churches and which 

110. 

are to be exercised f i r s t f o r the b e n e f i t of i t s own Nation. 
But when the n a t i o n a l Churches begin to recognize t h e i r own posi
t i o n s , m u r i c e looks forward to t h e i r sending representatives once 
again to a general synod, and so concedes to t h a t part of the argu
ment respecting communication between n a t i o n a l Churches. He re
j o i c e s t h a t he might be l i v i n g i n the age when the two p r i n c i p l e s 
vjhich have been s t r u g g l i n g i n Europe f o r centuries may come toge
t h e r i n some u n i t y , t h a t o f Protestantism vjhich r e s i s t s the claim 
of s p i r i t u a l power t o e x t r a n a t i o n a l domination, and r e s i s t s s p i r i 
t u a l a u t h o r i t y a l t o g e t h e r ; and t h a t of Romanism, which r e s i s t s a t 
tempts of States to d i v i d e t h e i r subjects from the r e s t of Christen
dom, holds the Church a separate power to the State, and sets at 

111. 
naught the existence o f each p a r t i c u l a r Nation. His dream of 
u n i t y i s s t i l l t o be f u l f i l l e d . 

Maurice i s r i g h t to deny t h a t the early Church i s a perfect 
model on which to s t r u c t u r e the Church today. I t may have many 
important c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s from which the modern Church could l e a r n , 
f o r example, i t s r e l a t i v e i n d i f f e r e n c e t o the Roman State u n t i l 
i t s very existence was considered subversive; the f a c t t h a t i t r e 
ceived no o f f i c i a l favours or finances from the State ( i n f a c t , was 

110. i b i d , p.248. 

111. i b i d , p.249. 
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a c t i v e l y persecuted) and was not th e r e f o r e tempted to overlook the 
e v i l s perpetrated by the State; i t s m i n o r i t y p o s i t i o n amidst a pa
gan s o c i e t y (the diaspora s i t u a t i o n of which Rahner speaks); i t s 
community s t r u c t u r e ; a l l thes6 are a t t r a c t i v e propositions i n an 
a l i e n a t e d i n d u s t r i a l s o c i e t y , but the early Church i s not the blue
p r i n t f o r the Church throughout the ages, as Maurice c a l l s i t , "a 
body belonging to no age." 

However, to b r i n g nations i n t o existence (whether the Church 
was s o l e l y responsible f o r t h i s development as Maurice seems to 
suggest or not) and to become i d e n t i f i e d w i t h them does not con
c l u s i v e l y i n d i c a t e "a mighty step i n the establishment of the D i 
vine Kingdom upon ea r t h , " r a t h e r i n d i c a t e s a h i s t o r i c a l development 
n e i t h e r good nor bad. The question f o r us i s the p o s i t i o n the 
Church should take i n the era of super-nations, and i n the face of 
world communication and the t h r e a t of atomic a n n i h i l a t i o n . 

F u r t h e r , i n dealing w i t h the l a s t tvjo c r i t i c i s m s of the p a t r i 
c i a n , ( t h a t the idea of n a t i o n a l Churches has been s u b s t i t u t e d f o r 
t h a t o f the u n i v e r s a l Church, and t h a t the Church i s regarded as 
par t of the c i v i l establishment) he t r i e s to provide f i r s t f o r the 
u n i v e r s a l i t y of the n a t i o n a l Church i n i t s ordinances, but he must 
admit the danger of a Church "nationalism" creeping i n t o the forms. 
His conclusion t h a t , once the p r i n c i p l e of u n i v e r s a l i t y was again 
grasped by n a t i o n a l Churches without submitting to Popery i t would 
be b e n e f i c i a l to have general councils to promote f e l l o w s h i p , per
haps can be seen as compatible w i t h the p o s i t i o n of the p a t r i c i a n 
here. They do not seem at odds i n ass e r t i n g p r a c t i c a l points f o r 
u n i t y and u n i v e r s a l i t y of the Church, With regard to the second 
charge, he f e e l s the State would r e s o r t to violence to put down 
opi n i o n i f i t had not a l i n k w i t h the Church, This i s u n l i s e l y 
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t o apply to l e g a l establishments since the Church would protest 
against any such d i s p l a y of f o r c e whether or not i t was fo r m a l l y 

t i e d t o the State. But he considers t h a t he has handled the point 

s u f f i c i e n t l y e a r l i e r i n The Kingdom of C h r i s t . 

I n s p i t e of these c r i t i c i s m s , Maurice i s prophetic here. His 

statement t h a t the time i s coming "vjhen the s p i r i t u a l side of 

C h r i s t ' s kingdom must come f o r t h i n t o a prominence which i t has 
112. 

not yet assumed..." could be very accurately applied to the 
113. 

present diaspora s i t u a t i o n i n which C h r i s t i a n s f i n d themselves. 

And when Maurice says the Church's highest honour i s to be the 

l i f e - g i v i n g energy to every body i n the midst of which she dwells, 

he i s a f f i r m i n g what Paupert c a l l s the C h r i s t i a n p o l i t i c a l o rtho-
114. 

doxy of the Gosnel. VJe must be as leaven i n the dough, an a c t i v e 

C h r i s t i a n i z i n g i n f l u e n c e i n the wider community of men. 
* » 4i- « 

The nest p o s i t i o n to be discussed i s t h a t of. the "modern" or 

nineteenth century statesman who fears the power of educating the 

n a t i o n which the Church claims as i t s r i g h t f u l I nfluence, i n keep

ing w i t h i t s I n t e r n a l , s p i r i t u a l mission. He would claim t h a t i t 

i s the State's f u n c t i o n to dducate i t s c i t i z e n s ; i f an e c c l e s i a s t i 

c a l body does so, t h a t body becomes as dangerous as the Jesuits 
115. 

have ever been. But Maurice sees a c o n t r a d i c t i o n i n the states
man's claims. Education i s a power which acts on men's s p i r i t s ; 
but the State, by i t s own admission, has nothing to do w i t h t h i s 
i n t e r n a l s p i r i t u a l l i f e , but only w i t h outward l e g a l matters- t h i s 
the statesman would assert. By claiming an educational f u n c t i o n 
112. i b i d . P.240. 

113. Rahner, o p . c i t . 
114. Jean-Marie Paupert, The P o l i t i c s of the Gospel. (New Yorks 
H o l t , Rinehart and Winston, 1969.) 

115. KC I I , p.250. 
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f o r the State, the statesman involves himself i n a c o n t r a d i c t i o n , 
^laurlce had said i n volume I of The Kingdom o f C h r i s t , t h a t the 
problem i s not solved by r e l e g a t i n g to the State the charge of secu
l a r education and l e a v i n g r e l i g i o u s t r u t h s to be taught by the 

d i f f e r e n t sects, because education means an influence over the 
116. 

hearts o f men, and acts " d i r e c t l y on the human s p i r i t . " He found 

i t i r o n i c that the State i n h i s day was anEious to take on the duty 

of educating when i t repudiated the idea of having any infl u e n c e 

on the i n t e r n a l l i f e of i t s c i t i z e n s . But Maurice believes t h a t 

there i s I n the Nation a body which i s as organic as the a i v i l 

body and able to perform the f u n c t i o n which the State by i t s ov̂ n 

admission i s incapable of performing; t h a t body i s the Church.. 

The problem o f secular education i s a great one. On the one 

hand, the Church could no longer provide f o r the education of a l l 

the c i t i z e n s from a p r a c t i c a l point of view. On the other hand, 

Ifeurice i-Jishes to see i t do so because he recognizes the l i m i t a t i o n s 

of the l e g a l power which cannot i n f l u e n c e men's s p i r i t s - a n d appeals 

to the s e l f - i n t e r e s t o f i t s c i t i z e n s to maintain la.w and order.. 

Maurice r i g h t l y sees the importance of the question, "What values 

w i l l the State transmit i f i t takes over the education of the Na

t i o n ? " 

He next compares the e f f e c t s of an education "by a na t i o n a l 
Church which understands i t s own powers and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s , " 
w i t h other a l t e r n a t i v e s , by d i f f e r e n t sects, and by "an e c c l e s i a s t i -

117. 

c a l e x t r a - n a t i o n a l order l i t c e t h a t of the J e s u i t s . " He t r e a t s 

each w i t h respect to f a m i l y l i f e , science, a r t and l i t e r a t u r e , 

popular e t h i c s and philosophy. 
116, KC I , P.209. 

117. KG I I , p.252. 
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A. To sura UP h i s statements about the inadequacy of sectarian 
education w i t h regard to the above topics ( w i t h the exception of 
philosophy which he seems to have o m i t t e d ) ; 

1. Since the sect i s not based on the fami l y p r i n c i p l e , 
but on the i n d i v i d u a l choosing a new way of l i f e , and since the 
r e l i g i o u s body i s looked upon as something d i f f e r e n t i n kind from 
a f a m i l y , and f i n a l l y , since the sect does not brin g the s p i r i t u a l 
l i f e i n t o d i r e c t r e l a t i o n to " n a t u r a l k i n s h i p " , sectarian education 
w i l l cause the disappearance of the fa m i l y p r i n c i p l e e n t i r e l y from 
the country. 

2. Sects have looked unon science w i t h suspicion, taut now 
persons a r i s e from the sects who show a genius f o r physical specu
l a t i o n . To Maurice, the o l d way of suspicion was b e t t e r because 

at l e a s t the -nrinciple wasjbeing a f f i r m e d t h a t man's job was to f i n d 
out about h i s Creator and do His w i l l . The. older sectarians d i d 
not see what science had to do w i t h t h a t task; whereas t h e t r descen
dants merely abandon r e l i g i o n or make science conform to the r e l i 
gious opinions of the day, thus abrogating both science and honesty. 

3. Again, i n t h e i r infancy sects r e j e c t e d a r t and l i t e r a t u r e 
as w o r l d l y , but now e i t h e r t o l e r a t e them as necessary Indulgences 
or make them confosnm to r e l i g i o n by coating them w i t h C h r i s t i a n 
phraseology. 

4. With regard to e t h i c s , s t r i c t l y spea.king the sectarian 
does not admit of e t h i c a l study because he denies a m o r a l i t y f o r 
man as man. He i s bound by C h r i s t i a n e t h i c s , but regards w o r l d l y 
men as bound by a d i f f e r e n t set of r u l e s , 

B. State educations 
1.' As Ma.urice has already maintained, the State cannot do 

anything to protec t f a m i l y r e l a t i o n s ; i t must teach nen only to be 
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c i t i z e n s . This i s connected w i t h h i s f i r s t premise th a t the State 
cannot educate i n the f i r s t place because i t s a c t i v i t y i s r e s t r i c t e d 
to the outvjard and l e g a l area of men's l i v e s . 

2. The c i v i l power must teach science i n an unbiased v;ay 
because i t needs te c h n o l o g i s t s f o r i t s being. Maurice f i n d s t h i s 
s e l f - d e f e a t i n g : the purpose of education, he says, i s not to make 
shoes but to seek f o r p r i n c i p l e s . 

3. The State would also have a u t i l i t a r i a n a t t i t u d e toward 
a r t and l i t e r a t u r e , teaching only what i s Immediately u s e f u l . 

4. F i n a l l y , the State would teach the mor a l i t y which belongs 
to i t s p o s i t i o n - a method of self-g&vernment based on the p r i n c i p l e 
of s e l f - i n t e r e s t . 

C. J e s u i t education: 
1. A l l to whom Maurice I s addressing h i s remarks would agree 

t h a t the J e s u i t i s not the person to guard the fam i l y p r i n c i n l e or 
fa m i l y l i f e , but t h i s i s not because of the opinions which he i n 
culc a t e s . A Protestant order of the same kind would be equally 
mischievous. Rather celibacy i s looked upon by Maurice as the e v i l 
of the JeBUits. A u n i v e r s a l Church which grew out of a fam i l y can 
only be preserved i f connection i s kept betvjeen i t s highest form 
and i t s lowest: the t r u e Fatherhood of God expressed i n the tru e 
fatherhood of men. 

2. The Jesuit s have given s c i e n t i f i c a s t u d y a high place and 
have even published books w i t h which the Pope i s not i n agreement 
because they have assumed t h a t nothing can be proved. This a t t i t u d e 
t h a t vie cannot a r r i v e a t t r u t h and so must submit to an i n f a l l i b l e 
a u t h o r i t y l e d to scepticism i n r e l i g i o n and philosophy, and hope
lessness of progression i n science. 

3. The Jesuit favours " l i t e r a r y d i l i g e n c e which e x h i b i t s 
i t s e l f i n laborious compilations, annals, chronologies... a l l . . . 
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118. 
which may help to connect devotion more c l o s e l y w i t h the senses." 

This (as w e l l as the attituOdes of the sectarian and the statesman) 

tends to g i v e a r t and l i t e r a t u r e an " a r t i f i c i a l , outward, f i c t i t i o u s 

character; to make them Insincere exoressions of t h a t which i s ac-
119. 

t u a l l y i n iblae hearts of men." 

4. The e v i l i n J e s u i t ethics has flowed from t h e i r e s t a b l i s h 

ment of a u n i v e r s a l order on a hu.man c a l c u l a t i o n of expediency f o r 

preserving the Church and r e l i g i o n . "The Jesuits f e e l about morali

t y , as about science, not t h a t i t i s but t h a t i t has been made, 
120. 

and, t h e r e f o r e , t h a t i t may be remade f o r a higher o b j e c t . " 

I n other words, the J e s u i t frames h i s maxims to ceeo the order a l i v e , 

D. Education by a National Church; 

1. Maurice has already demonstrated the connection of the 

Church w i t h f a m i l y l i f e . I t can best accomplish i t s object of 
121. 

" b u i l d i n g up and s a n c t i f y i n g the domc-stlc society of every n a t i o n , " 

2. A National Church, he says, whi'oh believes that i t e x i s t s 

f o r the purpose of c u l t i v a t i n g the inward man, j u s t as the c i v i l 

power e x i s t s f o r the sake of the outward man, which believes t h a t 

i t has a commission and voeation f o r t h i s end must be a continual 
122, 

witness against a l l these notions of education. The National 
Church cannot t o l e r a t e the notions of the sectarians that science 
i s not a prooerflstudy, or t h a t science must conform to the maxims 
of theology, nor can i t t o l e r a t e c i v i l education which merely teaches 
f a c t s and opinions r a t h e r than the knowledge of laws; nor can i t 
look upon a u t h o r i t y as a s u b s t i t u t e f o r t r u t h as the Jesuits d.o. 118. i b i d . p,260.-

119. i b i d , p.260. 
120. i b i d . p.262. 
121. i b i d . 0.254. 
122. i b i d . D.258. 
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but "as that which i s to T)ut us i n the r i g h t way of searching a f t e r 
123. 

i t . " 

^ 3. With regard to a r t and l i t e r a t u r e : 

But i f there be any body which re&Hy bel i e v e s that i t has a 
commission to c u l t i v a t e the mind and s o i r i t of a nation... 
such a body w i l l f e e l that the men to whom God has given 
the xiovier of expressing t h e i r oi-m minds and the minds of 
t h e i r age ( i n a r t and l i t e r a t u r e ) . . . have a feigh vocation 
and mighty r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ; that the i n f l u e n c e s of the world 
are l i k e l y to choke t h e i r Tjowers and prevent them from 
f r e e l y and happily expanding; that the s p i r i t u a l mother i s 
to brood over them with tender and a f f e c t i o n a t e care... to 
teach them how they may discover the i n v i s i b l e i n the v i s i 
b l e , i n s t e a d of confounding them and bringing the higher 
under the conditions of the lower. 124. 

Morality I s u n i v e r s a l , so the National Church a f f i r m s , 

" i n i t s highest form to be meant for a l l men and to be a t t a i n a b l e 

by a l l men, seeing that the covenant of Baptism takes a l l who w i l l 
125. 

r e c e i v e i t i n t o the highest s t a t e which a man on earth can enjoy..." 

The m o r a l i t y of the National Church i s i n d i r e c t opposition to s e l f 

i s h n e s s ; i t i s "grounded upon the ch a r a c t e r and v j i l l of God; sub

j e c t i o n to that w i l l being the l e s s o n i n c u l c a t e d by the law, con

formity to that c h a r a c t e r being the e f f e c t produced by the power 
126. 

of the Gospel." Therefore t h i s morality must hate J e s u i t schemes 

which p e r v e r t the t r u t h that i n d i v i d u a l cases must be judged each 

on i t s own merits and p e c u l i a r i t i e s , into a doctrine that "there 

i s no common law of r i g h t and wrong, or that no conscience for pes-
127. 

c e i v i n g that law e x i s t s i n the cre a t u r e s to vjhora i t i s addressed." 

As we saw pre v i o u s l y (page 92 f f . ) Maurice's view of the 
123. i b i d , p.259. 

124. i b i d , pp.260-1. 

125. i b i d . P.262. 

126. i b i d , pp.262-3. 

127. I b i d . P.263. 
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National Church's f u n c t i o n of education I s s i m l l s r to Coleridge's. 
Although he does not go so f a r as to speak of a "permanent learned 
c l a s s " , he does not r e a l l y meet the r>roblem of " t o l e r a t i o n " vjlth 
regard to the educational system of h i s day. Unfortunately Cole
ridge's i d e a s on t h i s subject a r e not well-developed, as Maurice 
himself i n d i c a t e d i n the Dedication to Kingdom of C h r i s t when he 
s a i d , " . . . i t i s a l s o t rue that the main subjec t of my book i s one 
which (so f a r as I Know) he has not d i s t i n c t l y tteated of, that 

the thoughts which he has s c a t t e r e d r e s o e c t i n g i t , though deeoly 
128. 

i n t e r e s t i n g , are not always s a t i s f a c t o r y to mes.." I do not be

l i e v e Maurice would have agseed with Coleridge's conclusion that 

the National Church (not the Church of C h r i s t ) w i l l f a l l when the 

divorce of s c i e n t i f i c from r e l i g i o u s education s h a l l have had i t s 

f u l l work i n England. 

I have argued against the family as a model f o r e i t h e r the 

Church or f o r s o c i e t y because of the ambiguities i n the terra as 

Maurice uses i t . Also, inherent i n the V i c t o r i a n family s t r u c t u r e 

was an i n e q u a l i t y of s t a t u s f o r women and c h i l d r e n , thus by "family" 

we of the twentieth century vjould mean something much more demo

c r a t i c i n s t r u c t u r e . I f the s e c t i s based on i n d i v i d u a l s who 

choose a new way of l i f e f o r themselves, Maurice f e a r s that the 

family •orinciole w i l l be set at naught. 8ut j u s t because the sect 

i s a groupoof dedicated i n f i i v i d u a l s does not preclude " b r o t h e r l i -

ness" i n the sense of good r e l a t i o n s h i c s of which i-iaurice x^ould no 

doubt approve. However, s e c t a r i a n education can be seen as a bad 

thing both i n terms of the needs of nineteenth century c h i l d r e n 

and i n terms of a narrow and dogmatic education. Maurice r i g h t l y 

saw education as a broadening e x D e r i e n c e , and i f the s e c t s of h i s 

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

128. KC I , D.13. 
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t r u t h r a t h e r than f r e e l y opened into i t . I n addition, the p r a c t i 
c a l problem of e d u c a t i n g the expanding P o p u l a t i o n would be aggrava
ted by putting i t into= the hands of s e c t a r i a n groups. 

For Maurice, the Question of s t a t e education presented a very 

grave problem Indeed. The St a t e hes to take over the fihurch's 

r o l e out of sheer n e c e s s i t y , and yet vjhat values w i l l i t i n c l u c a t e 

i n i t s c i t i z e n s when i t appeals to s e l f - i n t e r e s t to maintain i t s e l f ? 

Maurice has i n the past made claims t h a t statesmen by t h e i i ? own ad

mission r e a l i z e the l e g a l Povier cannot I n f l u e n c e the s p i r i t s §f 

men. I have argued a g a i n s t t h i s view i n the d i s c u s s i o n of the op

p o s i t i o n of law to love. And Maurlcejnlmself has admitted "there 
129. 

i s no d i v i s i o n between the i n t e r n a l and external l i f e of man" and 

elsewhere, "we deny that there i s any c o n t r a d i c t i o n betv:een that 
130. 

which i s l e g a l end thp.t which i s s p i r i t u a l , " no co n t r a d i c t i o n , 

merely s e p a r a t i o n of a predominantly s p i r i t u a l body fron a predomi

nantly l e g a l body. He a l s o says t h a t s u b j e c t i o n to the w i l l of 
131. 

God i s inculc.=?ted by the law of a Hation, and elsewhere that 

l e g i s l p - t o r s must appeal to men's f a i t h i n a Divine Being (see page 

96 above). He f i n d s the p r i n c i p l e s of n a t i o n a l l i f e i n the Old 

Testament, a r e l i g i o u s document. He i s speaking of a St a t e which 

b e l i e v e s i n God, vihose p o l i c i e s were supposedly formed from that 

b e l i e f . Yet he b e l i e v e s vjhat the statesmen have claimed, that the 

S t a t e cannot i n p r i n c i p l e exert any i n f l u e n c e over men's s p i r i t s ; 

i t i s the "eye f o r an eye" p r i n c i p l e vjhich l i e s at i t s foundation. 

Surely there i s a c o n t r a d i c t i o n here. A St a t e which i n c u l c a t e s by 

i t s laws s u b j e c t i o n to the w i l l of God has some bearing on the 

s p i r i t s of men. The need f o r an educating body and a governing 

129. KC I I , p.183. 

130. I b i d . p.227. 

131. i b i d , p.262. 
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body does not imply that a government cannot provide Mucation. 

Maurice's treatment of the J e s u i t s must be seen I n i t s contest 

of a f a i r l y widesaread f e a r of the order as w e l l as h i s ovjn repudi

a t i o n of the l e g a l i s t i c moral theology which was c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 

of that order. And so h i s remarks about c e l i b a c y can be out down 

to the f i r s t of these causes and h i s condemnation of t h e i r a t t i t u d e 

to a r t and l i t e r a t u r e to the second. 

F i n a l l y , h i s r e a s s e r t i o n t h ^ t the National Church can best 

keep the f a m i l y p r i n c i p l e a l i v e i s questionable. Just because the 

S t a t e addresses each man as an i n d i v i d u a l under law, i t does not 

exclude family l i f e from c o n s i d e r a t i o n , and i s not opposed to do

mestic s o c i e t y . Neither would family l i f e i n England be destroyed 

nor would "brotherhood" be discouraged by S t a t e education. 

Maurice's d e p r e c i a t i o n of " u t i l i t y " a s the end of education 

does not a l l o w f o r the coraDlexity and demands of modenn i n d u s t r i a l 

s o c i e t y . There i s an immense need for t r a i n e d technologists which 

Maurice does not s u f f i c i e n t l y recognize as important. Society can

not e x i s t without an educated working c l a s s ; and although i t i s 

good to teach "laws" and " p r i n c i i D l e s " they must be seen i n con

n e c t i o n with "making shoes" i f I n d u s t r i a l s o c i e t y i s to go about 

i t s business i n an e f f i c i e n t manner, and i f the great p o t e n t i a l of 

i n d u s t r y to grant more l e i s u r e time anc^ a b e t t e r standard of l i v i n g 

i s to be r e a l i z e d . From a twentieth century standpoint we can see 

that S t a t e education does not merely teach f e c t s , but has taKen 

over the r o l e of imoarting "knowledge of laws" as w e l l . However, 

Maurice's f e a r s are j u s t i f i e d i n nany ways. To h i s c r e d i t , he saw 

that the S t a t e would te?ch those values on which i t i s based and 

on which i t s economy runs, and i n t h i s h i s t o r y has proved i-Iaurice 
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r l g h t . C e r t a i n l y S t a t e education must impart that morality which 
corresponds to i t s ovjn laws. I f i t s laws are based on s e l f - i n t e r e s t , 
as a l l law i s by I'laurice's d e f i n i t i o n , ' then the morality w i l l i n 
deed be one based on that s e l f i s h p r i n c i p l e . Presumably i f C h r i s 
t i a n p r i n c i p l e s are i n c l u c a t e d by law, the S t a t e could quite hap
p i l y teach a, morality comp."tible with C h r i s t i a n values. This would 
occur I n a C h r i s t i a n s t a t e v^hich Maurice p a r a d o x i c a l l y presupposes 
yet w i l l not admit. He at times seems to want a Jewish s t a t e (with 
a C h r i s t i a n Church), but he has accused the t h e o c r a t i s t of that 
mistake. Why does i-iaurice lament a State education which jierely 
teaches t h e p r i n c i p l e s on xMhlch i t s laws are based? I f he deplores 
t h i s s i t u a t i o n , he should want to change l8.ws to be more compatible 
with h i s educational i d e a l s . The i n ^ t u t i o n s and laws of the State 
w i l l m i l i t a t e a.o^alnst the C h r i s t i a n i d e a l s taught i n school. A 
schizophrenic a.ttltude w i l l r e s u l t i n the c i t i z e n s . A nariied d i v i 
s i o n w i l l occur between personal and s o c i a l morality; the laws w i l l 
impart a p r i n c i p l e which c o n t r a d i c t s the C h r i s t i a n morality taught 
I n the educational system. E i t h e r Maurice t h l n K s that the values 
of the S t a t e i n h i s time are C h r i s t i a n ones or he thin.cs they ate 
not. I f he i s a C h r i s t i a n he w i l l want them to be. I f he thinks 
that the S t a t e would teach a morality based on s e l f - i n t e r e s t i f i t 
c o n t r o l l e d education, he cannot approve of i t s being b^sed on a 
value so a l i e s to the Gospel. I agree with Maurice i n that I do 
not want an education system to impart a s e l f - l n t e r e s t e f l morality, 
as i n f a c t the present one does, but n e i t h e r do I want law and the 
S t a t e to support the value of s e l f - i n t e r e s t i n a s o c i e t y , 

IVhen Maurice argues f o r preserving the study of e t h i c s he i s 

presuming a C h r i s t i a n r a t h e r than a p l u r a l i s t s o c i e t y . The s e c t a r i 

an w i l l teach C h r i s t i a n e t h i c s because he sees that not a l l men ad-
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here to the same moral code. Maurice b e l i e v e s there i s a morality 
f o r man as man, but t h i s morality i s grounded on God's w i l l and the 
power of the Gospel, so i n f a c t i s C h r i s t i a n . The s e c t a r i a n ' s idea 
i s more p e r t i n e n t to the modern age i n vjhich morality i s not regarded 
as S D e c i f i c a l l y a u n i v e r s a l and C h r i s t i a n one s o l e l y , but as a mat
t e r of i n d i v i d u a l conscience and pers p e c t i v e within a c u l t u r e . 
Should the educational system i n c u l c a t e Sl'iristian morality i n c i t i 
zens who a.re not members of the Church? Here again we have the 
problem of the r i g h t s of conscience, bbth w i t h i n C h r i s t i a n groups 
themselves and w i t h i n the wider spectrum of other r e l i g i o n s and ag
n o s t i c i s m . The confrontation between r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r i n g ideas 
concerning u l t i m a t e t r u t h was embryonic i n Maurice's day, so i t i s 
understandable that h i s view was more s p e c i f i c a l l y i n the terms of 
a C h r i s t i a n s o c i e t a l outlook. 

I n h i s l a s t s e c t i o n on the Church and the Nation, he d i s c u s s e s 

the p o s i t i o n of the "Modern I n t e r p r e t e r s of Prophecy." He f e e l s 

that they w i l l c r i t i c i z e h i s p o s i t i o n from three aspects: f i r s t , 

that he has overlooked God's promise of permanence and r e s t o r a t i o n 

to the Jewish nation; second, that h i s "notion of a Divine c o n s t i 

t u t i o n a l r e a d y e s t a b l i s h e d , which i s not merely s p i r i t u a l and uni

v e r s a l b i i t n a t i ^ ^ g l , p r a c t i c a l l y s e t s a s i d e the doctrine of the 

second coming;" t h i r d , that he h-î s overlooked S c r i p t u r a l d e c l a r a 

t i o n s of judgment upon the aoostasy of the Romish Church. 

Maurice agrees with those who look forward to a n a t i o n a l r e s t o 

r a t i o n of the Jews i n a commonwealth i n P a l e s t i n e , but argues that 

thfes notion should not t a K e the place of that of the u n i v e r s a l Church, 

Jerusalem i s not to be the centre of a Church as Rome was, nor would 

132. i b i d . p.265. 
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modern I s r a e l provide the only model of a godly nation. I f we r e 
l a p s e i n t o a n a t i o n a l dispensation, the i d e a of the u n i v e r s a l Church 
would be reabsorbed int o that of an e x c l u s i v e s o c i e t y ; and i f the 
p r i n c i p l e t h a t t h e r e i s a v i s i b l e c a p i t a l of the Church i n one land 
be admitted, Romanism w i l l be affirmed. Thus i f these notions of 
Jewish r e s t o r a t i o n were abandoned, he says, then "the way i n which 
I have spoken of t h e s t a t e i n t h i s c h a p t e r may possibly s t r i K e 

earnest and thoughtful men as the true explanation and j u s t i f i c a t i o n 
133. 

of an i d e a x^hich they . c h e r i s h . . . " He goes on to says 

I look upon the Jewish nation as an abiding sign to the 
C h r i s t i a n Church of the honour vjhich God has put upon 
n a t i o n a l l i f e , and of His w i l l that the Church should 
never s t r i v e to set i t s e l f UP as something separate from 
the n a t i o n s . 13^. 

Next he t r e a t s of the second coming of C h r i s t i n r e l a t i o n to 

the Divine Order which he envisages. This i s the only instance 

of Maurice's connection of t h i s idea to that of the "Kingdom". He 

says that the r e v i v a l of the i d e a of C h r i s t ' s second coming i n h i s 

day has been one great i n f l u e n c e f o r "looking at C h r i s t ' s Church as 
135. 

a Kingdom," This has a l s o driven out the notion of a p r i v a t e 

heaven with a system of rewards f o r duties performed and compensa

t i o n f o r troubles i n c u r r e d , a mercantile r a t h e r than a t h e o l o g i c a l 

notion. But Maurice r e g r e t s as a confusion the idea that the second 

coming w i l l bee the beginning of a new order and c o n s t i t u t i o n of 

t h i n g s , i n f a c t a m i l l e n n i a l p e r f e c t i o n . Rather, S c r i p t u r e t e l l s 

us that the second coming w i l l be a reveSiation of things as they 

t r u l y a r e now, "the d i s p e r s i o n of a l l the shadows and appearances 
136. 

which have c o u n t e r f e i t e d i t or have hidden i t from view." The 

133. i b i d , p.267. 

134. i b i d , pp.267-8, 

135. i b i d , p.269. 

136. i b i d , p.270. 
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words of S c r i p t u r e imply the e x i s t e n c e of a Kingdom or order which 

men t r y to s e t at naught but under which they are l i v i n g now. 

I s t h e re any s h e l t e r from t h i s conclusion i n the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between the s p i r i t u a l dispensation or s p i r i t u a l Kingdom 
which has e x i s t e d s i n c e our Lord's f i r s t Advent, and the 
outward v i s i b l e kingdom which shsll be e s t a b l i s h e d a f t e r 
H i s second? I f by the words outward and v i s i b l e i t be meant 
that something, l e s s s p i r i t u a l i s i n reserve f o r the time 
to come than f o r the time which i s ; that now we are l i v i n g 
by f a i t h , that then we s h a l l l i v e by sense;.., I cannot con
c e i v e a darker or more dreadful v i s i o n than t h i s of a m i l 
l e n n i a l p e r f e c t i o n . 137. 

But he goes on to say, i f by outward and v i s i b l e i s meant that 

C h r i s t ' s r u l e i s not merely to be ofeer the s p i r i t of man, that 

which d i r e c t l y connects him to the unseen world, but a l s o over a l l 

human r e l a t i o n s , e a r t h l y a s s o c i a t i o n s , p o l i c y of r u l e r s , nature, 

a r t . . . t h e n t h i s i s as true now as i t w i l l be I n any future age. 

The I n c a r n a t i o n has made i t so: "The Son of Han claimed i t f o r Him-
138. 

s e l f when He d i d not abhor the V i r g i n ' s vjomb..." And so Maurice 

b e l i e v e s that the p r i n c i p l e he has elaborated i n t h i s book i s not 

one which i n t e r f e r e s with a sound theology of the second coming of 

C h r i s t but only with corruptions of i t . 

F i n a l l y , although the Church of Home has denied the national 

Church p r i n c i p l e and t h e r e f o r e the u n i v e r s a l p r i n c i p l e , perverting 
139o 

the idea of a s p i r i t u a l power and therefore the idea of c i v i l power, 

s t i l l " i t does bear a very s t r i k i n g witness on behalf of the t r u t h 

that C h r i s t ' s Church I s a kingdom, and not merely a c o l l e c t i o n of 
140. 

s e c t s bound together i n the p r o f e s s i o n of p a r t i c u l a r dogmas." I n 

any case, Maurice b e l i e v e s , only God can determine the punishments 

of these apostates. He sayss 
137. i b i d , pp.270-1, 

138. I b i d . p.271. 
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But the end of these judgments, I conceive, be they more 
or l e a s teemendous, w i l l be the d e s t r u c t i o n of a f a l s e apos-
ti^.ate system. You say that system i s part and parcel of 
the Church; that i f one per i s h e s , the other must p e r i s h . 
That i s p r e c i s e l y the point about which I .icnow nothing, and 
about which you know nothing. But t h i s I do Know, that as 
long as a man i s a l i v e and s t r u g g l i n g , I have no business 
to say that h i s d i s e a s e and he are i d e n t i c a l , that tfei.cure 
of the d i s e a s e must be the death of the p a t i e n t . . . " l 4 l . 

T h i s admission by Maurice which shovjs some of h i s greatness of char

a c t e r could be used to q u a l i f y some of h i s other statements i n The 

Kingdom of Chris_J:. H i s d i s c u s s i o n of the S t a t e ' s duty of ven

geance might have been l e s s troublesome i f he had added t h i s c l a u s e 

about the d i s e a s e being d i s t i n g u i s h e d from the man; perhaps i t would 

have changed h i s meaning completely. 

When Maurice says the Church should never s t r i v e to set i t s e l f 

up as something separate from the nations, he i s saying something 

p o s i t i v e about n a t i o n a l l i f e , not j u s t s t a t i n g the obviouss Secu

l a r i z a t i o n has changed t h i s a t t r i b u t i o n of sacred q u a l i t i e s ibo 

nations as nations. Obviously the Church has to remain within 

whatever p o l i t i c a l groupings men form because i t s members are 

l i v i n g w i t h i n c e r t a i n geographical and p o l i t i c a l boundaries. But 

perhaps today we would not emphasize n a t i o n - a l l t y so strongly as 

i t l eads to the type of " I n d i v i d u a l i t y " which Maurice c r i t i c i z e s 

and which has. contributed to vjorld war, cold war, g u e r r i l l a war, 

and p o s s i b l y i n t o n u c l e a r war should i t become extreme enough. 

I would not accept h i s Idea that a r e v i v a l of the concept of 

C h r i s t ' s second coming has f o r t u n a t e l y contributed to looking upon 

the Church as a Kingdom, As we saw i n the d i s c u s s i o n of Maurice's 

use of "kingdom", there i s some confusion i n h i s language which 

i n d i c a t e s an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of "Kingdom" w i t h an awareness of God's 

sovereignty (Divine Order), with the Church u n i v e r s a l , with the 

1^1, i b i d , p,273. 
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s p e c l a l k i ngship of God over the Hebrew nation (with a p a r a l l e l 
i n England) and not at a l l tlth the future kingdom or eschaton. 
There i s l i t t l e i n d i c a t i o n i n The Kingdom of Chtirst that he was 
th i n k i n g of t h i s meaning of " K i n g d o m " at a l l u n t i l he brings up 
the t o p i c here. Even i n h i s idea of the Church being a sign of 
the ICingdora, a concept which has great appeal today, we cannot a s 
sume he was t a l k i n g about a f u l l y transformed cosmos or the f i n a l 
e s c h a t o l o g i c a l event. Rather the Kingdom which the Church r e v e a l s 
i s the D i v i n e Order or c o n s t i t u t i o n . There I s no reason to doubt 
h i s c l a i m that the second coming w i l l f u l l y re#eal what i s already 
here by v i r t u e of C h r i s t ' s f i r s t coming but which i s obscured to 
man by Ignorance and s i n . And we would r e j o i c e with Maurice at 
the o b l i t e r a t i o n of the notion of a p r i v a t e heaven, so future i n 
emphasis that i t becoraesaimpossible and unraeaningful to reform or 
renew the earth i t s e l f . But s i n c e he sees the rvlngdom which Jesus 
proclaimed only as the Divine Order and the Church, he cannot do 
j u s t i c e to a f i n a l e s c h a t o l o g i c a l event or f u l l y r e a l i z e d Kingdom 
of God of which SchnacKenburg has spoKen i n e a r l i e r chapters. I f , 
as he c l a i m s , the second coming i s to be the "outward and v i s i b l e " 
m a n i f e s t a t i o n of what i s " s p i r i t u a l " now, a j i d C h r i s t ' s r u l e w i l l 
be over a l l e a r t h l y things as w e l l a s man's h e a r t , i t does not f o l 
l o w e i t h e r t h a t t h i s i s a l r e a d y a r e a l i t y or that i t w i l l not r e s u l t 
i n a "new c o n s t i t u t i o n " f o r m a n . He does n o t allow s u f f i c i e n t l y 
f o r t h e p e r f e c t i o n of t h e end time, and t h e imperfection of the 
present. His views on modern B i b l i c a l s c h o l a r s h i p w e r e g e n e r a l l y 
q u i t e l i b e r a l , although he s u f f e r s on more than one occasion from 
underdevelopment i n t h i s area. I t i s a P i t y h e did not expand h i s 
views h e r e a b i t more. 

At t h i s point Maurice r e c a p i t u l a t e s h i s arguments so f a r . 
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He asks the question vihether these p r i n c i p l e s he has set out about 

the r e l a t i o n s h i p of the Church to the Nation or State has bearing 

upon the E n g l i s h s i t u a t i o n , and of course he f i n d s that i t does. 

He summ up i n t h i s ways 

We have maintained that there i s a s p i r i t u a l and u n i v e r s a l 
s o c i e t y i n the world; that there are a l s o n a t i o n a l s o c i e t i e s 
i n the world; that the U n i v e r s a l S o ciety and/the National 
S o c i e t y cannot, according to the scheme of Providence, be 
separated from each other, that when they are brought into 
conjunction, that form of charac t e r which i s intended for 
each nation i s gradually developed i n i t by means of the 
s p i r i t u a l body. 1^2. 

I have maintained that there i s a Church which i s p o t e n t i a l l y univer

s a l , although i t i s i n a minority p o s i t i o n i n the present day. 

There a r e s t a t e s or nations i n vjhich the Church e x i s t s . I n a l i m i 

ted sense the two cannot be separated, but may be l e g a l l y unbound 

to each other i n a formal wry. When the tvjo are l e g a l l y bound 

there a r i s e s a danger of the Church l o s i n g i t s r a d i c a l i n f l u e n c e 

and c r i t i c a l c a p a c i t y (although I recognize that the same can and 

does happen.where there i s no l e g a l bond). No longer does the 

Church form the c h a r a c t e r of the Nation i n terms of c o n t r o l l i n g the 

education system, nor i n terms of a mammoth i n d u s t r i a l economy 

which c o n t r o l s more than i s c o n t r o l l e d by the c i t i z e n s of the Na

t i o n . But i n a l i m i t e d sense the Church could develop character i n 

each Nation i f i t t r u l y used i t s p o t e n t i a l f o r prophetic utterances 

and r a d i c a l reform. However, l e t us continue with Maurice's d i s 

c u s s i o n of the Church of England's r e l a t i o n to a l l he has described. 

Maurice now asks tne following; whether the Church of England 

recognizes the c o n s t i t u t i o n which belongs to a l l mankind; whether 

t h i s c o n s t i t u t i o n be or be not so recognized as to be compatible 

with the d i s t i n c t National C o n s t i t u t i o n ; what i s p a r t i c u l a r l y Eng-

142. i b i d . p,277. 
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l l s h ; how the c h a r a c t e r of u n i v e r s a l i t y can be r e a l i z e d i n i t s per-
143. 

f e c t i o n , or depraved. 

Do the signs of a u n i v e r s a l and s p i r i t u a l c o n s t i t u t i o n e x i s t 

i n England? The answer i s yes i f they are taicen to be the ordinances 

and sacraments of the Church acKnowledged from a l l time as they are 

s t i l l . But i n the case of tvjo bodies e x i s t i n g which both acknow

ledge these s i g n s , which i s the true r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the u n i v e r s a l 

s o c i e t y ? That body which has the 'prima f a c i e ' marks of C q t h o l i c i t y -

of true C a t h o l i c i t y and not Popery. The Romish system i s incom

p a t i b l e with the acKnowledgement of C h r i s t ' s s p i r i t u a l and u n i v e r s a l 

144. 

Kingdom. I n a d d i t i o n , the Protestant s e c t s have made s i n and 

the F a l l the centre of C h r i s t i a n i t y ; whereas i n the Thirty-Nine 

A r t i c l e s of the Church of England, the f i r s t two deal with b e l i e f 

i n the T r i n i t y and i n the I n c a r n a t i o n , and the f a l l of man i s not 

d e a l t with u n t i l the ninth a r t i c l e . I n t h i s way the Thirty-Nine 

A r t i c l e s best expresses C h r i s t i a n p r i n c i p l e s s i n c e i t j o i n s true 

C a t h o l i c i t y with the p r i n a l p l e s expressed by the Reformers, I n 

f a c t a l l the o r i n c i p l e s of P r o t e s t a n t s e c t s are contained within 

the Church of England, What she has r e j e c t e d are the systems into 

which they have been turned. 

Does the u n i v e r s a l s o c i e t y e x i s t i n England apart from i t s 

c i v i l i n s t i t u t i o n s , or i n union with them? A l l p a r t i e s agree that 

the Church e x i s t s i n union with the c i v i l body: 
The E n g l i s h d i s s e n t e r a f f i r m s that the Church i s embodied 
i n the S t a t e ; i t i s an Act of Parliament Church. The modern 
c i v i l a u l e r says, t h a t the S t a t e i s impeded i n a l l i t opera
t i o n s by the Church; the Sovereign i s crovraed by the Arch
bishop, the Bishops as a body take part i n the d e l i b e r a t i o n s 
of Parliament; above a l l , the greater part of the education 
of the land i s e c c l e s i a s t i c a l . The Romanist a f f i r m s that 
the Church has no pretensions to be c a l l e d a C a t h o l i c body; 

143. i b i d , P.278. 

144. i b i d , p.287. 
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I t i s a n a t i o n a l body. There can be no doubt, then, that 
the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l and e i v i l i n s t i t u t i o n s are united, and 
t h i s by bonds which i t must req u i r e some violence to break. l45< 

There i s no f i x e d date recorded i n h i s t o r y which t e l l s at what point 

t h i s union came about; i 

So soon as we f i n d the Church i n the land, we f i n d her 
doing homage to the c i v i l powers, such as they were, 
which ruled the land. So soon as the Church begins to 
e x e r c i s e i t s own p e c u l i a r i n f l u e n c e , ihe c i v i l povjer be
gins to f e e l that i n f l u e n c e , and to be moulded by i t . 146. 

Each body we f i n d has i t s own r e p r e s e n t a t i v e and own object but are 

not set apart by any formal l i n e of separation. Maurice claims that 

the t r a n s a c t i o n s between the two bodies throughout h i s t o r y have not 

n e c e s s i t a t e d a covenant by the S t a t e for the protection of the Church, 

not by the Church f o r the rendering of s e r v i c e s to the S t a t e . They 

have only been attempts by each to regain a portion of i t s own prov

i n c e which i t thinks the.other i s usurping, or to usurp part of 

the other's province. These t r a n s a c t i o n s presupposed a r e l a t i o n , 

although an i n p e r f e c t l y understood one, and not one produced by a 

compact. 

The Church a f f i r m s that i t has a r i g h t to a s s i g n the powers 
and j u r i s d i c t i o n of i t s own Bish&ps; the State maintains 
t h a t Bishops as w e l l as the r e s t of i t s subjects must ac=> 
knowledge i t s paramount a u t h o r i t y . The Church af f i r m s that 
i t has a s p i r i t u a l government altogether d i s t i n c t from the 
c i v i l government. The S t a t e says that the min i s t e r of the 
Church must submit l i k e other men to i t s laws and i t s 
t r i b u n a l s . l47. 

Th i s a p p l i e s to the period before the Reformation; what of the Re

formation i t s e l f , he asks? Opponents say of i t that i t was merely 

a n a t i o n a l movement, concerned with p o l i t i c s r a t h e r than r e l i g i o n . 

Maurice r e f u s e s to admit t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n ; " I do not understand 
148. 

t h e i r d i s t i n c t i o n between p o l i t i c s and r e l i g i o n . " But he acknow-

145. i b i d , pp.291-2. 

146. i b i d , p.292. 

147. i b i d . pp.292-3. 

148. i b i d , pp.293-4, 
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ledges t h e i r meaning and a f f i r m s that the p e c u l i a r i t y of the En g l i s h 

Reformation was that i t was s t a r t e d not by the theologians but 

by the Sovereign, and was, t h e r e f o r e , not a movement,but a s e r i e s 

of movements. I n Henry V I I I ' s r e i g n : 

a l a r g e body of the Bishops and Clergy had been l e d by 
t h e i r r e l i g i o u s f e e l i n g s to d e s i r e that t h i s correspon
dence should be broken o f f (with Rome); to f e e l that the 
E n g l i s h Church could not maintain i t s own p o s i t i o n unless 
i t became s t r i c t l y n a t i o n a l ; unless i t abandoned that sub
j e c t i o n to a fore i g n bishop, vJhich the State had always B 
wished i t to abandon. 149. 

And what of the period s i n c e the Reformation? A number of 

s e c t s have grown UP which f e e l that the p r i n c i p l e s of Protestantism 

,were/not s t a t e d boldly enough by the E n g l i s h Church; the Romanists 

f e e l that a Church which has affirmed the p r i n c i p l e of n a t i o n a l i t y 

and come to terms with the sovereign of i t s country was i n c o r r i g i b l e , 

e s p e c i a l l y as i t had r e t a i n e d so many of the p r i n c i p l e s of C a t h o l i 

cism. Maurice laments the change which began to occur around the 

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

deep mysterious p r i n c i p l e s , to the notion of i t as the r e s u l t of 
150. 

mere commercial arrangement- of some imaginary a r t i f i c 4 a l compact." 

Th i s change has produced some mischievous e f f e c t s both i n Church 

and i n Nation of England. But t h i s change has not destroyed the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p which the Church and S t a t e have always held to each 

other, nor do a c t s of t o l e r a t i o n , emancipation of Romanists, repeal 

of t e s t laws, destroy the p r i n c i p l e a s s e r t e d . "... i t re q u i r e s 

something f a r deeper and more sub t l e than any such measures, to 

destroy a union which has cemented i t s e l f by no huma.n contrivances, 
151. 

and which a g i s t s i n the very nature of t h i n g s . " 

Wfiat i s p a r t i c u l a r l y E n g l i s h and to what depravation i s i t 

l i a b l e ? The c h a ^ a f e t e r i s t i c of Englishmen i s t h e i r devotion to 

149. i b i d , p.294. 

150. i b i d , p.298. 

151. i b i d , p.298, My underline. 
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"mere p o l i t i c s " (so f o r e i g n e r s s a y ) ; how concerned the E n g l i s h a r e 

w i t h t h e o r g a n i z a t i o n of s o c i e t y and w i t h p r a c t i c a l p o l i t i c a l a c t i o n , 

Maurice m u l t i p l i e s examples o f t h i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c which has i t s 

good and bad p o i n t s . The p o l i t i c a l b i a s o f t h e Reformers i n the 

s i x t e e n t h c e n t u r y enhanced t h e i r r e l i g i o u s f a i t h , he s a y s , and i t s 

main e f f e c t was to 

l e a d them to t h i n k of C h r i s t ' s Church as a Kingdom r a t h e r 
t h a n a s a s y s t e m : i n t h e d u s t and b u s t l e o f a f f a i r s t h e i r 
s t r o n g c o n v i c t i o n t h a t t h i s Kingdom was a r e a l i t y and not 
a metaphor may have l e d them to f o r g e t t h a t i t i s the t y p e 
o f a l l kingdoms, and i s not moulded a f t e r t h e meHims o f 
any, even o f t h o s e which c o n f e s s i t , and do homage to i t , 152. 

The danger, however, l i e s i n a S t a t e Churchmanship which was 

more c o n c e r n e d about a f f a i r s o f S t a t e t h a n about the nex5 working 

c l a s s e s who were l i v i n g i n p o v e r t y - s t r i c k e n c o n d i t i o n s i n the newly-

d e v e l o p e d c i t i e B , T h i s " p o l i t i c a l A n g l i c a n i s m " had many o t h e r un

f o r t u n a t e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s : a tendency to m a i n t a i n customs and p r a c 

t i c e s m e r e l y because t h e y e x i s t e d ; an a c q u i e s c e n c e w i t h s o c i a l maxims, 

even t h o s e w h i c h a b r o g a t e h i g h e r p r i n c i p l e s o f m o r a l i t y ; a f e e l i n g 

t h a t t h e Church i s bound to s y m p a t h i z e w i t h the a r i s t o c r a c y and 

o v e r l o o k i t s sfims f o r t h e s a k e of p r e s e r v i n g o r d e r ; more of a s e n s e 

o f t h e s e r v i c e which s u b j e c t s owe t h e i r r u l e r s than o f s e r v i c e which 

i s owed them by r u l e r s ; an I n c l i n a t i o n to a s s e r t the p r i v i l e g e s 

o f c l e r g y m e n ; g r e a t a n x i e t y f o r S t a t e encouragement o f r e l i g i o n f o r 

f e a r t h a t i t would not f l o u r i s h o t h e r w i s e . And y e t t h e s p i r i t 

o f S t a t e Churchma.nship vras a p a s s i n g s p i r i t i n the h i s t o r y o f t h e 

N a t i o n a l Church .and not t h e s p i r i t o f t h e Church i t s e l f . That t r u e 

s p i r i t c o n t i n u e d to e x p r e s s i t s e l f , s a y s i'laurice, i n t he l i t u r g y . 

A r e l i e f was sought from t h i s i n s y s t e m s : l i b e r a l , e v a n g e l i -

c a l , h i g h c h u r c h . But each o f t h e s e s y s t e m s , a l t h o u g h i t b e a r s 

some w i t n e s s f o r t h e D i v i n e Order, i s s t i l l a " m i s e r a b l e , p a r t i a l . 

152. i b i d , p.301. 
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153. 
human s u b s t i t u t e f o r I t . " The systems have l i m i t e d the very 
p r i n c i p l e s they have s e t out to a s s e r t . Defenders of party main
t a i n t h a t , once men decide upon a c t i o n , they must a s s o c i a t e f o r i t , 
and t h i s w i l l take on a party c h a r a c t e r . Yet Maurice claims that 
there a r e other ways of a c t i n g without f a l l i n g into the dangerous 
s i t u a t i o n of forming p a r t i e s which so e a s i l y d i v i d e and contribute 
to the problem r a t h e r than the s o l u t i o n . The true m i n i s t e r of 
God's Kingdom, i f he f i n d s himself among s e c t s , must recognize the 
t r u t h of each s e c t and the p r i n c i p l e on which i t was founded, but 
should not support a l l schemes of union j u s t f o r the sake of cover
ing over d i f f e r e n c e s . He must attempt to preserve and un i t e the 
f a i t h of ths-se who a r e separated without f o r c i n g on them any notions 
of h i s own. Should he f i n d himself i n a manufacturing d i s t r i c t , 
among the workers, he might a t f i r s t despair of h i s a b i l i t y to do 
anything f o r the people he f i n d ^ s there. The Church had f a l l e n i n 
to di^crcidit with these peoples 

A Church which was looked uoon, and almost looked upon i t 
s e l f , as a t o o l of the a r i s t o c r a c y , which compared i t s own 
orders with the ranks i n c i v i l s o c i e t y , and forgot that i t 
e x i s t e d to t e s t i f y that man as man i s the object of h i s 
Cre a t o r ' s sympathy; such a Church had no voice v:hich could 
reach the he a r t s of these multitudes. 154. 

I f r e l i g i o n g i v e s . t h e s e people no explanation of t h e i r crav

ings f o r f e l l o w s h i p , i f i t can only t e l l of the f a l l of the race 

and the redemption f o r a few indis r l d u a l s , then they w i l l t r y to 

s a t i s f y t h e i r wants without i t . "Then begin Chartism and Socialism, 
155. 

and whatever schemes make r i c h men tremble." And so the minister 

of God's Kingdom must t e l l the people the old and true doctrines 

of C h r i s t ' s Church which t r a n s l a t e into l i f e a l l the schemes and 

153. I M d . p.314. 

134. i b i d . pp.320-1. 

155. I b i d , p.321. 
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notions of l i b e r a l s and urge on the other mi n i s t e r s of t:Te Church 

the duty of making r e l i g i o n meaningful to these working f o l k . These 

p r i n c i p l e s can be t r a n s l a t e d i n t o a c t i o n by the min i s t e r " e n l i s t i n g 

a l l the w e a l t h i e r i n h a b i t a n t s of h i s m r i s h i n d i f f e r e n t services 
156. 

and occupations f o r the b e n e f i t of t h e i r i n f e r i o r s . " Maurice ex

cuses himself from remarking f u r t h e r UDon t h i s because he does not 

know exactly what p r a c t i c a l schemes would be most e f f e c t i v e . He 

mentions i t merely t o assert the p r i n c i p l e t h a t working through the 

e x i s t i n g parishes r a t h e r than forming p a r t i e s i s the tr u e manner 

of h e l p i n g the working people. He says; 
i . . we f i n d how i n f i n i t e l y f r e e r from f i c t i o n a society 
i s which i s held together by sacramental bodds, and i s 
moving under the d i r e c t i o n of an a-opointed psstor, than 
a l l s o c i e t i e s constructed upon a party model, or acicnow-
l e d g i n g a p a r t y motive... For the one see^ts to ureserve 
a l l e x i s t i n g ranks and r e l a t i o n s , the other sets them a l l 
aside. The one i s c o n t i n u a l l y endeavouring to understand 
how the middle classes may be brought most to act upon the 
lower, so as to be t h e i r guides and not t h e i r t y r a n t s ; how 
the UDDer classes may be brought n a r t to act uuon the 
middle, so as not to be t h e i r favming slaves and at the 
same time the betrayers of t h e i r consciences at el e c t i o n s . . . 
how each l o o r t i o n of the comriunity may preserve i t s propeE 
p o s i t i o n to the r e s t , and may be fused together by the 
s p i r i t u a l power which e x i s t s f o r each... The ( D a r t y ) con
founds a l l orders, and y e t does not the l e a s t diminish 
t h e i r mutual r e p u l s i o n , or make them f e e l that they have 

' a common o b j e c t . I57. 
I n s p i t e of i t s f a i l u r e s , the English Church i s a Church and not 

a sect, by i t s f a i t h and i n i t s l i t u r g y . By seeking to u n i t e w i t h 

other Churches i n f o r e i g n lands on the basis of the universal Church 

r a t h e r than on the basis of one of i t s systems, we teach them t h e i r 

strengths and t h e i r w e a K n e s s e s ; by maintaining n a t i o n a l character

i s t i c s , we urge them fi.o do the same. The English Church has t h i s 

duty- to proclaim the d o c t r i n e of the l i v i n g Kingdom of C h r i s t 

r e a l i z e d now on earth i n tha t Church un i v e r s a l of which the English 

Churah i s a p a r t , 

156. i b i d , p.322. 

157. i b i d . 0.323. 
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I f I had accented i-Iaurlce's premises about the Church united 
to the State, I could agree w i t h h i s remarKs i n t h i s chapter about 
i t s proper development w i t h i t . But since I do not, I am able to 
f i n d much to c r i t i c i z e i n t h i s s e c t ion. His resistance to democra
t i c developments can be seen throughout, es-oecially i n h i s complaint 
t h a t the s e c u l a r i z a t i o n of the State r e s u l t s i n i t being no longer 
considered founded upon mysterious p r i n c i p l e s . His a f f i r m a t i o n t h a t 
the Church should be u n i t e d to the State because i t i s part of the 
"very nature of t h i n g s " betrays an a t t i t u d e which cannot be held i n 
modern times. I t i s a m y s t i f i c a t i o n of the s o c i e t a l s t r u c t u r e and 
of history.. When he says t h a t the Church i s the "type of a l l king
doms", he admits to a b e l i e f i n the " C h r i s t i a n State" (or the r e l i 
gious State or theocracy- a t times h i s State aopears to be based 
on Old Testament r a t h e r than New Testament p r i n c i p l e s ) . His q u a l i 
f i c a t i o n t h a t the Church i s not moulded upon the maxims of the 
States .which confess i t could be contested by those who hold t h a t 
the Church i s organized on the basis of a monarchical s o c i a l s t r u c 
t u r e , but h i s o r i n c i n l e here i s i n the main a good one. His argu
ments against sects and o a r t i e s are consistent w i t h h i s tendency 
(discussed e a r l i e r ) to seek to u n i t e through e x i s t i n g i n s t i t u t i o n s 
ra t h e r than to d i v i d e by forming new ones. Yet h i s s o l u t i o n f o r 
the problems of the workers was also an acceptance of class s t r u c 
tures mingled w i t h a personal benevolsnce and a wish to a l l e v i a t e 
s u f f e r i n g . The question i s whether such a Church as he describes 
as a t o o l of the a r i s t o c r a c y would have a voice which could reach 
these m u l t i t u d e s i f i t stopped short of r a d i c a l changes i n e x i s t i n g 
s o c i e t y . Maurice wished to see the unrjer classes guiding the lower 
and middle, not to see the d i s t i n c t i o n of class as he knew I t and 
we know i t abolished beSause of the C h r i s t i a n message. I t i s i n 
t h i s t h a t we p a r t company, 

•it * * * 
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Elsewhere i n Maurice's correspondence and w r i t i n g s we f i n d 

statements which support the view exrjressed i n The iiinp-.dom of Ch r i s t 

and S o c i a l M o r a l i t y and which serve to i l l u s t r a t e some of h i s main 

p o i n t s . 

Maurice i s soeaking of a C h r i s t i a n State. We f i n d a d e f i n i 

t i o n of State (which he interchanges w i t h "Nation") i n the f i r s t 

(1838) e d i t i o n of The Kingdom of C h r i s t ; 

A body connected together i n a p a r t i c u l a r l o c a l i t y , united 
i n the acknowledgement of a c e r t a i n law, which each member 
of t h i s body must obey, or s u f f e r f o r i t s v i o l a t i o n ; a 
body recognizing a supreme and i n v i s i b l e Being as the author 
and sanction of t h i s law; a body recognizing a r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between i t s members, grounded o r i g i n a l l y upon actual k i n s -
manship, but how exnressed simoly i n the term neighbour
hood,- t h i s i s what I c a l l a State, and i n such a State, 
I say every man must d w e l l , not only f o r Tjurooses of safety 
and p r o t e c t i o n , but i n order th a t h i s moral and s p i r i t u a l 
being may be jbroperly developed. Such a State, I say, i s 
as much impl i e d i n the c o n s t i t u t i o n of man as a Church i s 
implied i n t h a t c o n s t i t u t i o n ; such a State i s as much a 
witness f o r God i n one way as a Church i s witness f o r Him 
i n another vjay, 158. 

Davies says of Maurice's thought on t h i s t o o i c , "Maurice's aim 
159. 

throughout has been to claim t h a t n a t i o n a l l i f e i s not secular," 
and, "Maurice a t a l l events believes the t h e o c r a t i c foundation o f 

160. 
government to be the only s o l i d one." I t h i n k t h i s i s borne out 

i n h i s w r i t i n g s . He says i n Hope For Mankind; 

There are many C h r i s t i a n s who would persuade us t h a t the 
l i f e of a Nation i s what they c a l l a secular t h i n g ; t h a t 
i t may be very w e l l on mere e a r t h l y grounds to care f o r the 
land i n which we have been born and nurtured... I solemnly 
deny tha t a Nation i s a secular t h i n g . . . i f by 'secular' 
i s meant t h a t which belongs to the fashion of a n a r t i c u l a r 
age- t h a t vjhich shuts out the acknowledgement of the per
manent and e t e r n a l - t h a t , I grant, i s the ' e v i l vjorldt against 
which we are to f i g h t . l 6 l . 

158. KC I I I (1838), 13ff. Quoted i n V i d l e r , o o . c i t . D.190. 

159. Davies, o p . c i t . n,120. 

160. i b i d . D.120. 
161. F.D, Maurice, Hope For Mankind, r)p.45ff. Quoted V i d l e r , o p . c l t . 
T?D. 186-7. 



I n Sermons on the Sabbath-Day he w r i t e s : 

I b e l i e v e t h a t we have as much r i g h t to c a l l England a holy 
n a t i o n as the prophets had to c a l l Judea a holy nation. 
I b e l i e v e t h a t ' i t I s holy i n v i r t u e of God's calling...162. 

He develops t h i s n o t i o n f u r t h e r i n The Prophets and Kings of the 

Old Testament. He defends h i s language t h a t God i s i n covenant w i t h 

England, j u s t as He was i n Hebraic times. To those viho "scoff at 

the n o t i o n t h a t there i s a covenant w i t h our Sovereign and people 
163. 

as r e a l as there was w i t h the Sovereign and people of the Jews," 

he answers by appealing to the "homes and hearths" of England, and 

to those who do not wish to set r e l a t i o n s h i p s a t naught. He says 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s are p e r i s h i n g through devotion to material goods, 

a c q u i s i t i o n of wealth, modern i n d u s t r y ; among the r i c h because of 

greed and se l f - s e e k i n g , and among the poor because of being regarded 

and regarding themselves as mere instruments f o r production of goods 

and c a p i t a l . This inhuman s i t u a t i o n w i l l only be stopped by the 

b e l i e f t h a t human r e l a t i o n s h i p s have a deeper ground than themselves, 

t h a t "there i s an a c t u a l r e l a t i o n s h i p between us, our Kings, our 
16k. 

p r i e s t s , and God." 
We must spea.k again the ancient language that God has made 
a covenant w i t h the n a t i o n , and t h a t a l l c i t i z e n s are sub
j e c t s of an unseen and righteous King, i f we would have 
a hearty, inward repentance, which w i l l r e a l l y bring us 
back to God... to what we s h a l l no more dare to c a l l our 
secular existence, I65. 

I n L e t t e r s on Church and State to the Daily News, September 1868, 
Maurice saids 

162. F,D. Maurice, Sermons on the Sabbath-Day, p p . ? l f f . -Quoted i n 
V l d l e r , o p . c i t . pp,188-9. 

163, F.D.Maurice, The Prophets and Kings of the Old Testament. 
(London! Macmillan and Co., 190k) (1st ed. 1853) p.217. 
16k, i b i d , P,218. 

165. I b i d . p,4l6. 
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The State i s not,,, a vulgar e a r t h l y i n s t i t u t i o n , which 
might do the d i r t y work of the Church, paying i t s m i n i s t e r s , 
persequting I t s foes, or determining i t s teachings, but a 
sacred and d i v i n e i n s t i t u t i o n bearing a witness f o r law 
and j u s t i c e , which the Church under no c o n d i t i o n has borne 
or can bear, 16#. 

The f a c t t h a t the State i s not secular but holy (11Ke the Church) 

c o n t r i b u t e s to Maurice's reasoning t h a t t h e i r union i s also Intended 

by God. He makes the point i n the f i r s t e d i t i o n of The Kingdom of 

C h r i s t , quoted i n DaviesJ 

I f we once s e t t l e i t i n our minds t h a t the State i s as 
much God's c r e a t i o n as the Church, even as the body i s 
j u s t as much His c r e a t i o n as the s p i r i t , we s h a l l be 
saved from a world of d i f f i c u l t i e s . . . That connexion 
(between Church and State) as much ex i s t s i n the nature 
of t h i n g s - i s as much based i n an eternal law, as t h a t 
which binds f a t h e r to c h i l d , or brother to s i s t e r . . . 16?. 

He also w r i t e s ! 

The State, though i t deals w i t h the outvjard l i f e of man, 
i s not...a secular body, but appeals t c e a n d acts upon the 
conscience of man i n a way i n which the Church cannot appeal 
to t h a t consicence... The Church i s necessarily a maimed 
and imperfect t h i n g without the State, not because i t wants 
i t s revenues or i t s sword, but because God hath ordained 
an e t e r n a l connexion between the lavj, which i s embodied i n 
the State, and the r e l i g i o u s , l i f e - g i v i n g p r i n c l p l e o which 
i s embodied i n the Church, so t h a t one s h a l l always sigh 
and cry t i l l i t has found the other to be i t s mate, l68. 

He claims t h a t t h i s union betvreen Church and State "stands upon no 

decrees or acts of Parliament, but e x i s t s i n the laws of society, 
169. 

i n the nature of t h i n g s . " But h i s d o c t r i n e of t h e i r union d i d not 
e n t i r e l y prevent him from Seeing a danger, Maurice vjrote that 

. . . B e l i e v i n g a union of Church and State to be implied i n 
the existence of each, and to be necessary f o r the protec
t i o n of moral free'dom, I see equal dangers i n the d i s p o s i 
t i o n of Churchmen to make the Church i n t o a poiverful and 
domineering State, and of Statesmen to make themselves 
d i c t a t o r s i n the Church, 170. 

166. L i f e I I . p,586, 

167. KC I I I (1838), p.76, Quoted i n Davles, o p . c l t . p,120, 

168. KC I I I (1338), p.106. Quoted i n V l d l e r , o p . c i t . pp.190-1. 

169. Macmlllans Magazine. Apr.l86o, p.kZk, Quoted V l d l e r , o p . c i t . p.192. 

170. L i f e I I . p.585. 
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And! 
... the r e l a t i o n s w i t h the State v:hich the Romanists and 
Protestant Dissenters taunt her (the Church) w i t h , are r e 
l a t i o n s of i n f i n i t e p e r i l , of i n f i n i t e r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . 
She has abused them to immoral purposes. She i s bound to 
use them f o r the most g l o r i o u s and holy purposes. 171. 

Church and State must have d i s t i n c t r o l e s although they l i v e to 

promote the same end, Maurice s t a t e s : 

,,, we believe t h a t God has appointed one bodyy. the State, 
as His m i n i s t e r f o r dealing i " i t h the outward, formal, 
v i s i b l e conduct of men, and another m i n i s t e r , the Church, 
f o r dealing w i t h the inward s p i r i t u a l i n v i s i b l e o r i g i n of 
t h a t conduct. Abolish the d i s t i n c t i o n , confound acts w i t h 
o r i n c i D l e s , and of necessity you merge the one i n the other. 172, 

And i n P a t r i a r c h s and Laivgivers of the Old Testament, Maurice said, 

"... w h i l e men have been t r y i n g to i d e n t i f y the Nation w i t h the 

Church, or to sever them u t t e r l y , God has been using each f o r His 

nuruoses,- has been claiming each f o r a d i s t i n c t t>art of His King-
173. 

dom." His son, F.Maurice, J r . , summarizes h i s l e t t e r s to the 

D a i l y News as t r a c i n g the h i s t o r y of the Church and State i n order 

to maintain t h a t the n o t i o n of t h e i r ser)arate existence and ofl t h e i r 
17^. 

entering i n t o a bargain w i t h one another i s an i d l e f a b l e . 

Maurice continues? "What I mean by the union of Church and State 

i s the cooperation of s n i r i t w i t h law; the aba.ndonment of the attemut 
175. 

to out one f o r the other, to disoense luith e i t h e r , " This d i s t i n c 

t i o n r e s u l t s i n the somewhat paradoxical s i t u a t i o n of the Church 

being Communist i n p r i n c i n l e , w h i l e the State cannot ever be so be-
176. 

caiise i t i s the guardian of law which i s based on a sense of property. 
171. F,D.Maurice, Pa t r i a r c h s and Lawgivers, o o . c i t . p . x x i i , 

172. F.D.Maurice, Lectures on National Education, vp.293fT, Quoted i n 
V i d l e r , o p . c i t , p.191. 

173. P.D,Maurice, P a t r i a r c h s and Le-wglvers, o o . c i t . p.272, 

174. L i f e I I , p,585. 

175. I b i d , p.585. 
176. See page 95 of t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n . 
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Since t h i s i s MaurlceAs b e l i e f , we f i n d h i s Church accepting of the 

p o l i t i c a l o r g a n i z a t i o n of the country i n which i t f i n d s i t s e l f ! 

What f o l l o w s as to the duty of the p r i e s t ? He comes i n t o 
a n a t i o n . He says he i s a witness f o r something else than 
mere c i v i l or l o c a l or secular government... And as proof 
t h a t he i s , l e t him do homage to the order which the Eter
n a l Lord has established i n a land. 177. 

V i d l e r sasis, " I t i s the o f f i c e of a National Church to witness to 

the monarch, to the a r i s t o c r a c y , and to the democracy t h ? t they are 
f 178. 

a l l under the Law of God and responsible to Him." Maurice himself 
s a i d : 

The greatest and deepest desire t h a t I am conscious of i s 
t h a t of b r i n g i n g a l l men to the f e e l i n g that there cah be 
but one Church- though th a t Church may e x i s t i n a number 
of d i f f e r e n t nations- though i t may be q u i t e r i g h t that 
i n some subordinate p a r t i c u l a r s i t should be modified by 
the character of those nations- though i t i s , I b'feiieve, 
a c t u a l l y demanded by i t s c o n s i t u t l o n t h a t i t should recog
n i z e and s u s t a i n the d i s t i n c t government of feach of those 
n a t i o n s . 179. 

Maurice vias a supporter of monarchy and a r i s t o c r a c y i n B r i t a i n p a r t l y 

because of h i s aversion to the ideas of popular sovereignty pre

valent at the time, by which he understood "democracy", and which 

he saw as l i m i t i n g i n d i v i d u a l freedom and tending toward a popular 

d i c t a t o r s h i p or m i l i t a r y despotism; and p a r t l y because of h i s v i s i o n 

o f England as s i m i l a r t o the I s r a e l i t e monarchy- a holy n a t i o n whose 

kings reigned by the grace of God and were responsible to Him alone. 

I n P a t r i a r c h s and Lawgivers, h i s study o f the Hebrew monarchy re 

vealed t h a t : 

Such t r u e kings, kings afster His own heart, God would i n 
due time b r i n g f o r t h . Such kings ...would Impart to ( t h e i r 
subjects) a sense of ditvine governmsiit which they had never 
possessed before; would make them understand th a t a t r u e 
d i v i n e governaant must also be a t r u e human government; 

177. F.D.Maurice, P a t r i a r c h s and Lawgivers, o p . c l t . pp.218 f f . 

178. V l d l e r , o p . c l t . p.197. 
179. F.D.Maurice, Three L e t t e r s to the Rev. W. Palmer, p.51. Quoted 
m V i a i e r , o p . c i t . p.200. 
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t h a t man i s made i n the image o f God; tha t the heavenly o f 
f i c e s are represented i n the e a r t h l y . l 8 0 . 

And i n the f i r s t e d i t i o n of The Kingdom of Ohrist he says that a 

Church i s e s s e n t i a l l y C a t h o l i c , "But a n a t i o n i s e s s e n t i a l l y Protes

t a n t . I t denounces the very idea of a unive r s a l v i s i b l e sower'eignty, 

of every so^rereignty which i n t e r f e r e s w i t h the d i r e c t subordination 
181. 

of kings to God." And elsevfhere he says, " I f t h i s d o c t r i n e of 

r u l e r s r e i g n i n g by the Grace of God i s cast aside as a.n obsolete 

d o c t r i n e . , , then I can see no hope of growth,,, but a continual r e -
182, 

t u r n to the po i n t from which we s t a r t e d , " Christensen summarizes 

the p o s i t i o n i n t h i s vjay: C h r i s t i a n i t y d i d not f i r s t proclaim a 

un i v e r s a l brotherhood, but an i n v i s i b l e and righteous King, break

ing thereby the absolutism of the Roman Empire to pieces. Kings 

from then on, says Christ&nsen, reigned by God's grace and were a-

nointed i n His name, being given righteousness, wisdom, counsel 

and courage from God, I n s p i t e of c o n t r a d i c t i o n s , t h i s vias the 

p r i n c i p l e on which the lonarchy of every European nation had rested. 

Monarchy had been i n s t i t u t e d by God, and because of i t s h e r e d i t a r y 
183. 

succession, i t bore witness to the perpetngjLty of God's re i g n , 

Maurice vjas p a r t i c u l a r l y averse to democracy as a p o l i t i c a l 

concept, although he recognized a c e r t a i n amount of public involved 

ment i n p o l i t i c s and government an n e c e s s a r y , provided i t vias l i n k e d 
w i t h monarchy and a r i s t o c r a c y . He says: 

A king given, an a r i s t o c r a c y given, and I can see my way 
c l e a r l y to c a l l upon them (the English people) to do the 
work which God has l a i d upon them; to repent of t h e i r sins. 

180, F.D,Maurice, P a t r i a r c h s and Lawgivers, o p , c i t , p,13. 

181. KC I I I ( I 8 3 8 ) , p.86. Quoted Davies, o p . c i t . pp.121-2. 

182, Tracts f o r P r i e s t s and People, No.X, "Do Kings Reign by the 
Grace of God?" P.41. Quoted i n V i d l e r , o p . c i t . P . I 9 6 . 

183. Christensen, o p . c i t , P.3OI. 
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to labour that- the whole manhood of the country may have 
a voice, and t h a t every member of C h r i s t ' s body may be i n 
deed a f r e e man, 184. 

(This i s a good example of h i s "personal reform" coupled w i t h l i m i t e d 

s o c i a l reforms- f o r example, u n i v e r s a l manhood suffrage which ex

cluded women.) He continues: 

But r e c o n s t i t u t e society unon the democratic basis- t r e a t 
the sovereign and a r i s t o c r a c y as not Intended to r u l e and 
guide the land, as only holdinn; t h e i r commissions from us-
and I a n t i c i p a t e nothing but a most accursed sacerdotal 
r u l e or a m i l i t a r y despotism, w i t h the great body.of the 
population i n e i t h e r case, morally, p o l i t i c a l l y , p h y s i c a l l y 
s e r f s , more than they are at present or ever h^^ve been. I85. 

He w r i t e s to Ludlow: 

... I am n a t u r a l l y by b i r t h , education, everything, a demo
c r a t . I hK.ve a r r i v e d a t my convictions about monarchy and 
a r i s t o c r a c y by sheer forc e of evidence, r e f l e c t i o n on h i s 
t o r y , b e l i e f i n God's r e v e l a t i o n . . . 186. 

And i n the same l e t t e r : " I must have Monarchy, Arist o c r a c y , and So

c i a l i s m , or r a t h e r Humanity, recognized as necessary elements and 

c o n d i t i o n s of an organic C h r i s t i a n society..';' I87. 

Connected w i t h h i s acceptance at l e a s t i n theory of the o o l i -

t i c a l o r g a n i z a t i o n of England at the time, and i n the context of 

the C h r i s t i a n State of which he was speaking, i s h i s acceotance of 

i n e q u a l i t y as s n a t u r a l phenomenon of any s o c i a l order. As Chrls-

tensen summed, up the matter: man shares a common humanity i n the 

"Human Order", but although he i s on eaual f o o t i n g w i t h h i s f e l l o w -

man, an i n e q u a l i t y of o f f i c e s e x i s t s . I n ' L i b e r t y : A Dialogue', 

Maurice atte^npted to show t h a t the Bible's concepf of l i b e r t y meant 

t h n t : 

God set men f r e e from t h e i r animal tendencies and thereby 
gave them the power to l i v e as men and c i t i z e n s of a n a t i o n . 
True l i b e r t y consisted i n l i v i n g i n a human feiLowship 

184. L i f e I I , p.129. 

185. i b i d . p.129. 
186. i b i d . P.13O. 
187. i b i d , p.131. As quoted page 39 of t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n . 
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vjherein a l l acknowledged one another as brothers and f e l l o w -
workers. Therefore i t had nothing to do wi t h p o l i t i c a l 
enfranchisement and was not to be obtained by sweeping away 
the ancient i n s t i t u t i o n s of the country. 188. 

Eq u a l i t y to Maurice meant t h a t men shared a common humanity- not 
e q u a l i t y of property, rank, or education. The model f o r the Human 
Order of which we have spo:^en i s tha t of the T r i n i t y . "When we 
assert the d o c t r i n e of the T r i n i t y , we do so because we believe i t 
to be the grand foundation of a l l society, the only ground of a u n i -

189. 

versal f e l l o w s h i p , the only idea of a God of love." Although 
Maurice bases much of h i s l i b e r a l notions of human eq u a l i t y on the 
d o c t r i n e of the T r i n i t y i n u n i t y , yet he viewed the three d i s t i n c t 
persons as equal but of unequal o f f i c e , although united i n love. 
The T r i n i t y of Maurice's theology was ''hierarchically s t r u c t u r e d " 
( i f the phrase may be accepted) i n the sense t h a t the Son was o-
bedient to the Father unto death (the Son can do nothing of Himself, 
the Father i s greater than He, and so f o r t h . ) Ramsey supports t h i s 
assessment of h i s d o c t r i n e when he says: 

As Maurice was one of those theologians whose doc t r i n e of 
the T r i n i t y includes a p r i n c i p l e o f subordination among the 
Persons of the Triune God, so he a f f i r m s a p r i n c i p l e of sub
o r d i n a t i o n i n the law of brotherhood upon earth. P o l i t i c a l 
l y t h i s law involved not e g a l i t a r i a n i s m , s t i l l less demo
cracy... but theocracy expressed through a monarchy w i t h 
d i v i n e r i g h t . . . 190. 

But what i s meant by "equal" i n the phrase, "equal but of unequal 
191. ^ 

o f f i c e " (Christensen's d e s c r i p t i o n ) ? How does the notion of 
e q u a l i t y i n c l u d e an i n e q u a l i t y of o f f i c e , whether i t i s applied to 
the T r i n i t y or the Human Order? E q u a l i t y of a l l human beings i s 
a moral p o s i t i o n . To say " A l l men are equal" i s not to say " A l l 
men are the same, look a l i k e , have the same capacity to do a job," 
R^Ker, i t i m p l i e s t h a t man as man has a r i g h t to develop to h i s 

188. Christensen, o p . c i t , P.75. 
189. KC I (1838), p.58ff. Quoted i n Davies, o p . c i t . P.27. 

190. Ramsey, o p . c i t . p.47, I 9 I . Christensen, o p , c i t , p.24. 
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f u l l p o t e n t i a l ; i t i s to say t h a t no man should be more p r i v i l e g e d 
or powerful by the mere f a c t of h i s b i r t h than another man. Now 
to say two or more men are of "unequal o f f i c e " i s to say they have 
d i f f e r e n t f u n c t i o n s or jobs. Unlike the statement " a l l men are 
equal," the phrase "unequal o f f i c e " cannot have a moral connotation 
without c o n t r a d i c t i n g the n o t i o n of human e q u a l i t y j u s t set f o r t h . 
The use o f "unequal" i n t h i s phrase i s not merely the negation of 
"equal" but a d i f f e r e n t use: t h a t i s , "not the same, or d i f f e r e n t . " 
To my mind, the n o t i o n of persons being "equal but of unequal o f f i c e " 
i s e i t h e r s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y or i t i s merely saying t h a t persons 
have the same r i g h t s but have d i f f e r e n t f unctions i n society. 

To apply the above discussion to the d o c t r i n e of the Triune 
God i s perhaps r i d i c u l o u s , but i t w i l l help to c l a r i f y the po s i t i o n s . 
Obviously the three Persons i n the T r i n i t y are "equal" because 
they are One God. I f they are of "unequal o f f i c e " we have seen that 
t h i s must mean they have d i f f e r e n t f u n c t i o n s . The problem arises 
i n the t r a n s l a t i o n of t h i s concept i n t o a theory of s o c i a l s t r u c 
t u r e , Maurice believed t h a t whatever was revealed to man as an 
a t t r i b u t e o r q u a l i t y of God i s t r u t h , and i s something which man 
should s t r i v e to be or do i n order to become God-like, to become 
pe r f e c t as our Heavenly Father i s p e r f e c t . Since he saxu God as 
t r i u n e , t hree d i s t i n c t persons i n u n i t y , but the Father commanding, 
the Son obeying (subordination) and both a c t i n g i n the S p i r i t of 
l o v e , h i s t r a n s l a t i o n of t h i s i n t o the n a t i o n i s one vjhich Involves 
monarchy- .the Fatlaer-king commanding, subjects-sons obeying, a l l i n 
a s p i r i t of good w i l l and c h a r i t y . Unfortunately the mystery of 
the T r i n i t y i n u n i t y cannot be so e a s i l y apolied i n t h i s way. 
Maurice was anxious not to overthrow the e x i s t i n g order of society. 
This order was cla s s - d i v i d e d . Maurice's n o t i o n of the T r i n i t y does 
not necessarily lead to a view which preserves a cla s s - s t r u c t u r e d 
s o c i e t y , because the e q u a l i t y of the Perto^s i s not negated by 
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t h e i r d i f f e r e n c e i n f u n c t i o n . But because Maurice th i n k s t h a t the 
p r i n c i p l e of subordination applies to both the d i v i n e and the human, 
and has expounded views about the human realm which preserve what 
I see to be an i n e q u i t a b l e s o c i e t y , one suspects t h a t somehow Maur
i c e sees the "unequal o f f i c e s " of the Human Order ( and thus the 
p r i n c i p l e of subordination i n the T r i n i t y ) to be not j u s t " d i f f e r e n t " , 
but "not equal". Because he j u s t i f i e s a p a r t i c u l a r system of gov-

• ernment by appealing to the r e l a t i o n s h i p s found i n the T r i n i t y , and 
because a case could be made f o r t h a t form o f government's inherent 
i n j u s t i c e i n i t s s t r u c t u r e and philosophy, I f i n d h i s T r i n i t a r i a n 
d o c t r i n e suspect. I t leads p r e c i s e l y to t h a t view which I have c r i 
t i c i z e d p r e v i o u s l y as one which r e j e c t s the kind of r e v o l u t i o n a r y 
change o f s t r u c t u r e s necessary to b r i n g our society closer to the 
Justice of the Gospel message. 

Along these l i n e s an i n t e r e s t i n g comparison can be made w i t h 
Maurice's f r i e n d and d i s c i p l e , J.M,F, Ludlovj, whom we have mentioned 
i n Chapter One. Ludlow's views are much closer to ray own, and h i s 
importance l i e s i n the f a c t t h a t he took Maurice's t h e o l o g i c a l and 
p o l i t i c a l t h e o r i e s to t h e i r l o g i c a l and p r a c t i c a l conclusions... a 
p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i s m which saw the need to overcome a l i e n a t i o n both 
by education and by changing the s o c i a l and economic s t r u c t u r e s . 
Raven characterizes i t i s t h i s way: 

Ludlow sees t h a t there are tvjo things to do and tha t they 
must be done together, A change i n the s o c i a l order w i l l 
not of i t s e l f make men righteous or f r e e . A change of 
heart cannot be u n i v e r s a l l y accomplished so long as men 
are l i v i n g under circumstances which degrade and d e f i l e 
them. 192. 

I n Theological Essays, however, we see Maurice asserting the same 

192. C.E.Raven, C h r i s t i a n Socialism 1848-1854, (London: Macmillan 
and Co,, 1920) p.64. 
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p o l n t of view vjhen he says t h c t C h r i s t i s the reformer of both the 

i n d i v i d u a l and the so c i e t y , and the two must work together, not 

apart from one another. Just as you cannot wait f o r a l l i n d i v i d u a l s 

to be reformed before you take on.the d t t y of reforming society, 

so too, you must not t h i n k to reform society to? the a l t e r a t i o n of 
i t s circumstances without the as s e r t i o n of a s p i r i t u a l root and 

193. 
ground of i t . Yet the d i f f e r e n c e was perhaps most accentuated 
i n t h e i r view of monarchy, which to Maurice was a d i v i n e l y sanctioned 
guarantee o f order and d i s c i p l i n e , but was to Ludlow "governnent 
based wholly on the s e l f i s h i n t e r e s t s of a f a m i l y , or rather of one 

194. 

o l d man." Christensen remarks t h a t Ludlow f e l t i t was a Christian's 
duty to 

t e s t a l l p o l i t i c a l and s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s to see whether 
they were impediments or aids to f u l f i l l i n g God's w i l l on 
earth. Although only t o o l s , i t was a matter of great im
portance to Ludlow to have the r i g h t t o o l s . He d i d not 
doubt t h a t a grest deal i-.i the State of England needed to 
be r a d i c a l l y changed, even abolished. Likewise, i t was 
necessary felways to be w i l l i n g to examine a l l nev p o l i t i 
c a l and s o c i a l systems wo see whether they could promote 
t r u t h and j u s t i c e b e t t e r than the present ones. 195. 

From Maurice Ludlow developed the i'-'ea t h a t love was the foundation 
of the universe, fehat the human order was so c o n s t i t u t e d as to re
f l e c t t h i s l o v e , and tha t a l l s o c i a l progress was possible only 
i f people acted i n f e l l o w s h i p . But Ludlow could not agree w i t h 
Maurice t h a t the established i n s t i t u t i o n s i n a country embodied 
the Divine Order. Christensen goes on to say: 

P o l i t i c a l and s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s were not a t a l l sacro
sanct by themselves; t h e i r r i g h t o f existence depended en
t i r e l y on whether or not they expressed the true p r i n c i p l e s 
of God's universe, and h i s keen sense of the e x i s t i n g e v i l s 
of a society and of the s u f f e r i n g s I n f l i c t e d on the people 
by a society i n which a monarchy, an a r i s t o c r a c y , and an 
established church, blocked the way to progress and reforms. 

193. F.D.Maurice, Theoloocical Essays, o p . c i t . p . l 7 8 . 

194. Raven, o p . c i t . p.58. 

195. Christensen, o p . c i t . p.79. 
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made Ludlow sure t h a t they seldom expressed them. There
f o r e , he concluded, these i n s t i t u t i o n s had to be done away 
w i t h , 196. 

Ludlow hi m s e l f wrote i n " B o l i t i c s f o r the People": 

C e r t a i n I am t h s t the term Radical i s one which corresponds 
to a deep and t r u e f e e l i n g , the l a t e s t outgrowth, the l a s t 
r e a l i z e d development of C h r i s t i a n i t y i n the f i e l d of world
l y p o l i t i c s . The f e e l i n g t h a t e v i l , p o l i t i c a l as w e l l as 
moral, i s not to be hidden, or bliniced a t , or passed over, 
or dressed up, or p a l l i a t e d but rooted out, even though 
i t s e x t i r p a t i o n should need t h a t of i n s t i t u t i o n s and prac
t i c e s o theraise most dear to us,,. No man can be a C h r i s t i a n 
who i s not... a Radical. No man can be a C h r i s t i a n who, 
i f he be once convinced of the existence of moral e v i l any
where, xfherever i t may be, dares to b l i n d himself to i t . . . 
God's t r u t h cannot be siii b l s f i e d w i t h anything less than i t s 
u t t e r e x t i r p a t i o n . No man can be a tru e Radical who i s 
not a C h r i s t i a n . C h r i s t i a n i t y i s the only power on earth 
which has ever imposed as a law t h i s t o t a l e x t i n c t i o n of 
e v i l , which has inexorably d i v i d e d a l l nations and things 
i n t o two classes only, such as are f o r the gl o r y of God, 
and such as are not; such as serve God and such as serve 
Mammon. 197. 

For Maurice t h i s kind of statement was not possible. But i r o n i c a l l y 
i t i s a t r i b u t e to h i s theology t h a t Ludlovj came to these noble con
c l u s i o n s ; and i t i s a t r i b u t e to h i s character t h a t Ludlow followed 
him i n t o the work of education i n s p i t e of h i s b e l i e f i n p o l i t i c a l 
and economic a c t i o n , a b e l i e f which had been the core of the di v e r 
gence of thought whiah s p l i t the C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t s as a group. 

196. i b i d . P.95. 

197. " P o l i t i c s f o r the People", p.221; quoted i n Christensen, o o . c i t . 
pp.78-9/ 



CONCLUSION 

Having i n v e s t i g a t e d Maurice's s o c i a l concept of the Divine 
Order, h i s theory of the Kingdom/Church, State or Nation, and t h e i r 
r e l a t i o n s h i p to each other, we r e t u r n to the question posited i n 
the i n t r o d u c t i o n t& t h i s studys what of value remains i n Maurice's 
thought i f the C h r i s t i a n State has disappeared? 

His p o s i t i v e c o n t r i b u t i o n s to the s o l u t i o n of the problem of 
the p o s i t i o n of C h r i s t i a n s i n the modern State are many and v;orthy 
of a t t e n t i o n here. I have not gone i n t o great d e t a i l about h i s edu
c a t i o n a l c o n t r i b u t i o n s and p r a c t i c a l experiments i n the f i e l d of 
s o c i a l w e l f a r e which were q u i t e considerable. Nor have I delved 
i n t o h i s thought from the precise point of view of the ecumenist, 
although I recognize h i s w i l l i n g n e s s to seek the K e r n e l of t r u t h i n 
sec t a r i a n p o s i t i o n s . His t h e o l o g i c a l achievements Include an open
ness to the development of i31bllcal c r i t i c i s m coupled wit_ih a con
v i c t i o n t h a t r e l i g i o u s c e r t a i n t y i s possible both through Reason 
and Revelation. His stress on the Old Testament and insi s t e n c e t h a t 
i t should be seen together w i t h and i n the l i g h t of the New a n t i c i 
pates much modern scholarship, e s p e c i a l l y i n h i s s e l e c t i o n of the 
covenant as the key p r i n c i p l e of the Old Testament. His doct r i n e 
of the Kingdom has great p o t e n t i a l , although i t was not without i t s 
own d i f f i c u l t i e s , but i t broke ground f o r many modern i n t e r p r e t e r s 
of eschatological f a i t h . - C e r t a i n l y h i s awareness of ma,n as being 
i n s o c i e t y , o f the humanness of forming community, of the worth of 
every man regardless of rank, education or class, of s a l v a t i o n 
brought by C h r i s t f o r a l l men, not j u s t f o r a p a r t i c u l a r set of 
chosen men, a l l point to a broadness of mind absent i n so many of 
h i s contemporaries both i n s i d e and outside the Church. 

However, p r i m a r i l y three points stand out i n my mind as h i s 
greatest c o n t r i b u t i o n s . One was h i s attempt to argue f o r the r e -
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l i g l o u s nature of man's existence, or h i s s p i r i t u a l dimension, from 
outside C h r i s t i a n theology. He t r i e s to base h i s arguments on 
Reason and Experience, and t h i s method has much appeal. Although 
the attempt may be said to have f a i l e d , i t nevertheless raised some 
important I S S U E S . His accounts of the nature of man and h i s Reason 
cross over time and again i n t o the area of C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , and h i s 
h i s t o r i c a l study i s of a sacred r a t h e r than a profane h i s t o r y . 
These two issues: the nature of r e l i g i o u s knowledge, and the d i s t i n c 
t i o n between the secular and the sacred are i n t i m a t e l y r e l a t e d . 

We mentioned i n Chapter One t h a t i n the controversy w i t h 

Mansel Maurice argued f o r the adequacy and f i n a l i t y of our present 

knowledge of God. V/ithout going i n t o a f u l l exposition of that 

controversy, i t may be said t h a t he also argued t h a t we must take 

the t r a d i t i o n a l language about knowing God " l i t e r a l l y " and i n the 

"most exaat" sense. "Religion i s subverted i f while we are praying 
1. 

to God as Father we know t h a t he i s not so r e a l l y . " Whereas to 

Mansel, a n a l o g i c a l language about God i s always an act of f a i t h , 

Clayton sees Maurice's theology (so presumably h i s eoistemo-

logy) as a r e a c t i o n both against l a i s s e z - f a i r e c a p i t a l i s m and the 

accompanying " a l l - p e r v a s i v e p h i l o s o p h i c a l empiricism which equated 

knowledge w i t h t h a t which can be traced to sense experience and, 
more s p e c i f i c a l l y , conceived of r e a l i t y as a multitude of separate 

2,. 
o b j e c t s , " His work was dominated by t?Jo a f f i r m a t i o n s : f i r s t , t hat 

r e l i g i o u s c e r t a i n t y i s possible, and second, th a t i t i s grounded i n 

the awareness of a s o c i a l bond which unites men as men. U n i v e r s a l i t y 

i s thus guaranteed by h i s prem.ise t h a t .imowledge of r e l i g i o u s 

t r u t h s i s accessible t o a l l men as men by v i r t u s of reason- "the 
3. 

power shared by a l l men to know t h a t which i s i n d u b i t a b l y the t r u t h , " 
1. D. C u p i t t , o p . c i t . p p . l l l f f . 

2. J, Clayton, o p . c i t . p.307. 

3. i b i d . p.308. 
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Reason I s n o t j u s t I n t e l l e c t o r t he l o g l c s l s snec t o f huiaan 
t h l n i < : i n g - ( M a u r i c e and C o l e r i d g e d e s c r i b e t h a t asoec t as "under
s t a n d i n g " ) . Reason 1=; t h e m i n d ' s power t o g rasp e t e r n a l t r u t h s , 
and a l s o t o a-oprehend t h e C h r i s t i a n r e v e l a t i o n , Man can Know t h e 
t r u t h s o f h i - ^ e x i s t e n c e , one o f t h e most i m r j o r t a n t o f wh ich i s h i s 
bond o f f e l l o w s h i p w i t h o t h e r s i n s o c i e t y . I t i s by reason t h a t 
man knows h i s righfefeousness and u n i t y i n C h r i s t . Man's c e r t a i n t y , 
w h i c h M a u r i c e demands, " r e s i d e s i n h i s c a p a c i t y t o aoorehend en ab-
s o l u t e m o r a l good t h r o u g h t h e a p p r e h e n s i o n o f h i s s t a t u s as man." 
M a u r i c e i d e n t i f i e s t h e u l t i m a t e 'Drinciiole o f human l i f e wh ich men 
can know and w h i c h i s i n s e p a r a b l e f r o m h i s b e i n g , w i t h C h r i s t , t h e 
E t e r n a l L o g o s . T h i s , I t h i n k , i s a t r a n s i t i o n f r o m D u r e l y r j h i l o -
soTDhical s o e c u l a t i o n s t o C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , a l t h o u g h i t i s d i f f i c u l t 
t o s e p a r a t e t h e two i n d a u r i c e . F u r t h e r , he sees t h e whole e n i s t e -
raologiaal p rocess as one o f r e v e l a t i o n : "The o n l y way t h e mldd can 
know a r e a l i t y beyond i t s concer i t s i s f o r t h i s r e a l i t y a c t i v e l y t o 

5. 

p r e s e n t i t s e l f , s g < r r e s s i v e l y t o as '^ert i t s e l f , upon t h e i n d i v i d u a l . " 

I n a d d i t i o n , X'̂ e h-?ve seen t h a t t h e s t r u c t u r e o f u l t i m a t e r e a l i t y 

p e r c e i v e d by reason i s t h e T r i n i t y . And so C l a y t o n r i g h t l y p o i n t s 

o u t t h a t one c « n n o t s i p h o n o f f P l a t o n i c e lements o r d i b l i c a l elements 

f r o m M a u r i c e ' s t h o u g h t as i t i s a u n i t y . But I thin-c t h i s u n i o n o f 

f a i t h and r e a s o n i s d i f f i c u l t f o r modern m s n t o a p p r e c i a t e i n t h e 

l i g h t ' o f more r e c e n t developments i n e p l s t e a o l o g y . L i n g u i s t i c 

p h i l o s o p h y and p o s i t i v i s m have i m p o r t e d l e s s o n s i n t h e are? o f d e f i 

n i t i o n s o f " l - n o r l o d j o " w ' l l c h shou ld n o t be I g n o r e d . Terms such as 

" c e r t a i n t y " and " r eason" when a p p l i e d t o r e l i g i o u s "i^cnoiv'ledge" need 

more c a r e f u l d e f i n i t i o n t h a n l i a u r i c e p r o v i d e s . I thin.? f o r modern 

4. i b i d , p .311. 

5. i b i d , p .319. 
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t h e o l o g y a d i s t l a c t i o n between thf^ D r o c e s s o f reasoa and the p rocess 
o f f ? ) i t h I s a nece.s-sary one, and I do not t h i n K Hau r i ce g i v e s us one. 
He v jou ld l a c k a modern o h l l o s o o h i c a l a u d i e n c e , y e t when he speaks 
more s t r i c t l y as a t h e o l o g i a n , h i s v a l u e i s g r e a t Indeed , 

I thln>c i t v iou ld be t r u e to say t h a t f o r i t e u r i c e , God i s es

s e n t i a l l y icnoviable, and man c a n know God now. A l t h o u g h he r e c o g 

n i z e s t h e i n e f f a b i l i t y o f God v;hen he o r a i s e s Judaism, f o r exaranles 
6. 

"God t h e y KnexM-aiust be f o r e v e r t h e Unsea rchab le , t he w y s t e r l o u s , " 

h i s main s t r e s s x«as t h e c e r t a i n t y o f r e l i g i o u s movJledge. C u p i t t 

sugges t s t h a t t h i s had t o do w i t h h i s r e a l i z e d e s c h a t o l o g y , as vje 

d i s c u s s e d i n Chapte r One. Had I ' l au r l ce pu t more s t r e s s on t he es-

c h a t o l o g l c a l k ingdom, he w o u l d no doubt have t o admi t t h a t God v i l l i 

o n l y become f u l l y knowable Bt t h e end o f t i m e , o r Day o f the L o r d , 

o r P a r o u s i a . T h i s b r i n g s us t o t h e o t h e r aspec t o f t h i s d i s c u s s i o n , 

t h e o rob lem o f t h e r e l a t i o n between t h e s e c u l a r and the sacred i n 

M a u r i c e ' s w r i t i n g s o n Church and S t a t e . I t has t o do v j i t h a d e f i 

n i t i o n o f God, i f t h ^ t r)hrase i s p e r m i s s i b l e , as t he sac red , ho ly , 

o t h e r , and so f o r t h . That i s , a God who i s n o t a s e o u i a r r e a l i t y , 

o r T j o t e n t i a l l y w i t h i n man's g r a s p , but i s m y s t e r y . 

As vje saw, t he u n i a u e f u s i o n o f t h e human and t h e d i v i n e i n 

Jesus , s n d i t s c o n t i n u i n g m a n i f e s t a t i o n i n t h e T r i n i t y , r e s u l t e d i n 

M a u r i c e ' s d e n i a l o f s e c u l a r l t y . 3y u s i n , t h e word " s e c u l a r " t o mean 

t h e " W o r l d " ( i n t h e B i b l i c a l sense o f mora l e v i l ) and n o t t o mean, 

as Dav i s does , " t h a t w h i c h i s w i t h i n t h e sohere o f man's i n v e s t i g a 

t i o n , " and by u s i n g t h e word " w o r l d " i n some I n s t a n c e s t o r e f e r no t 

t o t h e B i b l i c a l " W o r l d " b u t t o c r e a t i o n and human s o c i e t y ( s e c u l a r 

r e a l m o f D a v i s ) v jh lch he sr.ys a r e s a c r e d , i ' ' jaurice e l i m i n a t e s t he c o n 

c e p t o f t h e s e c u l a r r e a l m ( m o r a l l y n e u t r a l , w i t h i n t h e sphere o f 

man ' s I n v e s t i g a t i o n ) . And as we notfed, t h i s h a s immedia te a p p l l c a -

6. L i f e I . 1DP.132 f i . 
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t i o n t o h i s n o t i o n o f t h e S t a t e and s o c i e t y . He i s speaking o f a 
t h e o c r a c y , o f t h e C h r i s t i a n N a t i o n o f England i n the n i n e t e e n t h 
c e n t u r y . However , we have seen t h a t t o t a l k o f t h e s e c u l a r S t a t e 
and t o mean a' m o r a l l y n e u t r a l a r e a i s somewhat o f a c o n t r a d i c t i o n 
s i n c e s o c i e t y ' s i n s t i t u t i o n s r e f l e c t a mora l s t a n d p o i n t . Perhaps , 
t h e n , a new concept i s needed h e r e - t h a t o f t h e " s a n c l t i f c a t i o n " 
r a t h e r t h a n t h e " s a c r a l i z a t i o n " o f t h e c r e a t e d w o r l d , i- iaurice has 
much t o o f f e r us on t h i s t a c k . A l t h o u g h he f a l l e o p r e y t o a " s ac ra -
l i z e d " v i e w , h i s n o t i o n o f t h e Church as sacrament and s i g n o f t h e 
Kingdom o f God shows a n o t i o n o f " s a n c t i f i c a t l o n " which Davis and 
Rahner , among o t h e r s , have d e v e l o p e d . The n o t i o n o f t h e "engrace-
ment" (Rahner ) o f t h e s e c u l a r a r e a o f main's l i f e i s one wh ich a l l o w s 
us t o keep t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between t h e s e c u l a r and t h e sac red w i t h 
o u t d i s t o r t i n g e i t h e r , D a v i s deve lops t h e concept i n t h e f o l l o w i n g 
way: 

God i s n o t a s e c u l a r r e a l i t y . A l t h o u g h t o a l i m i t e d e x t e n t 

He comes i n t o t h e range o f human u n d e r s t a n d i n g , God as He i s i n Him

s e l f i s m y s t e r y , t h e f u l n e s s o f w h i c h we w i l l Know o n l y a t t h e f i n a l 

coming o f t h e i i lngdora. Y e t , God has communicated H i m s e l f t o man 

i n C h r i s t , and has communicated H i m s e l f t o mankind as a u n i t y . 

The I n c a r n a t i o n b i n d s men t o g e t h e r i n a new community o f l o v e . F u r -
7. 

t h e r , i n G h r l . s t , and H i s i3ody, t h e Church , "mys te ry became sacrament"-

God ' s s e l f - g i f t , o r g r a c e , became e f f e c t u a l s i g n and symbol . H O V J -

e v e r , i n s p i t e o f t h i s r e v e l a t i o n and c o m a u n l c a t i o n , t h e sacred 

keeps I t s m y s t e r y and escapes man's f u l l u n d e r s t a n d i n g wh ich o n l y 
8, 

t h e " b e a t i f i c v i s i o n " w i l l a l l o w . T h i s sac red a rea remains so, and 

can never become s e c u l a r , demanding f a i t h , and n o t I n t e r p r e t a t i o n s 

by r eason a l o n e . The g race w h i c h God g i v e s . H i s s e l f - g i f t , i s sacred 

D a v i s , God ' s Grace i n H i s t o r y , o p . c i t . oAl. 

8. I b i d , p . 4 2 . 
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and must n o t be c o n f u s e d w i t h n a t u r e . "Na tu re i s indeed open t o 
g r a c e , b u t t o i d e n t i f y them i s t o deny t h a t God o u t o f a f r e e , o e r -

9. 
sona l l o v e can o f f e r man t h e unexpec ted and unexac ted g i f t o f H i m s e l f , " 

The g r a c e o f s a n c t i f i c a t i o n b r i n g s human l i f e and h i s t o r y - i n t o t h e 

sphere o f t h e s a c r e d , t h a t i s , i t I n t e g r a t e s t h e s e c u l a r and t h e 

sac red w i t h o u t c o n f u s i n g them. "The o r d e r o f g race has c o n s i d e r a b l e 

r e o E r c u s s i o n s uoon t h e s e c u l a r a reas o f man's l i f e , o e r f e c t i n g them 
10. 

n o t d e s t r o y i n g t h e m , " Dav i s c o n t i n u e s : " I n emphasiz ing t h i s i n 

f l u e n c e o f g r a c e , t h e r e i s a c o n s t a i i t t e m p t a t i o n f o r C h r i s t i a n s t o 

svjamt) t h e s e c u l a r i n t h e sac red and n o t a l l o w t h e s e c u l a r i t s u rooe r 
11. 

p l a c e and f u n c t i o n . " I n o r d e r t o a v o i d t h i s , he makes a d i s t i n c 

t i o n between " sac red" and " h o l y " , o r g e n e r a l l y between " s a c r a l i z a 

t i o n " and " s a n c t i f i c a t i o n " . T h i n g s w h i c h a r e c o n s e c r a t e d , o r removed 

f r o m t h e s e c u l a r sohere f o r d e v o t i o n t o God, make p o s s i b l e an express 

symbol o f t h e s^.cred.. T h i s c o n s e c r a t e d a rea i s t h e I n s t i t u t i o n a l 

Church , The s a n c t i f i e d , as d i s t i n c t f r o m t h e c o n s e c r a t e d , i s t h e 

v jho le v j o r l d and human l i f e w h i c h has been b r o u g h t under t h e h i g h e r 

o r d e r o f g r a c e . The C h u r c h , t h e r e f o r e , i s w i t n e s s t o t h e w o r l d o f 
12. 

I t s own c o n d i t i o n o f s a n c t i f i c a t i o n o r engracement. I n a d d i t i o n , 
t h e Church i s no t t h e community o f t h e e x c l u s i v e l y saved. The o r d e r 

13. 

o f g r a c e i s n o t c o n f i n e d t o t he emmrlcal Church , as Davis p u t s i t . 

S a l v a t i o n i s p o t e n t i a l l y a l l men ' s . T h i s was M a u r i c e ' s b e l i e f ( a l 

though he d i d no t use t h e word " o o t e n t i a l l y " wh ich riamsey uses) and 

i t i s t h i s w h i c h I f e e l i s one o f h i s g r e a t e s t t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t r i b u -

9. I b i d , p . 4 4 . 

10. i b i d . 0 .53. 

11. i b i d . D . 5 3 . 

12. "The Church e x i s t s t o t e l l t h e w o r l d t h e t r u t h about I t s own 
e x i s t e n c e . " C h r i s t e n s e n on M a u r i c e , o p . c l t . xjp. 2.5-6. 

13. D a v i s , God ' s Grace I n H i s t o r y , o n . c i t . p .70 . 
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t i o n s t o t h e P o s i t i o n o f C h r i s t i a n s i n t h e modern w o r l d . 

However , t h e r e remains i n Maur ice an u n r e s o l v e d t e n s i o n i n 

t h i s r e s p e c t . H i s b e l i e f t h a t t h e Church e x i s t e d t o t e l l t he w o r l d 

t h e t r u t h abou t i t s own e x i s t e n c e " l e d Maur i ce i n t o an u n r e l e n t i n g 

c o n f l i c t w i t h those who d i s t i n g u i s h between a p r o f a n e « a n d a sac red 
14 . 

h i s t o r y . " On t h e one hand , he had t h e d o c t r i n e o f s a n c t i f i c a t i o n 

w i t h i n h i s g r a s p w h i c h w o u l d have l i b e r a t e d his t h o u g h t f r o m a c o n 

f u s i o n o f t h e saored and t h e p r o f a n e , and t o x^hich h i s i n v o l v e m e n t 

w i t h t h e C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t g roup was i n t i m a t e l y r e l f t e d . On t h e 

o t h e r h a n d , he speaks o f s o c i e t y as a " D i v i n e O r d e r " , and sees t h e 

S t a t e , monarchy, and so f o r t h , as a t h e o c r a c y mode l l ed on t h & t o f 

t h e I s r a e l i t e s , vie saw t h a t h i s " s a c r a l i z a t i o n " o f s o c i e t y and t h e 

s e c u l a r r e a l m i n h i b i t e d h i s own a c t i o n f o r s o c i a l change and was 

one o f t h e i m p o r t a n t c o n s e r v a t i v e e lements I n an o t h e r w i s e r a d i c a l 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f t h e C h r i s t i a n ' s p l a c e i n s o c i e t y . 

A second m a j o r c o n t r i b u t i o n o f i'-Iaurlce was h i s a t t e m p t tox-ard 

a p o l i t i c a l t h e o l o g y , by w h i c h I mean a t h e o l o g y w h i c h , i f f o l l o w e d 

t o i t s l o g i c a l c o n c l u s i o n , w i l l r e s u l t i n changes i n t h e p o l i t i c a l 

and s o c i a l s t r u c t u r e o f modern i n d u s t r i a l n a t i o n s . i-Iaurice was 

p a r t i c u l a r l y concerned t o combat t h e d o c t r i n e s o f l a i s s e z - f a i r e 

c a p i t a l i s m w i t h i t s n o t i o n o f f r e e c o m p e t i t i o n and i n d i v l d d a l l s m . 

He sees t h a t t h e d i s e a s e rampant i n England i s t h e n o t i o n t h a t 

"Money i s t h e measure o f w o r t h ; t h a t p r o f e s s i o n s e x i s t f o r t h e sake 

o f t h e Money w h i c h t h e y b r i n g i t ; t h a t t h e a c q u i s i t i o n o f i t i s t h e 
15. 

purpose f o r w h i c h men a r e t o l i v e and d i e . " Elsewhere he w r i t e s , 

"The Church i s t o t each men t h ? t s o c i e t y e x i s t s f o r t h e sais:e o f t h e 

human bei'nigs who|3bmpose i t , n o t t o f u r t h e r t h e a c c u m u l a t i o n o f c a p i -

14 . C h r l s t e n s e n , o p . c l t , pp .25-6. 

15, F . D . M a u r i c e , L e a r n i n g and Working: . (Cambridge: M a c m i l l a n and C o . , 
1855). P .87 . 
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16. 
t a l , w h i c h i s o n l y one o f i t s I n s t r u m e n t s . " H i s a v e r s i o n to' a na 
t i o n o f a p r i v a t e Heaven w h i c h befetowed i t s rewards on a s e l e c t few 
and w a s ' n o t a liin^^dom f o r mank ind , was a l r e a d y n o t e d . 

M a u r i c e can be c r i t i c i z e d f r o m t h e p o i n t o f view t h a t he d i d 

n o t go f a r enough w i t h h i s p e r c e p t i o n s about t he e v i l s o f c a n i f e a l -

I s m . H i s i d e a t h a t i f one C h r i s t i a n i z e d s o c i e t y f i r s t , s o c i a l i s m 

w o u l d f o l l o w was n a i v e . Ludlow had seen t h a t t he two must go hand 

i n hand , and l a t e r w r i t e r s have judged t h a t t h e s t r e s s shou ld be 

r a t h e r t o c r e a t e a s o c i a l o r d e r i n wh ich C h r i s t i a n l i f e w i l l be a 
17. 

r e a l p o s s i b i l i t y . The S l a n t g roup o f C h r i s t i a n s o c i a l i s t s a r e oa r -

t i c u l a r l y s t r o n g on t h i s p o i n t as we have ment ioned e a r l i e r . I ' iaur-

i c e can be accused o f " l i b e r a l i s m " wh ich " e x h i b i t s an a c t i v e and 

sometimes a g o n i z e d c o n c e r n w i t h humane v a l u e , community, n e r s o n a l 

f u l f i l l m e n t , y e t s t ops s h o r t a t t h e o r e c a r i o u s f r o n t i e r where such 

a c r i t i q u e o f v a l u e and r e l a t i o n s h i p passes o v e r i n t o a c r i t i q u e 
o f t h e c o n c r e t e soc io -economic s t r u c t u r e s i n wh ich t he t j a lues a r e 

18 . 

r o o t e d . " I4aur ice had been v i t a l l y concerned w i t h " r e l a t i o n s h i p " . 

H i s g r e a t a f f i r m a t i o n t h a t men can know, and t h e r e f o r e must a c t upon, 

t h e i r s i t u a t i o n o f b e i n g i n a bond o f f e l l o w s h i p w i t h one a n o t h e r , 

o f b e i n g b r o t h e r s because God was F a t h e r , tended t o remain w i t h i n 

t h e r e a l m o f p e r s o n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s . T h i s was perhaps t y o i c a l o f 

V i c t o r i a n s t r e s s on p e r s o n a l c h a r i t y , as l i i t s o n Claric p o i n t e d o u t . 

However, we must today expand o u r d f e f l n i t l o n o f " r e l a t i o n s h i p " as 

t h e S l a n t g r o u p r i g h t l y a f f i r m s . The w i d e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n an 

i n d u s t r i a l s o c i e t y a r e c r e a t e d t h r o u g h i n s t i t u t i o n s ; vie need n o t 

p e r s o n a l c h a r i t y b u t a c h a r i t a b l e s o c i e t y . 

16. F . D . M a u r i c e , P a t r i a r c h s and L a v j g i v e r s , o o . c l t . p p . x x - x x i . 

17. P e t e r d ' A . Jones, The C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t R e v i v a l , 1877-1914. 
( P r i n c e t o n : P r i n c e t o n U n i v e r s i t y P re s s , 1968) p . 4 5 4 , 

18 . S l a n t Symposium 196?. "From C u l t u r e t o h e v o l u t i o n " , ed.by T e r r y 
E a g l e t o n and B r i a n Wlctcer . (London : Sheed & Ward, 1968) p . 4 3 . 
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Yet we must n o t f a l l p r ey h e r e t o a n o t i o n t h a t t he New T e s t a 
ment s p e c i f i c a l l y u rges modern C h r i s t i a n s t o be s o c i a l i s t s by i t s 

d e s c r i p t i o n o f t he communism o f t h e e a r l y Church and i t s a t t i t u d e 
"tost 

t o w a r d t h e p o o r . One has t o ask w h i c h p o l i t i c a l system today^em

b o d i e s C h r i s t i a n p r i n c i p l e s . M a u r i c e had seen t h a t t h e r e was no 

b l u e p r i n t s e t down by C h r i s t f o r s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l s t r u c t u r e s 

i n t h e n i n e t e e n t h c e n t u r y , a l t h o u g h he sometimes s©oke as though 

t h e O l d Testament p r o v i d e d t h i s b l u e p r i n t . The S l a n t group em

p h a s i z e s t h a t t h e b r o t h e r h o o d o f a l l men w i l l be ach i eved by t h e 

v i s i b l e w i t n e s s o f t h e Church - t h e c l o s e d s o c i e t y o f t h e Church i s 
19. 

t h e s a c r a m e n t a l s i g n o f t h e open community o f a l l men. T h i s i s 

w h e r e , M a u r i c e ' s d o c t r i n e i s a s t o u n d i n g l y p r o p h e t i c . Had he concen

t r a t e d on t h i s a spec t o f h i s n o t i o n o f t h e Church and n o t f a l l e n 

i n t o t r a p s o f i d e n t i f y i n g Kingdom and Church , s e c u l a r and s ac red ; 

t o o much s t r e s s on t h e r e a l i z e d Kingdom w i t h i t s r e s u l t i n g conse rva 

t i v e e l e m e n t s ; a p p l i c a t i o n o f t he O l d Testament r a t h e r t h a t t h e New 

t o p o l i t i c a l s t r u c t u r e s ; accep tance o f t h e s u b o r d i n a t i o n p r i n c i p l e 

i n t h e T r i n i t y ; , . , he wou ld have been p r o v i d i n g t h e f i r m b a s i s f o r 

C h r i s t i a n p o l i t i c a l r a d i c a l i s m t o d a y . Bes ides h i s p e r s o n a l c o n 

s e r v a t i s m w h i c h accoun t s f o r v a r i o u s i d i o s y n c r a s i e s i n h i s d e a l i n g s 

i n t h e C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t movement, t h e r e i s v e r y l i t t l e e l s e 

s t a n d i n g i n h i s way t o b e i n g h a i l e d as a mentor o f t h e C h r i s t i a n 

l e f t . The i n d i v i d u a l i s t concep t itHat s o c i e t y i s a n e u t r a l a rea 

i n vThich e v e r y man pursues h i s own development and i n t e r e s t by 

" n a t u r a l r i g h t " i s a concept w h i c h b o t h Maur ice and M a r x i s t s t oday 

w o u l d oppose . Maur i ce woiad ag ree , I t h i n k , t h a t s o c i e t y i s a p o s i 

t i v e means o f g r o w t h and development i n c l u d i n g t h a t o f t h e i n d i v i d u a l , 

and t h a t t h e access t o be ing human, t o s e l f - r e a l i z a t i o n , i s common 

19. S l a n t M a n i f e s t o , o p . c l t , pp .153, f f . 
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t o a l l men and s h o u l d be a s s i s t e d by t h e i n s t i t u t i o n s o f t h a t s o c i 
e t y . To me t h i s i n d i c a t e s a more r a d i c a l approach as a C h r i s t i a n 
t h a n M a u r i c e was a b l e t o d e s c r i b e . But i t c e r t a i n l y r e s t s on t he 
g r e a t p r i n c i p l e s w h i c h he a f f i r m e d , t h a t t h e o l o g y has v i t a l t h i n g s 
t o say i n t h e a r ea o f p o l i t i c s w h i c h w i l l secure f o r man c o n d i t i o n s 
o f l i f e i n w h i c h C h r i s t i a n f a i t h i s a r e a l p o s s i b i l i t y and which 
w i l l r e f l e c t t h e t r u t h o f man's c o n d i t i o n as i n a bond o f f e l l o w s h i p 
under God. 

The t h i r d g r e a t c o n t r i b u t i o n o f Maur i ce t o t h e r o d e m C h r i s 

t i a n i s h i s f e e l i n g t h a t t h e Church must r e t a i n i t s t r a n s c e n d e n t 

c h a r a c t e r o r be good f o r n o t h i n g . I t i s i n t h i s t h a t the Church 

i s u n i v e r s a l - i t s a b i l i t y t o s t a n d o v e r and c r i t i c i z e by i t s ve ry 

e x i s t e n c e t h e ( B i b l i c a l ) W o r l d . When human s o c i e t y i s o u t o f j o i n t 

w i t h I t s e l f and has become t h e W o r l d , t h e n i s t h e Church needed t o 

w i t n e s s t o t h e t r u t h o f C h r i s t ' s s a v i n g message. Maur ice manages 

t o r e c o n c i l e t h i s v iew w i t h t h e maintenance o f an e s t a b l i s h e d Church 

w h i c h I f i n d d i f f i c u l t t o do . B u t , o n t h e o t h e r hand , I have a l 

ready a d m i t t e d t h p t even i n c o u n t r i e s l i k e Amer ica i n w h i c h t h e r e 

i s no e s t a b l i s h e d Church , r e l i g i o n tends t o se rve s o c i a l i n t e g r a t i o n 

and s u p p o r t t h e norms o f s o c i e t y , t h e r e b y compromis ing i t s d i s t i n c t 

l y t r a n s e e n d e d t c h a r a c t e r . I n a d d i t i o n , t h i s view would seem t o 

c o n t r a d i c t a n o t i o n w h i c h does no t a l l o w f o r a d i s t i n c t i o n between 

s a c r e d and s e c u l a r . Ye t M a u r i c e ' s c o n t e n t i o n about t h e Church as 

w i t n e s s and o p p o s i t i o n t o t h e W o r l d i s a. sound one. 

P a u l T i l l i c h b r i n g s up t h i s p o i n t i n h i s c o l l e c t i o n o f essays 

e n t i t l e d . P o l i t i c a l E x p e c t a t i o n . He i s d e s c r i b i n g t h e many-facfefeed 

concep t o f " r e l i g i o u s s o c i a l i s m " : 

( r e l i g i o u s s o c i a l i s m ) c a l l s I t s e l f ' s o c i a l i s m ' because i t 
has adop ted t h e a n t i - d e m o n i c s o c i a l i s t c r i t i c i s m h i s t o r i -

• c a l l y and s u b s t a n t i a l l y and because i t s u p p o r t s t h e p o l l -
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t i c a l s t r u g g l e o f s o c i a l i s m as f a r as i t I n t e n d s t o break 
t h e d o m i n a t i o n o f p o l i t i c a l and s o c i a l demonr ies . But r e 
l i g i o u s s o c l a l i a m does n o t o v e r l o o k t h e e x t e n t t o which 
p o l i t i c a l s o c i a l i s m i s possessed by t he se demonr ies , and, 
above a l l , i t tnows t h a t t h e s o c i a l i s t i d e a shou ld no t be 
equa ted w i t h t h e g o a l o f p o l i t i c a l s t r a t e g y . I t must 
t h e r e f o r e r e p u d i a t e g i v i n g r e l i g i o u s c o n s e c r a t i o n t o a p a r 
t y as such o r t o an economic program as s u c h . . . But i t 
c e r t a i n l y c a l f e f o r t h e r e c o g n i t i o n o f t he s o c i a l i s t c r i t i 
c i s m o f c u l t u r e and o f t h e s o c i a l i s t s t r u g g l e a g a i n s t sac-
r p m e n t a l and n a t u r a l i s t i c demonr i e s . 20, 

I t i s t h e d i s t i n c t l y r e l i g i o u s f e a t u r e o f t h i s t y p e o f s o c i a l i s m 

t h a t saves i t f r o m what T i l l i c h d e s c r i b e s as "demonr ies" , t h a t I s , 

f r o m p r o f a n i z a t i o n and o b j e c t l f i c a t i o n , and f r o m an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

o f t h e s o c i a l i s t g o a l w i t h t h e Kingdom o f God. R e l i g i o u s s o c i a l i s m 

knows t h a t t h e s e c u l a r s o c i a l i s t g o a l ta'^es t h e f o r m o f a h i s t o r i 

c a l l y r e a l i z a b l e u t o p i a , b u t C h r i s t i a n i t y m a i n t a i n s the t r a n s c e n 

den t c h a r a c t e r o f t h e Kingdom o f God: 

Marx p e r c e i v e s a ' h i s t o r i c a l l y r e p a r a b l e ' a l i e n r - t i o n 
where C h r i s t i a n i t y sees a ' t r a n s h i s t o r i c a l ' f a l l t h a t 
can be h e a l e d o n l y t r a n s h i s t o r i c a l l y t h r o u g h t h e appear
ance o f t h e Mess iah , vjho may be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h ne t t l ae r 
t h e p r o l e t a r i a t n o r any o t h e r human g r o u p , 2 1 . 

Ye t i t a l s o r e j e c t s r e l i g i o u s i n d i f f e r e n c e towards c o n s t r u c t i v e tastes 

X ' l i t h l n t h e w o r l d , t a s k s w h i c h a r e a m a t t e r o f u n c o n d i t i o n e d s e r 

i o u s n e s s . T h i s r e l i g i o u s s o c i a l i s m because o f i t s d i a l e c t i c a l o r 

dynamic c h a r a c t e r i s c r i t i c a l o f b o t h r e l i g i o n and s o c i a l i s m s i t 

cannot a£;::igr\ a b s o l u t e c l a i m s t o any one r e l i g i o u s o r p o l i t i c a l 

g roup o r even t o i t s e l f . I t has t h e B i b l i c a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f 

p r o p h e t l s m i n i t s a b i l i t y r a d i c a l l y t o c r i t i c i z e and t r a n s c e n d a l l 

demonlzed f o r m s and a l l c o n d i t i o n e d f o r m s . 

I t w o u l d oe wrong t o say t h a t Maur ice and T l l l l c h were i d e n t i c a l 

i n t h e i r i d e a s on t h i s t o p i c - f a r f r o m i t . But I b e l i e v e w a u r l c e 

had h i t upon an e x t r e m e l y e x c i t i n g and i m p o r t a n t p o i n t I n h i s n o t i o n 

t h a t t h e C h u r c h , as sacrf='ment o f t h e kingdom t o t h e x-rorld, s tood 

20 . P a u l T i l l i c h , P o l i t i c a l E x p e c t a t i o n , E d i t e d by James L u t h e r Adams. 
(New Y o r k ; H a r p e r and Row, 1971) p . 8 8 . 

2 1 , i b i d , P . 9 2 . 
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o v e r a g a i n s t t h e •••orld ( s o c i e t y o u t o f j o i n t w i t h I t s e l f ) and y e t 
engao;ed i n an a c t i v e and u n c o n d i t i o n a l l y s e r i o u s c o n c e r n , t o use 

T i l l i c h ' s l a n g u a g e j f o r i t s w e l l - b e i n g , i n terms o f j u s t i c e , meaning-
i 

f u l n e s s , and l o v e . 
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