
Durham E-Theses

The political thought of F. D Maurice

Lindsay, David W.

How to cite:

Lindsay, David W. (1968) The political thought of F. D Maurice, Durham theses, Durham University.
Available at Durham E-Theses Online: http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/9869/

Use policy

The full-text may be used and/or reproduced, and given to third parties in any format or medium, without prior permission or
charge, for personal research or study, educational, or not-for-pro�t purposes provided that:

• a full bibliographic reference is made to the original source

• a link is made to the metadata record in Durham E-Theses

• the full-text is not changed in any way

The full-text must not be sold in any format or medium without the formal permission of the copyright holders.

Please consult the full Durham E-Theses policy for further details.

Academic Support O�ce, The Palatine Centre, Durham University, Stockton Road, Durham, DH1 3LE
e-mail: e-theses.admin@durham.ac.uk Tel: +44 0191 334 6107

http://etheses.dur.ac.uk

http://www.dur.ac.uk
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/9869/
 http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/9869/ 
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/policies/
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk


THE PQLIi^ICAI IKOUSHT 0 ? 

i \ D. i,;AU^IGE 

by 

DAYID \1, LII'irSAY. B.A. 

A THESIS SU3I.iIfj?zjI? ?01i JHa DE'VTEE 

MASTER O-i? LETJiillS 

IN THii; UJIVJj 'tSI^Y 0 ? rU^HAH 

DECHIBEH 1958 

The copyright of this thesis rests with the author. 

No quotation from it should be published without 

his prior written consent and mformation derived 

from it should be acknowledged. 



PREFACE 

This study i s largely based on the '*Life of Frederick 

DenhlBon I&urloe, Chiefly Told I n His Own Letters" edited 

by Ifaurice*s son Sir Frederick liaurice. The edition used 

was that published by IkcMillan & Co. i n 1886. I n the 

text i t i s referred to as " L i f e . " 

I am conscious of my debt to Benry Tudor who guided 

me with great patience i n the preparation of t h i s thesis. 

I would aleio l i k e to express my thanks to my wife f o r her 

encouragement and to I3rs. B. J. Ainsley f o r her very 

considerable secretarial help. 
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CHAPTER ON'E 

BIOGRAPHICAL AMD BIBLIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH. 

F r e d e r i c k Dennlson Maurice was born on August 29th, 1805 

at Normanston, near Lowestoft, His f a t h e r , Michael Maurice, was 

a U n i t a r i a n m i n i s t e r . I n h i s youth Maurice found himself i n t e r ­

ested i n the i n t e l l e c t u a l , s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l problems which 

were very much a part of l i f e of a U n i t a r i a n Household. I n 

h i s l e t t e r s he remarks that things s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l grasped 

h i s imagination much more than the wonders of nature. 

I n 1812 the Ivlaurice family moved to the West Country, 

f i r s t to C l i f t o n and then a year l a t e r , to Prenchay, near 

B r i s t o l . T h i s move was important fa?young Llauric e because i t 

r e s u l t e d i n h i s spending the impressionable years of h i s adol­

escence i n an area which was a s o c i a l , i n t e l l e c t u a l and c u l t u r a l 

c e ntre, and one of the major centres of E v a n g e l i c a l C h r i s t i a n i t y . 

As a r e s u l t of t h i s move the Uaurice family, and e s p e c i a l l y 

Mauri-d'e's mother and e l d e r s i s t e r s , were brought into an atmos­

phere of i n t e n s e r e l i g i o u s fervour which was to cause t h e i r 

d e f e c t i o n from the cause of Uni t a r i a n i s m to that of E v a n g e l i c a l 

C h r i s t i a n i t y . A s e r i e s of family misfortunes, i n c l u d i n g the 

deaths of Liaurice's orphaned cousins Edmund and Ann Hurry, no 

doubt helped to cause the change i n f a i t h amongst the family. 

So. complex was the problem of f a i t h i n the Maurice family 

that each of the three members who had given up Unitarianism 
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attQiided d i f f e r e n t p l a c e s of worship. V/riting of t h i s time i n 
h i s l i f e Maurice aai d "These events i n my family influenced me 
pov/erfully; but not i n the way i n which e i t h e r of my parents or 
my s i s t e r s would have d e s i r e d , not i n a way to which I can 
look back with the l e a s t coraplancency. These years were to me 
years of moral confusion and c o n t r a d i c t i o n . " ( 1 ) I t i s 
d i f f i c u l t a t t h i s d i s t a n c e i n time to analyse f u l l y the 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l pressures and t h e i r consequences for Maurice 
but there can be l i t t l e doubt that the "moral confusion and 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n " were to play some part i n h i s l a t e r abhorrence 

of " p a r t i e s " and "systems", i n both r e l i g i o n and p o l i t i c s . 

I n 1823 Maurice went to T r i n i t y College, Cambridge. He 

was c r i t i c a l of the education he re c e i v e d a t the U n i v e r s i t y 

and seems to have had l i t t l e advantage from i t except f o r the 

l e c t u r e s on P l a t o , d e l i v e r e d by J u l i u s Hare. As v/e s h a l l see, 

Pl a t o was to exert a most important i n f l u e n c e on Maurice's 

p o l i t i c a l thought. While a t T r i n i t y Maurice became f r i e n d l y 

with Jo^n S t e r l i n g , A l f r e d Tennyson and others, along with 

whom he founded the Apostle's Club. I t was a l s o during h i s 

time a t Cambridge that Maurice was influenced by the v/riting 

of S , T. Coleridge. He adopted, and to some extent modified 

Coleridge's Romanticism. C e r t a i n l y he incorporated Coleridge's 

dichotomy between the Reason and the Understanding, i n t o 

h i s ov/n p h i l o s o p h i c a l b e l i e f s . As a r e s u l t of the i n f l u e n c e 

(1) L i f e . Vol.1 p.21, 
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of P l a t o and Coleridge, and h i s own understanding of the B i b l e 
Maurice found h i m s e l f l e a d i n g the opposition to Benthamite 
U t i l i t a r i a n i s m , among the unfergraduates of h i s time. I.^aurice 
was able to develop an approach to p o l i t i c a l philosophy which 
was e s s e n t i a l l y I d e a l i s t and Romantic, but he was able to 
a l l y t h i s to a form of p o l i t i c a l r a d i c a l i s m . He did not, 
however, e n t i r e l y r e j e c t that element of Conservatism which 
i s normally assocnated with a Romantic view of p o l i t i c s . 
He b u i l t h i s p o l i t i c s on a philosophy of h i s t o r y which, 
i t s e l f , derived from a concept of continuous and continuing 
Divine R e v e l a t i o n , 

Maurice l e f t Cambridge i n 1826 without t a k i n g a degree, 

s i n c e he was not prepared to subscribe to the T h i r t y Nine 

A r t i c l e s . Ke went to London to prepare f o r h i s Bar Examinations 

but soon decided not to proceed i n t o the l e g a l profession. 

I n May 1828 he, along with some f r i e n d s , bought "The London 

L i t e r a r y C h r o n i c l e " and became i t s e d i t o r . When the paper 

was merged with the "Atheneum" i n J u l y of the same year Maurice 

acted., as e d i t o r , u n t i l the midcle of 1829. During t h i s period 

Maurice wrote a s e r i e s of a r t i c l e s on gre-.t contemporary 

w r i t e r s and a number of reviews i n which h i s own Romantic 

and I d e a l i s t standpoint becomes c l e a r . According to t h i s , 

Man i s capable of making contact with.the Divine Being by 

means of the f a c u l t y of Reason, Reason i s concerned s o l e l y 

with Truth and i s the mechanism by which man i n t u i t s moral 
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Truths. I t permits man to understand God's W i l l and thus 
appreciate the r e a l purposes of human l i f e , i n a world which 
only imj,erfectly mirrored the Divine. The r e a l world i n 
t h i s view i s the world of the Divine W i l l , not the world 
of human a c t i o n . I/Iaurice held c o n s i s t e n t l y to t h i s point 
of view throughout h i s l i f e . 

The p o l i t i c a l expression of rJaurice's p h i l o s o p h i c a l 

stand-point i s found i n h i s advocacy of cooperation and i n h i s 

a s s e r t i o n of the value of gradual change. Along with a ' 

b e l i e f i n the organic nature of s o c i e t y they form the c e n t r a l 

themes of Maurice's p o l i t i c a l thought. But they only do 

so because they r e f l e c t , i n h i s view, a confo::mity to the 

di v i n e W i l l and an understanding of the Divine Education 

of the human r a c e . 

I n 1828 Liaurice returned to B r i s t o l f o r some months where 

h i s s i s t e r was dying o f consumption. Again he was brought 

face to face \ i t h the deep r e l i g i o u s problems which beset 

h i s familjr. He him s e l f began to have doubts about the 

U n i t a r i a n f a i t h i n d i r e c t communion between God and man. 

He found h i m s e l f seeking new explanations and came eventually 

to the view that God bridged the gap between the Divine 

and the s e c u l a r by Himself baking on human form i n the shape 

of Christaand a c t i v e l y i n t e r v e n i n g i n human l i f e through 

the Holy S p i r i t . I n t h i s way man's f a c u l t y for grasping 

the d i v i n e W i l l was a c t i v a t e d . With these views Maurice 
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could no longer be a U n i t a r i a n and on March 29th, 1831 
he was baptised i n t o i i e Anglican Church, I n 1830 he went 
to Ex e t e r College, Oxford to prepare himself f o r eventual 
o r d i n a t i o n i n the Anglican Church, I n 1834 he was ordained 
and ..went to .the P a r i s h of Bubenhall i n Warickshire as Curate, 

While he was a t Bubenhall jJaurice became involved i n 

h i s f i r s t major t h e o l o g i c a l controversy. He wrote a pamphlet 

on " S u b s c r i p t i o n I)IQ Bondage" i n which he upheld the need 

fo r s u b s c r i p t i o n to the T h i r t y Nine A r t i c l e s i n the U n i v e r s i t i e s , 

The main t h e s i s of the work vvas that s u b s c r i p t i o n to the 

a r t i c l e s was e s s e n t i a l f o r the proper c o n t r o l of study, and 

was a defence of l i b e r t y . He regarded s u b s c r i p t i o n to the 

A r t i c l e s not as a t e s t of d o c t i n a l orthodoxy on behalf of 

the student but as a d e c l a r a t i o n by the U n i v e r s i t y of the 

conditions wi-tiin which i t would teach. I t i s f a i r e r , he 

argued, to d e c l a r e these conditions formally r a t h e r than to 

allow them to be i m p l i c i t l y accepted. The argument p a r t l y 

centred round the f a c t t h a t Oxford U n i v e r s i t y demanded sub­

s c r i p t i o n before an- undergraduate was accepted while 

Cambridge demanded a formal d e c l a r a t i o n of Bona Pide member­

sh i p of . the ClLUich of England before graduation. ( T h i s 

i n c i d e n t a l l y e x p l a i n s why Eiaurice as U n i t a r i a n , was able 

to study, and obtain a f i r s t i n C i v i l Law a t C ambridge but 

could not graduate.) I n general, Maurice saw s u b s c r i p t i o n 

as a way of ensuring t h a t study could continue i n the l i g h t 
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of what he regarded as the c e r t a i n t i e s of r e l i g i o u s f a i t h . 

He did not see i t as cfebarring a lar.ge number of people 

from any worth while study. As Toroen Ghristenson has put 

i t "He had perceived that s u b s c r i p t i o n stood f o r a great 

p r i n c i p l e and th e r e f o r e he defended i t i n complete disregard 

of the general conception of i t , and a l s o quite o b l i v i o u s 

to i t s general e f f e c t . " ( 2 ) Llaurice was l a t e r to recognise 

h i s mistake and to mthdraw h i s support f o r s u b s c r i p t i o n . 

I n a l e t t e r to h i s son i n 1870 he wrote " A l l th'.s I have 

been corarelled by the evidence of f a c t s s o r r o w f u l l y to 

confess I give the L i b e r a l s the triumph which they deserve."(3) 

Nevertheless Maurice only gave way because he r e a l i s e d 

that the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n g e n e r a l l y given to s u b s c r i p t i o n 

was quite d i f f e r e n t to that which he held. 

I n 1834, Llaurice had published a novel, "Eustace Conway," 

This i s not a major work but i t i s , perhaps worth noting 

t h a t , according to John S t e r l i n g , S. T. Coleridge spoke of 

the book "with evident and earnest i n t e r e s t " . ( 4 ) 

At Bubenhall Maurice a l s o began v/hat became more or 

l e s s a l i f e ' s work by s t a r t i n g work on what eventually became 

h i s book, I i o r a l and Metaphysical Philosophy. I n f a c t t h i s 

began as an a r t i c l e f o r the Encyclopedia Lietropolitana. I t 

was f i r i s t published i n that work i n 1850 and f u r t h e r p a r t s 

( 2 ) T . C h r i s t e n s e n i Origine And l i i s t o r y of C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s m . 
Aarhus, 1962. 

( 5 ) L i f e Yci. T . C h i l l i , p. 133. 
C4) L i f e Vol. I . Ch. XI."p. 165. 
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were added l a t e r . The f i r s t part was c a l l e d "Ancient Philosophy", 
I t was followed by "The Philosophy of the F i r s t S i x Centuries" 

•in 1853, "Medievial Philosophy" i n 1875 and a f i r ^ a l part 
"Modern Philosophy i n 1862, The four p a r t s were put together 
to form one of Elaurice's major contributions to s c h o l a r s h i p 
as "M.pral and Metaph.ysical Philosophy", published i n 1871-72 
at the end of Haurice's l i f e . I n t h i s work Maurice t r i e s to 
summarise the major movements i n philosophy. The work r e f l e c t s 
the great care which Maurice h a b i t u a l l y put int o h i s w r i t i n g . 
I t r e p r e s e n t s an enormous amount of study. Perhaps, f o r us, 
the most i n t e r e s t i n g f e a t u r e of the book i s the f a c t that 
i t i l l u s t r a t e s Maurice's b a s i c p h i l o s o p h i c a l approach. He 
sees a l l the authors.of whom he w r i t e s as having some part of 
the t r u t h . Truth to him was to be found as much i n the 
P e r s i a n w r i t e r s as i n the C h r i s t i a n , a l b e i t they might not, 
i n h i s eyes, have quite so much of the t r u t h , 

. I n 1836 Maurice gave up h i s curacy at Bubenhall on being 

appointed Chaplain of Guy's H o s p i t a l , a post which gave 

him the opportunity to l e c t u r e to medical students on ICoral 

Philosophy, His teaching career v/as g r e a t l y strengthened 

when, i n 1840, he was appointed professor of E n g l i s h L i t e r ­

ature a t King's College London, When a Theological departm.ent 

was founded at the College i n 1846 he became one of the 

p r o f e s s o r s . As we s h a l l see t h i s appointment was to become 

one of the g r e a t e s t t e s t s of h i s l i f e . 
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On October 7th, 1837 Maurice married Anna Barton, the 
s i s t e r of h i s f r i e n d John S t e r l i n g ' s wife. The couple l i v e d 
very h a p p i l y u n t i l , i n 1834, Mrs S t e r l i n g died. The following 
year S t e r l i n g h i m s e l f died, a f t e r having been c a r e f u l l y looked 
a f t e r by Lirs, L a u r i c e . Then i n 1845 Maurice's f i r s t marriage 
came to an end with the death of h i s wife, who had l i k e 
S t e r l i n g , been s u f f e r i n g from'tuberEulosis. 

Meanwhile he had published h i s most famous book, "The 

ICingdom of C h r i s t " . T his book, f i r s t published i n 1838, 

..and r e v i s e d i n 1842 talces the form of the j u s t i f i c a t i o n to 

a Quaker of the r e l i g i o u s t r u t h s enshrined i n the Anglican 

Church. The book i s divided i n t o two p a r t s . I n the f i r s t 

p a r t luaurice looks at each of the major denominational branches 

of C h r i s t i a n i t y and asks the question "\Yhat t r u t h s does i t 

contain?" (He a , p l i e s the same kind of technique to the cont­

emporary p h i l o s o p h i c a l , r e l i g i o u s and p o l i t i c a l movements.) 

Maurice's conclusion i s that i n every case the p o s i t i v e claims 

which the v a r i o u s denominations and movements make are gener­

a l l y v a l i d but that they f a i l i n t h e i r sei.rch f o r the t r u t h 

by t h e i r r e f u s a l to accept the truths of other denominations. 

V/hat they a f f i r m i s g e n e r a l l y t r u e , \7hat they deny leads them 

i n t o falsehood. And, a r i s i n g from t h i s , Llaurice a t t a c k s the 

e x c l u s i v e n e s s of denominationalism and p a r t i e s i n . a l l s o c i a l 

and r e l i g i o u s a c t i v i t y . The t r u t h s held by denom.inacions 
were always l i a b l e to be swamped by t h e i r s e c t a r i a n adherence 
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to t h e i r own i n s i g h t a t the expense of a more u n i v e r s a l Truth, 

The second theme of the book i s thc.t only i n a Church 

which adheres to the ancient creeds and t r a d i t i o n s and i s 

s u f f i c i e n t l y broad i n i t s coverage of the s p i r i t u a l , p o l i t i c a l 

and p h i l o s o p h i c a l yearning of men, could a r e a l grasp of the 

t r u t h be maintained. I n other words at l e a s t as f a r as 

England was concerned, only the Church of England was capable 

of r e p r e s e n t i n g Truth, I t alone could proclaim the l i b e r t y and 

brotherhood of men, and thus give meaning to the p o l i t i c a l 

organism i n which every man's d i s t i n c t and personal c h a r a c t e r ­

i s t i c s could be used to the cooperative benefit of a l l . 

The "Kingdom" expressed quite c l e a r l y the groundwork of 

Maurice's p o l i t i c s , as of h i s theolq.gy. Put b r i e f l y , the 

p o s i t i o n which i l a u r i c e now adopted, and to which he held 

u n t i l he died, was t h i s , There i s i n naUire a Divine Order, which 

applies to s o c i a l as w e l l as to n a t u r a l phenomena. This order 

i s r e v e a l e d to man hj Divine Revelation and any emphasis 

on s e c t a r i a n or party grounds w i l l tend to obscure i t . For 

t h i s reason, one must always go behind the demands of s e c t 

or party to a r r i v e a t the t r u t h . Thus Uaurice c o n s i s t e n t l y 

refused to allow h i m s e l f to be attached to an/ party within 

e i t h e r Church or P o l i t i c s . He has been c a l l e d (e.g, by C. R. 

Sanders) a Broad Churchman, but t h i s t i t l e i s r e a l l y as 

inadequate and as misleading as that of C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t 

which Maurice h i m s e l f devised. 
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Maurice, n e v e r t h e l e s s went f u r t h e r than a mere apology 
f o r the Church of England. He was defending n a t i o n a l churches 
i n g e n e r a l . The Church he held to bethe U n i v e r s a l Society, 
an i : . i s t i t u t i o n as nai;ural as the nai;ion or the famil./. As 
such i t was open to a l l . But i t s manifestation i n any 
p a r t i c u l a r nation would d i f f e r from that i n another. On t h i s 
we may quote a l e t t e r he m-'Ote to a f r i e n d , i n J u l y 1834. 
" I only wish to l i v e and die f o r the a s s e r t i o n of t h i s t r u t h ; 
that the u n l v e r t i a l Church i s as much a r e a l i t y as any p a r t i c u l a r 
n a t i o n i s ; t h a t the l a t t e r can only be believed r e a l as one 
b e l i e v e s i n the former; that the Church i s the V/itness f o r the 
cons . i t u t i o n of man as man, a c h i l d of God, an .neir of heaven, 
and t a k i n g up h i s freedom by bapiitism; that the world i s a 
miserable, accursed, r e b e l l i o u s order which d e n i e s - t h i s 
foundation, which w i l l c r e a t e a foundation of s e l f - w i l l , 
choice, t a s t e , opinion; that i n the world there ccn be no 
communion; that i n the Church there can be no u n i v e r s a l 
coiiimunion; communion i n one body, by one S p i r i t . For t h i s , 
our Church of England, i s now, as I think the only firm, 
c o n s i s t e n t witness. I f God w i l l r a i s e up another .in Germany 
or elsewhere, thanks be to him f o r i t , but for the salce of 
Germans, Dutchmen, frenchmen, Spaniards, I t a l i a n s - for the 
sBke of B a p t i s t s , Independents, Quakers, U n i t a r i a n , f o r the 
sske of Jew, Turks, I n f i d e l s , f o r the salce of I'Jen, I w i l l 
hold f a s t by t h a t Church which alone stands f o r t h and upholds 
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u n i v e r s a l brotherhood, on the only ba s i s on which brotherhood 
i s p o s s i b l e . We stand on the voluntary p r i n c i p l e , we v o l u n t a r i l y 
come i n t o God's order, V/e r e f u s e to stand on the s l a v i s h 
foundation of s e l f w i l l . " ( 5 ) 

T h is i s b a s i c a l l y the conlusion reached i n the Kingdom 

of C h r i s t . The U n i v e r s a l Socieby then becomes a s o c i e t y t a i l ­

ored to the needs of the s o c i a l conditions i n which i t e x i s t s . 

Maurice i s w e l l a.vare, of course, of the r e s t r i c t i o n s which, 

i n p r a c t i c e i t placed on h i s "voluntary p r i n c i p l e " . As we 

saw, he r e a l i s e d , though some time l a t e r , that the process of 

s u b s c r i p t i o n was not so simple as he had imagined. And he 

himself was to f e e l the power of i n t o l e r a n c e i n the Church 

of England when he was removed from h i s Chair of Theology at 

King's College, London, on the .grounds of h i s a l l e ~ e d l y 

unorthodox views on E t e r n i t y . CertJ. i n l y he recognised that 

the Church of England was not the peaceful, voluntary a s s o c i a t i o n 

to which he r e f e r s , but was i n f a c t divided i n t o p a r t i e s . 

The Church of England was as much an e x c l u s i v e or^-anisation 

as any of the other denominations. I t r e j e c t e d the values 

of the other churches as much as they r e j e c t e d i t s values. 

At t h i s stage i n h i s ca r e e r Laurie e appears already to 

have developed some of h i s character'.stic a t t i t u d e s . The 

family, the nation, the Church he regards as n a t u r a l . There 

i s a c l o s e r e l a t i o n s h i p between a l l three. Maurice- seems a l s o 

( 5 ) L i f e . Vol, I . Oh.XI. p,l66. 
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to suggest t h a t a true member of the Church should oppose 
a l l s e c t a r i a n i s m w i t h i n and v/ithout the Church. P a r t i e s i n 
Church or S t a t e he abhorred, although he recognised t h e i r 
e x i s t e n c e . Men did have genuine d i f f e r e n c e s which which l e d 
to the c r e a t i o n of separate i n s t i t u t i o n s . The t e s t was whether 
these i n s t i t u t i o n s galse r i s e to benefit s or disadvantages 
to s o c i e t y as a whole. This followed from Maurices t h e o l o g i c a l 
outlook which regarded the s a c r i f i c e of C h r i s t as a condition 
of redemption not only .for C h r i s t i a n s but f o r a l l men. " I 
have endeavored i n my t r a c t s to prove that i f C h r i s t be 
r e a l l y the head of every man, and i f He r e a l l y have taken 
human f l e s h , there i s ground f o r a u n i v e r s a l f e l l o w s h i p among 
men, ( a f e l l o w s h i p that i s i t s e l f the foundation of those 
p a r t i c u l a r f e l l o w s h i p s of the nation and the family, which 
I a l s o consider sacred.) I have maintained that i t i s the 
business of a Church to a s s e r t t h i s ground of u n i v e r s a l 
f e l l o w s h i p that i t ought to make men understand and f e e l how 
p o s s i b l e i t i s for men as men to f r a t e r n i s e i n C h r i s t ; how 

impossible i t i s to f r & t e r n i s e except i n Him . This 

u n i v e r s a l f e l l o w s h i p i n C h r i s t I beli e v e that the Church of 

England a s s e r t s by i t s ordinances and b e l i e v i n g t h i s ( r i g h t l y 

or wrongly) I f e e l t h at I am bound as a good member of that 

Church not to narrow my terms ox i n t e r c o u r s e . I meet men 

as men because I f e e l that I have a ground on which I can 

meet them, and that t h i s i s the deepest, s a f e s t ground of 

al l ' ( 6 ) Thus Maurice's defence of the Church of England i s 

(6) L i f e . Vol.1. Ch.XV. p. 258. 
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not that i t has a s p e c i a l t r u t h , or knowledge about C h r i s t but 

that i t somehow represents C h r i s t . I n the l e t t e r j u s t quoted 

Llaurice goes on to say " j u s t as I meet Englishmen, not 

on the ground that I agree with them i n t h i n k i n g a l i m i t e d 

monarchy the oest form of government (though I may th'sk t h a t ) , 

but on the ^round o£ our being Englishmen, of our having the 

same Queen, the same laws, the same ancestors, t e c o l l e c t i o n s , 

asf.ociation, language, so I meet Churchmen on the ground of 

our being Churchmen, of our having one head, of our having the 

same r e l a t i o n to an innumerable company o.,. s p i r i t s that on 

the e a r t h and have l e f t the e s r t h . " 

l l a u r i c e seeks the widest, most fundamental source of 

u n i t y . Unity on d o c t r i n e , he claimed, was i n s u f f i c i e n t . The 

trouble with t h i s point of view i s that what one b e l i e v e s 

about C h r i s t (or about any other source of u n i t y ) i s not 

always separable from b e l i e f i n C h r i s t . Thus Maurice s e t s 

up a p o s i t i o n i n v/hich he sa,;^ " I believe i n "X", but r e f u s e s 

to accept the v a l i d i t y of the qiestion "^7 hat do you mean by 

"X"? The reason f o r t h i s l i e s i n h i s b e l i e f i n two things. 

F i r s t he i s u t t e r l y convinced of the existence of a personal 

God, that i s a God who- has the a t t r i b u t e s of p e r s o n a l i t y and 

under whose w i l l h i s t o r y unfolds. Second he b e l i e v e s i n the 

power of moral perception through the process of Reason. 

One i s forced to accept Ilaurice as an I d e a l i s t i f one i s 

goi..-g to make any sense at a l l on h i s w r i t i n g s on e i t h e r 
theology or p o l i t i c s . 
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I n 1854 Kaurice was i n v i t e d t o give tv̂ ô series of lec t u r e s 
The f i r s t was the Boyle l e c t u r e s which he l a t e r published 
as the "Religions of the World". The work was an e a r l y excursion 
i n t o the f i e l d o f Gompaxstive theology, a fielC. which i s only 
now be;ainning t o be adeq.ua,tely covered. His th e s i s was t h a t 
r e l i g i o n s other t h a n ' C h r i s t i a n i t y may have elements of t r u t h 
which can give C h r i s t i a n s i..sights which they themselves have 
missed. At the same cime C h r i s t i a n i t y can supply the necessary 
a d d i t i o n s t o other f a i t h s to meke them convlete. His tech­
nique i s , i n f a c t s i m i l a r to t h a t used i n h i s analysis of 
C h r i s t i a n sectarianism, only t h i s time " C h r i s t i a n i t y " takes 
the place o f the Universal Church. 

His other l e c t u r e series came from an i n v i r a t i o n from Arch­
bishop of Canterbury t o d e l i v e r the '.Varbui'ton Lectures. 
'These he published as the " E p i s t l e to the Hebrews". The 
l e c t u r e s are, perhaps r a t h e r less important than the preface 
of the book i n which Iviaurice attacks Newman's "Essay on the 
Development o f Chrisblan Doctrine", Maurice agrees w i t h 
Nevraian t h a t there i s an A u t h o r i t a t i v e teaching by the Church 
but takes issue i n the k i n d of a u t h o r i t y which i s r e l e v a n t . 
He c o u l i not accept thai; the Church had received an i .'.fallible 
a u t h o r i t y t o i n t e r p r e t the Scriptures and teaching o f the 
Church. This would be to put an i f a l l i b l e power i n t o the 

hands o f f a l l i b l e men. The i n f a l l i b i l i t y o f a u t h o r i t y could 
a i y resr; w i t h C h r i s t . The h i s t o r i c a l f a c t of the Risen C h r i s t 
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and the c o n t i n u i n g presence of (Jod i n the world through the 
Holy' S p i r i t was the l i m i t of a u t h o r i t y which Maurice would 
accept. This c l o s e l y f o l l o w s h i s b e l i e f i n the continuing 
r e v e l a t i o n o f Truth by God, i n secular, as w e l l as i n church 
l i f e and h i s t o r y . Considering h i s philosophy of h i s t o r y as 
a Divine education Maurice was merely being consistent w i t h 
h i s fundaraental b e l i e f s . 

The next year, 1846, riaurice was elected t o the Chaplai.'icy 
o f Lincoln's Inn and r^,signed h i s post a t Guy's H o s p i t a l . 
This i:;ave him the o p p o r t u n i t y t o preach r e g u l a r l y . He used 
the p u l p i t as a means o f expounding h i s views on a wide v a r i e t y 
o f topics, as h i s published saaions show. Many o f h i s published 
v\?orks are based on the semens he preached a t Lincoln's Inn 
and elsewhere. 

At t h i s tT.me too, I.iaurice became i n t e r e s t e d i n the question 
of education - an i n t e r e s t which he maintained to the end o f 
h i s l i f e . Ris educational work can be d i v i d e d i n t o three parts. 
He 7/as a u n i v e r s i t y t e a j h e r , an innovabor o f higher education 
f o r women and the founder o f the London V/orkin^: Men's College. 
Of h i s work as a u n i v e r s i t y teacher l i t t l e need be said here. 

His -professorships included chairs i n En. l i s h L i t e r a t u r e , 
Theology and Philosophy and he was proposed f o r , but d i d not 
get, the c h a i r of P o l i t i c a l Economy i n Oxford. His work i n 
the other two f i e l d s , however, was of considerable value. 

About 1830 faaurice's f a m i l y had suffered a f i n a n c i a l set 
back as a r e s u l t of which he s i s t e r i^ary had set up a school 
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i n Southampton. She soon r e a l i s e d the need f o r a b e t t e r 
education f o r the young women who were to go to work as 
governesses than was then u s u a l l y possible. Soth Frederick 
and Kary Maurice became associated w i t h the Governess's 
Benevolent I n s t i t u t i o n . They recO;;,nised the need f o r a 
pro p e r l y conducted examination and a r i g i d l y maintainec. 
standard o f achieve.^ient f o r governesses. By 1847 Ilaurice had 
persuaded the professors o f King's College, London, to form 
a committee to examine prospective governesses. Prori; t h i s 
Committee a group was formed i n 1848 which became the Board 
o f D i r e c t o r s o f Queens College, London. The College was to 
provide ecucation as w e l l as examinations f o r young women. 
I t was not e x c l u s i v e l y f o r those v;omen who wanted t o be 
governesses but was open t o any young women who wanted general 
education. 

I n a series of l e c t u r e s about Queen's College, published 
i n 1849 Maurice discussed the general nature o f the work 
undertaken by the College. He pohted out the i m p o s s i b i l i t y 
o f simply teaching people how to tesch. The airn of the College 
courses was not only to provide a pr o f e s s i o n a l q u a l i f i c a t i o n 
f o r prospective governessed but t) ^ i v e a general education i n 
the p r i n c i p l e s of the subjects which they were to teach. 
I n e f f e c t the College was faced w i t h the need to educate 
as w e l l as to i;rs.in. This was, i . j any case, the essence of 
Maurice's theory of education. Students were not to be taught 
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f a c t s about t h e i r subjects but weire t o be encouraged to search 
f o r the un d e r l y i n g p r i n c i p l e s . I n hi s l e c t u r e ::aurice said, 
"The ceachers of a school may aim merely t o i u p a r t i n f o r m a t i o n ; 
the teachers o f a College must lead t h e i r p u p i l s to the apprehen­
sion o f p r i n c i p l e . " ( 7 ) This n e a t l y sCims up Maurice's view 
of education. He wa.s always aware of the dan ,ers of irap&rting 
knowledge about a sub,1ect apart from the understanding of i t . 
He also abhorred the tendency t o teach subjects i a i s o l a t i o n 
frota each onher.. The underlying harmony to be found i n 
n a t u r a l and s o c i a l phenomena, on which he :laced so much 
emphasis, was the c r i t e r i o n he used i n h i s teaching as much 
as i n h i s theology and p o l i t i c s . He regarded education as 
pa r t of: h i s wider concept of the Divine education of the 
human race. There was no r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n i n -is mind between 
secular and sacred education. Both were part of the same process. 
Kaurice expounded t h i s b e l i e f to a group of students at the 
y/orking Men's College i n 1870 but the elements of t h i s thought 
on the subject are t o be found i n h i s book "Has the Church 
or the State the Power t o Educate the People".(1839) I n 
1839 Maurice argued t h a t the Church had the r i g h t to educate 
the people because only the Church could provide an education 
f r e e from the s e c t a r i a n bias which was i n e v i t a b l e i n st a t e 
c o n t r o l l e d education. Only t-.e Church had the a b i l i t y to 

(7) I n t r o d u c t o r y Lectures, Queen's College, p.7. London 1849. 
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proclaim the universe.1 bond o f f e l l o w s h i p both between 
nat i o n s , and between members of the sa.me n a t i o n . I n h i s 
e a r l y days L'aurice believed t h a t the Church of-England was the 
only instrument f o r t h i s k i n d of education. Later he r e a l i s e d 
t h a t the s t a t e of the English Church at the time made t h i s a 
f o r l o r n nope. I n h i s l e c t u r e o f 1870, "A few Words on Secular 
and DenominB/cional Education," he spoke of Fosters Education 
B i l l . He supported i t because though he disagreed w i t h d e t a i l s , 
i t s general p r i n c i p l e , t h a t of "not destroying the forces 
which e i i s t i n the lan d , o f u t i l i z i n g them t o the utmost, 
seems t o me a sound and honest one".(8) 

I t was t j r o u g h the process o f education and not through 
that of l e g i s l a t i o n t h a t Jlaurice believed i t possible t o 
iraprove s o c i a l c o n d i t i o n s . He did not, o f course, deny the 
need f o r ;,.ood l e g i s l a t i o n , nor the need t o rr o v i d e s a t i s f a c t o r y 
s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s to allow men to l a y t h e i r f u l l p a r t i n 
s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l l i f e . He d i d however believe t h a t only 
when men had reached a sa.: i s f a c t o r y l e v e l o f education would 
they be able t o use such l e g i s l a t i o n and i n s t i t u t i o n s properly. 
He saw Fosters B i l l as i n t r o d u c i n g a very muci needed reform. 
At l e a s t an elementary school education was to be made possible 
f o r most B r i t i s h c h i l d r e n . And f u r t h e r , the education was, 
i n general, t o be backed by the r e l i g i o u s denominations 
so t h a t the Chruch at l e a s t had some say i n the process. 

(8) A F;,w fVords on Secular and Denominational Education, 
p. 17. London 1870. 
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The year 1848 also saw the beginning o f the C h r i s t i a n 

S o c i a l i s t movemenit. The h i s t o r y of t h i s movement has been 
v/ell documented i n two important books. Canon Haven's 
" C h r i s t i a n Socialism" (1920) and Professor Thorben Chris': ens en's 
" H i s t o r y o f C h r i s t i a n Socialism. 1848-1856"(1962) I.'aurice 
acted as the i n t e l l e c t u a l leader of the group of men, 
i n c l u d i n g J. M, Ludlow, Charles Kin-,sley, Tl'omas Hughes and 
J. V a n s i t t a r t Heale, who sought t o e s t a b l i s h cooperative 
workshops among the workmen, e s p e c i a l l y the t a i l o r s , i n Lone on. 
C h r i s t i a n Socialism was an attempt t o replace the s . : i r i t of 
competition by the s p i r i t o f cooperation. As a p o l i t i c a l 
movement i t achieved raarkably l i t t l e success. There was, 
however, one exception to t h i s . The evidence provided by 
the C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t s , along w i t h t h a t of John Stuart M i l , 
r e s u l t e d i n the passing of l e g i s l a t i o n i n 1852 wMch l e g a l i s e d , 
and protected the funds of Cooperative and F r i e n d l y Societies. 

hiaurice's connection w i t h the C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t s r e s u l t e d 
i n an attempt t o remove him from h i s chair at King's Colle..c. 
I n defence o f M s p o s i t i o n he wrote t o Dr. J e l f , the 
P r i n c i p a l o f the College, "We d i d not adopt the word " C h r i s t i a n " 
merely as a q u a l i f y i n g a d j e c t i v e . We believe t h a t C h r i s t i a n i t y 
has the power o f regenerating whatever i t comes i rbo contact 
w i t h , o f making t h a t morally healthy and vigourous which, 

apart from i t , must be- e i t h e r mischievous or i n e f f i c i e n t . 
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V/e found, from whac we know of the working-men i n Sn.-;land, th a t 
the c o n v i c t i o n was spreading more and more widely among them, 
t h a t Law and C h r i s t i a n i t y were merely the supports and Agents 
of c a p i t a l . We wishfed to show them by both words and deed 
t h a t Law and C h r i s t i a n i t y are the only p r o t e c t o r s of a l l 
classes from the s e l f i s h n e s s which i s the d e p t r u c t i o n o f a l l . 
So f a r as we can do t h i s , we are h e l p i n g t o avert those trem­
endous s o c i a l convulsions, v/hich as recent experience proves, 
may be the e f f e c t of lawless experiments to preserve property, 
afc w e l l as v i o l e n t conspiracies against i t " ( 9 ) Maurice here 
saows t h a t h i s brand o f see i a l i s m i s q i i t e d i s t i n c t from any 
0 ,her, and indeed i:i some respects can hardly be j u s t i f i a b l y 
c a l l e d Socialism. He wanted to see the working men a t t a i n 
t h e i r j u s t place wit.ain a s o c i e t y i n which could evolve 
tov/ards c o n d i t i o n s of j u s t i c e and f a i r play. He d i d not 
envisage an,/ form of class s t r u g g l e , nor did he consider the 
c r e a t i o n of a working clas^'. party.. I n f a c t to have done so-
would have been q u i t e contrary to h i s basic s o c i a l r i n c i p l e s . 
I n a recent book Canon S. G-. Evans says t h a t the C h r i s t i a n 
S o c i a l i s t s "Never jo i n e d the movement; never marched w i t h 
the woMng c l a s s . There i s no evidence t h a t they ever read 

a word of Llarx " (10) This i s p e r f e c t l y t r u e but they 
could not have marched w i t h the workin^ class. The concept 
of class i m p l i e d by Canjn Evans i s q u i t e contrary to t h a t of 

( 9 ) L i f e . Vol. I I . o h . I I . p. 92. 
(10) S. G. Evans - The Social Hipe of the C h r i s t i a n Church. 

. ch.6. p.154. London 1965. 
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S o c i a l Orders used by ICaurice. Cooperation between a l l sections 
and i n t e r e s t s w i t h the aim of the n a t i o n a l , not the class, 
b e n e f i t was the aim of i.laurice's C h r i s t i a n Socialism. He 
could never have engaged i n p a r t y p o l i t i c s because he abhorred 
any form o f s e c t i o n a l i s m , which he regarded as a d i v i s i v e 
element i n s o c i e t y . To set one c l a s t against another would 
have been as bad as t o set one man against another. Th'.s 
i s not t o say t h a t the working class had no part to play i n 
p o l i t i c s , but the p a r t was t o accept t h e i r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 
as an element i n the t o t a l organic p o l i t i c a l body. .'aurice's 
somewhat unusual p o l i t i c s can only be explained by reference 
to h i s c o n s i s t e n t a p p l i c a t i o n of the overidin^; p o l i c y of 
cooperi-tion. At every l e v t l from the government of the 
country to the government of smallpproduction u n i t s h i s 
c r i t e r i o n f o r the good s o c i e t y was cooperation. A l l c i t i z e n s 
should be involved i n the machinery of government . i t h only 
the b e n e f i t o f the whole s o c i e t y as the pui-pose and the aim 
of p o l i t i c s . 

Canon Evans also makes the i n t e r e s t i n g comment t h a t the 
importance of the Chi^istian S o c i a l i s t s "does not l i e i n the 
p o l i t i c a l sphere a t a l l . S o c i o l o g i c a l l y i t l i e s i n t h e i r 
p e r p e t u a l i n s i s t e n c e on the importance of human beings; 
t h e o l o g i c a l l y i t l i e s i n t h e i r r e - a s s e r t i o n o f the ITew 
Testament i n s i s t e n c e o f f e l l o w s h i p a i d t h e i r r e - c r e a t i o n 
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o f a r e a l i s t i c theology whish i s made posf^ible f o r others the 
growing renewal o f an authentic Chri&tian s o c i a l t r a d i t i o n . " 
There i s some t r u t h i n t h i s but i t i s misleading to draw 
such a sharp d i v i d i n g l i n e between the p o l t i c a l and the s o c i o l -
ogicEtl. Llaurice's i ) o l i t i c s were g r e a t l y influenced by his 
study of the Old Testament, as w e l l as the Mew. His p o l i t i c a l 
ideas are determined by the cone ept of a Covenant between 
God and His People. Thus i t i s true t h a t kaurice i n s i s t e d on 
the value of I n d i v i d u a l human beings, but the i n d i v i d u a l ' s 

value was dependent upon h i s acceptance o f h i s s o c i a l respon­
s i b i l i t i e s . The Covenant was not between the i n d i v i d u a l and 
God alone, but also between the People and God. How th-s 
has c l e a r l y p o l i t i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s . The form of s o c i a l 
o r g a n i s a t i o n and the c o n t r o l of the so c i e t y are i n e x t r i c c b l e . 
Ivlaurice's a t t i t u d e s towards both of tnese aspects o f s o c i a l l i f e 
are b u i l t on h i s b e l i e f i n a d i v i n e H i s t o r i c a l r e v e l a t i o n , 
which revealed, not the d e t a i l s o f p o l i t i c s , but the undcrly'.n^: 
p r i n c i p l e s . . His s p e c i f i c a l l y p o l i t i c a l c o n t r i b u t i o n i s , 
t h e r e f o r e , not found i n proposals f o r p o l i t i c a l o r ganisation, 
though these may be deduced from h i s w r i t i n g s to some extent, 
but i n h i s a s s e r t i o n o f the necessity o f cooperation. I n 
as much as t h i s determines the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between men . 
and gfoups i t i s c l e a r l y a s o c i a l thea-y. But i n as much 
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as i t also determines the q u a l i f i c a t i o n s f o r access to the 
r i g h t s o f c i t i z e n s h i p , i . i c l u d i n g the r i g h t t o vote, i t i s a 
p o l i t i c a l theory. That : aurice considered i t as such can 
be seen from h i s "Representation ano Education of the People", 
published i n 1866 at the height o f the discussion on the 
reform o f the f r a n c h i s e . 

ituch o f Maurice's p o l i t i c a l w r i t i n g (though by no means 
a l l o f i t ) can be found i n the iwo p u b l i c a t i o n s of the C h r i s t i a n 
S o c i a l i s t s . These were " P o l i t i c s , f o r the People" and the 
"Tracts f o r the People". I n the prospectus f o r the former he 
wrote " P o l i t i c s have been separated from household t i e s and 
a f f e c t i o n s - from a r t , science and l i t e r a t u r e , "h-.le they 
belong t o p a r t i e s , tViey have no connection with what i s human 
and u n i v e r s a l ; when they become . . o l i t i c s f o r the people they 
are found t o take i n a very l a r g e f i e l d ; whatever concerns 
man as a s o c i a l being must be i.icluded i n t'.iem. P o l i t i c s 
have been separated from C h r i s t i a n i t y . 3eli-,ious men have 
supposed t h a t t h e i r only business was w i t h the world t o come. 
P o l i t i c a l men have declared that the present world i s governed 
on e n t i r e l y d i f f e r e n t p r i n c i p l e s from t h a t . So long as 
p o l i t i c s are regarded as c o n f l i c t s between 7/hig and Eory and 
Radical; so long as C h r i s t i a n i t y i s regarded as a means of 
securing s e l f i s h rewards they w i l l never be united. 2ut 
p o l i t i c s f o r the people can not be separated from R e l i g i o n . 
They must s t a r t from Atheism, or from the acknowledgement 



(24) 

t h a t a l i v i n . . and r i g h t i o u s God i s r u l i n g i n human society 
not less than i n the n a t u r a l world"(11) 

Liaurice played l i t t l e p a r t i n the f>rmation of the Prod­
ucers Associc'tions created b.y the C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t s , He 
held a p o s i t i o n of great a u t h o r i t y amongst the members of the 
group however, and they i n e v i t a b l y gave way t o h i s wishes 
i n the matter of what to_ p u b l i s h i n t h e i r :30urnals. He was 
an i n t e l l e c t u a l leader r a t h e r than an a c t i v i s t . At the seme 
time he was \ / e l l aware o f the l i m i t a t i o n s o f the Movement. 

^ I n Maurice 1850 he wrote to a f r i e n d "I7e s h a l l c e r t a i n l y not 
be able, i f we wished i t , to apply the p r i n c i p l e ( i . e . of 
producer a s s o c i a t i o .LS) except t o those trades '.vhich do not 
re q u i r e those long waitings f o r r e t u r n s , or where these mer^y 
lead to extravagant and ruinous speculations. I f a healthy 
tone i s r e s t o r e d t o those occupations by the unspeculative 
labourer t a k i n g the main i n t e r e s t i n them I must t h i n k t h a t 
the b e n e f i t to m o r a l i t y w i l l very considerable. 
I f great commercial enterprises reauire the cooperation and 
predominance of the c a p i t a l i s t , as I am not a t a l l disposed 
t o deny t h a t they do, then the c a p i t a l i s t w i l l f i n d ...is roper 
f i e l d . He w i l l be o b l i g e d , I b e l i e v e , i n due time t o admit 
hi s workmen t o a share of h i s p r o f i t s , but I question 
exceedingly v/hether he w i l l f i n d those workmen at a l l disposed 
t o c o n t r a v e r t h i s judgement about the best way o f r e a l i s i n g 
(11) P o l i t i c s f o r the People - Prospectus, p . l . London. 1850 
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u l t i m a t e advantages, i f he gives them an adequate support 
commensurate v/ith t h e i r s ervices, such support of course to 
be deducted from t h e i r f u t u r e gains. I n the meantime, so f a r 
as I can observe, the workmen are most glad, only too glad, 
to defer t o the experienced and i n t e l l i g e n t c a p i t a l i s t , i f 
they see he has t h e i r i n t e r e s t at heart as w e l l as h i s own",(12) 

A number of i n t e r e s t i n g p o i n t s emerge from t h i s quotation. 
I n the f i r s t place the author appreciated the economic l i m . i t -
a t i o n o f the cooperative associations which the C h r i s t i a n 
S o c i a l i s t s set up. They could api.ly to a small range of 
a c t i v i t i e s v.here no l a r g e investment o f c a p i t a l was needed. He 
d i d not envisage the e l i m i n a t i o n of the c a p i t a l i s t . The 
Associations were intended to i n s t i l a sense of moral worth 
i n the workers i n those occupations i n which s k i l l r a t her 
than c a j . i t a l investment was the important f a c t o r . The Assoc­
i a t i o n s were merely one instrument by which the p r i n c i p l e 
of cooperation could be allowed to f i n d i t s place i n sconomic 
l i f e . I n the second place, liaurice hoped t h a t , by showing th a t 
cooperation worked, the c a p i t a l i s t as much as the worker, 
would be brought t o r e a l i s e , h i s s o c i a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . 
Maurice was not t r y i n g to t u r n back the clock to a pre­
c a p i t a l i s t s o c i e t y . He wanted c a p i t a l i s m to base i t s a c t i v i t i e s 
on the good of the whole' s o c i e t y , not on the p r i v a t e gain 

of the i n d i v i d u a l . Thus he saw the need f o r a more equitable 

(12) L i f e . Vol.11, ch. 1. p. 48. 
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d i s t r i b u t i o n o f the increase i n output, and the r e f o r e of 
wealth, which c a p i t a l i s m could produce. His socialism was 
oased on p o l i c i e s of r e d i s t r i b u t i o n of the product of i n d u s t r y , 
not on a r e o r g a n i s a t i o n o f the c o n t r o l o f i n d u s t r y . He v/as 
q u i t e repared to accept a d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n o f f u n c t i o n between 
c a p i t a l i s t and worker, provided he could be c e r t a i n t h a t 
the i n t e r e s t s o f a l l the p a r t i c i p a n t s i n i n d u s t r y were 
cared f o r . At the same time he strongly deprecated the 
•v/ay i n which men were used merely as another f a c t o r o f 
production by the c a p i t a l i s t s o f h i s day. 

There are, broadly speaking, two approaches to s o c i a l • 
and p o l i t i c a l reform. One i s t o seek to change the environ­
ment i n which people l i v e and work by a l t e r i n g the 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 of the com.ffiunity. Generally 
t h i s i s the approach o f s o c i a l i s t s such as Owen or Marx. 
Behind t h i s approach l i e s the b e l i e f t h a t people are 
products o f t h e i r environment. I t may or may not be 
associated w i t h some foum of h i s t o r i c a l necessity. The 
other approach i s t o change the nature o f personal respon­
s i b i l i t y by converting the i n d i v i d u a l s i n society to a more 
humane a t t i t u d e towards t h e i r f e l l o w c i t i z e n s , thus main­
t a i n i n g t h a t the people themselves must be chan.ged before a 
more j u s t s o c i e t y can be created. This s e c o n i a t t i t u d e was 
t^ia t adopted by most C h r i s t i a n s i n nineteenth century England. 
Maurice r e j e c t e d t h i s second p o i n t o f view because i t seemed 
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t o suggest too severe an emphasis on the value of the i s o l a t e d 
i n d i v i d u a l i n s o c i e t y . What he sought was n e i t h e r a change of 
environment, nor i n d i v i d u a l conversions but a change i n 
the u n d e r l y i n g phil-osophy of p o l i t i c a l and s o c i a l a c t i o n 
which would s i m u l t a n i o u s l y accomplish the necessary s t r u c t ­
u r a l changes and the necessary i n d i v i d u a l conversions. IJor 
d i d he regard h i s philosophy of cooperation as something 
new. I n h i s eyes i t had exis t e d throughout the whole o f 
h i s t o r y . God had re•. ealed i t t o the ancient -Zebrew Societies 
and had, i n the l i f e o f C h r i s t , shovnthe i d e a l of service 
as the essence o f human s o c i a l l i f e . I n I'aurice's theology, 
and t h e r e f o r e i n h i s p o l i t i c s , the i n d i v i d u a l and his 
so c i e t y weie equally the subject of God's promise and 
covenant. The d i v i n e promise of a good l i f e was not given 
to i n d i v i d u a l s i n i s o l a t i o n but to the people of God. 
Maurice's C h r i s t i a n Socialism was therefore concerned w i t h 
w i t h i n d i v i d u a l i - i L s p o n s i b i l i t y w i t h i n a s o c i a l s t r u c t u r e 
based on the d i v i n e l y revealed concept o f necessary s o c i a l 
cooperation. 

I n July 1849 Maurice married Georgina, the h a l f s i s t e r 
o f h i s f r i e n d and ex - t u t o r J u l i a s Hare. Miss Hare had 
been a f r i e n d o f the Liaurice f a m i l y a t the time o f h i s f i r s t 
marriage t o Anna Barton. She was t o be Maurice's f r . i t h f u l 
companion f o r the r e s t of h i s l i f e . 
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I.'iaurice's professorship a t King's College had already 
been attacked unsuccessfully because of h i s involvement 
i n C h r i s t i a n Socialism. I n 1853 he again came under f i r e 
but t h i s time f o r the t h e o l o g i c a l views expressed i n h i s 
"Theological Essays". This time the attack was successful 
and ivJaurice was forced to res i g n h i s chair' at the College. 
The t h e o l o g i c a l p o i n t a t issue was the nature of E t e r n i t y , 
i'he question devolved round a concept o f E t e r n i t y as an 
endless f u t u r e s t a t e - i . e . one i n which t i u e , a l b e i t i n f i n ­
i t e l y long time, i s the essence o f e t e r n i t y . This p o i n t 
of view was re..,arded as pthodox by Dr".. J e l f , the College 
P r i n c i p a l , and the c o n t r i b u t o r s to the Record, the r e l i g i o u s 
newspaper which c o n t i n u a l l y attacked l i a u r i c e . ilaurice 
r e j e c t e d such a concept o f e t e r n i t y . To him e t e r n i t y had 
no connection w i t h a f u t u r e l i f e i n the sense of time. 
Instead e t e r n i t y meant a r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h God i n which time 
was i r r e l e v a n t . The r e a l contove:.sy v/as about a secondary 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n . I t e t e r n i t y was.considered as a p r o j e c t i o n 
i n t o f u t u r e time, the n o t i o n of e t e r n a l punishment and 
and rev/ard could be used by preachers to i . ^ s t i l a "fear of 
the wrath t o come", and thereby t o obt a i n conversion. 
Such an approach to preaching was q u i t e contrary to the 
whole o f Liaurice's theology which was based on the idea 
of a l o v i n g God, who could make himself known to men, and 
by love b r i n g them t o a f u l l e r understanding of t h e i r r e a l . 
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o r i g i n a l l y r.ighteous, nature. : aurice did not deny the 
p o s s i b i l i t y o f e t e r n a l punishment but he meant by i t separation 
from C-od caused by man's d e l i b e r a t e r e j e c t i o n o f God's prom­
i s e , ilan punished himself by the consequences of h i s own 
ac t i o n s . He was punished, as indeed Dr. J e l f and the 'Record 
believed, by God. I t i s r a t h e r d i f f i c u l t t o see how Dr. 
J e l f could have missed t h i s e s s e n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e between 
himself and Ivlaurice i f he had c a r e f u l l y read Maurice's 
e a r l i e r works. Like a l l h i s ideas t n i s one i s i m p l i c i t i n 
hi s e a r l y w r i t i n g s , e7en i f i t took the , u b l i c a t i o n of the 
Theological Essays t o b r i n g i t out i n t o the open. 

'jhe argument over the Bssays foreshadowed another controv­

ersy i n 1858. This time the discussion arose out of the 

Bamptoffi Lectures given by Dr. I l a n s e l l , l a t e r Deem of St. 

Pauls. In these, L.'.ansell made the point t h a t i t was imposvible 

actuEilly to know God and t h a t God did not d i r e c t l y reveal 

h i m s e l f or h i s w i l l t o man. Han could only l e a r n about God 

by deducing f a c t from c e r t a i n revealed evidence. L e s l i e 

Stephen hag said t h a t LlatSBll's assertions were the f i r . ^ t 

p r i n c i p l e s o f agnosticism, though I'ansell himself believed 

t h a t h i s p o i n t o f view was c o n s i s t e n t l y orthodox. This 

controversy i s important f o r the present purpose raaariy because • 

i t r e s u l t e d i n Iiaurice's two books: "Vraat i s Revelation?" (1859) 

and the "Sequal to the Enquiry, What i s Revelation?"(136C) 
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The p o i n t w h i c h Maurice s t r e s s e d was thai: God had r e v e a l e d 

h i s n a t u r e i n t h e p e r s o n o f C h r i s t and t h a t s a c r e d and 

s e c u l a r h i s t o r y a r e , not riv;. 1, but a r e complerr.entary. 

•The manifest.: t i o n o f Clod's n a t u r e i n C h r i s t e n a b l e s man to 

commune w i t h God d i r e c t l y . S i n c e man's n a t u r e was e s s e n t i a l l y 

l l } : e God's, R e v e l a t i o n was God's way o f l e a d i n g men to a 

knowledge o f the D i v i n e lav/s through a knowledge o f Qod 

h i m s e l f . I n f;.-ct,, L l a u r i c e b e l i e v e d thai: a l l knowledge came 

from D i v i n e • R e v e l a t i o n . 

I n 1860 rif. uri.ce. was a p p o i n t e d to the C h a p l a i n c y o f 

S t . P e t e r ' s , Vere S t r e e t . A ^ a i n the L^ecord r a i s e d i t s v o i c e 

a g a i n s t t h e ap]:.ointment, ma,inly because t h e incumbency v a s 

i n t h e g i . f t o f t he Crown, thro'.\gh t h e Soard o f v;o_ks. 'The 

E v a n g e l i c a l Churchm.en r e p r e s e n t e d by i;he Record, i n f a c t 

c a r r i e d on a contiLnual compaign a g a i n s t L l a u r i c e . I n t h i s 

c a s e , t h e y were q u i t e u n s u c c e s s f u l , and, a c c o r d i n g to 

L l a u r i c e ' s son, l o s t much o f t l - . e i r power a s a r e s u l t . 

L i a u r i c e ' s n e x t , a n d l a s t , major t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t r o v e r s y 

took p l a c e i n 1862 w i t h h i s f r i e r d , 2 i s h o p C o l e n s o . The 

d i s c u s s i o n c e n t r e d aro-j.nd the i n o n s i s t e n c i e s a-̂  p a r e n t i n 

t h e B i b l e and the a n a l y t i c B i b l i c a l C r i t i c i s m , which was 

an i m p o r t a n t t h e o l o g i c a l i s s u e a t t h e t i ^ e . Colenso was 

p a r t i c u l a r l y c o n c e r n e d about t h e c r e d i b i l i t y o f the P e n t a t e u c h . 

H a u r i c e ' s a t t i t u d e was to l o o k a t the B i b l e a s a whole and 
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to s e e k t h e u n d e r l y i n g p r i n c i p l e s which i n r e v e a l e d . 2e 
was not co n c e r n e d w i t h q u e s t i o n s about the a c c u r a c y o f 
p a r t i c u l a r p a r t s o f i t but he was g r e a t l y u p s e t a t the 
thought o f r e j e c t i n g a. l a r g e s e c t i o n o f i t because i t not 
seem t o f i t i n t o c u r r e n t b e l i e f s about e v o l u t i o n . He r e g a r d e d 
s u c h c r i t i c i s m a s b e i n g c o n c e r n e d o n l y v/ith l i t e r a r y and 
h i s t o r i c a l m a t t e r , to t h e d e t r i m e n t o f t he more i m p o r t a n t 
t h e o l o g i c a l q u e s t i o n s . As a r e s u l t o f h i s argument w i t h 
C o l e n s o , d u r i n g vjhich Golenso a l l u d e d to t he o: p o s i t i o n 
to l a a u r i c e ' s h o l d i n g t h e Vere S t r e e t incumbency, he c o n s i d e r e d 
resig-ning:.' from t h i s p o s t , but was dissuaded from doi n g s o . 

Towards t h e end ô ' h i s l i f e I l a u r i c e wr,s appo i n t e d to 

t h e K n i g h t s b r i d g e P r o f e s s o r s h i p o f C a s u i s t r y , L l o r a l Theology 

and L'Oral P h i l o s o p h y a t Cam.bridge, i n 1866. I n the f o l l o w i n g 

y e a r s he produced two i m p o r t a n t books, "The C o n s c i e n c e " 

i n 1868 and " S o c i a l M o r a l i t y " i n 1869. These tv;o works s e t 

out m a u r i c e ' s c o n s i d e r e d b e l i e f s on the n a t u r e o f man both 

as an i n d i v i d u a l and a s a s o c i a l b e i n g . The l a t t e r book 

i s e s p e c i a l l y i m p o r t a n t a s a s o u r c e f o r the st.'dy o f h i s 

p o l i t i c a l b e l i e f s . I i: i s a c o l l e c t i o n o f l e c t u r e s d e l i v e r e d 

a t Cambridge. I n t h e l e c t u r e s ..aurice draws out the co j i n e c h i o n s 

between f a m i l y and n a t i o n a l l i f e . He s t a t e s h i s b e l i e f i n 

the s o c i a l n a t u r e o f man, and, t a k i n g a h i s t o r i c a l p e r s p e c ­

t i v e , d e v e l o p s h i s con c e p t o f t he i n t e r r e l a t i o n beinveen t h e 

i n d i v i d u a l , t h e f a m i l y t h e n a t i o n and the u n i v e r s a l s o c i e t y . 
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H i s c l o s i n g s e n t e n c e s i l l u s t r a t e c l e a r l y h i s a t i ; i t u d e to 
p o l i t i c s . "So t h e r e w i l l be d i s c o v e r e d beneath a l l t h e 
p o l i t i c s o f t..e E a r t h , s u s t a i n ' n g the o r d e r o f each c o u n t r y , 
u p h o l d i n g t h e c h a r i t y o f e ach h o u s e h o l d , a C i t y viich 
has f o u n d a t i o n s , v/hose b u i l d e r and maker i s God. I t must 
be f o r a l l k i n d r e d s and r a c e s ; t h e r e f o r e w i t h t h e s e c t o r i a n i s m 
w hich r e n d s Humanity a s u n d e r , w i t h the I m p e r i a l i s m which 
would s u b s t i t u t e f o r U n i v e r s a l . f e l l o w s h i p , a u n i v e r s a l Death, 
must i t wage i m p l a c a b l e war. A g a i n s t t l i e s e we p..ay a s 
o f t e n a s we a s k t h a t God's V / i l l may be done i n 2 a r t h a s i t 
i s i n H e a v e n . " ( 1 3 ) 

At t h i s time t h e major p o l i t i c a l i s s u e was the q u e s t i o n 

o f t h e r e f o r m o f the f r a n c h i s e . Maurice i n 1866 made one 

o f h i s r a t e e x c u r s i o n s i n t o t ' i e f i e l d o f e v e r y d a y p o l i t i c s 

wi th h i s bo jk the V/orkmen and the F r a n c h i s e . I n t h i s he 

d i s c u s s e d the n a t u r e o f p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n . He c o n s i d e r e d 

t h e proolera a s on i n which the vo.te s h o u l d be t i e d not t o 

the o w n e r s h i p o f p r o p e r t y but t o the a b i l i t y and w i l l i . i , / 7 i e s s 

o f the v a r i o u s i n t e r e s t s i n s o c i e t y to submerge t h e i r own 

g a i n i n t h e b e n e f i t o f the socie.ty a s a whole. He saw 

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a s b e i n g n e c e s s a r i l y l i n k e d t o p o l i t i c a l 

e d u c a t i o n and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . He a l s o warned a g a i n s t 

t h e d a n gers o f r e f u s i n g t h e v o t e t o any group once t h e y had 

a c h i e v e d the r e q u i r e d s t a n d a r d s . Such r e f u s a l s he r e g a r d e d 

a s t h e s o u r c e o f d e s t r u c t i v e r e v o l u t i o n . 

( i 3 ) S o c i a l I l o r a l i t y . L e c t . X X I . London 1872 
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7/e have a l r e a d y mentioned i C a u r i c e ' s f i n a l book, h i s 
Moral and I. e t a p h y s i c a l P h i l o s o o h y p u b l i s h e d i n 1872. I t 
i s c e r t a i n l y a work which i.Iaurice had p i e c e d t o g e t h e r over 
the y e a r s , and which i l l u s t r a t e s t h e b r e a d t h and depth o f 
h i s s t u d i e s . 3y t h e time i t was l u b l i s b e d , howeve , I . a u r i c e 
had e x h a u s t e d h i m s e l f . On d o c t o r s o r d e r s he had g i v e n up 
h i s work a t S t . P e t e r ' s , Vere S t r e e t i n 1869. A f t e r t h a t 
he s u f j / e r e d from more o r l e s s c o n t i n u o u s i l l h e a l t h . On 
E a s t e r Day 1872, L l a u r i c e d i e d i n h i s own home. He was b u r i e d 
i n a f a m i l y v a u l t a t ..ighgate on A p r i l d'C'h 1872 where h i s 
p a r e n t s and s i s t e r s had a l r e a d y been p l a c e d . 
F. D. L l a u r i c e d i e d l e a v i n g a l e g a c y o f t h e o l o g i c a l i n s i g h t 
w hich c a n s t i l l be f e l t . I f he d i d not s t a r t a C h r i s t i a n 
p o l i t i c a l movement he c e r a i n l y geve the Church i n England 
the b a s i s o f a s o c i a l c o n s c i e n c e which s t i l l has som.e e f ? e c t . 
H i s s p e c i f i c a l l y p o l i t i c a l c o n t r i b u t i o n h a s , however, been 
n e g l e c t e d , p r o b a b l y because he h i m s e l f disavowed e x p e r t i s e 
a s a p o l i t i c a l p h i l o s o p h e r d u r i n g h i s " . l i f e t i m e . N e v e r t h e l e s s 
he did have some i m p o r t a n t i n s i g h t s which p o l i t i c a l t h i n k e r s 
seem t o have i n g n o r e d . iTo doubt h i s p o l i t i c s would be now 
r e g a r d e d a s u n f a s h i o n a b l e . He was e s s e n t i a l l y a p r e a c h e r , 
w i t h a p r o p h e t i c t i n g e . As s u c h he was a p r o f e s s i o n a l 
p e r s u a d e r - a man w i t h an i d e o l o g y . 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE IIJTEIL3CTUAL PRAEIEIVORK 

M a u r i c e ' s p o l i t i c a l thought can b e s t be underr. bood i n 

th e c o n t e x t o f h i s b e l i e f s about the n a t u r e o f man, and Ctod. 

Removed froEi t h i s c o n t e x t h's w r i t i n g s on p o l i t i c s appear 

to be c o n f u s e d and i . i c o n s i s t e n t . They c e r t a i n l y must have 

a p p e a r e d so to J . S. K i l l when he wrote " I have always 

thought t h a t t h e r e was more i n t e l l e c t u a l power wasted i n 

Maurice t h a n i n any o t h e r o f my c o n t e m p o r i e s . Pew o f them, 

c e r t a i n l y , have had so much to w a s t e " . ( 1 ) 

A g l a n c e a t M a u r i c e ' s L i o r a l and I J e t f - p h y s i c e l P h i l o s o p h y 

w i l l i n d i c a t e t h e e x c e p t i o n a l v a r i e t y and depth o f h i s r e a d i n g 

The e n c y c l o p e d i c n a t u r e o f h i s s t u d i e s , n e v e r t h e l e s s , s h o u l d 

not o b s c u r e the p a r t i c u l a r debt Which he owed to t h r e e main 

s o u r c e s , P l a t o , t h e . : i b l e and S. T. C o l e r i d g e , a l t h o u g h i t 

must c l e a r l y put a s t u d e n t o f L i a u r i c e on h i s guard a g a i n s t 

a c c e p t i n g too s i m p l e a s u r v e y o f L a u r i c e ' s frames o f r e f e r ­

e n ce. V / i t h i n t h e bounds s e t by t h e s e t h r e e elements o f 

h i s t h i n k i n g : a u r i c e adapted t o h i s own use many i d e a s from 

o t h e r w r i t e r s . The i d e a s which he took from P l a t o , t h e 

B i b l e and C o l e r i d g e became the f o u n d a t i o n upon^f.Iaurice 

c o n s t r u c t e d h i s own brand o f s o c i a l i s m . They form, a s i t 
( 1 ) J . S. M i l l . Autobiography, p. 107. Hew York 1944. 
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were, t h e s k e l e t o n which he c l o t h e d w i t h h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
o f t h e needs o f n i n e t e e n t h c e n t u r y E n g l a n d . 

( 1 ) THE PLATONIC ASPECTS OF KAURICS'S •THOUGHT 

Some i d e a o f L i a u r i c e ' s debt io P l a t o may be g a i n e d from 

a q u o t a t i o n from h i s r.loral and M e t a p h y s i c a l P h i l o s o p h y , 

p u b l i s h e d l a t e i n h i s l i f e . S p e a k i n g o f P l a t o ' s R e p u b l i c 

he wrote " I t t e a c h e s t h a t f a r beyong t h i s c o n s c i o u s n e s s o f 

power l i e s t h e c o n t e m p l a t i o n o f t r u t h and goodness, and the 

a s s i m i l a t i o n o f t h e soul^ to t h e s e . I t shows t h a t f a r 

beyond t h e mere f e e l i n g o f energy to a a r e , to a c t , to revenge, 

l i e s t h e p e r c e p t i o n o f o r d e r and harmony, an i n t i m a t e f e l l o w ­

s h i p w i t h a B e i n g above u s , and t h e b e i n g s around u s . I t 

t e a c h e s t h a t t h e r e i s a u n i v e r s a l ground, t h i s p e r c e p t i o n 

o f o r d e r and harmony the l i f e , o f whic t h i s f e l l o w s h i p i s 

t h e r e s u l t and the r e a l i s a t i o n , " ( 2 ) T h i s d e s c r i p t i o n o f 

the R e p u b l i c echoes a major theme o f L a u r i c e ' s w r i t i n g . 

I n h i s book " P l a t o , t h e Llam. and h i t Work", A.E. T a y l o r 

wrote " P l a t o d e f i n i t e l y b e l i e v e s i n a d i v i n e p u r p o s i v e 

a c t i v i t y . " ( 3 ) F o r M a u r i c e , o f c o u r s e , the d i v i n e p u r p o s i v e 

a c t i v i t y came from t h e C h r i s t i a n God. A long w i t h P l a t o 

I'Jaurice b e l i e v e d t h a t man was t o some e x t e n t c a p a b l e o f 

g r a s p i n g t h e t r u t h o f t h i s a c t i v i t y . The d i v i n e B e i n g 

i s t h e s o u r c e o f o r d e r i n both n a t u r a l and s o c i a l a f f a i r s . 

( 2 ) F. D. M a u r i c e . Moral and :';etaphysical P h i l o s o p h y . V o l . 1 , 
p. 171. London 1886. 

( 3 ) A.i;;.Taylor. P l a t o The Man And H i s ;7or^^s. p.492. London. 1950 



( 3 6 ) 

He not o n l y c o n t e m p l a t e s t h e i d e a l forms but a l s o c r e a t e s 
them i n t h e s e n s i b l e w o r l d which huiivsns can p e r c e i v e . I n 
L i a u r i c e ' s words e v e r y e a r t h l y form and i d e a "has i t s ground 

and i t s t e r m i n a t i o n on one h i g h e r t h a n i t s e l f and t h e r e 

i s a supreme i d e a , t h e f o u n d a t i o n and consumation o f a l l 

t h e s e , even t h e i d e a o f the a b s o l u t e and p e r f e c t being, i n 

whose mind f.iey a l l d w e l l and i n whose e t e r n i t y a l o n e t h e y 

©an be thought or dreamed o f a s e t e r n a l . " ( 4 ) There i s some­

t h i n g i n man which r e f l e c t s t h e n a t u r e o f the D i v i n e 3 e i g. 

The a c t u a l man may be a c o r r u p t i o n o f t he D i v i n e B e i n g 

but h i s i d e a l s e l f can be r e c o g n i s e d o n l y be r e f e r e n c e to 

t h i s D i v i n e Nsfeire. True human n a t u r e can not be p e r c i i v e d 

by exam'.nation o f t he d i s t o r t e d image which a c t u a l men 

p e r c e i v e i n e a c h o t h e r , but o n l / by conheraplating the "Author 

o f our B e i n g " . The r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and flan i s i n 

some r e s p e c t s s i m i l a r t o t h a t between t h e i d e a l form and the 

e x i s t e n t p e r c e i v e d o b j e c t s . 

i'.aurice u s e s t h e word " n o t i o n " t o d e s c r i b e the d i s t o r t e d 

p e r c e p t i o n s n o r m a l l y a v a i l a b l e to man. The n o t i o n s which men 

p e r c e i v e , a l t h o u g h d i s t o r t i o n s o f t h e r e a l , o r the i d e a l , 

a c t a s s i g n p o s t s t o t h e t r u e n a t u r e o f men and o f i d e a s . 

Man's, t a s k i s t o s e a r c h f o r the i n d i c a t o r s . T h i s i s e q u a l l y 

t r u e i f we c o n s i d e r not o n l y our s e n s i b l e i m p r e s s i o n s o f 

t h e w o r l d around us and our i d e a s c o n c e r n i n g c o n c e p t s s u c h 

( 4 ) P. D. I l a u r i c e . L l o r a l and L i e t a p h y s i c a l P h i l o s o p h y . v o L l . 
p. 149. London 1886. 
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a s j u s t i c e ; i t i s a l s o t r u e o f our u n d e r s t a n d i n g and knowledge 
o f t h e D i v i n e B e i n g who i s our Author. "The mind i s ca;,able 
o f b e h o l d i n g t h e B e i n g , t h e One. But o f t h i s B e i n g , o f t h i s 
One, a l l t h e n o t i o n s , i m a g i n i n g s p r e m o n i t i o n s of t h e s e n s u a l 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f f e r most m i s e r a b l e and c o u n t e r f e i t resem­
b l a n c e s . "(5) N o n e t h e l e s s i n s p i t e o f the d i s t o r t i o n s which 
t a k e p l a c e v / i t h i n t h e human m.ind "There i s t h a t i n t h i s B e i n g , 
t h i s One, which does anc must answer to t h e s e notions".(5) 
I n o t h e r words the i m p r e s s i o . i S which the mind forms a r e i n d i c ­
a t i v e o f t h e permanence o f the t r u t h s _ w h i c h t h e y r e p r e s e n t . 
M a u r i c e makes a c o m p a r i s o n w i t h the p u r e l y p h y s i c a l , . w o r l d . 
V/hen we h e a r a sound we k n o w l t h a t somethl:g must have, 
c a u s e d t h e sound. The sound i s not i n t h e e a r o f the p erson 
who h e a r s i t ; not i s i t i n the i n s t r u m e n t which o i ' i g i h a t e c 
t h e sound. I t i s i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p between them. "At 
a l l e v e n t s t h e r e can be no presumption a g a i n s t the d o c t r i n e 
t h a t a s a sound c a n n o t , by the v e r y n a t u r e o f language and 
o f t h i n g s , be r e f e r r e d o n l y to t h a t from ..'hence i t p r o c e e d s , 
bat l i k e w i s e i n v o l v e s t h e S v . p p o s i t i o n o f an e a r which I'-'eceives 
i t , so t h e r e may be s u c h a p r e s e n t a t i o n o f t h a t which a c t u a l l y 
i s , o f t h e substf.nce o r e s s nee o f e ach t h i n g , a s c c n n e i t h e r 
be u n d e r s t o o d merely i n r e f e r e n c e to t h a t t h i n g , nor m e r e l y 
i n f e f e r e n c e t o t h a t whereunto i t i s m.ade, but must by i t s 
n a t u r e a ^ - p e r t a i n one and the same moment to both."(5) 

(5)j?. D. L l a u r i c e . Moral and M e t a i : h y s i c a l I h i l O E O p h y . fol.l. 
p. 14-9. London 1886. 
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How t h i s d o c t r i n e which Lau.rice b e l i e v e s t o be c e n t r 1 to 
P l a t o n i c thought can be c a r r i e d f u r t h e r . The r e a l i t i e s which 
he i s d i s c u s s i n g a r e t o be found in : , a l l t h i n g s , though we 
may p e r c e i v e but d i s t o r t e d images. And e ach has i t s "grand" 
i n an i d e a h i g h e r t h a n i t s e l f , so t h a t e v e n t u a l l y t h e y d e r i v e 
from t h e i d e a o f an a b s o l u t e and p e r f e c t B e i n g . There must 
t h e r e f o r e be i n man something which c o r r e s p o n d s to the 
i d e a s w h i c h he p e r c e i v e s . When man u s e s h i s s e n s e s and h i s 
b r a i n t o s e a r c h f o r the t r u t h , he i n t u i t s what I . a u r i c e 
d e s c r i b e s a s a w i t n e s s t o the i d e a . 

Wow, by a c c e p t i n g t h a t the i d e a i s w i t h i n man, and a t t a i n a b l e 

by him M a u r i c e d o e s not a t a l l i m p l y t h a t i t has i t s ground 

i n man. T h i s a s p e c t o f t h e s i t u a t i o n has to be t a k e n i n 

c o n j u n c t i o n w i t h t h e p r e v i o u s s t a t e m e n t t h a t a l l o b j e c t s 

and c o n c e p t s have a r e a l i t y but t h a t the a r c h e t y p a l form or 

i d e a l "has i t t ground and t e r m i n a t i o n i n one h i g h e r t h a n 

i t s e l f " . I t f o l l o v s t h a t a c c e p t a n c e o f the e x i s t e v i c e o f i d e a s 

i n man, f a r from p r o v i n g man's self-suf:..""iciency, proves the 

o p p o s i t e - t h a t t h e r e i s a B e i n g s u p e r i o r to man, t h a t t h e r e 

i s a B e i n g who i s oT a h i g h e r o r d e r t h a n m.an, and i n whom 

i s t o be found the ground i d e a . 

A c c e p t a n c e o f the b e l i e f t h a t i d e a s have an e x i s t e n c e 

i n man a l s o d i s p o s e s o f the concept t h a t i n d i v i d u a l men have 

only, t h e i r own n o t i o n s o f r e a l i t y , and t h a t t h e r e can 
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t h e r e f o r e be no p o s s i b i l i t y o f a r . i v i n g a t t r u t h . 'The 

f l e r a c l e t e a n c o n c e p t o f f l u x , e x c l u d i n g a l l hope o f perraenancy 

o r o r d e r h a s n c p l a c e i n the thought o f e i t h e r P l a t o , o r 

M a u r i c e . I n d e e d s u c h c o n c e p t s a r e c o n t r a r y t o the p h i l o s o p ­

h i c a l a t t i t u d e s o f both men. So a l s o i s the d e n i a l o f s e n s e 

e x p e r i e n c e m a i n t a i n e d by the E l e a t i c p h i l o s o p h e r s - Prrmen'des 

and Zeno, T h i s s c h o o l o f thought m a i n t a i n e d t h a t r e a l i t y 

was a u n i t y o n l y t o be d i s c o v e r e d by t h e a c t i v i t y o f t h e mind, 

u n a i d e d by t h e p e r c e p t i o n s o f t h e s e n s e s , whereas H e r a k l e i t o s 

s u g g e s t s t h a t man can n e v e r be s u r e o f h i s c o n v i c t i o n s s i n c e 

e v e r y t h i n g i s c o n t i n u a l l y i n f l u x . Maurice b e l i e v e d t h a t 

the P l a t o n i c e x p l a n a t i o n i s a b l e to r e c o n c i l e t h e s e two 

p o i n t s o f v i e w and t h u s t o e n a b l e man t o a r r i v e a t an u n d e r ­

s t a n d i n g o f t r u t h . I t i n v o l v e s a r e a l i s a t i o n t h a t man's 

" n o t i o n s " a r e s i g n p o s t s t o t r u t h and t h a t knowledge o f u l t i m a t e 

r e a l i t y c a n o n l y be r e a c h e d by abandoning " n o t i o n s " . i J e v e r t h e l e s s 

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

would be q u i t e beyond t h e g r a s p o f men. K a u r i c e , h i m s e l f , 

used very s i r r r l l a r r e a s o n i n g when he d e a l t w i t h the q u e s t i o n 

o f r e v e l a t i o n a s a means o f man's u n d e r s t a n d i n g the D i v i n e 

O r d e r o f n a t u r e and s o c i e t y . I t -would appear t h a t h i s 

a c c e p t a n c e o f t h i s a s p e c t o f P l a t o n i c thought g r e a t l y 

i n f l u e n c e d h i s ovm p h i l o s o p h i c method, a l t h o u g h he extended 

and m o d i f i e d i t i n t h e l i g h t o f h i s C h r i s t i a n t h e o l o g y . 
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One o t h e r p a r t o f t h e P l a t o n i c method o f which ::aurice 
made u s e i s s e e n i n a q u o t a t i o n from h i s L l o r a l and j l e t a p h y -
s i c a l P h i l o s o p h y where he v / r i t e s "Not t o frame a comprehensive 
s y s t e m w h i c h ^ i . l i n c l u d e n a t u r e ane s o c i e t y , LCan and (Jod, 
aa i t s d i f f e r e n t e l e m e n t s , or i n i t s d i f f e r e n t compartments, 
and w h i c h t h e r e f o r e n e c e s s a r i l y l e a d s t h e s y s t e m - b u i l d e r 
l;o c o n s i d e r h i m s e l f above them a l l , but to demonstrate t h e 
u t t e r im o s s i b i l i t y o f s u c h a system, to c u t up the n o t i o n 
and dream o f i t by i t s r o o t s , t h i s i s t h e workdaand g l o r y 
o f P l a t o . " ( 6 ) Of h i s own work I : a u r i c e wrote "My b u s i n e s s 

i s n o t t o b u i l d but t o d i g , t o show t h a t economics 

and p o l i t i c s must have a ground beneath t h e m s e l v e s , t h a t 

s o c i e t y i s not to be made new by a r r a :gementjb o f o u r s , but 

i s to be r e g e n e r a t e d by f i n d i n g t h e Law and ground o f i t s 

o r d e r and harmony, t h e o n l y s e c r e t o f i t s existence.'.'(7) 

One o f the most c o n s i s t e n t themes o f Mauribe's w r i t i n g s 

i n T heology, P h i l o s o p h y and P o l i t i c s , was h i s f e a r o f s;;stem 

b u i l d e r s . T h i s was t r u e whether he was c o n s i d e r i n g h i s 

p o s i t i o n i n t h e C h u r c h o r h i s a c t i v i t i e s among the poor o f 

London. 

I f one i s not to b u i l d systems but to s e a r c h f o r t h e 

grounds o f o r d e r and harmony a m.ethod, a s d i s t i n c t from a 

s y s t e m , i s r e q u i r e d . I ^ a u r i c e b e l i e v e d t h a t P l a t o had found 

a s a t i s f a c t o r y answer i n h i s use o f the d i a l e c t i c method. 

( 6 ) P . D. Iv'aiizrice. l i o r L s l and i ^ e t t p h y s i c a l P h i l o s o r h y . V o l . 1. 
p. 150. London. 1886. 

( 7 ) L i f e . V o l . 1 1 . T). 207. 
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T h i s method p r e s u p p o s e s t h e view t h a t t h e r e a r e r e a l e n t i t i e s 
a s opposed t o t h e i r shadows o r i.hantoms which man, through 
h i s s e n s e s , can p e r c e i v e . I t a l s o r e q u i r e s t h a t men s h a l l 
be a b l e to behold t h e s e r e a l i t i e s and t h u s -understand the 
t r u t h . I t was, however, no p a r t o f the p h i l o s o p h e r ' s t a s k 
to d e c l a r e t h e s e truths., • I n s t e a d h i s f u n c t i o n ought to be 
t o e x p l a i n methods whic h c o u l d be a d i p t e d b/ men to a t t a i n 
t h e T r u t h f o r t h e m s e l v e s . Thus, s a y s M a u r i c e , P l a t o | s 
d i a l o g u e s a r e i n no s e n s e a d e c l a r a t i o n o f t r u t h s ; t h e y a r e 
a m e n t a l e x e r c i s e to a r r i v e a t t r u t h - an e x e r c i s e which men 
have t o c a r r y out f o r t h e m s e l v e s . The d i a l e c t i c p rocedure i s 
based on t h e assusaption t h a t one can t r e a t t h e i n i t i a l 
p o s t u l a t e s o f any. t h e o r y a s s t a r t i n g p o i n t s from which i t 
i s p o s s i b l e , by a s k i o g t h e r i g h t k i n d o f q u e s t i o n s , to 
d e r i v e more b a s i c p r e m i s e s . Ulti.n.ately one w i l l be a b l e 
to a r r i v e a t p r e m i s e s which a r e s e l f e v i d e n t . At t h i s s t a g e 
one w i l l have a c h i e v e d an u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the r e a l i t y o f 
e v e r y t h i n g . The p o i n t o f t h i s e x e r c i s e i s to a v o i d t h e 
d;.-.ngers o f s e t ) : i n g up t h e o r i e s which a r e mere s u p e r s t r u c t u r e s 
based on a s e t o f so c a l l e d p r i n c i p l e s . Such " p r i n c i p l e s " 

would, i n t h e m s e l v e s , g i v e r i s e to i j . t . t a b i l i t y and c o n ; : r a d i c t i o n 

a s a r e s u l t o f whichany t h e o r y would be u n t e n a b l e . I t was 

jli§t s u c h k i n d s o f s y s t e m s which ;.aurice a b h o r r e d . They 

gave r i s e t o p a r t i e s and f a c t i o n s i n e v e r y sphere of knowledge,. 
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m a i n l y because t h e i r f o u n d a t i o n s had not been p r o p e r l y 
p r e p a r e d . The d i a l e c t i c method would t a k e the p o s t u l a t e s o f 
o f s u c h system.s and ush them bac':v/ards, q u e s t i o n i n g t h e i r 
" s e l f e v i d e n t " n a t u r e . Such p o s t u l a t e s may not be f c l s e . 
They may sim:L-ly be t h e r e s u l t s o f some more fundamental 
t r u t h . I n t h e end one would a r r i v e a t what L l a u r i c e c a l l s 
the "ground o f our e x i s t e n c e " . Once s u c h a grou'.d had been 
i d e n t i f i e d t h e d i a l e c t i c would maice p o s s i b l e the r e b u i l d i n g 
o f one's u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f a s i t u a t i o n . 

A p p l y i n g t h i s method to h i s p o l i t i c a l p h i l o s o p h y i.Iaurice 

d e s c r i b e s t h e ground on which s o c i e t y must be founded a s s o m e 

form o f coo_..eration r a t h e r t h a n , a s v/as the c a s e i n h i s day, 

c o m u e t i t i o n . He r e g a r d e d t h e c'eveloiraent o f a s o c i e t y based 

on c o m p e t i t i o n a s r e s u l t i n g from a m.isunderst£ nd i n g o f the 

n a t u r e o f man. S u p e r f i c i a l l y i t might seem t h a t s e l f i n e t e s t 

was t h e m a i n s p r i n g o f human a c t i v i t y . Y e t i f one a s k s the 

q u e s t i o n "What i s the n a t u r e o f man?" K a u r i c e would r e p l y , 

"Man i s l i k e God". Maurice u s e s t h i s k i n d o f argument to 

i l l u s t r a t e t h e n a t u r e o f t h e d i a l e c t i c p r o c e s s . i:en have 

a c t e d on t h e f a l s e p o s t u l a t e t h a t m.an's n a t u r e was s - l f 

c e n t r e d way t h e i;rue n a t u r e o f man i s q u i t e d i f f e r e n t . 

A s s u m p t i o n s based on t h e a,pparent s e l f i s h n e s s o f man m i s s 

t h e p o i n t t h a t man has a d i v i d e d :nature and t h a t o r i g i n f r l 

r i g h t e o u s n e s s i s a n t e r i o r i n time and i n p r i n c i : i . l e to o r i - . i n a l 

s i n . Thus a l l s o c i a l syste.s which i-re based on an a p p a r e n t l y 
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s e l f e v i d e n t o r i g i n a l s i n a r e bound t o be u n s a t i s f a c t o r y . 

M a u r i c e adopts a p a r t i c u l a r p o i n t o f view on the 

q u e s t i o n of: what i s , o r i s not^ s e l f e v i d e nt. 'The v.hole o f 

h i s p o l i t i c a l p h i l o s o p h y depends on the assumption t h a t t h e 

f i n a l d egree of. s e l f e v i d e n c e i s the r e v e l a t i o n o f God to 

man by v a r i o u s forms o f D i v i d e i n t e r v e n t i o n i n human h i s t o r y . 

Mi'Urice s e e s e v i d e n c e o f t h i s i n t e r v e n t i o n i n the s t u d y o f 

h i s r . o r y ( e s p e c i a l l y i n t he Old Testam.ent, but a l s o i n modern 

and s e c u l a r h i s t o r y ) ; i n t h e l i f e o f C h r i s t ; and i n t n e 

c a j p a c i t y o f Reason by the use o f which men a r e a b l e to 

^roceed beyond t h e p r e c e s ^ e s o f l o g i c to t he f - j i l l e r a^.prec-

i a t i o n o f m y s t i c a l r e a l i t i e s . The d i a l e c t i c p r o c e s s which 

Mai r i c e adopted from p l a t o n i c p h i l o s o p h / , t e n d s i n .h's hanc"s 

t o l e a n r a t h e r h e a v i l y on t h e dichotomy between. .?Jet.son end 

U n d e r s t a n d i n g wViich he l e a r n e d from the w r i t i n g s o f 

S. T. C o l e r i d g e . T h i s dic.hotom.y w i l l be c o n s i d e r e d i n 

g r e a t e r d e t a i l l a t e r i n t h i s c h a p t e r , Maurice seems to 

s u g g e s t t h a t o n l y t h e knowledge g a i n e d by D i v i n e r e v e l a t i o n 

can be s e l f e v i d e n t , a l t h o u g h he s u g g e s t s t h a t man may not 

be c o n s c i o u s o f t h e a c t o f r e v e l a t i o n a s s u c h . 

The p r e m i s e s o f an./ argument s h o u l d not o n l y •::e s e l f 

e v i d e n t . I f t h e y a r e to f i t i n t o t h e d i a l e c t i c scheme t h e y 

must a l s o be n e c e s s a r y , L l a u r i c e u s e s t h i s argument a g a i n s t 

the s u p p o r t e r s o f d o c t r i n a i r e s y s t e m s . S u p p o r t e r s o f p a r t ­

i c u l a r ide:-. s uay be f o r c e d i n t o u n n e c e s s a r y s u p p o r t o f the 

s y s t e m i t s e l f i n s t e a d o f e x p r e s s i n . , the t r u t h s which the 
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s y s t e m i s i n t e n d e d t o uphold. F a c t s may be f o r c e d to sup p o r t 
t h e s y s t e m i n s t e a d o f t h e sy s t e m oein , ma'de to f i t t h e f a c t s . 
I f , however, t h e f i n a l p r e m i s e s o f t he d i a l e c t i c a r e both 
s e l f e v i d e n t and n e c e s s a r y , and i f we s e e the d i a l e c t i c 
p r o c e s s a s p u s h i n g arguments back to what I.Iaurice r e g a r d s 
a s t h e grounds o f B e i n g , t h i s r e l i e v e s t h e p r o c e s s o f the 
cha r g e o f be i n g y e t a n o t h e r s y s t e m and makes i t e s s e n t i a l l y 
a morcil argument. 

I J a u r i c e , then, s e e s , the end product o f the d i a l e c t i c 

p r o c e s s a s t h e f u s i o n o f f a c i : and v a l u e . Two a s p e c t s o f 

human n a t u r e , t h e p h y s i c a l and t he moral a r e brought togei;her. 

Thus t h e p h y s i c a l s i d e o f human l i f e , r e p r e s e n t e d b/ the 

n e c e s s a r y p o l i t i c a l , economic and s o c i a l i n s t i t u t ' i o n s , a r e 

r e c o n c i l e d w i t h t h e s p i r i t u a l and moral n e c e s s i t i e s o f 

f e l l o v & i p and c o o p e r a t i o n . The u l t i m a t e r e t l i t y which I l a u r i c e 

s e e s i n God i s a r e a l i t y i n which the d r i v i n g f o r c e i s l o v e 

and c o - r e s p o n s i b i l i t y between God and man, and betweai man 

and m.an. The p o l i t i c a l a t t i t u d e which J-laurice d i s p l a y e d i n 

h i s C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s m was h i s r e a c t i o n . , t o what he took 

to be t h e p r o c e s s o f the d i a l e c t i c , a s f a r a s he c o u l d 

u n d e r s t a n d i t . 

I . I a u r i c e was, t h e r e f o r e , s u g g e s t i n g t h e t the u l t i m c t e 

r e a l i t i e s o f l i f e c o u l d be known. V,'ith P l a t o he s e t a e d t o 

be p r e p a r e d to s a y t h a t " v i r t u e i s knowledge". I n any 
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g i v e n h i s t o r i c a l c o n t e x t t h i s may not be t r u e , i n d e e d w i l l 

n ot be t r u e ; i n s u c h c i r c u m s t a n c e s the b e s t c o m b i n a t i o n o f 

f a c t and \alue w i l l f a l l s h o r t o f e x c e l l e n c e but t h e r e w i l l 

s t i l l be a t e n d e n c y f o r the tow to merge, so t h a t any 

s o c i a l o r g a n i s a t i o n , which b e s t s u i t s t h e g i v e n e n v i r o n m e n t a l 

c i r c u m s t a n c e s i n . t e r m s o f o r d e r , p e a c e k e e p i n g e t c . w i l l 

a l s o be m o r a l l y b e s t i n the g i v e n c i r c u m s t a n c e s . I t was t h i s 

a s p e c t o f P l a t o ' s d i a . l e c t i c 7/.hich a t i : r a c t e d r.iaurice. He 

wrote o f t h e d i a l e c t i c "The develoi.ment o f the met :od by 

which t h e t r u t h i s p e r c e i v e d a n d • a s c e r t a i n e d i s i n s e p a r a b l y 

i n t e r w o v e n v.ith a Moral c u l t u r e , V/ithout the f e e l i n g 

o f t h i s c o n n e c t i o n and i n t e r t w i n i n g o f the e t h i c a l w i t h the 

i n t e l l e c t u a l d i s c i p l i n e , the most b e a u t i f u l D i a l o g u e s a r e 

u n i n t e l l e g i b l e . " ( 8 ) 

The d i a l e c t i c a pproach i s f u n d a m e n t a l l y concerned w i t h 

t h e atta-inment o f t r u t h by c r e a t i n g d i s t i n c t i o n s which w i l l 

a l l o w t h e p h i l o s o p h e r t o s e e t h o s e "images which the m.ind 

shapes f o r i t s e l f out o f t h e o b j e c t s o f sensewwhen i t ' i s 

s e n s e - r i d d e n and s e n s e - p o s s e s s e d " and to d i s t i n g u i s h them 

from " t h a t r e a l i t y which i t i s . c a p a b l e o f p e r c e i v i n g when 

i t has sought to purge i t s e l f o f i t s n a t u r a l and h a b i t u a l 

d e l u s i o n s " ( 9 ) The method p e r m i t s d i s t i n c t i o n s between 

s e n s e - p e r c e i v e d " n o t i o n s " and the more fundamental t r u t h s 

which man c a n i n t u i t . S e c o n d l y , once a d i s t i n c t i o n has 

( 8 ) P. D. r.Iaurice. Ploral & I.Ieti p h y s i c a l P h i l o s o p h y . V o l . 1 , p. 151. 
( 9 ) i b i d Vol.1.p.144. London 1886. 
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been made i t allows man to accept those items which tend 
towards s e l f - e v i d e n t t r u t h s and to r e j e c t those which appear 
to be the r e s u l t of d i s t o r t e d sense perception. The poss­
i b i l i t y o f d i s t i n c t i o n and choice i n i t s t u r n i s dependent 
on three assumptions which were, f o r Maurice, s e l f evident. 
These are t h a t there i s i n every man the capacity to apprehend 
and to recognise t r u t h ; t h a t t r u t h i s c o n t i n u a l l y .within the 
grasp o f every man; and t h a t t h i s t r u t h i s always d i s t o r t e d 
by what he describes as the "phantoms" which are presented 
to h i s sense. Two elements can be traced i n the process 
by which man apprehends the " t r u t h " and r e j e c t s the "phantoms" 
which are represented to h i s sense. One f a c t o r i s i n t - 11-
e c t u a l . I n t u i t i o n alone i s not u s u a l l y s u f f i c i e n t t o grasp 
the t.ruth. i,lan must use h i s i n t e l l e g e n c e to make the necessary 
d i s t i n c t i o n s . Heit.her, however, i s i n c e l l e c t alone ca'able 
of performing t h i s operation. A moral f a c t o r i s also involved 
The p o i n t o f view which :,:aurice would s e i m to hold i s t h a t 
v i r t u e i s only v i r t u e "as i t becomes formed i n a man."(10) 
Maurice sterns t o i n f e r t h a t there i s no such t h i n ^ as v i r t u e 
or ijoodness except as a q u a l i t y of human l i f e . There i s an 
i d e a l s t a t e towards w;j.ch man m.ay s t r i v e ; the state of being 
I d e a l , or p e r f e c t l y l i k e God. This s t a t e implies the a t t a i n ­
ment o f goodness or righteousness since G-od i s good and 
ri g h t e o u s . Now man, i n I-Iaurice's view i s pa r t of a moral 
(10) D. i i a u r i c e . S o c i a l I;:o r c l i t y . p . l 8 . London 1872 
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order. He i s also p a r t of a n a t u r a l order. The moral 
order r e l a t e s to such q u a l i t i e s as goodness, j u s t i c e etc. 
I'he n a t u r a l order r e l a t e s to the physical and i n t e l l e c t u a l 
w e l l being of man. Just because the moral and the physical a 
are foand represe .ted i n man one cannot separate morals from 
l i f e ; nor, t h e r e f o r e , can one separate moral and i n t e l l e c t u a l 
a c t i v i t y . The moTc-.l, however, Ilaurice regr.rds as the hi;;her 
form o f human a c t i v i t y . The i n t e l l e c t u a l capacity helps 
man to understand the t r u t h . I t i s not e s s e n t i a l f o r the 
undertaking o f g.:od acts. Since the m.oral order i s so 
importent Laurice regards a l l "purely i n t e l l e c t u a l " exercises 
as i r r e l e v a n t and merely p l a y i n g wich words. I t may be 
i n t e r e s t i n g but unless i t sheds l i g h t on the nature o f l".fe 
and euourages a closer approximation to the pe r f e c t 3ein^. 
i t i s of l i t i - ; l e value. Unless men are prepared to search 
behind words f o r t h e i r l a t e n t meaning the' words themselves 
are useless. So long as words re- resent some r e a l experience 
they are o f inestimable value. 

Thus Llaurice says t h a t Plato was r i g h t to use the 
dialogue form i n presenting h i s th..ught. Ilot only so but 
he was p;..rticularl.,- r i g h t t o introduce r e a l people i n t o 
h i s discussi^'ns. Indeed liaurice looked upon t h i s g.s one 
of Plato's greatest i n s i g h t s . No explanation could be given 
i n w r i t i n g which could equal the i n s i g h t s which the Dialogues 
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provide. "His dialogues are l i t e r a l l y an education, e x p l a i n ­
i n g to us how we are to deal w i t h our own minds, how f a r 
we are to humour then, how f a r t o r e s i s t them; how they are 
to r e s i s t the gliuipses o f l i g h t which sometimes f a l l upon 
them;: how they are to make t h e i r way through the complications 
and darkness i n which they so o f t e n f e e l themselves."(11) 

Maurice believed t h a t much could be learned from the 
ord i n a r y conversations of ord i n a r y men. I t i s from such 
conversations t h a t e t e r n a l t r u t h i s l i k e l y t o emerge. He 
himse l f presented some o f h i s work i n dialogues u s u a l l y 
w i t h h i m s e l f as ore o f the speakers. '.Vhen men explain t h e i r 
own experience they are i n some degree e x p l a i n i n g the t r u t h . 

.Prom the po i n t o f view of i t s i n f l u e n c e on Ilaurice's 
own p o l i t i c a l thought i t i s i n t e r e s t i g to see how he reacted 
to Plato's use of the D i a l e c t i c method i n the Republic. 
;iaurice r.ega,rded t h i s book as a study of the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between the mind of man and the c o n s t i t u t i o n of society. 
ilaurice puts h i s p o i n t thus " there are e t e r n a l p r i n c i p l e s 
involved i n the c o n s t i t u t i o n of s o c i e t y i t s e l f , t o which 
the i n d i v i d u a l mem.Ders conform themselves, not because they 
are content to s a c r i f i c e t h e i r own p e r s o n a l i t y , but because 
they have no other way o f a s s e r t i n g i t . " ( 1 2 ) I n the Hepublic 
Plato i s t r y i n g t o undeisuand the nature of the d i g n i t y of 

(11) P.D, Maurice. Moral &, Metaphysical i.-orality. Y o l . l . p. 142. 
^ 2 ) -'-'^icL Vol.1.p. 161 London 1886. 
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i n d i v i d u a l man but he f i n d s t h a t t h i s can on y be done i n 
terms o f each man's r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h h i s f e l l o w s , "'an, 
i n other words, ct.n never e x i s t ,as an i n d i v i d u a l apart 
from the netv;ork of s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n which he must 
f i n d h i m s e l f . The base o f soc i e t y does not l i e i n the 
i n d i v i d u a l but i n the group. For l i a u r i c e , of course, t h i s 
group was the f a m i l y , as we s h a l l show i n a subsequent 
chapter. The source o f man's i n d i v i d u a l i t y i s to be found, 
not i n a j u s t i c e which gives each man his due, but rat h e r i n 
a j u s t i c e which explains the r e l a t i o n s h i p bet-.ecn men. 
nevertheless the concept o f j . i s t i c e as a s o c i a l or p o l i t i c a l 
phenonmenon i s not separate from t h a t o f j u s t i c e as a r u l i :g 
p r i n c i p l e i n i . i d i v i d u a l men. The name j u s t i c e v/hich describes 
man's dealin;,s w i t h h i s f e l l o w s , describes the harmony 
w i t h i n the l i f e o f an i . . d i v i d u a l . Justice i s , i n f a c t , 
the meeting point between i n d i v i d u a l and p o l i t i c a l e t h i c s , 

I'.Iaurice setms t o me n by j u s t i c e t h a t " e t e r n a l p r i n c i p l e 
involved i n the c o n s t i t u t i o n of soc i e t y i t e l f " of which he 
w r i t e s i n the passage quoted above. This p r i n c i p l e he regarded 
as f a r from being Utopian. I f one looks a t soc i e t y one 
sees i t a t work. Plato recognised i t i n the necessary 
p r i n c i p l e o f the d i v i s i o n o f functions w i t h i n any s o c i a l 
o r g a n i s a t i o n . Uan i s not i n d i v i d u a l l y s e l f s u f f i c i e n t . I n 
the case o f sup ^ l y i a g his- p h y s i c a l siid m a t e r i a l needs he 
must n e c e s s a r i l y cooperate w i t h h i s fellow-men. D i f f e r e n t 
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needs a r i s e and men have d i f f e r e n t c a j ^ a c i t i e s to deal w i t h 
them. Prom t h i s comes the i r i n c i p l e of the d i v i s i o n o f 
fu n c t i o n s which i n i t s t u r n gives r i s e to the need f o r d i s t i n c t 
occupations and thus t o the n a t u r a l development of order 
i n s o c i e t y . Just as some men have more a p t i t u d e f o r making 
shoes than o t h e r s , so some men Kave more a b i l i t y to r u l e 
than others. The concept of order i n s o c i e t y i s , t h e r e f o r e , 
not an a , r t i f i c i a l p a t t e r n prescribed by some men simply to 
ensure the continuance of power i n t h e i r owh hands. I t i s 
much m.ore a " n a t u r a l c a r r y i n g out of the i n t e n t i o n s of 
providence." This p o i n t o f view i s of fundamental importance 
f o r an understanding of Ilaurice's a t t i t u d e towards democracy. 
He had a f e a r of democracy, at l e a s t i n the clas i c a l i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n , based on the p o s s i b i l i t y o f the wrong men being 
given, p o l i t i c a l power. For him the r u l e of the m a j o r i t y 
was anathema, m.ainly because i t controverted the i n t e n t i o n s 
o f providence. The existence and continuance o f society 
depended upon the continuance and existence o f the proper 
claeees i n s o c i e t y , but only i n as much as these classes 
represented not p r i v i l i e g e but the d i v i n e l y ordained order 
and harmony of s o c i e t y . 

Liaurice saw much t o be praised i n the t h r e e f o l d class 
s t r u c t u r e o f Plato's r e p u b l i c . Each cl&ss i l l u s t r a t e d a 
fundamental p r i n c i p l e of s o c i a l order. The philosopher 
kings or magistrates as !..aurice c a l l s them represent '.JisCom; 



(51) 

the lower Guardians represent J'ortitude; and the lower classes 
represent Temperance, f u r t h e r each class c a r r i e d out 
c e r t a i n d u t i e s i n s o c i e t y by v i r t u e of i t s own s p e c i a l 
understanding. The L-agistraces are res onsible f o r super.i-n-
tending and arranging the a f ^ L . i r s o f the F,ta;:e; the guardians 
are responsible f o r s u s t a i n i n g and defending the s t a t e ; and 
the other classes have the task of suppl/ing the .iecese.ary 
econom'.c and i r a t e r i a l needs of the s t a t e . This l a s t clasf-, 
i-.eing the most numerous, i l l u s t r a t e s the need f o r s. I f -
r e s t r a i n t , by accepting t h e i r place i n the orders of s o c i e t y , 
thus showing t h a t degree of submission and itsemperance which 
i s necessary f o r the maintenance of order. 

Now the three classes i n society represent c e r t a i n 

fundamental moral grounds upon which society i s based. These 

grounds of wisdom, f o r t i t u d e , and temperance are not e n t i r e l y 

separate and independent of eech ocher. Indeed, i f s o c i e t y 

i s not t o crumble under the pressure o f i n t e r n a l dissension 

they must, t o use I'aurice's ov/n phrase, i n t e r p e n e t r a t e each 

o t - ^ r . I f t h i s i s the case some ocher, c o o r d i n a t i n g , p r i n c i p l e 

needs to be p o s t u l a t e ; a p r i n c i p l e , or a ground of s o c i e t y , 

7mich w i l l r e f e r not only t o the p a r t i c u l a r , separate classes, 

but t o s o c i e t y as a whole. Plato i l l u s t r a t e s t h i s from the 

p r i n c i p l e o f the d i v i s i o n o f f u n c t i o n s , but i t i s the concept 

of order i t s e l f which i s the f i a n a l grouiiid of society. I t 
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equal].y r e f e r s to harmony w i t h i n the i n d i v i d u a l i n whom the 

three elements of Reason, ilnergy or Will, and Cupidity 

p a r a l l e l the classes i n s o c i e b y . Further, the harmonic 

p r i n c i p l e i n both s o c i e t y and the i n d i v i d u a l i s what x!l£.to 

c a l l s J u s t i c e . I t i s t h i s concept of j u s t i c e , (or Order to 

use l i a u r i c e ' s terminolo.ry) which ex;..lains the apr:arent 

paradox t h a t only i n h i s s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s can the i n d i v ­

i d u a l man achieve the f i l l expression of h i s p e r s o n a l i t y . 

P,;an i s at one and the same t i s e an i n d i v i d u a l , and a member 

of s o c i e b y . As an i n d i v i d u a l he needs bo s a t i s f y c e r t a i n 

psychological needs, i n c l u d i n g a sense of achievement. The 

demands of p e r s o n a l i t y , however, i n t e r m i n g l e w i t h those 

of s o c i e t y . 

Kan's r e l i a n c e on s o c i a l support i s by no means confined 

t o the f i e l d of economics. He also depends on hiiman i n t e r ­

a c t i o n f o r the s a t i s f a c t i o n of h i s psycholO:,lcal needs. 

This process of i n i ; e r a c t i o n represents, f o r i l a u r i c e the 

working out of the p r i n c i p l e of Order i n s o c i e t y i n so f a r 

as i t i s concerned t o uphold the com.mon good, rather than 

than the umecessary p r i v i l e g e s of the i'.dLvLndual. I.Iaurice 

d i d not by any means suggest t h a t h i s coiocept of Ordersshould 

r e q u i r e the a b o l i t i o n o f . a l l p r i v i l e g e . The c r i t e r i o n wis 

the comiiion good, not e g a l i t a r i a n i s m . Advantages, d e r i v i n g 

from, e i t h e r na .ural t L l e n t e c " . or s o c i a l s t a t u s , e x i c t and 

should be used f o r the common good. The existence of o r d e r s 
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e s p e c i a l l y as represented by an a r i s t o c r a c y ) was therefore 
q u i t e accepta-^le t o i,iaurice's p o l i t i c a l thought. The over­
r i d i n g f a c t o r was t h a t of harmony, Waen i n d i v i d u a l s are 
seeking the comiLon good w i t h i n the framework o f t h e i r s o c i e t y 
they are able t o s a t i s f y both t h e i r own needs and those of 
the s o c i a l group, I l a u r i c e , thus, r e j e c t s a philosophy o f 
i n d i v i d u a l i s m . He also r e j e c t s a p o l i t i c a l l y sts/tic s o c i e ty 
since he mai-tains the necessity f o r a c o n t i n u a l l y increasing 
p o l i t i c a l r o l e f o r the classes at present underpi-ivileged. 
Indeed h i s p e r f e c t s o c i e t y would se^m t o be one i n which the 
r o l e s and funct i o n s o f various groups were dependent not 
only on b i r t h and economic s t . t u s but also on i n c l i n a t i o n 
and a b i l i t y . The o p p o r t u n i t y , i n the .:ood so c i e t y , must 
e x i s t f o r the i n d i v i d u a l t o s a t i s f y himself b.y service t o the 
whole coKEiun i ty . 

i V i t h i n every s o c i e t y there i s a h i n t of the i d e a l ; an 
i n d i c a t i o n of what s o c i e t y ought to be. Ilaurice believed 
t h a t Plato saw t h i s f a r but was unable t o go on t o analyse 
t h i s i n d e t a i l . While he was des^.ling w i t h the problems of 
3.n a c t u a l n a t i o n i n the laws, he used the aormal r e l a t i o r . s 
between human bein ,s as a source of socieal cohesion. I n 
the Republic where he deals w i t h an i d e a l s t a t e he can not 
see how d i s t i n c t r e l a t i o n s h i p s , such as e x i s t i n normal 
f a m i l y l i f e , can be pos s i b l e , at l e a s t f o r those cherged 
w i t h the highest functions of p o l i t i c a l l i f e . Thus, i n the 



(54) 

Republic, "Perfect community .seems the law of i t s (the st a t e ' s ) 
being; v/hatsoever i n t e r f e r e s \-<\<.h t h i s seems to f r u s t r a t e 
i t s i n t e n t i o n " . ( 1 3 ) I t would, t h e r e f o r e , seem t h a t Plato 
was unable t o move from a n a t i o n a l , e x i s t e n t society to an 
i d e a l u n i v e r s a l s o c i e t y . And t h i s , luaurice suggests, i s h i s 
main l i m i t a t i o n . However, i t was a l i m i t a t i o n which was to 
be removed by the Hebrew and C h r i s t i a n d o c t r i n e of society 
which was l a t e r t o show how the r e l a t i o n s a i p s of the fa m i l y 
could grow i n t o the r e l a t i o n s h i p of the na t i o n and f i n a l l y 
i n t o the r e l a t i o n s h i p of the Universal Society. Plato saw 
through the glass d a r k l y , but at l e a s t he saw something. 

One problem which both i.xiurice and Plato had to face 
was the i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y of a p e r f e c t s o c i e t y w i t h the 
f a c t o f the selfishness o f ae;-. Both found a so l u t i o n to the 
problem by d e c l a r i n g t h a t the s e l f - c e n t r e d aspect of man's 
l i f e i s a d e v i a t i o n from h i s t r u e nature. I'aurice r e f i n e s 
h i s discussion by reference to a C h r i s t i a n theology i n which 
he suggests t h a t rig'iteousness r a t h e r than s i n i s the t2ue 
nature o f man, but he takes from Plato the b e l i e f t h a t s e l f ­
ishness i n man leads t o d e s t r u c t i o n of order and i s , t h e r e f o r e , 
not the source o f a t r u e r o l i t i c a l system but must lead t o 
the confusions and disorders vmich deny the sense of s o c i a l 
l i f e . "There i s , " he saje'.'something higher which i s not 

(13) P.D.Maurice. L o r a l &. I.'.etaphysical Philosophy. Yol 1. p. 167. 
London. 188o. 
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s a t i s f i e d w i t h i t s e l f , but which seeks a f t e r converse n i t h 
the Good,"(14) I n the orga n i s a t i o n of the stai;e t h i s i s 
represented by the fu n c t i o n s of'the Philosopher Kings, The 
philosopher would be conce..ned only w i t h t r u e ends, v/ith 
substance, not w i t h shadows. He alone ct.n f i n d the Good by 
use o f h i s reason. Other men, however, are also seeking the 
Good, although they are unable, because of t h e i r l i m i t e d 
a b i l i t y and education, to a t t a i n i t f u l l y . The philosopher 
must t r y to lead them towards the t r u t h . The adoption of 
such an a t t i t u d e explains some o f Maurice's own a c t i v i t i e s . 
C e r t a i n l y i t i s r e f l e c t e d i n h i s work i n the f i e l d of education, 
and i n h i s w r i t i n g s he seems to l a y p a r t i c u a l r stress on the 
need t o lead people to the p o i n t where they can see the 
t r u t h f o r themselves. He c e r t a i n l y t r i e s to b r i n g out h i s 
b e l i e f i n the D i a l e c t i c method - "which d i r e c t l y leads fco 
the contem_lation of t r u t h as t r u t h , of good as good, i n i t s 
pure esseice,"(15) I f a nat i o n can be guided by wisdom 
of t h i s k i n d then i t w i l l a c i i e v e the t r u e end of so c i e t y , 
and i t s members t h e i r f u l l s t a t u r e as i n d i v i d u a l j e r s o n s . l i t i e s . 
I f t h i s i s so then the existence of selfishness does not 
prove the i m . p o s s i b i l i t y of the t r u e s o c i e t y . I t .jay prevent 
i t from coming i n t o existence at a given p o i n t i n time, but 
i t does not necess a r i l y mean t h a t the t r u e society can not 
e x i s t i n some other place, a t some other time. The eventual 

(14) F.D. Maurice, L.oral & I.iebaphysical Philosophy. Vol.1, p.168 
(15) i b i d . V o l . 1. p. 168 London 1886. 
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end o f h i s t o r y , w i t h man made p e r f e c t w i l l r e s u l t i n the 
p e r f e c t i o n of socieby. From h i s study, and h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
of the B i b l e , I/Iaurice adopts a philosophy of h i s t o r y , which, 
as we s h a l l see i n a l a t e r s e c t i o n , could envisage jusb t h i s 
happening. The forces i n soc'.ety which prevent a nation 
reaching the p e r f e c t s t a t e are j u s t those which are sometimes 
wrongly regarded as the mainspring of s o c i a l a c t i o n . The 
motive o f s e l f seeking, whether i n man as an i n d i v i d u a l , or 
i n s o c i e t y , .results i n d i s r u p t i o n of the Divine order i n 
nature and i n s o c i e t y . Forms o f government such as Tyranny, 
o l i g a r c h y and democracy are deviations from the ;true forms, 
and these de v i a t i o n s are connected w i t h degeneration i n 
i n d i v i d u a l men. But they e x i s t becausi. m.en have not under­
stood the o r i g i n a l model o f the t r u e Republic, ra.ther tian 
because the t r u e Republic i s not a t t a i n a b l e . 

The elements of Platonic fch.:ught which have been out­
l i n e d , form a basis f o r much of !.[aurice's own w r i t i n g s . 
He accepted Plato's approach as a gener-i/.l method of analysis. 
From i t Lla^urice derives h i s great fea.r of systems and p a r t i e s . 
They i n t e r f e r e w i t h the d i a l e c t i c necesEtity t o seek the t r u t h 
even i f thit; means di s c a r d i n g many p r e v i o u s l y s t r o n g l y held 
views. Systems' seem to have a b u i l t - i n defence mechanism. 
Perhaps p a r t i e s have t h i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c even more s t r o n g l y . 
Maurice's f e a r that he would be regarded as an "au h o r i t y " 
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i s no doubt due to t h i s deeply f e l t need t o ler.d men to 
see the t r u t h f o r themselves r a t h e r than to accept his words 
w i t h b l i n d devotion. He also seems to hiiave accepted 'the 
P l a t o n i c concept of a hierarchy o f being i n t o his own ap'-^roach 
to the problem of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between m.an and God. He 
does, o f course, take the m.atter f u r t h e r by r e f e r i n g to God 
as the ground of man's existence, t r a n s f e r r i n g the discussion 
to a r a t h e r d i f f e r e n t plane. I^evertheless underpinning 
Biaurice's B i b l i c a l approach i s the methodology which he found 
i n h i s study o f P l a t o , 

THE IrlFLUENGE Qjj' THE BIBL5 ON MAURICE'S THOUGHT 
Above a l l else L'aurice re..:-..rded himself as a theologian. 

I f Plato taught h.im to d i g r a t h e r than to b u i l d , the .'Bible 
became the gro nd o f hi s excavatio. s. For riaurice the 
B i b l e aas a source of 'knowledge of God's r e v e l a t i o n of Himself 
to mankind. He regarded i t as i l l u s t r a t i n g a Divine education 
of the 'numan race. This education I.Iaurice considered to be 
the one hope of humanity. The whole " o i n t o f the s c r i p t u r e s 
i s l o s t unless one r e a l i s e s t h a t they are a record o f the 
undolding by God o f the r e l a t i o n s i p bet.veen Himself and h i s 
cre a t u r e , Man. "A Divine educati n then, i s assu:i;ed as the 
re g u l a r basis o f human l i f e and iiuman f e l l o w s h i p . God 
teaches man what he i s , I.Ian knows what he i s ; he f u l f i l l s 

' (16) , 
h i s appointed task j u s t so f a r as he receives t h i s i n s t r u c t i o n ."•'. 

(I®) F.D.Maurice,. I. orc.l Metaphysical Philosophy. Vol.l.p,7, 
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Maurice sees God's r e v e l a t i o n o f Himself to man as 

the normal, even necessary, c o n d i t i o n o f hum.an l i f e . 
But the r e v e l a t i o n i s progressive, not sudden. I t 

began v/ith the c r e a t i o n and i t w i l l f i n i s h w i t h a "com.plete 

day of r e v e l a t i o n when everything t h a t has been hidden 
s h a l l come f o r t h ; every creature s h a l l be made (manifest 

i n God's s i g h t . " ( 1 7 ) 

The process of ue/ela i o n requires not only t h a t ^od 
should Eevea l himself but also t h a t man should have the 
capacity t o accept.and acknowledge such a r e v e l a t i o n . That 
God could do t h i s without c r e a t i n g a capacity i n • an '-.o know 
and t o cora;;iunictte w i t h h i s arc .e t j rpe seemed to Maurice to 
be a c o n t r a d i c t i o n . I t would be equally so f o r God bo ere. t e 
man without g i v i n g him the capacity to reach the goal Intended 
f o r him. tlan must t h e r e f o r e be cajEble of something more 
than the s. I f i s h use of /naterial o b j e cts. Prom the Bible 
••.'aurice derives the b e l i e f tha . t God acts i n h i s t o r y to draw 
men towards h i s rea,l ends. He fincfe considerable evidence 
i n the B i b l e to support t h i s contention. Indeed one of the 
most important influences which the Bible had on his t h o u g h t 

was to provide a fraraev/ork f o r h i s philosophy of h i s t o r y . 

I t would be t r u e t o say t h a t , f o r i l a u r i c e , histor;/ i s 

the c o n t i n u i n g r e v e l a t i o n of '}od's w i l l to lian. Histay then 

becomes not only a series o f events but an educational procesf* 

(17) F. D. IJaurice. Doctrine o f S a c r i f i c e , dedication p. XXXI? 
London 1879. 
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I n h i s book "Theories o f the P o l l . i c a l System"- William T, 
Bluhm w r i t i n g about St, Augustine noted t'hat " to the 
C h r i s t i a n , reason and n a t u r a l experience alone could provide 
no complete and f u l l y s a t i s f y i n g answers to t h e great questions, 
f o r he bel.ieved t h a t God had intervened i n the l i f e of the 
e m p i r i c a l world to communicate d i r e c t l y , i n a specia l way 
w i t h h i s creature man. And i t was to t h i s Revelation thai; 
the C h r i s t i a n p o l i t i c a l f n e o r i s t n a t u r a l l y turned f o r a 
frame o f reference and s t a r t i n g p o i n t ; or as we. would put 
i t today f o r o r i e n t i n g concepts. To t'nink s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
about p o l i t i c s or a'bout any large quesnion, he would have to 
see what God Himself had reveeled, which might open up a 
path to the questions p u z z l i n g him. And the record of t h i s 
Revelation was to be .found i n the extensive body .of writin-^s 
which we c a l l the Judeo - Chris t i a n Bible.0.8) I n t h i s ense 
one could say t h a t P. D. Llaurice forms p a r t of what V/m. .Blu'.jm 
has c a l l e d Augustinian Bridge, f o r c e r t a i n l y Laurice used 
the r e v e l a t i o n of d i v i n e w i l l as shown i n the Bi'ole as a 
fram.e o f reference. But he goes f u r t h e r than t h i s and i t 

. would be more accurate t o Sf.;y t'nat B i b l i c a l Revelation was 
. one element i n h i s frame of reference, since 'ne regt.rds 

secular r e v e l a t i o n as equally important. 7cc,. , i n other words 
reveals Himself not only i n thai: record of mainly Hebrew 
h i s t o r y wiiich we know asi.^the B i b l e ; he reveals himself i n 
a l l h i s t o r y . His r e v e l a t i o n i s a v a i l a b l e u n i v e r s a l l y . I n 
(18) W.T.Bluhra Theories of the P o l i t i c a l System ID.155. 

:engle.-;ood C l i f f . 17.1.1965. 
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the i n t r o d u c t i o n to h i s Lloral and ;.:eraphysical Philosophy 
he w r i t e s " A l l nations .:ave been engaged i n t h i s search f o r 

wisdom B u i l d i n g s , poems, p i c t u r e s , mechanical a r t s , 
abOMe a l l P o l i t i c s , have i n d i c a t e d the d i r e c t i o n which 
d i f f e r e n t periods, countsLess i n d i v i d u a l s have taken i n the 
p u r s u i t . " (19;) I n h i s Preface to the seond e d i t i o n of the same 
book, he says t h a t even heathen philosophers have had an 
ac t u a l Divine guidance, and t h a t i n s o f a r as they f ) l l o w f . i s 
guidance they a s s i s t i n the process of Divine Revelation. 

The purpose o f h i s t o r y i s to bring men gradually to 
a f u l l e r understanding o f God's iaature, and, since man i s 
made i n God's image, of t h e i r own nature. This raises the 
question o f man's e s s e n t i a l nature. J.laurice's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
o f the s c r i p t u r e s d r i v e s him t o the conclusion 
t h a t o r i g i n a l s i n i s not the essence o f man's being. He 
can not den.y t h a t s i n e x i s t s . But he denies t h a t e v i l i s 
more powerful than goodness. One need only l.^ok around 
the world t o see evidence o f the power o f e v i l . I t derives • 
from a tendency i n man to put himself i n the centre o f e x i s t ­
ence. But riglt e o u s n e s s i s stronger than s i n . God i s more 
powerful than the d e v i l , and since man i s made not i n the 
Devil's ima e but i n . God's he i s " o r i g i n a l l y righteous" 
not " o r i g i n a l l y s i n f u l " . I t i s clear t h a t : aurice i s not 
t h i n k i n g of " o r i g i n E i l " i n terms o f time, but i n tejuis of. 

(19) F.D.Liaurice. Woral a ;.'etap.ysical Phil.sophy. rn-troduction 
p. XLV London 1886. 
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the nature o f man. Even, then, i f there i s evidence t h a t 
man has always i n the past r e t a i n e d the genius o f e v i l 
w i t h i n "niuiself, i t does not f o l l o w t n a t t h i s must always", 
be the case. 

This argument r a i s e s another fundamental issue i n 
Maurice's philosophy of h i s t o r y . Truth e x i s t s whether man 
discovers i t or not. I f t h i s i s so,- then, even i f man never 
r e a l i s e s t h a t the hu-cian race is e s s e n t i a l l y good, i t s goodness 
s t i l l e x i s t s . Evidence t o the contrary i s simply p a r t o f 
Elan's imperfect unders-lmding. From t h i s s o r t of discussion 
Llaurice derives the concept t h a t study of the past i s only 
valuable i f i t throws l i g h t on the conditions of the present. 
I f t r u t h e x i s t s whether or not man r e a l i s e s i t , i t i s also 
the case t h a t t r u t h t h e r e f o r e r e s t s upon e t e r n a l foundatio:-'iS. 
These e t e r n a l t i j u t h s have something to say f o r men of sll 
a^^es, past, present and f u t u r e . Prom t h i s Laurice c£>n argue 
t h a t there has never been a "Golden Age o f :.:an's Existence." 
Maurice i s c a r e f u l to d i f f e r e n t i a t e " e t e r n a l " fro::! any idees 
concerning tlrce. S t e r n a l t r u t h s are those which are based 
upon Vv'hat Thomas Aquinas would have described as universal 
law. That i s t o say they are e t e r n a l by v i r t u e :>£ being 
ordained by God. They are, i t i s t r u e , v a l i d f o r a l l time, 
but i t i s God's o r d i n a t i o n , and not time, which malces them 
e t e r n a l . Thus although Maurice i s prepared t o say t h a t there 
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lias been no evidence of a (Jolden Age he does not go on to 
claim that such an a,5:e w i l l n e c e s s a r i l y come a t any t i n e i n 
the f u t u r e . . anaand soc'.ety are L i v i a e R e a l i t i e s as they 
are now, not as they may beco .:e i n the future . C h r i s t , 
..aurice would say, speaks of e t e r n a l l i f e , not of future 
l i f e . T h i s of course, i s not to say that present s o c i e t y , 
or the present moral s t a t e of man are p e r f e c t , but they are 
images of p e r f e c t i o n . I n the P l a t o n i c sense they are shadows 
of the i d e a l form. What the B i b l e t e l l s us i s not the condition 
which man is',;;bing to achieve at some future unspecified 
date, but v7hat man i s capable of ac -iieving nai. 

There i s , however, an apparent c o n t r a d i c t i o n i n ."aurice's 

philosophy a t th-'.s .point. C l e a r l y he regards the B i b l e as 

a gradual R e v e l a t i o n of God's nature to man. This would 

seem to i n f e r a progression towards better and better s t a t e s 

of understanding u n t i l the p e r f e c t condition i s achieved. 

Now then can we say that man can be p e r f e c t now, and presumably 

at any time i n the p a f t . The answer seems to l i e i n the 

suggestion that v/hat mê n could achieve i s not n e c e s s a r i l y 

what he does achieve. There are two s i d e s to man's nature, 

the t r u e , good nature, and the f a l s e , e v i l nature. I.:an i s , 

u n l i k e the other p a r t s of c r e a t i o n , capable of s e l f d i r e c t i o n . 

He must choose to accept the t r u t h which God reveals to him. 

By h i s own nature God has r e s t r i c t e d h i s own powers over m.an. 
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God can only show men hoy/ they may achieve pe- f e c t i n n . The 
d e c i s i o n to do so i s a matter of v / i l l . Maurice b e l i e v e s that 
man i s to some extent f r e e to choose good or e v i l . His 
e s s e n t i a l nature should make him choose good but that other 
part of h i s nature, which Llaurice regards as an aberration, 
i n c l i n e s him towards s e l f centredness which i s the main 
source of e v i l . Man i s therefore always faced with a choice. 
The r ^ a l d i f f i c u l t y i s that man's imperfections r e s u l t i n 
the choice being b l u r r e d . God's part i n the process i s , 
then, to a s s i s t man by g i v i n g him i n d i c a i o n s of the r i g h t 
co .rse. Blan i s i m p e r f e c t l y seeking the t r u t h . God guides 
him towards i t by a s e r i e s of r e v e l a t i o n s . Thus in h i s t o r y 
God has chosen the Hebrews to a c t as the main source of 
i n s i j i r a t l o n i n man's quest for knowledge of h i s r e a l na-.ure, 
altho. gh other nations may a l s o have glimpses of i t . Tan 
i s p o t e n t i a l l y good, he has the c a p a c i t y to choose the r i g h t 
road. But God can not mske the choice f o r him.. 

By study of the Bi'ole man may achieve an understanding 

of those laws on which the whole nature of the universe i s 

founded, i i a u r i c e t r a c e s the development of s o c i e t y through 

the r e v e l a t i o n to the Jews of the u n i v e r s a l laws. Thus the 

Jewish n a t i o n has i t s roots i-a the s t r i v i n g of Abraham to 

grasp the r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and iJan. Abraham i s 

c a l l e d out from h i s f a t h e r ' s house to go int o a foreign lend. 
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He f e e l s that God i s speaking to him and he l e a r n s the f i r s t 

l e s s o n when he reai. i s e s that he must obey the c a l l i f he 

i s t o r e t a i n h i s a b i l i t y to become l i k e God. The r e a l point, 

f o r Maurice about the s t o r y of Abraham i s that he l e a r n s the 

l e s s o n ox t r u s t . He i s faced c o n t i n u a l l y with s i t u a t i o n s 

i n which he i s forced to have f a i t h i n the God who c a l l s him. 

The barreness of h i s wife - and the eventual p r o v i s i o n of a 

l e g i t i m a t e h e i r ; the order to s a c r i f i c e h i s son and the 

p r o v i s i o n of an a l t e r n a t i v e - are examples of the proper 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and an. But t h i s s t o r y i s not 

only the s t o r y of an i n d i v i d u a l ; i t i s a l s o a metaphor of 

humanity's r e l a t i o n s h i p with i t ' s c r e a t o r . Abraham founded 

a family, and on that family the whole of the Chosen Race 

was b u i l t . Thus, says L a u r i c e God's covenant i a not onjy 

with the i n d i v i d u a l . I t i s a s o c i a l covenant. But even 

i n the Old Testament God dO.es not r e s t r i c t aimself to coraiaun-

i c a c i o n with the Jews, God speai s a l s o to Pharaoh (20) 

and to Abimilech. (2(1) 

The Jeivs, howevey, have letirned t h e i r lessons only p a r t ­

i a l l y and they continue to commit the s i n s which are p e c u l i a r 

to a f a i r l y p r i m i t i v e t r i b a l nation. But gradually out of 

the punishments which the jews bring upon them.solves, the 

Jewish f a m i l y develops i n t o a Jewish nation. The same principLe 

3-1 p l y to "Che Covena.nt betwe n God and the nation as a-" l i e d 
(20) G e _ e s i s . Ch. 41. 
(21) i b i d Ch. 20. v2. 
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between God and the family. God sViows hims; I f to the Jews. 
I f t hey can respond by choosing to make t h e i r w i l l conform to 
God's w i l l a l l i s w e l l . I f they allow ^heir w i l l to become 
separate from God's w i l l the nation s u f f e r s . Ilaurice, how­
ever, does not draw the conclusion that God i s d e l i b e r a t e l y 
punishing the Jews because they have been disobedient. The 
reason f o r the s u f f e r i n g i s that the Jews have broken one 
of the laws of man's e x i s t e n c e . Not to l i v e i n conformity 
to God's W i l l and therefore to t h e i r own true nature, automat^ 
i c a l l y induces e v i l r e s u l t s . The s u f f e r i n g which r e s u l t s 
from breaking the covenant was not Sv..en by Ilaurice; .as the 
d i r e c t a c t i o n of an angry God. I n h i s book the Doctrine of 
S a c r i f i c e ;.;aurice shows that attempts to placj;.te God by 
o f f e r i n g s of g i f t s and s a c r i f i c e s are c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the 
heathen r e l i - ^ i o n s which has a f a l s e conce-tion of God. The 
true nature of s a c r i f i c e was that i t v/as a tol:en of men's 
r e a l i s a t i o n t h a t they were made i n God's image. I • was a 
way i n which they could express t b e i r acce .tance of tie 
r e v e l a t i o n s v/hich God h&A given them.. 

Ore other important l e s s o n which I.iaurice draws from the 

earl.^. books of the Old Testament i s that the nation gro'.vs 

out of the family. I t must preserve the d i s t i n c t i o n s of 

p e r s o n a l i t i e s which are found i n the family - a co icept which 

i s c e n t r a l to much of what :,iaurice had to say about p o l i t i c s . 
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The nation, however, i s not merely a c o l l e c t i o n of i n d i v i d u a l fam­
i l i e s bound together by some r.mutual contract of agreement. 

• The Jewish nati-^n was a witness to order i n s o c i e t y . I t stood 
againsti a l l forms of d i s o r d e r . The nation, as much a s the 
family or the i n d i v i d u a l , represents the r e l a t i o n s h i p i n which 
men stand to God. God has shown men a more advanced educrtion 
than he could give to Abraham. The s o c i a l concern, the need fo r 
an acceptance of s o c i a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i s i n d i c a t e d by the laws 
which the Jewish nation accepts. The Decalogue l a y s dc.vn i n 
formal language a new order, or r a t h e r a development of an old 
order. I n one sense i t i s p o s i t i v e law^ i t i s l a i d down. But 

i t i s e s E e n t i a l l / a moral law u.ecause i t sta'.es ;;he ; . i n c i p l e s 
on which a l l othei l e g i s l a t i o n i s to be besed. L'aurice saw i n 
the Ten Comm.andraenfcs s. law revealed to a nation. They were, he 
would say, i t r i c t l y a na . i c i a l code revealed t o the Jev7s not 
as i n d i v i d u a l s but as a nation. The adoption of the Decaloriue aa 
the b a s i s - of Jewish p o l i t i c a l c u l t u r e marks a s t e " i n the 
Divine education of man. I n the Commandments the Jews f i n d 
a code which takes them a stage f u r t h e r i n t h e i r understanding 
of the s o c i a l nature of humanity. Not only are the to belong 
to f a m i l i e s , they a i e a l s o to belong to a wider group of "..'hich 
the f a m i l y i s the seed. The Jewish nation of Old Testament 
tim.es i l l u s t r a t e d f o r L a u r i c e that part of Divine education 
whereby God l e d men to understand t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p to Himself 
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and t h e i r r e l a t i o n s a i p to each other i n a ^A'ider context than 
aad been shown to the e a r l i e s t P a t r i a r c h s , Here a s o c i a l 
concern was expressed beyond that which one might reasonably 
expect to be shown to those r e l a t e d by family t i e s . This 
concern i s shown to go out to people because they are members 
of the na t i o n . The ar.ea..of s o c i a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i s widened. 
I t i s extended to people one may never meet and c e r t a i n l y would 
not know i n t i m a t e l y . I t was.however, s t i l l kept within the 
bounds of the nation. The Jews, as a people were ..eing s e t 
apart to r e c e i v e God's education. They must t h e r e f o r e recognise 
themselves as a d i s t i n c t n a t i o n a l e n t i t y . I n Maurice's p o l i t i c a l 
w r i t i n g s he s t r e s s e s the i^iiportance of n a t i ^ns values. Just 
as i n d i v i d u a l s are d i f f e r e n t from each other, y e t r e l a t e d to 
each other, so nations have i n d i v i d u a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , yet 
m.ay a l s o be interdependent. The members of a nation are bound 
together by com.;.on experiences, by common laws, by com.:on 
language. Each i n time develops i t s own c u l t u r e vmich i s 
expressed i n i t s p o l i t i c a l i n i - t i t u P r i o n s a n d a t t i t u d e s . T.'hat 
God was te a c h i n g the Jewish nation was a common r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 
f o r the care of the poa-, the value of the i x i i v i d u a l within 
the comi-ion good and above a l l the common acceptance of tl:e 
proper r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and man Sroiw which a l l other 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s s p r i n g . 

From the Old Testam.ent i.Iaurice d e r i v e s the concept that 

God i s the "Gres,t Actor" in h i s t o r y . The laws which man uses 
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to govern h i s s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s not only r e f l e c t God's 
w i l l . I f m.an i s to achieve h i s f u l l s t a t u r e he m.ust understand 
that they are given d i r e c t l y by God. The covenant which God 
e s t a b l i s h e s with the Hebrews i s i n i t a i a t e d b/ God. I n other 
words Goo gives the law. I t i s up to men to a c t according to 
that law i f they are to gain s o c i a l harmony. "Por t h e i r 
i n s t i t u t i o n s the Hebrews could claim no novelty. The 
Egyptians had a s i m i l a r s e t of i n s t i t u t i o n s . They had p r i e s t s , 
s a c r i f i c e s , temples, laws. One might even argue t h a t the -."ews 
im i t a t e d the i n s t i t u t i o n s of the land i n which they had been 
held c a p t i v e . They might j u s t as e;-.sily have r e j e c t e d them as 
i d o l a t r o u s ^ w'hat Loses had done f o r the Jews, however, was to 
analyse the: r e l a t i o n s h " p bet\/een man and God i n a way which was 
quite d i f f e r e n t t o the Egyption B e l i e f s . The Egyptians regarded 
t h e i r i n s t i t u t i o - i s as bribes inteded to convert God's w i l l to 
i i a n ' s w i l l . Moses proposed j u s t the opposite - that human 
i n s t i t u t i o n s should be derived from what God has shavn man 
of His w i l l so t h a t human w i l l could be l e d i n t o co iformity 
with Divine ; V i l l . 

Llan was not l e f t i n the dark, groping f o r the r i g h t t h ing 

to do. He was shown how to a c t . I n the E::oc;us, n a t u r a l agents 

i n the £)rm of pla^.ues are shown to obey a moral law, i n which 

a righteous Being punishes the t y r a n t and d e l i v e r s the oppressed 

people. God i s seen here a s the r e a l d e l i v e r e r of the Hebrews. 
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' He i s the source of t h e i r l i b e r t . / and h i s a c t i o n s s e t s them free, 
The Egyptians could see law only as the d i c t a t e s of the monarch 
v/ho took on a Divine p e r s o n a l i t y . Thus t h e i r lav/s were e i t h e r 
t o t a l l y i r r e v e r s i b l e or e l s e could be changed only ab the w i l l 
of the mona^rch. For the Jews the law was t o t a l l y i r r e v e r s i b l e 
only i n as much &s i t could be seen to represent the Eivi-.ie 
v / i l l as expressed i n God's covenant with t h e nation. Bearing 
i n mind iviaurice's b e l i e f i n the gradual r e v e l a t i o n of the Divine 
Law to men. i t i s c l e a r that uaurice did not believe that the 
laws r e v e a l e d to the e a r l y Jewish nation encompassed the t o t a l 
kDwledgc of Divine V / i l l . Yien were, and are, c o n t i n u a l l y 
l e a r n i n g t h at changes i n our understanding of the Divine W i l l 
b r i n g about new i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s by s o c i e t y of the Covenant 
which God made with the Jew. 

I n Maurice's scheme Divine V / i l l i s e t e r n a l and imputable. 

V/hat changes i s man's grasp of i t and therefore h i s grasp of 

the proper rel s . t i o n s h i p s between man and God. :;£,urice's 

philosophy of h i s t o r y i s alwa.ys looking f o r new understanding 

of the unchangable Divine ',Vill and God i s always a c t i v e i n 

h i s t o r y to l e a d men nearer to the s i t u a t i o n i n which the 

human and the Divine v r i l l s h a l l c o i n c i d e . 

There are, then, three elements i n :.he h i s t o r y of man. 

One i s the u n a l t e r i n g and the u n a l t e r a b l e Divine V / i l l . I n a 

sense t h i s c^n be regarded as s i m i l a r to the I d e a l forms of Plato; 
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A second f a c t o r i s man's w i l l which i s , I n many ways, a shadow 

of Divine w i l l but which a l s o represents man's tendency to 

s e l f centredness. These two w i l l s , could c o i n c i d e , and i n 

a p e r f e c t s t a t e shold and do c o i n c i d e . Th'.s aeans, of course 

that I.laurice i s to a l a r g e extent o p t i m i s t i c . Since he 

b e l i e v e s i n e s s e n t i a l righteousness, and not i n o r i g i n a l s i n 

as the nature of man he i s bound to be an optimist - at l e a s t 

i n the long run. I n the short run,: however, man i s l i a b l e 

to be extremely d e s t r u c t i v e of the order which God has ordained 

f o r both the n a t u r a l and the s o c i a l worlds, -iaurice i s 

t h e r e f o r e faced with a dilem.ma. j.an's nature i s good, there­

fore h i s w i l l must a l s o be good, when i n i t s p e r f e c t s t s t e ; 

but e q u a l l y man's nature i s e v i l , and therefore h i s w i l l must 

be e v i l , w.ien i n i t s imperfect st£te. I f man i s to reach 

h i s eventual goal of harmony between h i s w i l l and God's a 

t h i r d element must be found i n h i s t o r y . This t h i r d element 

i s , of course, God's i n t e r v e n t i o n i n t o human a f f a i r s . Tan 

i s thus faced with c e r t a i n evidence placed before him by the 

d e l i b e r a t e a c t i o n of God. 

God, of course, does not force men to a c t upon the evidence 

which he produces. He merely s t a t e s a case. The Egyptians 

did not a c t upon the evidence of God's w i l l . Therefore they 

p e r i s h e d . I n the B i b l e , time and time again, L'aurice sees 

the i n t e r v e n t i o n of God throwing l i g h t on how men ought to ,/ 
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The Jev/s disobey the Laws- and are runishod; the P h i l i s t i n e s 
oppose God and they are defeated. E q u a l l y bhe Jews follov; the 
cofflijands o j the coveneni: and chey prof;per. H i s t o r y teai'jhes men 
that conformity with the Divine w i l l bri../s certai..: result?. -
non-co.iforraity b r i n j s others. T.us Taurice faces the problem 
of f r e e w i l l and dete..mi .ation. To ask whether or not man i s 
f r e e i s , i n a sense, to ask the wron^, question. There i s no 
doubt that m;: n i s free to make a cuo "-ce bet .een obedie-jce ssiC 
disobedience bo God's ' V i l l . The problem comes down to che 
quebt;ion of whether or not nan 'L. capable of acceptin;-; the 
evidence which God pl a c e s before hlra. V/hether or not he does 
so, w i l l depend upon whether nan's r e a l nature i s such as to 
i n c l i n e him towards co .formity with God's '.'/ i l l or tovvards 
t o t a l s e l f - s a t i s f a c t i o n . Ivlaurice recognises that a dilemma 
e x i s i t s . i.lan has an e v i i l s t r . e a k i n .lim, of that he i s i n no 
doubt. He w i l l tend, unaided, t h e r e f o r e , towards self-centredness 
but t h i s tendency i s i n opposition to, not i n conformity . i t h 
h i s own t r u e s e l f . A paradox e i . i t t s whereby man, when he 
seeks only to s a t i s f y h i m s e l f , as an i n d i v i c u a l , if. a c t i n g 
contr a r y to h i s own r e a l s e l f as a creature of "'-od. However, i f 
man seeks not a i s own i n d i v i d u a l s e l f g r a t i f i c a t i o ; . , but conform­
i t y to God's w i l l he f i n d s hi^-iself actin,.; i-.. such a way as to 
at:;ain h i s proper place i n God's created order. This w i l l 
r e s u l t i n the righteousness whicn IJaurice regards as beia„ 
the consequence of man's c r e a t i o n i n God's own i_iage. Only by 
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a c t i n g i n t h i s way can man be " f r e e " . This concept of freedom 
i s the r e s u l t of i.laurice's acceptance of a t e l e o l o j i c a l view 
of iian and s o c i e t y . Lean's purpose i s to be l i k e God, but he can 
not be l i k e God unless he i s f r e e to choose otherwise, "et 
i f he chooses otherwise he i s denying hi£ r e a l s e l f . 

yVhat ...aurice seems to say i s that God gives Cc?.n a frame 

of reference against which to make h i s choice. That frame of 

ref e r e n c e i s to be discovered by the study of h i s t o r y , which 

shows man, not the power of God to force man to be good, but 

the c r i t e r i a by which he can judge how near or f a r he i s from 

understanding h's own nature, h i s t o r y , t herefore, r s u s e f u l 

p r e c i s e l y i n as much as i t i l l u f . t r a t e s the present. I n t h i s 

context man p e r c e i v e s the t r u t h s , which are themselves immutable, 

more and more c l e a r l y . Since these t r u t h s are e t e r n a l , and 

s i n c e God i s co ^.tinually i l l u s t r a t i n g h i s , and therefore 

man's r t a l nature. _Jie must be expected to provide some f i r . a l 

means by which man can come to a r e c o g n i t i o n of himself. ?or 

i-iaurice th'.s means i s , of course, p:.ovided by Jesus C h r i s t . 

Through C h r i s t , God gave man a linlc \rith Himself. But C h r i s t 

was a l s o the bond '.;hich joinedmmen to each.:other. " I t was the 

great witness to them and demonstration to them that they were 

s p i r i t s having bodies, that they were not bodies, int o which 

a c e r t a i n e t h e r e a l p a r t i c l e , c a l l e d s p i r i t , was infused. T.at 

which conversed -.ith God was not something a c c i d e n t a l to them, 

but t h e i r substance. And t h i s too was that by which they held 
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converse with each other,, \7ithout t h i s there was no p o s s i b i l i t y 

of t h e i r f e e l i n g together, s u f f e r i n g together, hoping together"(22) 

Here Uaurice i s speaking of C h r i s t ' s r e l a t i o n with h i s d i s c i p l e s . 

The point which i s so c l e a r to him i s that C h r i s f:icn Gospel 

as much as the older Jewish h i s t o r y i s part of the Divine 

Education. But a new element has been introduced. I n the 

past 'God had bro ght h i s message to the Jews by, as i t were, 

contact with t h e i r l e a d e r s , but with C h r i s t God had himself 

come i n t o the world i n a human form. 

For K a u r i c e t h i s had s e v e r a l important i m p l i c a t i o n s . 

I n the f i r s t place i t meant that God's s p e c i a l educatir^n w;:s 

no longer confirmd only to the Jew, OrE of the most important 

f e a t u r e s of waurice's theology i s h i s u n i v e r s a l i s m . The 

Divine education i s offered not to one s p e c i a l nation but to 

a l l men. The whole human race viasthe object of God's i n t e r ­

vention i n the world. This did not mean that a l l men were 

equal or even that taere were not great and important d i f f e r ­

ences between n a t i o n s . i.Iaurice's view of p o l i t i c s r e f l e c t s 

a view of theology i n which order r a t h e r than uniformity was 

the b a s i s of human s o c i e t y i f not the whole c r e a t i o n . However 

the I n c a r n a t i o n meant that God and humanity were being brought 

together i n such a way that God was u n i t i n g man to man. A 

bond of f e l l o w s h i p was being created greater than any bonds 

of r a c e , c l a s s or - l a t i o n a l i t y . T his bond ilaurice saw as the 

(22) D. l-aurice, T h e o l o g i c a l E s s a y s , p. 264. LonCon 1853 
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U n i v e r s a l S o c i e t y v/hich represented the common humanity of 
man a/nd which was e s s e n t i a l l y t y p i f i e d by the Church. This 
u n i v e r s a l s o c i e t y was s p i r i t u a l i n nature, based on that part 
of man's nature which seeks superhuman signs of Divine 
guidance. These s i g n s , however, are never t o be found i n the 
"wonders and s i g n s " that some men look f o r . Instead they are 
foi.md i n those aspects of human s o c i e t y which seem to endure. 
I n f a c t there i s evidence i n h i s t o r y long before C h r i s t , that 
the Divine education wss u n i v e r s a l . The I n c a r n a t i o n o.ly made 
t h i s more apparent. Thus i n the Kingdom of C h r i s t , Ilaurice 
wrote: "The Greeks and Romans were remarkably d i s t i n g u i s h e d 
from each other. But they were bot.i a l i k e d i s t i n j r u i s h e d from 
the s l a v e s and barbarians of whose existence we became aware 
c h i e f l y through t lem. Wherein l a y the d i f f e r e n c e ; Apart 
from a l l i n t e l l e c t u a l s u p e r i o r i t y i t i s quite evident that they 
had a c l e a r sense of c e r t a i n great landmarks and boundaries 
i n human s o c i e t y , the v i o l a t i o n of which was an e v i l ; that 
they believed these unseen landmarks to have been f i x e d by 
an awful Unseen Power, and to be preserved by that power." (23) 
The ancient c l a s s i c a l s t a t e s were the o b j e c t s of Divine 
education, although they only p a r t i a l l y understood what i t 
was a l l abouti And i n modern s o c i e t i e s men s t i l l f i n d evidence 
of the Divine education. C e r t a i n Jewish ideas and i r s t i t u t i o n s 

(23) i^'S" Maurice. Kingdom of C h r i s t . V o . l l . p.174. London 1959 
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such as the ordering of a day of r e s t at tne end of the week 

have become par t of m.ode..n s o c i a l c u l t u r e . The i n s t i t u t i o n s 

of modern s o c i e t y , such as property and marriage, are g e n e r a l l y 

found to be widespread i n a l l C h r i s t i a n S o c i e t i e s . The 

C h r i s t i a n understanding anduse of these i n s t i t u t i o n s which 

form part of the s t r u c t u r e of s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l l i f e are 

evidence of the widening of the education o r i g i n a l l y given 

to the Jews and now passed over to the whole hum.an rac e . 

A second r e s u l t of C h r i s t i a n teaching for I'aurice i s 

that the s e c u l a r becom.es j u s t as important as the sacred. I n 

t h i s case, however, we have to be c g r e f . l to r e a l i s e that the 

New Testament does not supcede the o l d . The laws given to 

Lioses on Llount S i n a i were of the s.- me general character as 

tnose i n the sermon on the IJount. Thus the Laws of the Old 

and the lew Testament are complimentary. Abo.e a l l they are 

not intended to help man to f o r g e t h i s s e c u l a r and build up 

h i s s p i r i t u a l l i f e . I.Iaurice regards the Ten Commandments as 

r e f e r r i n g p a r t i c u l a r l y to s e c u l a r t h i n g s . C l e a r l y they are 

i n some sense r a t i o n a l laws given to the Jews to help them 

bu i l d a good s o c i e t y . E q u a l l ; c l e a r l y they represent a 

r e c o g n i t i o n that the e a r t h l y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of m.an's existence 

are important, that because man i s both body and s p i r i t , he 

has to care f o r the body as much as f o r the s p i r i t . The 

r e a l i s a t i o n of the I n c a r n a t i o n of C h r i s t i s v i t a l l y important 
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f o r g e t t i n g away from J.ianicheism. "Above a l l they are able 

to r i d o u r s e l v e s of the Ilanichaean notion (which i t should 

be remembered has bee-n always connected with a low notion 

of the Old Testament), that the outward and v i s i b l e universe, 

and ordinary s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s , are the c r e a t i o n of an 

e v i l s p i r i t , to be esteemed l i . i i t l y by a l l .who have a t t a i n e d 

to the perception of a higher economy,"(24) This acceptance 

of the value of worldly as w e l l as s p i r i t u a l values i s the 

source of Maurice's p o l i t i c a l conce n. Once you s t a r t to 

value s e c u l a r a b i l i t i e s and functions t h e i r proper orderin;; 

becomes an e s s e n t i a l point of your frcraework of thought, 

i'or Ivlaurice, as f o r a l l the C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l Reformers who 

followed him, the d i s t i n c t i o n between s - c u l a r and s p i r i t u a l 

d isappears. I t i s not so much that he regards one as more • 

important than the other as that he sees no relevance i n the 

d i s t i n c t i o n . I.laurice regaided himself as both C h r i s t i a n and 

S o c i a l i s t and he regarded h i m s e l f as a s o c i a l i s t because he 

was a C h r i s t i a n . This i s the r e s u l t of h i s understcndin • of 

the S c r i p t u r e s . There are two strands i n Maurice's thought 

i n t h i s f i e l d . The f i r s t i s h i s b e l i e f that the C h r i s t i a n 

d o c t r i n e c r e a t e s a f e l l o w s h i p . A bond be'.ween God and "Ian, 

and betwc-,en men, n e c e s s i t a t e s a cooperative r a t h e r than a 

competitive base fo r s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s . But equally 

(24) F.D.Maurice. Kingdom of C h r i s t . Vol.11.p.178. London 1959 
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important i s the b e l i e f that the Divine i s e s s ; ; n t i a l l y involved 
i n the secular. 

Although ;.aurice se^ms to deny the d i s t i n c t i o n between 

the s p i r i t u a l and the s e c u l a r there i s a l s o a sense i n which 

he accepts that there i s a d i s t i n c t l y s e c u l a r and d i s t i n c t l y 

s p i r i t u a l world. I f the s e c u l a r i s regarded as the corrupt, 

then a c l e a r dichotomy e x i s t s betwetn t h a t world end the 

s p i r i t u a l . The Lahiclean heresy i s a Heresy p r e c i s e l y because 

i t claims that a l l s e c u l a r a c t i v i t y i s the r e s u l t of e v i l , 

not . j u s t because i t i s d i f f e r e n t from the s p i r i t u a l as 

"absorbing a l l i n f l u e n c e i n t o one param.ount, transcendant 

i n f l u e n c e " ( 2 5 ) The s e c u l a r world e x i s t s and w i l l continae 

to e x i s t . Y/hat C h r i s t did was n.t to destroy the s e c u l a r 

world but to b r i n g i t under an e t e r n a l law. C h r i s t ' s cla'm 

to have f u l f i l l e d the law should be seen as a claim to have 

fi-eed i t from the f o r m a l i s i n g e f f e c t s of the S c r i b e s and 

Pharasees. I n the sermon on the .'-lount, C h r i s t i s heard to 

say " e^^cept your righteousness s h a l l exceed the r i g h t ­

eousness of the S c r i b e s and P h a r i s e e s , ye s h a l l i n no way 

enter the Kingdom of Heavan".(26) uaurice argues i a the 

Kingdom of G h r i s t that t h i s can be i n t e r p r e t e d i n two ways. 

I t can mean that righteousness can be e i t h e r d i f f e r e n t i n 

degree, or d i f f e r e n t i n kind. Ilaurice b e l i e v e s that i f the 

(25) f'.D.Maurice.Kingdom of G h r i s t . Vol.11, p.192.London 1959 
(26) Gospel According to S t . Iiathew. Ch,5.v.20 
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former case holds then C h r i s t has a l t e r e d the ::osaic Lav; and 

replaced i t by a new Law. I n iv'^ich case h i s concept of the 

gradual unfolding of a Divine pur...ose would c o l l a p s e . The 

CO -cept would now simply be one of r e p l a c i n g a s c r i c t adherence 

to the l e t t e r of the lay;, by an even s t r i c t e r adherence. 

T h i s , to fJaurice was quite unacceptable. I f , however, what 

C h r i s t meant was a quite d i f f e r e n t kind of ri;-;hteousness to 

that of the S c r i b e s and P h a r i s e s e s , what he would be doin^ 

•r/as to lead h i s d i s c i p l e s back to the o r i g i n a l i n t e n t of the 

Divine Education, and then to show men how they could build 

on to the k o s a i c Law, by obiainln;; a deeper insi::.ht. i n t o the 

s p i t i t u a l nature of :..an, while ab the same time g r a s r i n g the 
•s. 

r e a l i t y of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the s p i r i t u a l and the 

s e c u l a r . Because man was s p i r i t u a l he had to accept respon­

s i b i l i t y f o r the bodily needs of h i s f e l l o w s . He had, i n 

other words to love h i s neighbour a.s h i i u s e l f . 

The t h i r d , and i n some wa3/s most important i m p l i c a t i o n 

of the I n c a r n a t i o n , for Liaurice, was the b e l i e f that the 

Kin̂ -̂dom of C h r i s t was not a happening which was to occur at 

some ' n d e f i n i t e future date. I t was i n e x i s t e n c e now. This has 

important consequences fo r j.Iaurice's b e l i e f s . I n some ways h i s 

p o l i t i c s can be described as U t o p i a n . His i d e a l was c e r t s i n l y 

t h a t of a p e r f e c t s o c i e t y , i n which t h e i n h a b i t a n t s of t h i s 
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world would seek each other's good, and i n which p e r s o i a l , 

and even n a t i o n a l , a£:;,Tandlsejent would (.isappear. He did not, 

however, see t h i s as depending on the p e r f e c t i n g oi human 

nature throug:h h i s t o r i c a l time, not throu,gh the discovery 

of some n a t u r a l paradise i n which man v/as taken back to h i s 

p r e - f a l l c o n d i t i o n . He b e l i e v e d that God v/as not only giving 

man a d i v i n e education but through the i n c a r n a t i o n had .dven 

man an instrument f o r personal and s o c i a l regeneration now. 

The p e r f e c t i o n of man's nature was not dependent O: 'Jod taking; 

the i n i t i a t i v e and xindin;;; h i s true nature by s e a r c h i n " for 

the clues wh^ch God gave i n the s c r i p t u r e s and i : hum.cn 

h i s t o r y and by accepting the Divine power which God haf 

given i n C h r i s t . 

Thus Llaurice's whole approach to the B i b l e was api;ly 

described i n a passage i n h i s T h e o l o g i c a l tissays "For the 

B i b l e i s a book i n which God i s teaohinj; h i s c::ertures induction, 

by s e t t i n g them an e;.cample of i t . Ilotdn., i s there taught as 

i t i s i n the Kor^n by mere decreee; everyth:.ng by l i f e and 

experi.;ent. I t o f f e r s us the s u r e s t test;.- of i t s own cred­

i b i l i t y . I t meets the f a c t s of human l i f e and the d i f f i c u l t i e s 

of human s p e c u l a t i o n ; i t undertakes to i-/.:erpret the one, and 

to show us the source of the other,"(27) I-Iaurice i s sure that 

jihere are c l u e s to be diitained from study of the s c r i p t u r e s as 

to the nature of l i f e . But man has to look .for them further. 

(27) F.D.uaurice. T h e o l o g i c a l Eseays p.139. London. 1853. 
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"man has to create the good l i f e and the good s o c i e t y to some 

extent by ni.s own a c t i o s. He can not expect Sod to do for 

him that which he i s capable of doing himself. I t was t h i s 

concept which convinced Llaurice of two th'ngs. I n the f i r s t 

^ place i t brought h'.m to the b e l i e f that he must f i r s t and 

foremost be a t..eologian. And that being a theologian he must 

not c o n s t r u c t t h e o r e t i c a l s t r u c t u r e s and models about the good 

l i f e but must r a t h e r d i g i n t o the foundation of human existence. 

A l l i e d very c l o s e l y to t h i s i s h i s second b e l i e f that the 

fun c t i o n of the theologian, i f not of a l l . C h r i s t i a n s , i s not 

to d i s c u s s Ideas about God but to t r y to-know Him. T h i s , for 

Llaurice, was posj-:ible because he believed in' God ra t h e r than 

believed t h e o r i e s about God. I n much of h i s w r i t i n g there i s 

evidence of h i s b e l i e f that t r u t h was avi l i a b l e i f only man 

could r e a c h out and ttike i t . God i s c o n t i n u a l l y near t o man. 

Man has a c a p a c i t y to f i n d Hi..;. And b e l i e f i n Chr i s , as 

Being was the l i n k which man found so e l u s i v e . L'aurice, 

however, was i n no doubt t,.at such a l i n k e x i s t e d . I t was the 

bas i s of a l l mor...lity, s o c i a l and personal. I t was, moreover 

the d i f f e r e n c e between modern man's opportunity and ancient 

man's p e r p l e x i t y . The an c i e n t s could only r e f e r to some 

process of thought i n t h e i r search f o r the good l i f e . :,:aurice 

wrote " A r i s t o t l e ' s was an imperfect t r e s t i s e , a tre.vtise 

c o n t a i n i n g plenty of e r r o r s , . But i f i t ©ere a pe r f e c t t r e a t i s e , 
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one i n which there were no e r r o r s at a l l , i t would not be 

the standard I wanted; s t i l l l e s s would i t enable me to follow 

a standard. The standard must be a I I P E . I t must be s e t 

f o r t h i n a l i v i n g PEJSSON. I f i t i s to do me any good h i s 

l i f e must i n some way a c t upon my l i f e . I f the B i b l e was 

merely a book, though i t might be the best of a l l books, though 

i t might be a book without a flaw, I could not hope to f i n d 

i n i t t hat which I was seeking."(28) ^Jlhat i.Iaurice believed 

was that the B i b l e l e d him beyond the w r i t t e n page. I t gave 

him reason to b e l i e v e i n God's a c t i o n i n the world and i n 

the e x i s t e n c e of C h r i s t , but i t v/as only one means of doing 

so. I t was authorative but i t was not a u t h o r i t y M t s e l f . 

I n face Maurice was i n f l u e n c e d by the B i b l e i n a si.ii'.lar way 

to t h a t i.j. which he was i n f l u e n c e d by P l a t o . He saw i n i t 

evidence f o r t r u t h s wh'.ch were v e r i f i e d from inductive reasoning 

and from experience. 

The B i o l e , as i t were r e i n f o r c e d and added weight to 

P l a t o n i c I d e a s . But i t perhaps did more than t h a t . I t gave 

substance to the p h i l o s o p h i c a l approach. I t i l l u s t r a t e d for 

Maurice the i d e a that words themselves mean nothing unless thej 

embody some t r u t h which i s based on experience. I n Ifc the 

connection between the s o c i a l and tVie i n d i v i d u a l i s m.ade c l e a r 

by r e f e r e n c e to the E t e r n a l t r u t h of God's ex i s t e n c e . I n i t 

God i s t r y i n g to show man h:;w h i s normal human relafci^ns i n 

(28) F'. D,Maurice. E p i s t l e of S t . John. p.fj. London 1893 = 
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family and s t a t e are dependent on the r e l a t i o n between God 
an man. I n the f i r s t l e c t u r e of the E p i s t l e s o f S t . Jo i 
Liaurice d i s c u s s e s h i s use of the S c r i p t u r e s , " I use them because 
I think they w i l l show us what i s the ground of those a f f e c t i o n s , 
of that conscience, of that reason and w i l l , which v/e have to 
do with because we are human beii'igs, and which we must have 
to do with supposing there were no s c r i p t u r e s a t a l l . I do 
not use them because I look on them as s u b s t i t u t e s f o r these 
a f f e c t i o n s , or conscience, or reason, or w i l l . I use them 
because I look upon them as God's r e v e l a t i o n to us of ourselves, 
who are made i n His image, and of Himself, who has made us 
i n His image. I do not use,, them as i f they would raes.n 
anything to us, or be of any worth to us, supposing we were 

o 

not made i n His image, s..v)posihg i t were not p o s s i b l e f o r us 

to be acquainted with Him. I use them because I conceive 

they s e t f o r t h C h r i s t as the Son of God, and the Lord of 

every man, I do not use them because I think they S;L ;•; f o r t h 

some standard for a s e t of men c a l l e d C h r i t i a n s who are 

d i f f e r e n t from other men, and who have not the same God '.vith 

other men. I use the S c r i p t u r e s to show us what I believe 

i s the law and l i f e f or a l l of us.,, that law and l i f e of w'.ich 

t h a t law and l i f e of which men i n the old world had only a 

p a r t i a l glimpse. I should not use them i f I thought then 

l e s s u n i v e r s i i l and more p s . r t i a l that the books of heathens 

or of l a t e r m o r a l i s t s . " ( 2 9 ) 

(29) D. Liaurice. E p i s t l e s of S t . John. p.13. London 1893. 
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I t would appear, then, that I l a u r i c e ' s ideas were very 
g r e a t l y determined by the i n f l u e n c e of the S c r i p t u r e . Indeed 
the B i b l e was probably the major framework by which he was 
l e d to understand the s o c i a l nature of man. This was so 
because he regarded i t e s p e c i a l l y a teaching l i b r a r y . I t 
was the record of God's i n t e r v e n t i o n i n hum.an a f f a i r s . As 
such he could use i t to d i g f o r the foundations of s o c i e t y . 
From i t he learned the n e c e s s i t y of connecting the past with 
the present and the f u t u r e , of connecting the Divine with 
the s e c u l a r , of connecting the i n d i v i d u a l with the s o c i a l . 
I t Y/as on these three, r e l a t i o n s h i p s that the whole of l l s u r i c e ' s 
s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l thought was founded. 
MAURICE AS A FOLLO'̂ 'ER OF S. T. COLERIDGE 

I f k a u r i c e owed much of h i s thought to Plato and the 

B i b l e he e q u a l l y owed much of h i s method of s o c i a l philosophy 

to C o l e r i d g e . As G, R, Sanders has pointed out, however, he 

did not s.iraply accept Coleridgean thought i n i t s e n t i r e t y . 

He accepted c e r t a i n b a s i c methods and modified them as and 

when he thought necessary. 

Perhaps Coleridge's m.ain c o n t r i b u t i o n to Llaurice's 

thought v/as the d i s t i n c t i o n between Reason and Underst&.nding. 

I t was fundamental to a l l Maurice's w r i t i n g on E t h i c s , Theology 
Metaphysics and P o l i t i c s . Lan has two quite d i s t i n c t c a p a c i t i e s 

One i s represented by the f u n c t i o n i n g of h i s Understanding. 
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This r e f e r s s o l e l y to man's i n t e l l e c t . By Understanding, 
man i s able to perform l o g i c a l deduction, and i s thus able to 
analyse and di s c o v e r means of ac h i e v i n g a given end. Under­
standing allows man to create l o g i c a l systems of. thought. 
I t i s b a s i c a l l y a mental e x e r c i s e . As such i t i s of course 
u s e f u l i n h e l p i n g man to understand h i s environment and, i n 
some measure, to modify i t . Yet the powers of the i n t e l l e c t 
were of l i m i t e d use to man ao long as he confused them w i t h 
the powers of Reason. I t was i n t o j u s t such a confusion that 
the supporters of the r i g h t s of man had f a l l e n , and Llaurice 
accepted Coleridge's s e p a r a t i o n of the two powers as an 
essential s t a r t i n g point f o r h i s p o l i t i c a l thought. I n the 
Moral and I l e t a p h y s i c a l Philosophy L a u r i c e , r e f e r r i n g to 
Coleridge, wrote. "That d i s t i n c t i o n explained, he thought, 
the confusions i n t o which the aiithours of the French d e c l a r a t i o n 
of r i g h t s and t h e i r E n g l i s h admirers had f a l l e n . They had 
mixed together the u n i v e - s a l and the p a r t i c u l a r laws of 
Reason and the deductions of the Understanding. The racKims 
belonging to the one sphere, which were l o c a l and temporary, 
were i n v e s t e d \,''ith the sacredness and largeness of the other". (30) 
This was r e a l l y the e s s e n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e between the Understanding 
and the Reason. The former was concerned with the l o c a l or 
the temporary, c e r t a i n l y the temporal, aspects of l i f e . 

(50) D. n a u r i c e . i:oral laetaphysicail Philosophy. Vol, 11. • ' 
p. 666, London 1886, 
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The Reason was concerned with the permanent, e t e r n a l t r u t h s 
of e x i s t e n c e . 

A f u r t h e r d i s t i n c t i o n a r i s e s from the consideration of 

experience. The understanding i s the modfe of thou_ht which 

man uses to r a t i o n a l i s e h i s experience. As such i t r e f e r s to 

the experience of the i n d i v i d u a l . Just because of t h i s i t s 

use i s p a r t i c u l a r l y v u lnerable to the danger of e c l e c t i c i s m . 

i.len are teynpted to accept such evidence as f i t s into t h e i r 

p a r t i c u l a r theory or system, r e g a r d l e s s of the Truth; equally 

they are tempted to r e j e c t evidence and experience which t e l l s 

a g a i n s t t h e i r system. Here we have one important source of 

IJaurice's f e a r s of s y s t e m a t i s i n ,. I t was not that he thought 

any p a r t i c u l a r system wrong so much as that he believed that 

they r e s t e d upon a purely human mental a c t i v i t y . Such 

products of the Understanding were l i a b l e to severe l i m i t a t i o n s 

because men would be prepared to defend them fo r the sake 

of the system, which was a parti..-ular element i n human a f f a i r s 

r e l e v a n t only to t h e a t t i t u d e s and b e l i e f s of p a r t i c u l a r 

achools of thought at the expense of the u n i v e r s a l p r i n c i p l e s 

which underlay a l l e x i s t e n c e . 

I.Taurice, was much infl u e n c e d by Coleridge's concept of 

Reason as the f a c u l t y which could s e t m.an f r e e from the 

d i c t a t e s of Understanding. I n the Dedication of the Kingdom 

of C h r i s t to Rev. Derwent Coleridge Maurice wrote that the 
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former's f a t h e r had taught him to d i s t i n g u ' s h "that which i s 
f a c t i t i o u s and a c c i d e n t a l , or belongs to our a r t i f i c i a l h a b i t s 
of thought, and that which i s fixL-d and e t e r n a l , which belongs 
to man as man, and which God w i l l open the eyes of every 
humble man to perceive I'^I). I t was the function of ileason so to 
open men's eyes. Fieason, i s at i t were the mechanism, by which 
men are able to a prehend t r u t h even when they can not comprehend 
i t . C l e a r l y f o r Llaurice Reason was not s o l e l y concerned with 
i n t e l l e c t . I t s working did not depend on the a b i l i t y to 
c o n s t r u c t .lo: _ i c a l systems or to analyse p a r t i c u l a r systems. 
I t was the f a c u l t y which allowed man to malce d i r e c t contact 
with a higher Being. I t f a c i l i t a t e d the l i n k between man 
and h i s c eator. Llaurice did regard Reason as a f a c u l t y of 
human beings - thus going a. stage f u r t h e r than Coleridge. 
I t s metnod was l e r c e p t i v e r a t h e r than i n t e l l e c t u a l . I n an 
i n t e r e s t i n g passage i n the Kingdom of C h r i s t , (32) I^iaurice 
e l a b o r a t e s t h i s theory. "There i s an orgen i n man which 
sper..ks of t h a t which i s absolute and eternal." Further t h i s 
organ " i s d i s t i n c t fro;: the one that merely forms notions and 
a f f i r m s p r o p o s i t i o n s " . I n t h i s d i s c u s s i o n rest': the hub of 
Llaurice's a t t i t u d e to Reason and Understanding, r.aurice i s 
here suggesting that Reason and Understanding performs t h e i r 

•separate f u n c t i o n s i n quite d i f f e r e n t wp.ys. Reason i s not 
(31) F. D. L'iaurice. Kingdom of C h r i s t , p.10. London 1959, 
(32) p, D. n a u r i c e . Kingdom of C h r i s t , pp 118/180 London 1959. 
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concerned with p r o p o s i t i o n s , as i s the Understi..iding. I t 

i s concerned w i t h somethin.;; which i s i n one sense e x t e r n a l 

to the person who i s using h i s Reason. I c grasps t h i s e^Lcernal 

e x i s t e n c e "as the eye a f f i r m s an o b j e c t " - i n other words, 

as we have a l r e a d y noted, by a process of perception. .But 

what i s i t that i^eason p e r c e i v e s ? I t perceives t r u t h s , or, as 

Liaurice v a r i o u s l y puts, i t , p r i n c i p l e s or the ground of man's 

being. These t r u t h s vvere e t e r n a l and r e f e r r e d t o every as::ect 

of human e x i s t e n c e . 

A necessary feature of these t r u t h s , a r i s i n g from man's 

perception of them was that they had to be i n existence 

before man could perceive them. I n other words the t-uths were 

antecedenti:to experience. Thus, althoughtthe f i v e senses 

of ms-n perceived h i s p h y s i c a l environment as i t existed the 

e t e r n a l trut..:s perceived by the Reason are revealed to man's 

Reason by a source which i s above man yet homogenous with hi;.. 

P h y s i c a l senses r e v e a l an e x t e r n a l world while Reac-on r e v e a l s 

something which i s part of man's e x i s t e n c e . I t r e v e a l s that 

which transcends space and time. This i s whst I'aurice means 

by e t e r n a l . The Reason exposed m.an to something homogeneous 

with h i m s e l f - .in other words v/ith an Absolute Reason. J o r 

Llaurice t h i s meant exvosure not to an abst a c t i o n but to 

another Being of a higher order. Reason could not e x i s t on 

i t s own. rJeither could human Reason e x i s t wifchout connections 
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with t h a t Higher Absolute Reason which i s i t s e l f required 
to be embodied i n a higher Being. The r e s u l t of Reason i s 
then the r e v e l a t i o n of the l i v i n • God. Reason floes not j u s t 
divulge a b s t r a c t p r i n c i p l e s . The "principles which i t does 
divulge, are nothing l e s s than the V / i l l of God. Since obedience 
to the Divine '.Vill was, for Ilaurice man's p r i n c i p l e end. 
Reason i s e s s e n t i a l l y concerned with d i s c e r n i n g ends and not 
means. I t would a p j e a r that t h e Reason and t h e Understanding-
are quite independent. Yet f o r Txaurice t h i s i s not quite 
t r u e . Problems only a r i s e when the Understanding i s used i n 
such a way as to usurp the prerogative of Reason. 

The Understanding and the Reason both have to do with 

f a c t . God r e v e a l s h i m s e l f to Llan through the Reason but often 

he has t o do so by means of f a c t s . Since t h e r e v e l a t i o n i s 

one of a l i v i n g Being, events i n h i s t o r y are not purely 

a c c i d e n t a l . " F a c t s may be only the drapery of doctrines; but 

they would seem to be the only p o s s i b l e method of manifestation 

f o r the Being, the e s s e h . i a l Reason."(32) ITow t h i s r e v e l a t i o n 

of f a c t s may present i t s e l f to the whole man. The Reason i s 

one f a c u l t y of man but i t i s not the on'y one. I t would be 

strange i f the Being, who can transcend space and ti:i:e, l i m i t e d 

h i m s e l f to only one f a c u l t y i n man. ".' And seeing, by the 

hypothesis, t h i s Bein of \̂ iQm the reason speaks i s one who 

transcends the conditions of space and time; seeing that t h i s 

one f a c u l t y i n man has the power of beholding that which i s 

(32) F.D.Laurice. Kingdom of C h r i s t , pp. 178/180 London 1959 
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not under these conditions, but that a l l the other f a c u l t i e s 
are s u b j e c t to them, i t would be nothing strange or contrad­
i c t o r y i f the f a c t s which embodied the Revelation, should be 
such as a t once presented him to a l l the f a c u l t i e s which we 
now possess, and enabled that highest one to r e a l i s e i t s own 
p e c u l i a r prerogative of looking through them. I n t h i s wa.j 
one mifht perhaps d i s c o v e r a l l hope of r e c o n c i l i n g the law of 
the a f f e c t i o n s and the law of the reason, without that contrivance 
of s e p a r a t i n g them under -IP/O departments and supposing that a 
mere s c h o l a s t i c boundary could keep them r e a l l y a p a r t . " ( 3 2 ) 
From t h i s passage i t would appear that i.aurice believed that 
while the Reason was capable of d i r e c t contact with the Divine 
V / i l l i t normally works through the other human f a c u l t i e s . 
Thus he seems to suggest t h a t Recson had some c o n t r o l l i n g 
e f f e c t on the Understanding so that while one might separate 
them i n terms of t h e i r functions both wer^ e s s e n t i f l to man and 
had the e f f e c t of combining to _ i v e man a f u l l grasp of l i v i n e 
R e v e l a t i o n . 

i/Iaurice saw man and s o c i e t y as part of a u n i f i e d order. This 

order was connected to the Divine W i l l by Reason. Han as 

an i n d i v i d u a l was only i n a p e r f e c t s t a t e when h i s p a r t i c u l a r 

i n d i v i d u a l c a p a c i t y f o r i n f c e l l e c t u r a l attainment was working 

i n conformity with h i s u n i v e r s a l c a p a c i t y f o r communion with the 

Divi-.e Being. E q u a l l y , s o c i e t y was only i n i t s p e r f e c t 

condition when the i :dividual was following the S£.me psth as 
( '32 . )F. I)-. Maurice. Kingdom of C h r i s t , pp. 173/LSO. London 1959. 
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the s o c i e t y , i n obedience to the same Divine ' 7 i l l . I t was 
Reason, follov/ing the Revealed ' V i l l of God, which allowed 
man to a t t a i n such a condition, simply because Reason was a 
u n i v e r s a l p r i n c i p l e b u i l t i n t o human nature. Thus a l l the 
f a c u l t i e s of man, s o c i a l and personal, demonstrate that h i s 
nature i s u n i t a r y and s o c i a l and, through the functioning of 
Reason i s a l s o a. u n i t y with God. 

This approach which I.aurice develops from Coleridge's 

distinct'.on between Reason and Understanding i s c l e a r l y 

a s s o c i a t e d with the two other Influences, Plato and The g i b l e , 

which have been discussed i n e a r l i e r s e c t i o n s of t h i s chapter. 

He i s here d i s c u s s i n g the l i n k between the shadow and the 

i d e a l which i s so raiich the concern of P l a t o n i c philosophy; 

and e q u a l l y he f i n d s a means of support f o r h i s B i b l i c a l 

I n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between m.an and God. 

Llaurice used the d i s t i n c t i o n as the b a s i s of h i s arguments 

i n the dispute with H. 1. l i a n s e l l over the nature of Revelation, 

about twenty years a f t e r the p u b l i c a t i o n of the Kingdom of 

C h r i s t . I n t h i s l i a n s e l l had argued that man's knowledge of 

God was l i m i t e d by the f i n i t e nature of human i n t e l l e c t . I t 

was impossible, t h e r e f o r e , f)r man to have an d i r e c t knowledge 

of the D i v i n i t y . Thus a l l we could have was knowledge about 

God derived from the c r i t i c a l f a c u l t i e s of i n t e l l e c t . This 

knowledge c l e a r l y only- comes from the standard sources of 

orthodox C h r i s t i a n teaching i . e . from the B i b l e and the 
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Church F a t h e r s . Haurice argued that Reason enabled man to have 
a more d i r e c t R evelation; that God was able to c a l l out from 
llan a response which required the whole m.an to come in t o contact 
v/ith Him. r : a u r i c e ' s p o s i t i o n about the r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
Reason and Understanding i s i l l u s t r a t e d by a passr. ge i n h i s 
"Sequel to the i n q u i r y : What i s Revelation?: " I t i s t h i s 
i!ri_.osition of the Logic of the Underst nding upon the Conscience 
and the Reason, a r i s i n g from a d i s b e l i e f i n t h e i r d i s t i j c t 
o b j e c t s and obli^.ations, which I think we are bound to r e s i s t 
to the utmost. I t was a g a i n s t t h i s I spoke; not against ony 
a p p l i c a t i o n of what i s taught as Logic at Oxford, whithin 
i t s own sphere."(3§) 

As R. _C. Sanders has pointed out {y^) i.iaurice agreed with 

Coleridge i n telieving that the value of the Understanding had 

been too h i g h l y r a t e d . T hus he f e l t that the e s p i r i c i s m 

and r a t i o n a l i s m of the eighteenth century, as w e l l as that of 

the U t i l i t a r i a n school v/as not suf..idently counterbalanced by 

a t r a n s c e n d e n t a l approach. As a r e s u l t he reacted a g s i i s t the 

power which the t h e o r i e s of John Locke seemed to hold over 

many of h i s contem_oraries. Locke had determined to begin h i s 

s t u d i e s ( I n the ijssay on Human Understanding) not i n a study 

of the concept of Being but of understandi.ig. Locke b e l i e . es-feat 

to attempt to study problems of ::e.tng before studying the 

( f 3 ) F . D . i : a a r i c e . Sequel to Tnct i s ^^evelation. p.198. Lon. 13o0 
(34)0.R.,..Sanders. The Broad Church i oveuent. p.p.219 London. 1379 



(92) 

l i m i t i a t i o n s of the Understanding i s to l e t one's thoughts 
"wander ini;-o the depths whereLn they can f i n d no sure footing." 
Llaurice appreciated t h i s point of view but f e l t that i t 
neglected the transcendent nature of man. He a l s o f e l t that 
l a y i n g emphasis on the sanse-perception aspects of nature 
l i m i t e d the o b j e c t i v e s which man might gain. Perhaps even ore 
import£.int i t r e s u l t e d i n the s t r u c t u r e of Lockean sytems, 
even though Locke himself was not g u i l t y of t h i ^ The 
problems arose because Locke hsd been regarded '..y h i s .followers 
as beyond reproach, ".".is dogmas hve become pert of our 
h a b i t u a l f a i t h ; they L-e accegted without study cs a t r r c ' i t i o n . " 
This was the trap i n t o which any philosophy '..hie. s t a r t e d 
f r o a the sup.-.tition of experience as the brse of hmucn 
nature WES always l i a b l e to f a l l . I t was Coleridge's great 
merit that he had brought B r i t i s h philosophy i n a way out 
of t h i s dilemma. 

Llaurice recognised, of course that Coleridge had t0.ken 

much of h i s thought from ''.he German t h i n k e r s , e s p e c i a l l y 

ICant. But he Had been able to apply i t to a p a r t i c u l c r l y 

B r i t i s h s i t u a t i o n . Th. r e had been a tendency i n Ge,:-i.-.r.'i 

Fhiloeophy to create, abi iiractions and dre^us; Coleridge did 

no such t h i n g . I n s p i t e of the complications of h i s I r n ua e 

he was, i n I'-aurice's terms a p r a c t i c f . l philosopher. Instead 
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of c r e a t i n g an a b s t r a c t Absolute Law to wh.ich a l l things are 

r e l a t e d he had l e d men to see the p o s s i o i l i t y of makin^' contact 

with a l l i v i n g Being. Probably ."..aurice was impressed by 

Coleridge's apparent des.ire to i n v e s t i g a t e r a t h e r than to 

b u i l d t h e o r i e s . I t was t h i s same c h a r a c t e r i s t i c which a l s o 

a t t r a c t e d him to Socrates. Kaurice saw i n Coleridge's w r i t i n g s 

the p o s s i b i l i t y of r e c o n c i l i n g the "experiraentjil '.7isdoa f o r 

which Burke contends i n h i s R e f l e c t i o n s , with deep moral 

c o n v i c t i o n s r e s p e c t i n g hu.:.an r i g h t s " . I t was i n t h i s 

sense thf t Llaurice was in.cluenced most by Coleridge rat'ier 

than by the Germsn Romantic philosophers. 

Celeridgo had been reg6,rdcd b/ some as sn u t i p r a c t i c a l 

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l i s t . Jhat ll a u r i c e did wi. s to claim that h'.s 

transcendeatalisffi was p r a c t i c a l because i t set uan i n h i s 

proper place i n the Divine order. ll a u r i c e used ^oleridge 

to connect man to h i s o;.-igin^.l source, and to r e l a t e men's 

i n d i v i d u a l e x i s t e n c e to h i s s o c i a l nat:.-.re. .le c l i;.i.ed to 

have learned from the Statesmans I'anurl the idea t h c t the 

Prophets and Kin.j,s of I s r a e l were i n 11 r t s p e c t s p . o l i t i c c l . 

They were concerned with the continuance not only of t h e i r 

r e l i g i o n but a l s o of t h e i r nation. They saw that the two were 

i n e x t r i c a b l y infcerv.'oven. "How I had l e a r n t , p a r t l y from 
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Coleridge's "Statesman's Manual" t o consider the Pro" nets o f 
I s r a e l e s p e c i a l l y P o l i t i c i a n s , as men who were profoundly 
concerned.in the w e l l bein^- and c o n t i n u i t y ox t h e i r n a t i o n ; 
who watched w i t h intense anguish the influences which were 
detaching; i t s present from i t s past, and both from i t s f u t u r e ; 
who believed i t would be held together, through a l l generations, 
amidst a l l i t s crimes and f o l l i e s , by Him who i s , and was, 
and i s t o come."(35) I^aurice was, then, able to see the necessity 
of h i s t o r i c a l c o n t i n u i t y i n the existence o f nations and, 
l i k e Coleridge, he recognised the p o l i t i c a l importance o f the 
r e l i g i o u s i n s t i t u t i o n s i n so c i e t y . Thus he seemed to accept 
Coleridge's concept o f the G l e r i s y , though w i t h some m o d i f i c a t i o n . 

Maurice and Coleridge both believed t h e s t a t e to be a moral 
u n i t , w i t h a l i f e of i t s own. Thus the s t a t e was an orgf nic 
whole wMch consisted of c l o s e l y i n t e r e l a t e d p a r t s . Coleridge's 
c o n s t r u c t i o n o f the Proprietage - i . e . the landed gentry and 
the commercial i n t e r e s t s - and the C l e r i s y , i s not q u i t e the 
same as Haurice's concept o f orders i n so c i e t y though there 
are some p o i n t s of common i n t e r e s t . Even so J.Iaurice was prepared 
to say t h a t those who were able to support themselves might 
w e l l perform the same funct i o n s as the C l e r i s y . I n other 
v/ords they should foEra a source o f higher l e a r n i n g f o r the 
good of the population at l a r g e . Ilaurice was concerned t h a t the 

( 3 f ) P. D. Maurice, prophets and Kings of the Old Testament 
p. XW.1 London. 1879. 
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t h a t the National Church should accept r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r 
education w i t h i n the s t a t e since only the Church could 
keep a t r u e perspective between the s p i r i t u a l and the secular 
aspects o f human l i f e . Maurice.ls concept of the r o l e of the 
clergy, was broadly based on notions s i m i l a r t o those of 
Coleridge's C l e r i s y . They were basica,lly educators, but not 
s o l e l y teachers, of the r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f s of the C h r i s t i a n 
Church. Indeed Maurice's p o s i t i o n made the se:aration o f 
r e l i g i o u s and secular teaching impossible. I f man i s a u n i t y , 
the r e l i g i o u s and the secular must i n t e r p e n e t r a t e . The one 
complements the other, but since man i s a s p i r i t w i t h a body, 
and not simply a body w i t h a s p i r i t u a l content, and since i t 
i s through the s p i r i t u a l t h a t he i s able to meet the Divine 
Being then the s p i r i t u a l i n s t i t u t i o n s i n soc i e t y should be 
charged w i t h man's education. For L'aurice t h i s was merely 
an extension o f h i s b e l i e f i n the process of Divine Education. 
Maurice was a t one w i t h Coleridge i n the b e l i e f t h a t man 
needed mystery. There i s something i n the c o n s t i t u t i o n o f 
man v/hich makes him look f o r a meaning deeper than h i s own 
immediate experience. For ?Jaurice t h i s expression of the 
m y s t i c a l was not confined to the r e l i g i o u s sense. I n h i s 
novel, Eustace Conway, he makes h i s hero see b i s f a i t h being 
expressed i n a very wide range of science, philosophy and 
the a r t s . Lean's w i l l appears to be f r e e ; he can choose 
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between many i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ox h i s f e e l i n g s . But i t i s most 

f r e e when i t i s united w i t h a higher 3ein>^. Mowtthe f u n c t i o n 

o f education i s to help man to reach t h i s l a t t e r l e v e l of 

freedom. I.iaurice's own l i f e was l a r g e l y svent i n Sducatio:, 

ano as we s h a l l see i n a la'.er chapter h i s views a l t e r e d 

somewi-.at d u r i n - h i s l i f e t i m e - but o n l / i n s o f a r as he was 

concerned w i t h who performed the f u n c t i o n o f education, end 

not i n so f a r as he was concerned w i t h the purpose of ec.ucafcion. 

On one fundamental p o i n t liaurice parted company w i t h 

Coleridge. He could not accept Coleridge's d i s t i n c t i o n bel:ween 

the s u b j e c t i v e and the o b j e c t i v e . He f e l t t h a t such a d i s t i n c t i o n 

could not be held alongside the view t h a t man's nature was 

i n some way connected w i t h t h a t of the Divine Being. For him 

the word s u b j e c t i v e was i r r e v e l a n t i f not misleading. He 

was concerned t h a t the use o f such terras would r e s u l t i n t h e 

idea t h a t the i n d i v i d u a l man was q u i t e separate from the 

p r i n c i p l e s on which h i s existence was founded. I f , as liaurice 

believed there was a set of u n i v e r s a l princii^le;- o f l i e 

connectin g man to (Jod, aid i f a l l men were capable through 

t h e i r Reason of apprehending these p r i n c i p l e s , then the 

p o l a r i t y of s u b j e c t i v e - o b j e c t i v e was nob a t r u e d i s t i n c t i o n . 

That which i s w i t h i n man and t h a t which i s outside man are 

not two sejjarate p r i n c i p l e s but are one and the stme. Truth 

could not be grasped by the use of abstract p r i n c i p l e s and 

d i s t i n c t i o n s . I t was found by reference to f a c t s . Maurice 

found Colerid^j;e's work d e f i c i e n t i n t h i s respect. I n a 
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l e t t e r t o Edward Strachey he wrote "But I believe also that; we 
are come upon an age i n which t r u t h without f a c t s w i l l be as 
impossible as f a c t s without t r u t h s ; and t h a t the attempt to 
set up e i t h e r e x c l u s i v e l y must be conducted i n q u i t e a d i f f e r e n t 
s p i r i t from t h a t wh'.ch animated Coleridge or the good men o f 
the preceding age, however the r e s u l t s may at tirries correspond"(56) 
For t h i s reason much o f Liaurice's work i s concerned w i t h h i s t o r y . 
Ke t r i e s t o assess h i s t o r i c a l processes i n terms o f the Divine 
Education o f Revelauion. I n a sense, however, he i s much mors 
concerned w i t h the p r i n c i p l e s which l i e behind the f a c t s . 
Pacts o f themselves are o f very l i t t l e value. Thus he tends to 
see the development o f h i s t o r y as a series o f events which 
i l l u s t r a t e c e r t a i n f a c t s . The facias, f o r :..aurice, become not 
the events themsi lves so m.uch as tie r e v e l a t i o n which i s embodied 
i n them. iVhat he Svppea^-s t o be doing i s to deny the p o s s i b i l i t y , 
or a t l e a s t the value, of a:,stract speculation, l.ietaph./slcs f o r 
i t s own sake i s nonsense. The only true metaphysical i n v e s t ­
i g a t i o n i s t h a t which r e l a t e s man's experience, and t h i s must 
include h i s f e e l i n g s , t o the R e a l i t y of a higher Being. Pacts 
and Philosophy are not t o be set i n opposition to each other. 
Only by combining the two can a ime understanding of man's 
nature be discovered. Llaurice indeed regarded man's i n t e l l e c t u a l 
and moral progress as dependent not upon the c r e a t i o n o f new 
f a c t s .and ideas but upon the discovery through the r e l a t i o n o f 
f a c t s and philosophy o f p r e - e x i s t e n t p r i n c i p l e s . 

(56) L i f e . ? o l . l . p. 251. 
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coiJSEHyATisi.: A::D .JATIO :ALisn 

?. D. Maurice's b e l i e f s about Ila t i o n a l i s m a.ve more a:in to 

the p o l i t i c a l t r a d i t i o n s o f Conservatism, than ttiey are to those 

of s o c i a l i s m . For Liaurice, Nationalism stems from the e x i s t ­

ence of a n a t i o n a l s p i r i t . The desire f o r a com.;.on brotherhood 

of men, breaking dovm the b a r r i e r s o f n a t i o n a l boundaries has 

no place i n Liaurice's p o l i t i c s , despite h i s b e l i e f i n the 

u n i v e r s a l i t y o f the Divine Education of Han. InrJeed Tlaurice 

sees the N a t i o n a l boundary as the . l i m i t i n g case i n the formation 

of s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l organisms p a r t l y because of h i s i.-rter-

p r e t a t i o n o f Hebrew h i s t o r y as described i n the B i b l e . For 

him the n a t i o n i s p a r t o f the D i v i n e l y i n s t i t u t e d order of 

s o c i e t y . I n i t s e l f i t i s complete - but of i t s e l f i t i s sense­

l e s s . I t takes i t s place i . the order ivhich "od has ordfined 

f o r human a f f a i r s . Such a . theory sees t l i e nation as the natural 

r e s u l t of :iuman r e l a t i o n s . I t i s n t created a r t i f i c i a l l y by 

the w i l l o f men, but grows out of p r e v i o u s l y e x i s t i n g s o c i a l 

i n s t i t u t i o n s . I.:en do not opt to j o i n i t . They simply f i n d 

themselves born i n t o i t , accepting the i n h e r i t e d c u l t u r e of 

t h e i r n a t i o n , which answers the s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l needs of 

t h e i r own time and place. Thus nations are organic e i t i t i e s . 

The organic s t a t e , a phrase which r a u r i c e tends to use sy:-ion-

omously w i t h the n a t i o n , may best be considered as the 
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• 

p o l i t i c a l expression o f t i l the s o c i a l f o r c e s , p o l i t i c a l and 

n o n - p o l i t i c a l , which are \ a r t of the n a t i o n a l s p i r i t . 

The sta^e, i n Llaurice's view, i s a nai;ur£.l product of 

p a r t i c u l a r patterns o f development o f the s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

found i n the f a m i l y , the Church, and the f o l k l o i e o f the people. 

As such i t i s the r e s u l t , r a t h e r than the creato r , of s o c i a l 

f o r c e s , Keverthelesr: i t i s not by cny m.eans a, pE.ssive e n t i t y . 

The n a t i o n has a l i f e o f i t s own, t a k i n g up the h i s t o r y o f 

the past and lUnking i t w i t h both the present and the f u t u r e . 

I n t h i s i.Iaurice i s at one w i t h Burke, who wrote in his 

Re f l e c t i o n s on the "devolution i n France," i t , " (the 

o r i g i n a l c o n t r a c t and thence the nation,) "becomes a partner­

ship not on y between those who are l i v i n g , but between those 

who are l i v i n g , those who are dead and those who are to be born". (1) 

I n t h i s Lt.urice kept t o the t r a d i t i o n a l i s t theories o f society, 

liis.concept o f the Sta.te stems i n s h o r t , from h i s own Philosophy 

of H i s t o r y . 

MAUHIGE'S PHILOSOPHY OP HISTOHY. 

As was suggested i n a previous cha.pter, I.iaurice sarv 

h i s t o r y as the u n f o l d i n g o f a d i v i n e l y ordained pla::. '.history 

i s the gradual ^^rocess by which man comes to a cler.rer u.ader-

st j a i d i n g of Sod's purpose, £.nd which brings to m•^n a kno'vledge 

of the Laws by which the Universe f u n c t i o n s , so tha t a study 

o f the past i s u s e f u l only i n so f a r as i t helps man to understand 

(1) E. Burke. Iteflec tions on f i t ; H cvolutim i n Prince, 
p. 84. I.iethtien. London. 1965. 
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the present. The t r u t h s which n i s t o r y reveals are relevant 
not only t o the h i s t o r i c a l occasions i n which they occur; they 
have e t e r n a l and absolute meanings, . i i s t o r y i s , therefore 
concerned not so much w i t h p a r t i c u l a r f a c t s or events as i^.th 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p s which men have w i t h God and w i t h other men. 

At any given time i n h i s t o r y man has t o accept his conditon 
and t o use the knowled^:,e o f the past to l e a r n the les;.on relevant 
to h i s own time. Each age may add t o the t o t a l knowledge of 
humanity but the les&ons o f the past are the foundation of the 
knowledge o f the present. I n t h i s sense kaurice seems to adopt 
Burke's b e l i e f s about the c o n t i n u i t y o f the " s o c i a l c o n t r a c t " . 
I n i i a u rice the connection between past, present and f u t u r e . l i e s 
i n h i s acceptance o f h i s t o r y as the cont i n u i n g r e v e l a t i o n , by 
God to rnan, ox the Divine purpose of hum.an l i f e . I n the f i r s t 
caapter of h i s Moral and Letaph.. s i c a l Philosophy Iiaurice says 
"A Divine education then, i s as u.ied as the regular basis of 
human l i f e and human f e l l o w s h i p . Lan knows what he i s ; he 
f u l f i l l s h i s appointed task j u s t so f a r as he receives t h i s 
i n s t r u c t i o n . The i n s t r u c t i o n proceeds from an i n v i s i b l e Being, 
and i s addressed t o something else i n man than t h a t which 
connects him w i t h the v i s i b l e world , He i s al.;ays ready to 
f o r g e t God, t o bow davn- before v i s i b l e t h i n g s . So f a r as he 
does t h i s , he becomes a slave and an animal. So f a r as he 
does t h i s , the s o c i e t y i n which he l i v e s becomes corrupt and 
untenable."(2) I t would appear, then, that there i s an element 

(2) F.D.i.:aurice. l i o r L l S: ;..:etaphysical Philosoph./. Y o l . l . ch.l.p.7. London 1686. 
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of s t r u g g l e i n human h i s t o r y . The Divine education i s not 
always r e a d i l y acceptable t o iiian. The element of tension between 
the w o r l d l y , s e l f - c e i t r e d p a r t of man's nature, and the need 
t o seek t r u t h , t o r e a l i s e h i s s p i r i t u a l s e l f , i s p a r t of the 
h i s t o r y of thehuman race. 

The main enquiry of h i s t o r / , f o r Ila u r i c e , was concerned 
w i t h the r e l a t i o n between the hu]r.an and the Divine. "Assurai g, 
as we have assumed throughout, t h a t man i s under a hi;-her 
teaching than h i s own, and t h a t no question- respecting the 
v i s i b l e or i n v i s i b l e world, respecting nature, or ".iimsslf, or 
God, would have been s t i r r e d i n .im i f i t had not been so, 
we are bound to submit t h i s d o c t r i n e , from which so many w i l l 
d i s s e n t , which few, perhaps are w i l l i n ^ ' t o apply to the v/hole 
course o f human h i s t o r y and i n q u i r y , to the same t e s t s which 
v;ere deemed necessary i n t h e e a r l i e r p o r t i o n of our sketch. 
•,;e are bound not to separate the debates i n the schools from 
the business of the world. ',7e are bound to seek i n the progress 
of events f o r something answering t o t h a t which passed i n the 
hearts of men. '.7e cannot hope to understand the man who h&s 
scorned the profane vulgar and kept them at a distance, except 
by comparin_, hie speculations w i t h the f e e l i n g and i n s p i r a t i o n 
of t h a t very \-vuijar, by les.rning what im-'ulses i n them were 
also working i n him, and which he was t r y i n g successfully, or 
or unsuccessfuly, t o s a t i s f y . I f we look upon 3od as the guide 
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of our race we must look upon the race as more grand and imp­

o r t a n t than the p a r t i c u l a r men .who have f a i t h f u l l y or u n f a i t h ­

f u l l y acted as h i s m i n i s t e r s to i t . ' A h i s t o r y which shoulf 

e x h i b i t the r e l a t i o n s o f one to the other i n f a i r and reason­

able p r o p o r t i o n s would c a r r y i t s ovrn evidence w i t h i t . The 

t h i n k e r and the doer v/ould each i n t e r p r e t the othe... '.7hat 

i s c a l l e d the s p i r i t of the age would be se;n i n each of the 

i n d i v i d u a l s belonging to t h a t age. A higher s p i r i t than t h i s 

would be found t o be working i n a l l ages and to the u n i t i n g 

them."(3) 

This so:i]ev/hat lengthy quotation c o n t a i n s the uain strand-s 

of Maurice's philosophy of h i s t o r y . The u n f o l d i n g of the 

purpose f o r human e x i s t e n c e i s not to be found only i n the 

t h i n k i n g o f the philosopher. LTor i s i t seen only i n the deeds 

of the a c t i v i s t . Each plays h i s p a r t . But the parts are 

complementary. The t r u t h , t h e r e f o r e , does not l i e i n the 

realm.s of ICarxist economic determinism. ( I i a u r i c e , i n c i d e n t l y , 

does not see.m to have any knowledge o f , or contact w i t h , 

j . i a r x i s t w r i t i n g s . He nowhere r e f e r s to any o f Ilarx's works 

and appears t o be s i n g u l a r l y ignorant of t h i s side of s o c i a l i s t 

thought.) Equally, however, the t r u t h i s not secured only by 

the philosopher. Economic a c t i v i t y and metaphj'-sical specu l a t i o n 

are only r e l e v a n t to uan's, and the r e f o r ; to s o ciety's, aius 

(3) F.D.l.iaurice. llonl & I'lfetaphysica'' Philosophy. Vol.11 page.4. 
London 1886. 
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i n as much as they support each other. I t would appear t h a t 
I.laurice, accepting the o r i g i n a l premises t h a t the s t a t e , as 
much as the i n d i v i d u a l , i s under a d i v i n e education, looks 
f o r h i s evidence i n the h i s t o r i c a l development o f p o l i t i c a l 
and n a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e s , i n patterns of s o c i a l behaviour, and 
i n the p h i l o s o p h i c a l explanation, or s o l u t i o n , of Lhe problems of 
s o c i e t y . His objections to the a t o m i s t i c philosophies of 
the U t i l i t a r i a n s are very s i m i l a r to those of Coleridge. 
Such philosophies deny the d i v i n e education, destroT*^ the idea 
of order and harmony and disavow the supernatural and et e r n a l 
purpose o f s o c i e t y . They are mechanical, a r t i f i c i a l contrivances 
s e t t i n g aside the h i s t o r i c a l e v o l u t i o n of so c i e t y and 
dis c o u n t i n g the organic nature o f p o l i t i c a l and s o c i a l e n t i t i e s . 

The evidence of h i s t o r y was f o r Llaurice, able to i l l u & t r a t e 
the growth o f s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s . Each age has i t s own 
" s p i r i t " . But each age's s p i r i t c o n t r i b u t e d to the s p i r i t of 
succeeding ages, l a y i n g down i r i n c i p l c s on which f u t u r e ages 
could b u i l d . i..aurlce's p o l i t i c s l thought i n t h i s f i e l d f a l l s 
i n t o the catagory which Crane B r i n t o n has described as t h a t of 
the P h i l o s o p h i c a l Conservative. "He i s the man who works 
out a consis t a n t and timeless g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s applying to 
the behaviour o f men i n p o l i t i c s . The d e t a i l s of his scheu-.e 
must varj'' w i t h the p o l i t i c a l conditions to v/hich he applies i t . 
But the c e n t r a l p o i n t i s the same. The p h i l o s o p h i c a l conservative 
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d i s t r u s t s h i s f e l l o w men, .ie i s therefore oh thu side of 
a u t h o r i t y as opposed t o l i b e r t y . Since any given a u t h o r i t y 
u s u a l l y has i t s foundations i n the past, he i s comiiionly a 
defender o f the past. But i t i s not resistance to change so 
much as the c o n v i c t i o n t h a t any change w i l l destroy a u t h o r i t y 
and f r e e the way to untrustworthy i n d i v i d u a l desire: t h a t marks 
hira out as a conservative."(4) Maurice's a u t h o r i t y atemiied 
from God. True t o one element o f B r i t i s h conservative thought, 
he saw r e l i g i o n as a fundamental p a r t of p o l i t i c s . But i t 
would be untrue to say t h a t he subordinated p o l i t i c s to r e l i g i o n 
His problem was how to avoid "sinJ<:lng the d i v i n e i n the human" 
or "crushing the human under the d i v i n e " . As a r e s u l t he saw 
the r e l i g i o u s and the p o l i t i c a l as i n e x t r i c a b l y i n t e r t w i n e d . 
His h i s t o r y was the h i s t o r y of the d i v i n e revealin,, i t s e l f 
t o , and becoming p a r t o f the secula'. This was the only cure 
f o r man's s e l f i s h n e s s . Yet. Maurice was no simple admirer of 
the past. As we have seen he r e j e c t e d the idea of a "Golden 
Age". He wants t o l e a r n the lessons of h i s t o r y , as a means 
to progress i n the f u t u r e . 

Such lessons as h i s t o r y teaches, however, cannot always 

be accurate guides to necessary immediate decisions. I n a 

recent a r t i c l e Arthur Schlesinger Jnr. m.akes the point t h a t 

"i.Iost u s e f u l h i s t o r i c a l g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s are str-tenients about 

massive socia,l and i n t e l l e c t u a l movements over a considera-blo 

(4) C.Brmnton, En,^lish P o l i t i c a l Thou,^^ht I n the 19th Century. 
New York. 1962 " . 
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period o f time. They malce large scale, Ion; term p r e d i c t i o n s 
p o s s i b l e . But they do not j u s t i f y small scale, short-term 
p r e d i c t i o n s . "(5) I t sjas i n t h i s l i g h t t h a t :-!aurice i n t e r p r e t e d 
h'-story. The lessons he derived from the study of h i s t o r y 
were l a r g e scale, and long term. He saw i n h i s t o r y the slow 
progression from f a m i l y to t r i b e to. n a t i o n . Yet aurice would 
not have been s a t i s f i e d w i t h a philosophy of h i s t o r y which 
was :/iainl:/ concerned w i t h p r e d i c t i o n o f events. The lessons 
which he drew from the study of h i s t o r y were concerned riore 
w i t h the a p p r e c i a t i o n of human r e l a t i o n s h i p s than w i t h the 
adoption o f p a r t i c u l a r p o l i c i e s . The events of h i s t o r y i l l u s t r a t e 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p s which e x i s t between men, and between men and 
God. These r e l a t i o n s are embodied i n the s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l 
i n s t i t u t i o n s o f s o c i e t y . The improvements i n the understanding 
o f them are i l l u s t r a t e d by the changes i n the nature o f p o l i t i c a l 
and s o c i a l organisatio;;]. Thus Llaurice saw human society devel­
oping through p a t r i a r c h a l and t r i b a l organisations to the nat i o n 
s t a t e o f the nineteenth century. His i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of t h i s 
development by reference t o the guidi n g hand of providence 

r e l i e s , t o a la r g e extent, on h i s b e l i e f i n the e s s e n t i a l l y 
s o c i a l nature of i i i a n . 

S o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s derive not from the need f o r man 

to defend h i m s e l f from attacks b/ h i s neighbours, nor from the 

desire t o improve h i s m a t i e r i a l wealth. They arif.e beet.use men 

(5) A-,- S(ijht.-singer. On the I n s c r u t a b i l i t y o f H i s t o r y , Encounter 
XX711 No. £. 
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need them i n order to be men. Because of t h i s llaurice sees 
p o l i t i c a l systems as growing r a t h e r than as being raade by men. 
I n t h i s he f o l l o w s a l i n e of thought suggested by Coleridge 
i n a l e t t e r t o Lord L i v e r p o o l . • I n the l e t t e r Coleridge 
suggests t h a t the tr o u b l e s of the time ( i . e . 1817) were 
caused by a f a l s e , mechanistic philosophy. " I t i s high time, 
I.iy Lord, t h a t the subjects o f C h r i s t i a n (governments should be 
taught t h a t n e i t h e r h i s t o r i c a l l y or morally, i n f a c t or by r i g h t , 
men made the Stane; but t h a t the s t a t e , and t h a t alone, makes 
them men; a t r u t h t h a t can be opposed by those only who confound 
the State w i t h the few i n d i v i d u a l s who have taken on themselves 
the t roublesome and tha,nkless duty of guarding i t against any 
p r a c t i c a l e x h i b i t i o n s o f t h e i r new found s t a t e c r a f t , t h a t the 
name of the country i s but a sound of i t be not t r u e ; t h a t 
the f l u x o f i n o i v i d u a l s i n any one moment o f existence i s there 
f o r the sake of the s t a t e , f a r m.ore than the sta t e f o r then 
though both p o s i t i o n s are t r u e p r o p o r t i o n a l l y , t h a t the j u s t 
divinum of the supreme magistracy i s a tenet t h a t has been 
d i s c r e d i t e d only by a groas perversion o f i t s sense; l a s t l y 
t h a t s t a t e s and kingdome grow and are not to be made; am." tha t 
i n a l l p o l i t i c a l r e v o l u t i o n s , whether f o r the weal or chastise­
ment of a n a t i o n , the peojl e are but sprigs and boughs i n a 
f o r e s t , tossed against each other, or moved a l l i n the same 
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d i r e c t i o n , by an agency i n which t h e i r own w i l l has the l e a s t 
share."(6) 

I n the paragraph from, h i s Moral and i.:etaph:/sical Philosophy 
p r e v i o u s l y quoted, I.^aurice draws a r a t h e r s i m i l a r conclusion 
when he w r i t e s , " I f we loo-r ugon '.Tod as the guide of our race 
we must look y.pon the race as more grand and important than 
the p a r t i c u l a r men who have f a i t h f u l l y or u n f a i t h f u l l y acted 
as h i s m i n i s t e r " . Both w r i t e r s ai^pear to make the point t h a t 
the s t a t e , or a t l e a s t the C h r i s t i a n s t a t e , i s the medium God 
uses t o develop p a r t i c u l a r l y human, as d i s t i n c t .ffom animal, 
q u a l i t i e s . The s t a t e i s superior to the i n d i v i d u a l i n t h a t the 
i n d i v i d u a l needs the s t a t e , and cannot be f u l l y human without the 
s t a t e . This cai.not, however, be i n t e r p r e t e d as an appeal f o r 
absolute power f o r the s t a t e . ITeither I^aurice nor Coleridge 
are i n any sense t o t a l i t a r i a n . The s t a t e can not c o n t r o l a l l 
aspects o f human l i f e , ilor do men e x i s t i n order to seve the 
s t a t e . There i s a paradox i n t h i s apivroach to the s t a t e since 
the s t a t e i s both superior t o the i n d i v i d u a l . This can be 
explained by sug,_,es t i n g t h a t man has two complemenatary sides 
t o h i s nature - the private and the p u b l i c . I n t h e i r p r i v a t e 
l i f e i n d i v i d u a l ...en sexk to know God and t o a t t a i n a degree 
of r e a l i s a t i o n . The s t a t e maj act i'fi s negative way by a b o l i s h i n g 
obstacles t o t h i s process so t h a t man may work out h i s own 
s a l v a t i o n . On the other hand man's pu b l i c l i f e i s concerned 

(6) S. T, Coteridge. L e t t e r to Lord L i v e r p o o l , quoted i n 
R.J.V/hite. F o l i t i c a l Thoughts of S. T. Coleridge, p.215. Don.1938 
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w i t h h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h other men, which take the form of 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s betweenngroups or orders i n s o c i e t y . To m.aintain 
and f o s t e r such r e l a t i o n s h i p s the s t a t e may take a more p o s i t i v e 
p a r t by c o n t r o l l i n g the i n s t i t u t i o n a l arrangments which become 
necessary i n complex s o c i e t i e s . But such i n s t i t u t i o n s are not 
created by man. They grow from the r e l a t i o r i s h i . s which underly 
them.. The i n s t i t u t i o n s represent n a t u r a l orders i n s o c i e t y , 
._,iving r i s e t o a degree of hierarchy. I'aurice, however, does 
not regard the h i e r a r c h y as s t a t i c and e t e r n a l . Hew orders 
appear, from time t o time and these must be taken up i n t o the 
s t r u c t u r e o f the s t a t e . They must not, however, completely 
supercede the o l d orders. As new groups show t h e i r competence 
t o consider the good o f the whole r a t h e r t h a n t h e i r narrow s e l f 
i n t e r e s t , so they can be s a f e l y incorporated i n t o the body 
p o l i t i c . Indeed i f they are not incorporated they w i l l tend 
to become dangerous t o the l i f e o f ihe s t a t e . This side of 
ii a u r i c e ' s thought w i l l be considered a t greater length on the 
chapter on Democracy. 

Maurice's p o l i t i c s are conservative i n the same wa^ t h a t 
h i s - h i s t o r y i s conservative. At any given time society w i l l 
have l e a r n t c e r t a i n lessons, have formed c e r t a i n i n s t i t u t i o n s , 
i n so f a r as these lessons are p a r t of the Divine Education, 
they are to be held dear. But they are not the end of the way. 
They form the founclL.tion f o r f u t u r e r e v e l a t i o n s of the Divine 
\ 7 i l l . S i m i l a r l y the i n s t i t u t i o n s of the s t a t e enshrine d i v i n e l y 
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ordained p r i n c i p l e s . V/hat has been received from-ftie past must 
be preserved so long as i t has r e a l meaning f o r the present 
and promise f o r the f u t u r e . This does not mean t h a t every 
i n s t i t u t i o n from the past i s autom.atically upheld . Some 
i n s t i t u t i o n s may be superceded, but those which hold relevant 
t r u t h s concerning human r e l a t i o n s h i p s can not e a s i l y be replaced. 
Thus ivlaurice's philosophy of h i s t o r y can be seen to provide a 
basis f o r both Conservatism and change. Change i n the p o l i t i c a l 
sphere i s necessary because o f the growth o f society. Groups 
which had p r e v i o u s l y been i n a r t i c u l a t e , i r r e s p o n s i b l e f a c t i o n s 
develop s o c i a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and may become genuine orders 
i n s o c i e t y . They t h e r e f o r e become e n t i t l e d to a place i n the 
government o f the s t a t e . But they are a d d i t i o n s t o , not 
replacements f o r , the o l d orders. 

'Us.jjcioe has an ev o l u t i o n a r y concept of h i s t o r y . His 
e v o l u t i o n f o l l o w s w e l l defi^ied l i n e s . There i s a r u l i n g p r i n c i p l e 
i n s o c i e t y , the p r i n c i p l e of cooperation. He believes t h i s to 
be h i s t o r i c a l l y demonstrated by the lessons of the past. The 
r e l a t i o n s i p s i n which men f i n d themselves to each other are 
those o f dependence and interdependence. Economic produc :ion 
as w e l l as s o c i a l improvement can r e s a l t only from cooperation. 

Struggle and competition betwe:.n men appear to Ilaurice as a 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n o f the s o c i a l nature of man. Competition repre­
sents man's s e l f w i l l . Since t h i s i s opposed to the Divine 
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W i l l i b i s n o t of the true nature of man. The process of 

e v o l u t i o n muet be a raGvement towards greater degrees of 

cooperation, towards the acceptance of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for 

tVie good of the \7hole r a t h e r than the d e s i r e f o r the benefit 

of s e l f . 

How Maurice a l s o b e l i e v e s that man can grasp the Divine 

? / i l l I n t u i t i v e l y . . I n Coleridges terminology, Reason, the capac­

i t y to i n t u i t moral standards, i s s u r e r i o r to Understanding, 

the c a p a c i t y to see l o g i c a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s . Since, f o r Maurice 

p o l i t i c s i s e s s e n t i a l l y a matter of morals r a t h e r than of l o g i c , 

the process of p o l i t i c a l improvement i s a matter of i n t u i t i o n s 

r a t h e r than of r a t i o n a l i t y . He n e c e s s a r i l y , therefore, l a y s 

s t r e s s on such f a c t o r e s as l o y a l t y , t r a d i t i o n and n a t u r a l 

order of s o c i e t y at the expense of p h i l o s o p h i c a l r a d i c a l i s m . 

Yet i t i s not so much; h i s m o r a l i t y as h i s b e l i e f i n an e - t e r n a l 

"Guiding Hand" which p l a c e s him i n the ranks of Conservatism. 

At the same time h i s acceptance of the r o l e of human bein;;s 

as the insi:ruraents of the Divine T/111 gives him the chance 

to adopt a r a d i c a l i s m which can probe deeply i n t o the nabure 

of p o l i t i c a l s o c i e t y . His d e s i r e to change s o c i e t y by changing 

the p r i n c i l e s on which i t seemed to work i n the nineteenth 

century, was c o n s e r v a t i v e only i n as much as i t brought man 

back to the "true order". Maurice f e l t that the economic and 

s o c i a l f o r c e s of h i s day were v/rongly a s s o c i a t e d with the 
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competetive :,/riaciple. Such a p r i n c i p l e destroys the r e l a t i o n ­

s h i p between men and between the orders i n s o c i e t y . I t i s 

contrary to t h e l e s s o n s of the Divine Education, which lead men 

towards a c l o s e r r e l a t i o n s h i p of cooperation and innerdepencence. 

I t destroys the past and by i t s insascence on immediate gain 

prevents the proper development of future s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 

Vi'ithin the context of Maurice's philosophy of h i s t o r y the 

economic competition of the mid nineteenth century i s an example 

of man's r e j e c t i o n of God's teaching. I;Ian i s showing h i s s e l f 

w i l l , r e f u s i n g Divine Guidance and s t r e s s i n g the s e l f centred, 

corrupt' p a r t of h i s nature. The r e s u l t of such human stubcorness 

w i l l be, as i t has been i n the past, s o c i a l d i s r u p t i o n and 

s t r i f e u n t i l men somehow are brought back t o acceptance of the 

true s o c i a l p r i n c i p l e of cooperttion. The nation, instead of 

being a u a i t y w i l l be a group of warring f s c t i ns. But even so 

the s t r i f e caused b./ the s p i r i t of competition was seen by 

r;aurice as a chastisement by God. I t i s however the n a t u r a l 

consequence of man's s e l f centred a c t i o n not a d i r e c t i n t e r f e r e n c e 

by God. F a r t of the Divine Education brings man to r e a l i s e that 

he mast accept the consequences of h i s a c t i o n s 8.nd i n doing 

so l e a r n from h i s mistakes. Devis.tions from the n a t u r a l order 

i n s o c i a l l i f e , as i n the world of nature, are d e s t r u c t i v e . 

Llan ••. only c r e a t e s a t i s f a c t o r y s o c i e t i e s when h i s w i l l i s 

i n accord with the Divine '.Vill. What Iiaurice seeks to do i s 

to conserve those aspects of s o c i a l org&nisj? iaon which are i n 
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l i n e with the r e v e l a t i o n of God's purpose and to chanje 

r a d i c a l l y those which are not. 

ITATIOITALISI.: 

l i a u r i c e seeks to encoura^ie the c r c a c i o n and main­

tenance of a n a t i o n a l u n i t y . There i s , he b e l i e v e s , a 

n a t i o n a l s p i r i t which stems from t h e ' h i s t o r i c a l ^^rowth of 

p a r t i c u l a r n a t i o n s , . Each nation has i t s ovm d i s t i n c t i v e 

q u a l i t i e s of lav/, langiua^e, custom and ^-overnment. Because 

of the unique nature of the h i s t o r y of ever./ stai:e, no tno 

s t a t e s are a l i k e , rien ought to recognise th^s f a c t , and 

accept the q u a l i t i e s which each nation produces i n " i t s 

members, i n much the same way as s o c i e t y recognises and 

uses the p a r t i c u l a r q u a l i t i e s of individua,ls. This j a r t 

of Maurice's work gives r i s e to an element of p a t r i o t i s m 

i n hi-S p o l i t i c a l thought. 

I n a chapter on War i n h i s S o c i a l !.:orality, Taurice 

wrote; "'v7e cannot forget that every nation now e x i s t i n g i - : 

Europe became a nation through war."(7) He saw war as the 

instrument by which i n d i s t i n c t masses of peo.le became 

ori^anlc u n i t s . Thus iia u r i c e regarded the Saxon wars as 

the source of new l i f e f o r the E n g l i s h I'Tation. Previous 

to these wars England had been a mere collectio.3 of feuding 

groui-s. T he r e s u l t of the Saxon conquest was a more s t a b l e 

(7) ?.D.Maurice. S o c i a l ':..orality. p. 174. London 1572. 



(115) 

s o c i e t y , capable of producing Law and Government. Not only 

did Llaurice regard t h i s as true of England, i t applied 

e q u a l l y to a l l the other European nations. Nationhood i s 

an e s s e n t i a l part of the Divine S o c i a l order. S o c i a l powers, 

such as the Roman Empire, or the Medieval Church, which 

seek to impose an 'liunacural" supernational order by denying 

the l i f e of separate nations can run the danger of c r e a t i n g 

conditions of v i o l e n c e . IJations have to r e b e l against 

such powers, and s i n c e persuasion i s not u s u a l l y e f f e c t i v e 

i n such conditions armed force i s the only p o s s i b l e s o l u t i o n . 

Supernational systems a t t a c k the moral b a s i s of s o c i e t y . 

They are a r t i f i c i a l l y created, binding together u n i t s of 

d i f f e r i n g q u a l i t i e s and h i s t o r i e s . They r e l y on force 

e i t h e r of a m i l i t a r y or a r e l i g i o u s nature. They r e s t r i c t , 

i f they do not prevent, the growth of n a t i o n a l s p i r i t . 

"There may be a C i v i l i z a t i o n which i s d e s t r u c t i v e of S o c i a l 

Morality, of s o c i a l e x i s t e n c e . *7ar may be - so f a r as we 

know, has been - the only means of reforming i t . There 

may be a C i v i l i s a t i o n which, l i k e that of Rome, means a 

huge camp, an enormous m i l i t a r y System. The d i s o l u t i o n 

of such a system, however e f f e c t e d by v/haterver hard hands, 

may be the road to a t r u e r peace as w e l l as to a t r u e r l i f e " . ( 8 ) 

War becomes a j u s t i f i a b l e a c t i o n only because i t i s a protest 

(.8) F. D. Kaurlce. S o c i a l r ; o r a l i t y . p.176. London. 1872. 
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a g a i n s t the d e s t r u c t i o n of D i v i n e l y ordained S o c i a l i.Iorality. 

Because nationhood i s part of God's order - i n Haurice's 

view the nation appears as t h e l a r g e s t , f i n a l organic 

s o c i a l u n i t i n which man may express h i s feedom and h i s 

i n d i v i d u a l i t y - men have a duty to protect i t . '.Var may be the 

only p r o t e c t i o n when naiiionhood i s a .tacked e i t h e r from 

above by supr a - n a t i o n a l bodies, or from the side by other 

n a t i j . i s . 

The only j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r war is,-, t h erefore, a moral 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n . I t i s allowable i f i t defends the Divine 

Order of s o c i e t y . The only j u s t war i s a war of p r i n c i p l e s . 

\7ars must not be f o s t e r e d t o protecb or to i n c r e a s e trade. 

They may o n l y be v/aged to def©£idt' the i n h e r i t a n c e of the 

nation. A j u s t war i s one i n which men protect Law against 

f o r c e , and t h i s only because the l i f e of a nation i s ezpressed 

i n the Laws, the Government, the custom s of a nation. 

These are p e c u l i a r to each nation. Attem.pts to ira osc a 

f o r e i g n law, a f o r e i g n w i l l must be opposed. IJaurice thus 

j u s t i f i e s the m i l i t a r y p r o f e s s i o n , and honours i t , only f o r 

i t s defence of the n a t i o n a l morality. He recognises the 

b r u t a l i t y of war and r e g r e t s i t , yet he regards appeasement 

and peace a t any p r i c e as a greater s i n . The Sermon on the 

iMount can be e a s i l y m.isinterpreted when n a t i o n a l good i s 

seen as a phhntom. For I.iaurice the n a t i o n a l s p i r i t i s the 

iuoral b a s i s of s o c i a l l i f e , and tnerefore a r e a l i t y . 
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The blesL.ings of the peacemaker are due only to those whose 
peace produces a moral b e n e f i t . Submission to an iavt.der 
whose aim i s t e r r i t o r i a l expansion, the advancement of h i s 
own trade, or even the upholding of a r e l i g i o u s p r i n c i p l e 
can never bring r e a l peace. 

I n h i s a t t i t u d e to war, and i n h i s h i s t o r i c & l perspective 

of i t , luaurice c o n s i s t e n t l y holds to h i s philosophy of 

h i s t o r y - that man i s under a moral o b l i g a t i o n to uphold 

the God-given order of s o c i e t y . Having be-jn taught by the 

Divine Education that n a t i o n a l l i f e i s essential to h i s trae 

nature man must t£.ke care to f o s t e r and protect i t . 

THE.DSTEPJilMTS Of I':ATIOIIAL COHGIOUS'i\[ESS. 

Therfc are two oroad schools of thought on the question 

of n a t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r . One school may be described as the 

n a t u r a l i s t or o b j e c t i v e school. Writers of t h i s catagory 

i n c l u d e , f o r example, Bodin and liontesquieu. I n [general, 

they e x p l a i n n a t i o n a l c h a r e c t e r by reference to geographical 

and c l i m a t i c f a c t o r s . The other school which ma; be termed 

the Romantic or s u b j e c t i v e school a t t r i b u t e s n a t i o n a l 

c h a r a c t e r to the o r g a . i c , h i s t o r i c a l development of s o c i e t i e s . 

Maurice c l e a r l y f a l l s i n t o the l a t t e r school. A s i g n i f i c a n t 

d i f f e r e n c e between the two ap^rroaches i s found i n the f a c t 

t h a t while the former recog-nises that n a t u r a l conditions 

l e a d to a s i m i l a r i t y of behaviour and outlook i n members 
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of the nation, the l a t t e r e xplains n a t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i n 
terms of n a t i o n a l consciousness, r e s u l t i n g not only i n a 
s i m i l a r i t y or outlook but the recog-nition of the existence 
of the n a t i o n as an iiidependant organic u n i t of s o c i e t y . 
For the Romantic explanation of nations, s i m i l a r i t y gives 
way to p s y c h o l o g i c a l u n i t y . The n a t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s thus 
e x p l i c a b l e only i n terms of the n a t i o n a l consciousness. 
The l i f e of the nation i s h i s t o r i c a l l y determined, and with-'n 
the boundaries of the s t a t e , i t derives from the development 
of the language, the r e l i g i o n , the law aad the forms of 
jjOvernment v/hioh are both the i n s t i t u t i o n a l representation 
of the n a t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r at a given time and the detcrniinants 

of i t s future development. I n e f f e c t , .aurice implies that 

the n a t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s i n h e r i t e d from past generations 

and cannot be shaken o f f . 

Mc'-urice develops h i s n a t i o n a l i s m from h i s concept of 

of the family. Tnen a nation coL-ies i n t o exi£=:tence i t comes 

from t h e growth of t h e fam.ily. I n some ways he seems to 

regard t h e nation as an extension of the family. Gerte-inly 

t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p s which he saw i n the family, such as 

Authority , Trust and Consanguinity, are e q u a l l y represented 

i n t h e nation. He proceeds, of course, by anology r a t h e r 

than by d i r e c t extension. To say that the nation enshrines 

the same p r i n c i p l e s as t h e family i s not to say t h a t a l l 

members of the nation are ph./sically . e l a t e d . The im o r t i n t 
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point i s that i n the nation, as i n the f;.mily, i t i s the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h i n the s o c i a l u n i t , r a t h e r than the 

exi s t e n c e of i n d i v i d u a l human beings, which gives the 

community i t s d i s t i n c t i v e c h a r a c t e r . The family i s the 

b a s i c u n i t of s o c i e t y but man craves for wider a s s o c i a t i o n s . 

They may be found i n a l l kinds of s o c i a l u n i t s such as 

schools, clube, churches, business. But for [."aurice the 

l i m i t i n g s o c i a l o r g a n i s a t i . n i s the nation. Beyond that 

contacts take a s i . n i l a r form to that between i n d i v i d u a l s . 

Beyond the l i m i t s of the nation organic u n i t y i s impossible 

because each nation has achieved i t s n a t i o n a l s p i r i t by 

d i f f e r e n t h i s t o r i c a l development. Each nation has i t s 

ov/n n a t i o n a l consciousness. 

H a t i c a l i t y expressed i n such terms i s n e c e s : a r i l y 

e x c l u s i v e . A com ..on feature of c e r t a i n types o f n a t i :.:alism 

i s the d e s i r e of one nation to demonstrate i t s s u p e r i o r i t y 

over the other nations by conquest and doirination. .'laurice, 

however, c a r e f u l l y avoids t h i s t r a p . 3 i s concept of n a t i o n a l 

consciousness, thou^^^ht i t i s e x c l u s i v e , d)es not demand, 

indeed i t f l a t l y r e j e c t s , a r e l i e f i n the s u p e r i o r i t y of 

one n a t i o n over avnother. I n h i s S o c i a l KorE.lit •• he wrote, 

" I f I , being an Englishman, d e s i r e to be thoroughly an 

Englishmen, I must re s p e c t every Frenchman who s t r i v e s to 

be a thoroughly a Frenchman, every German who s t r i v e s to 

be thouroughly a German, I must l e a r n more of the worth 
and grandeur of h i s p o s i t i o n the more I estim.ate t .e worth 
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and grandeur of my own. I can not s h i f t ray colours to please 
him, I s h a l l honour him f o r not s h i f t i n g h i s colours to 
please me. I f I r e t a i n my d i s t i n c t i v e c h a r a c t c i M s t i c s , he 
may l e a r n something from me. I f he r e t a i n s h i s , I may 
l e a r n from him. P a r t i n g with them we become u s e l e s s to 
each other, we run i n each other's way; n e i t h e r brings h i s 

quota to the common t r e a s u r e of humanity. I cannot 

deny that my country has boundaries; that my speech i s not 

the speech of Spaniards or Frenchmen or I t a l i a n s ; that my 

laws are i n m.any r e s p e c t s d i f f e r e n t from t h e i r s ; that I 

am under a Queen who i s not t h e i r Queen. But t h i s very 

e x c l u s i v e n e s s f o r b i d s the d e s i r e that t h e i r nation features 

should be the same as ours. I abdicate a l l r i g h t s to 

determine what i s best f o r those who have t h e i r own b a t t l e s 

to f i g h t , t h e i r avn ground to maintain".(9) Just because each 

nation'has i t s own t e r r i t o r i a l boundaries, i t s a/n langu:-;je, 

i t s own laws, i t s own form of government the e x c l u s i v e 

nature of nationa-l consciousness e x i s t s . And because of 

t h i s e x c l u s i v e n e s s i.Iaurice conceives the nation ns the 

f i n a l organic s o c i a l u n i t . Any agreements between nations 

i s thus an a^gre^ment between morally equal but separate 

e n t i t i e s . To go beyond t h i s i s to c r e a t e Empires which 

depend on force and not s o c i a l cohesion. I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g 

that i l a u r i c e had l i t t l e to say about the B r i t i s h Empire. 

(9) P.D.Maurice. S o c i a l i.:or:.lity. p.106. Loncjon 1872. 
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At the time of the I n d i a n Mutiny he wrote to J. u. ludlow, 

" I do f e e l that those unspeakable horrors are more a 

message to Ent.:llshmen than even to An^.lo-Indian. V/e, who 

send out our young men and young women have immeSBurably 

more to ans.ver f o r than they have f o r any f a i l u r e s they 

may commit. They are suiieri-.ig f o r us."(10) 

i,':aurice's a t t i t u d e to the e x c l u s i v e n e s s of nations 

i s e n t i r e l y consist.ent with h i s general concepts of s o c i a l 

order and cooperatio.;. Plis d e f i n i t i o n of s o c i a l orders 

i n c l u d e s the n e c e s s i t y of a m o r a l i t y which places the good 

of the community as a whole above that of p a r t i c u l a r s e c t i o n s . 

Thus a s o c i a l group must accept a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for the 

wider community i f i t i s to be co-iSidered capable of p o l i t i c a l 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n w i t h i n thenation. Further such a group 

must hs.ve an or.^anic l i f e of i t s ovm w i t h i n the wider 

community. C l e a r l y i.^aurice a p p l i e s s i m i l a r c r i t e r i a to 

h i s d e f i n i t i o n of nationhood. To reverse the order, a 

nation must be an or.j,anic u n i t y . As we have seen i t i s the 

f i n a l organic u n i t . But as such i t must recognise the 

organic u n i t y of other nations. I t must not place i t s own 

i l l e g i t i m a t e d e s i r e s f o r t e r r i t o r i a l or economic expansion 

above the le^^itimate claims of the independence of other 

n a t i o n s . As w i t h i n a nation, power involves r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , 

the same r e l a t i o n s h i p must e x i s t between l a t i o n s . Now Taurie 

(10) L i f e . 3 ? o l . l l , p. 313. 
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conceived t h i s r e s p o n s i b i l i t y as bein^ expressed by the 

p r i n c i p l e of cooperation, as much i n i n t e r n a t i o n a l as i n 

i n t r a - n a t i o n a l a f f a i r s . The bonds of i n t e r n a t i o n a l as?oc-

i a t i o n i n i i a u r i c e ' s p o l i t i c s are moral bonds, which stem from 

the common Humanity of mankind. This theme w i l l be discussed 

i n g r e a t e r depth l a t e r i n t h i s chapter. Lleanwhile we must 

consider the sources of rational u nity which have already 

been mentioned. 

( a ) GEOGHAPHICAL ZOUNDA^.IES. 

E a r l i e r i n t h i s chapter we noted that I.Iaurice considered 

that most modern nations had been created as the r e s u l t 

of wars. He S'. ems to accept t h i s h i s t o r i c a l f a c t as part 

of the process of nation b u i l d i n g . Each nationr, , as we 

have seen, g e i s i t s n a t i o n a l consciousness from i t s history/. 

The t e r r i t o r i a l boundaries are parti./ the r e s u l t of the 

s t r u g g l e for power of the ancestors of the e x i s t i n g members 

of the nation, and p a r t l y the consequence of phenomena as 

mountain ra.ges, r i v e r s and sea c o a s t s . I n any case at. f a r 

as contemporary p o l i t i c s were concerned he takes for 

granted existin^;, bouncories-and does not concern himself 

with the problem of the geographical l i m i t s of nation s t a t e s , 

bejond the statement that a nation i s confined by t e r r i t o r i a l 

l i m i t s . 

(b) LANGUAGE. 

One of the most important elements i n the c u l t u r a l 
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mixture which goes i n t o the c i e a t i o n of a n a t i o n a l conscious­

ness i s a xomi-ion language which i s used cy a l l iierabers of 

the coram.unity. I n a l e c t u r e on Language, Llaurice wrote 

"The d i s t i n c t i o n of ITations i s represented by the d i s t i n c t i o n 

of Languages. A l l attempts to overthrow the d i s t i n c t i o n 

of n ations have been accompanied by attem.pts to introduce 

some common language which s h a l l e f f a c e the. n a t i o n a l language. 

The use of L a t i n i n the Kiddle Ages, the diff..sion of .French 

i n the age of Louis XIV, i n d i c a t e s the weakening of n a t i o n s . " ( 1 1 ) 

Communication i s impossible without a common language. 

I t produces the pwer of making o n e s e l f understo d end of 

understanding other people. Now, purely on the l e v e l of 

a means of communications langTi.age allows the iv^dividual 

to express h i s consrictions and h i s l e l i e f s . I n other words 

language i s a s o c i a l phenomeraenon. As I-laurice put i t , 

" i t ought to be the bo.id of i n t e r c o u r s e and communion 

between citizens.'^12) The existence of a common language 

not only i d i c a t e s a common ancestry among the people, i t 

a c t i v e l y encourages the development of common i n t e r e s t s . 

Maurice i n f e r s two processes i n the use of lan-.uege. 

The f i r s t i s jj a r t of the process of s o c i a l i s a t i o n of the 

i n d i v i d u a l i n t o the p a r t i c u l a r c u l t u r e and vsl u e s of his 

s o c i e t y . He w r i t e s " A l l t h i s might be merely a p e c u l i a r 

( 1 1 ) F.D.ivIaui'ice. S o c i a l L o r a l i t y . p. I 3 4 . London 1872. 

(12) i b i d . p. 1 3 ? 
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f a m i l y jargon, c e r t a i n signs of i n t e l l e g e n c e between brother 

or s i s t e r , the mother and the c h i l d . But others, not of the 

fa m i l y , appear. 'They u t t e r the same kind of speech, they 

give a sense to that v/hich they hear from us. 'Somehow or 

other a l l who dwell within that c i r c l e , l a r g e r or smaller, 

which we e a l l a neighbourhood speak - not i n the s'me tones and 

i n f l e c t i o n of voI.ce, not always i n the sa© order - yet on 

the whole the same wo.r.'ds; we know what they meaa , or at 

l e a s t a l i t t l e of what they mean; they know what we rae&n 

more or l e s s . I t i s the same with those who come from any 

c i t y , London, L i v e r p o o l or Exeter, not s t r i c t l y i n our 

neighbo'arhood. I t i s so with v;omen as w e l l as with men; 

with c h i l d r e n as w e l l as with the grown u p . " ( l 3 ) At the 

l e v e l of pas£.ing on information we accept our langucge 

without t h i n k i n g about i t . I l a urice compares t h i s blend 

acceptance of language to a man who hes never suffered 

from i n d i g e s t i o n - he h&rdly recognises h i s good digestlo=i. 

The i n d i v i d u a l eiu-ply accepts t h i s language and uses i t to 

dissem.inate t'noughts and i d e a s . I t forms a ,:,oundery between 

one n a t i o n and another simply by malting i t d i f f i c u l t to 

t r a n s f e r such thoughts ano ideas into d i f f e ent I c n ,uages. 

Ma-.-.rice does not pursue t h i s side of the questio.j at 

any great length. The s o c i a l i s i n g e f f e c t s of language 

(13)P.D.Maurice. S o c i a l I.Iorality. p. 135. London 1872. 
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are m.ore or l e s s accepted at face value, iioie im.portf.nt i n 

i n h i s p o l i t i c a l philosophy i s the second process by which 

language c o n t r i b u t e s to the development of a n a t i o n a l 

consciousness. Language i s a n a t i o n a l symbol. I t represents 

a p s y c h o l o g i c a l urge towpa^ds un i t y within the nation's 

boundaries by encompassing some form of n a t i o n a l saga, 

Mr. K, P.. fiinogue makes the point i n h i s book nationalise.".. 

"Anation needs a l i t e _ a t u r e - i n c l u d i n g som.e anon^anous 

saga from bygone days and a g a l l e r y of t a l e n t e d write s 

of more rece n t times. The centrepiece of c u l t u r a l n a t i . n -

a l i s m i s some dominating f i g u r e who can be c a s t i n the r o l e 

of the great n a t i o n a l poet . I t i s no doubt best i f 

your n a t i o n a l poet c e l e b r a t e s your n a t i o n a l v i r t u e s but, 

i n t h i s f i e l d , d i s t i n c t i o n has to be taken where i t i s to 

be found, and, n a t i o n e l i s m takes the form of lopping o f f 

unsuitalble sentim.ent here and h i g h - l i g h t i n g convenient 

ones t h e r e . " ( 1 4 ) i.iaurice's approach i s c o n s i d e r s b l y l e s s 

c y n i c a l than t h i s but the i s s u e i s the same. V/ithin the 

context of a n a t i o n a l language and l i t e r a t u r e , sentiments 

are developed which have the .force of s o c i a l myths. These 

myths are g r e a t l y strengthened i f the nation has i t s own 

language. The e x i s t e n c e of the language, as w e l l as exer­

c i s i n g the function of i n t e r n a l com.munication within the 

s o c i e t y , a l s o a c t s as a b a r r i e r to e x t e r n a l c u l t u r a l pressure 

from other n a t i o n s . I f a nation has a language d i f erent 

^•'•^^K.R.I'.Iinogue. n a t i o n a l i s m , p. 118. London 1967. 
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from that of i t s neighbours i t i s i n a. much stronger j D s i t i o n 
to r e p e l a t t a c k s on i t s n a t i o n a l c u l t u r e . 

I n a d d i t i o n to the e f f e c t lan^^uage has on a nation's 

c u l t u r a l herita,,e, i t a l s o gives the appearance of a more 

n a t u r a l boundary i f the nation i s l i n q u i s t i c s - l l y as w e l l 

as d i p l o m a t i c a l l y separated from i t s neighbours. The 

exi s t e n c e of a language, com.r.'.on to the nation but d i f f e r e n t 

from that of neighbouring nations.., waurice tends to rcgarc" 

as evidence of h i s t o r i c a l development of e l l the p s r t s of 

the n a t i o n . Since the lan^^iiage i s ooth the ve.:'.cle of 

culturo/l c o n t i n u i t y and the instru-.ient f o r expressin new 

ideas i t i s essential that i t must ,e c l e a r l y understood 

w i t h i n the s-iatioa. ':.;aurice, however, i s concerned mo_-e 

that i t should be p o s s i b l e f o r members of the same nation 

to understand each other when they £.re expressing the basic 

s o c i a l ethos, r a t h e r than that there should be a common 

syntax. C l e a r l y c,llowance must be Jf£i6e f o r l o c a l v a r i c t i o n s 

of difc.lect. lleverthelesc-, he holds to the view that a 

nation?s language i s a conc.ete expression of the me.ta-

p h y s i c a l s p i r i t of the nation. The g r e a t e s t poets end 

write..'s s,re therefore concerned to express, f o r exam l e , 

what i l a i r i c e C L I I S "The E n g l i s h v.anner". 

Maurice's p o s i t i o n on the question of the importavice 

of language as a determinant of n a t i jnhood i s i n l i n e with 

that of the German .?o-.iiantic w r i t e r s of the l a t e eighteenth 
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and e a r l y twentieth c e n t u r i e s i n as f a r as he sees language 

as an expression of n a t i o n a l s p i r i t . I.-r. E. .rCedouri puts 

an almost i d e n t i c a l p o i n t of view i n hie book "Nationalism" 

v/hen he w_ i t e s "Language i s not only a v e h i c l e f o r r a t i o n a l 

p r o p o s i t i o n s , i t i s t h e outer expression of an inner 

experience, the outcome of a p a r t i c u l a r h i s t o r y , the legacy, 

of a d i s t i n c t i v e t r a d i t i o n " . ( 1 5 ) I-aurice agrees with the 

German w r i t e r s t h a t n a t i o n a l s o c i e t y has a l i f e of i t s own. 

I n the "Conscience" he speaks of F i c h t e as the philosopher 

of I n d i v i d u a l i t . / par ex c e l l e n c e , yet a philosopher f o r whom 

i n d i v i d u a l i t y depended on the f a c t of belonging to a nation, 

H a i i o n a l l i f e , and n a t i o n a l language as the expreG£,ion of 

that l i f e , was f o r F i c h t e the only p o s s i b i l i t y m i l i e u i n 

which i n d i v i d u a l men could be f r e e . The importance of a 

n a t i o n a l It-aiguage f o r the concinuance of the " V o l k s g e i s t " 

had been f u l l y demonstrated by Herder. F i c h t e , S c h e l l i n g 

and the other German philosophers had expanded the propos­

i t i o n i n t o a theory of nationalism which was to have r e v o l ­

u t i o n a r y consequences which r.aurice could never ..oncone. 

Although she concept of lan._;uage as a bond of c u l t u r a l 

u n i t y i s common to I.'iaurice and the Germans, the d.ivergence 

of viewpoint comes ^ i t h the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the function 

of the n a t i o n a l s p i r i t and, one might say, the corruption 

of t h e o r i g i n a l German uo-.antic p o s i t i o n into a c u l t of 

n a t i o n a l s u p e r i o r i t y . 

( 1 5 ) E . Kedouri. I'Tation. l i s m . p.62. London 1960 
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The d i f f e r e n c e between the two points of view i s more 
than one o f the emphasis, ""rom Herder's o r i g i n a l concept of 
the Volk the German Romantics developed a p o l i t i c a l theory 
i n which the n a t i o n a l s p i r i t became sel f - d e t e r m i n i n g . Hot 
only was the n a t i o n a s o c i a l organism, i t was a s e l f c o n t r o l l e d 
c o s i a l organism. As such the n a t i o n may become a source of 
p o l i t i c a l i n s t a b i l i t y w i t h i n an i n t e r n a t i o n a l syttem. T'he 
concep.: of n a t i o n a l i s m i n which the s e l f d.eterminings 
s p i r i t of the Eolk becomes the sole c r i t e r i o n of p o l i t i c a l 
a c t i v i t y , or i s used by p o l i t i c i a n s f o r t h e i r own purposes 
i n the strug,^le f o r pwer, ignores one e s s e n t i a l element i n 
Maurice's theory. Caurice believed, w i t h the Romantics, 
t h a t each n a t i o n had p a r t i c u l a r a t t r i b u t e s o f i t t own ',7hich 

gave i t an org&nic nature. He also believed t h a t Ian, .uaje 
was an importj:.nt element i n the c r e a t i o n and development 
of a n a t i o n a l s p i r i t . He d i d not, however, believe i n the 
concept of t o t a l s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n . His b e l i e f i n the 
"Divine Education of I.Ian" forbade t h i s . '.Vhile he accepted 
the d i f f e r e n c e s between nations h i s theologic£:.l explanation 
rested on t h e assumption of an exte..nal c o n t r o l over human 
a f f a i r s . Nations could liherefore no more be e n t i r e l y s e l f 
determining than could i n d i v i d u a l men. To claim such a 
powerewas to deny the d i v i n e order of s o c i e t y . Language 
t.nd c u l t u r e may w e l l represent d i f f e r e n t histories and 
d i f f e r e n t a t t r i b u t e s i n org:..nic nations. I t does, not. 
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however, f o l l o v ; t h a t nations could a t t a i n the f u l l e s t 
expressions o f t h e i r avn ej:istence by acts of c o l l e c t i v e 
s e l l w i l l . I n Iviaurice's admittedly t h e o c r a t i c view of 
p o l i t i c s the n a t i o n a l s p i r i t , i l l u s t r a t e d by separated languages 
and c u l t u r e , could only reach i t s f u l l s e l f r e a l i s a t i o n 
by o ..>edience t o the ex t e r n a l w i l l of the Divine creator 
and c o n t r o l l e r of l i f e . The leaders of a nation ?ni;j;ht 
j u s t i f y a/^gressive a c t i o n on the score of a special Divine 
mission, but Laurice r e j e c t s t h i s on the irounds t h a t , while 
n a t i o n a l l i f e may be exclusive, men o\: a l l nations are r a r t 
of a u n i v e r s a l s o c i e t y under a Divine ~:ule. I n t h i s se.ise 
Maurice was a u n i v e r s a l i s t . I;ati:nhood may be the f i n d 
p o l i t i c a l .i;Oal. I t i s not the f i n a l s o c i a l or t h e o l o r i c a l 
g;oal, 

langua-ge i s a determinant o f n a t i o n a l conf.-ciousness i n 
as f a r as the need f o r a comzion medium of co:.imunica:;ion 
and the. express ".on of h i s t o r i c a l l y developed s o c i a l t-nd 
c u l t u r a l norms are ooth ?net by the use of a p a r t i c u l a r 
ls,njjUat-je common to the people o f a n a t i o n . The German 
Romantics or at l e a s t t - j e i r f o l l o w e r s , c a r r i e d t h i s f r t h e r 
and claimed t h a t a l l the people who spoke the some lenjua^ie 
should be members o f the same n a t i o n . This was not c a r r i e d 
out i n p r a c t i c e so t h a t when Ĝ ermany was u n i f i e d under 
Ijismark, a la r g e p r o p o r t i o n of German speakers were 0;.:;;iitted 
from the n a t i o n by the exclusion of A u s t r i a . The re a c t i o n 
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to t h i s became apparent much l a t e r i n the 1930s when H i t l e r 
used the s p i r i b o f ns-cio lalism as part of his argujent 
f o r the annexation o f A u s t r i a . To say t h a t a lan.guaje 
i l l u s t r a t e s a n a t i o n a l s p i r i t , however i s not necessarily 
to say t h a t a l l peoples gpeaking thab lenguage w i l l be 
members of the same n a t i o n . Ilaurice's w r i t i n g i s nob 
clea r on t h i s subject, but i t i s qu i t e consistent w i t h h is 
ideas t h a t the same langut-.e or at l e a s t v a i i a t i o n s o f the 
same langut.. e may enshrine s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t n a t i o n a l 
s p i r i t s . Thus the Americans are d i s t i n c t from the S r i t i s h 
though they speak more or less the seme langus.e; t h e i r 
s o c i a l h a b i t s are s i m i l a r t o but not the same as the 
B r i t i s h . S t a r t i n g from the sume source they have developed 
i n r a t h e r d i f f e r e n t ways so t h a t eventually even t h e i r 
language w i l l take on d i f f e r e n t c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . Teurice 
t h e r e f o r e r e g a r d s a common language as an e s s e n t i a l part 
o f a nation's s p i r i t without a t the same time i n f e r r i n g 
t h a t a l l v;ho speak the S£ me lan,;'u&ge Biust be membe.s of 
the same n a t i o n . 
(b) LAW 

I f language i s one determinant o f the boundaries of 
n a t i o n a l s p i r i t . Law i s another. I.Iaurice believes t h a t a l l 
people who l i v e i n any form o f society must e x i s t under 
some c o n d i t i o n o f law. Indeed i t i s a co n d i t i o n of c i v i l i s ­
a t i o n f o r him t h a t s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s are based on Law. 
Law i s inc'.entified r a t h e r than made. I t derives froT. the 
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s o c i a l c o n d i t i o n s o f the community. The f a c t t h a t men 

l i v e t o g e t h e r i n s o c i e t i e s i s the source of the Law which 

governs them. Since a nation i s the optimum organic 

s o c i a l u n i t and since Law i s the source of order i n a society 

i t f o l l o w s t h a t the rational boundaries co-exict w i t h the 

area o f obedience to a (given Law. "V/hen we contemplate 

men i n a Nation, we contemplate them as u der a Law. The 

expressions are interchangeable."(16) 

I;laurice seems t o consider Law i n two ways. Jirst there 

i s law as a moral and p o l i t i c a l f o r c e , ei-ianatin:: from the 

s o c i a l rela.tions.dps w i t h the so c i e t y . Second there i s 

a law acj a series of r e g u l a t i o n s which are impossd on the 

comiiunity by some l e g i s l a t i v e body which i s i t s e l f soverei;--n 

but which v o l u n t a r i l y suomits to the Laws yi?hich i t passes. 

The former type of law a2opears i n .laurice's sche-;e as 
a p a r t o f the ..atural l i f e of si nation i n the sense t h a t i t 
i s not created by men. 'Ve have mentioned the idee t a c t 
law i s i d e n t i f i e d , not made. This i s the core of ilaurice's 
b e l i e f i n the power o f law. I n t h i s sense the t a l s s not 
so much o f l e g a l procedures as o f moral and s o c i a l imperatives, 
I n S o c i a l M o r a l i t y he w r i t e s "There may be a great many 
th e o r i e s about the makin,^ or unmaking or remaking of laws; 
who are to be the agents i n ms-king or unmaicing or remaking; 
what p r i n c i p l e s empl.oy tthe-agent J. But apart from a l l 

(16) F,D.i,iaurice. Social M o r a l i t y , p.119. London 1872. 
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these disputes, there i s f o r each of you and f o r me th'.s 

f a c t . There i s a Lav/; i t claims us as i t s subjects; we 

i e a r n oy degrees t h a t we â -e subject to i t . That i s a 

very great discovery. V/e are slow i n a r r i v i n g at i t ; very 

slow i n confessing the f u l l force of i t . Just so f a r as 

i t i s brought home to me I know t h a t I am a d i s t i n c t person; 

t h a t I must answer f o r myself; t h a t you cannot answer f o r 

ne. I perceive also t h a t each o f you i s a d i s t i n c t person; 

t h a t each o f you must answer f o r himself".(17) The po i n t 

here i s t h a t i.iaurice d i s t i n g u i s h e s between the making of 

p o s i t i v e law and the discovery or i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of ncnciative 

law. The r e l a t i o n between the t wo we s h a l l discuss l a t e r . 

Noeiaative law, as kaurice explains i t , r e s t s on an u l t i m a t e 

moral command. The problem i s t o discover who issues the 

the command. C e r t a i n l y Haurice does not seee Law as the 

i V i l l o f the m a j o r i t y . The m a j o r i t y could be wrong. Suppose 

the m a j o r i t y decides to a b o l i s h ̂ aw and t o l i v e i n a sta t e 

of anarchy. "And i f i n the midst o f that Anarcrp/some two 

or tViree should proclaim the d i g n i t y of Law and say 'V/e 

at l e a s t v / i l l obey i t , ' those one or two would c o n s t i t u t e 

a State and t i U the ...ajority joined wi th them, the ' a j o r i t y 

would be no State at a l l . " ( 1 8 ) 

Maurice gives a clue to h i s answer t o t h i s problem i n 

an a r t i c l e i n the "Tracts f o r P i i e s t s and People"(1861.) 

(17) S'.D.l.-aurice.Social M o r a l i t y , p.119. London 1372. 
(18) i o l d . p. 123. 
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He i s d i s c u s s i n g ' t h t question "Do Kings ?.eign by the Grr. ce 
of God?" The sovereign doesnnot r e i g n by h i s own s e l f - w i l l , 
nor by the w i l l o f the people but by the grace o f God. I f 
a power i s held by grace then i t cannot be an i n a l i e n a b l e 
r i g h t . I t can only r e f e r to some superior power. I n e f f e c t 
kaurice says t h a t the power to r u l e i . e . the power to 
enact p o s i t i v e law stems from a more basic law which he 
equates w i t h tne 1111 o f God. Knowledge of t h i s w i l l i s 
not given t o only one man, or a group of men. I t i s discovered 
by the process of h i s t o r i c r e v e l a t i o n to the people as a 
whole. I f i t i s ignored I^aurlce sees "rJo hope o f growth, 
nothing but endless v i c i s s Vfcude; a co n t i n u a l r e t u r a to the 
po i n t from which we s t a r t e d ; r e p u b l i c s succeeding monarchies; 
empires swallowing up r e p u b l i c s ; theories t r . - i n g to do 
duty f o r f a c t s ; - f a c t s overwhelming t h e o r i e s ; men c r y i n g 
f o r l i b e r t y of thought then c r y i n g l o u d l y f o r an i r o n 
despotism whicVi s h a l l crush a l l thought."(19) 

I f , t h e , the .law does no., come from the ' . . ' i l l of the 
m a j o r i t y or from the w i l l o f a sovereign, where does i t coue 
from? ilaurice's answer, i s that i t comes fror. a Divine 
Revelatio j o f God's ' , 7 i l l . I t comes from an u ̂ dersta jding 
of the nature o f hu^-ian r e l a t i o n s h i p s . We saw i n an e a r l i e r 
chapter t h a t I.aurice places g r t a t emphasis on the r o l e o f 
the f a m i l y as a s o c i o l i s i n . ^ agency. Thtre the relationsh'ps 
(19) P.D.IIaurice. Tracts f o r P r i e s t s and People. HoX London 1G61 
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between i n d i v i d u a l s are seen as r e v e l a t i o n s of the nature 

of man as a s o c i a l animal. As s o c i e t y becomes more comylesc 

the f a m i l y C L n no longer be the a ,ency which impels men to 

act i n a s o c i a l way. At t h i s stage law "stamps an o b l i g a t i o n 

on the R e l a t i o n s h i p . " The law has to consider not only 

the i n d i v i d u a l but also the rel;:.tionship which e: i s t s 

between I n d i v i d u a l s . I n the f a m i l y the corporate t i e s are 

apparent. I n the l a r g e r s o c i e t y law brings out the nature 

of these t i e s . I t shows t h a t hum.an l i f e i s d i f f e r e n t from 

other forms of l i f e . I t extends the r e c o g n i t i o n of the 

corporate r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of men from the obvioiE responcib-

i l i t i e s o f fam.ily l i f e t o the less o b v i o u s r r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s 

of the wider s o c i e t y . 

Maurice seems to suggest t h a t the process by wh'ch a l l 

t h i s takes place i s a form of s o c i a l moral i n t u i t i o n . Along 

w i t h development of a s o c i a l organisation more complex 

than t h a t of the f a m i l y goes the development of a system. 

of s o c i a l c o n t r o l i n which Law takes the place of the 

a u t h o r i t y o f the f a t h e r . The p a r t i c u l a r form which Law 

takes i n a n a t i o n depends on the p a r t i c u l a r form which the 

n a t i o n a l l i f e takes. I t i s , ther-..fore, an e s s e n t i a l pr.rt 

o f the totc.l force which moulds the n a t i o n a l s p i r i t . Since 

questions o f property are those which are mot-t l i a b l e to 

d i s t u r b the peace of a n a t i o n law i s most o f t e n concerned 
w i t h the i?egulation o f property. This i s not to say t h a t 
p r o perty upholds and conditions law. For i.'aurice Law i s the 
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force which regulates the economic forces. I t i s beyond 
the c o n t r o l o f property because i t represents the Divine 
VJill which determines the nature of a l l s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 
I t i s es;,ecially concerned w i t h proj-.erty only because the 
ownership o f property i s the most s i g n i f i c & n t d i f f e r e n c e 
between n a t i o n a l and f a m i l y l i f e . Normative law represents 
normative j u s t i c e . I t malies men a p r r e c i a t e t h e i r own f a i l i n g s 
and greed; I t deters men from s e l f i s h actions but i t also 
shows t h a t there i s no wrong i f there i s no r i g h t . 

I n t h i s sense Laurice looks on Law as a moral f o r c e . 
I t i s a force 7/h:.ch pr o t e c t s the s t a b i l i t y of the organic 
s o c i e t y by recognising the s o c i a l coherence of the community. 
Law must be maintained not f o r the b e n e f i t of the i n d i v i d u a l 
or of any s p e c i a l group i n the nation but f o r the n r t i o n 
as a whole. The com.munity perceives i n Law somothin-; w':ich-
s t s i i L S above a l l tendencies towards i n d i v i d u a l i s m . I t talces 
no account o f the i n d i v i d u a l ' s wealth or s t a t u s . I f i t 
i s t o be a t r u e representative of j u s t i c e , t n e i a s t i t u t i o n s 
o f the s t a t e must come-under the state's a u t h o r i t y . I f 
Law, i s not upheld, the st a t e i t s e l f i s l i a b l e to coDilapse. 
I n e f f e c t Laurice ...aintains t h a t Law i s a n a t u r a l phenomenon 
of s o c i a l l i f e , by which men are l e d to recognise a sense 
of o b l i g a t i o n to the s o c i e t y i n which they l i v e . 
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Law; though i t i s both a n a t u r a l consequence of the 
s o c i a l order and a force which may determine the p a r t i c u l a r 
forms o f s o c i a l l i f e i n a na.ion, does not d i r e c t l y a f f e c t 
men's character. I t can only regulate acts, not b e l i e f s 
or f e e l i n g s , I n other words by the ac :;ion of law men may 
f e e l the need t o act i n p a r t i c u l a r ways towards t h e i r 
f e l l o w s , though Law can i n no way cause them t o l i k e each 
other. As language helps to create a f e e l i n g of s o c i a l 
u n i t y . Law helps men to act as i f they were s o c i a l l y united. 

The process by which Law i s implem.ented i s the enactment 
by some a u t h o r i t a t i v e body w i t h i n the s t a t e of a series of-
r e g u l a t i o , L S . The normative law dem.ands some form of adinin-
i s t r t t i o n t o ...ake i t e f _ e c t i v e . ..auricedoes not e x p l i c i t l y 
discuss the £)rm whijc-h t h i s takes, but one po i n t i s clear 
from h i s -eneral p o l i t i c a l ideas. Since the organic p o l i t i c a l 
u n i t i s the n a t i o n , the a u t h o r i t y which applies the law i s 
the i n s t i t u t i o n a l i s e d power s t r u c t u r e of the nation, i n other 
words, the s t a t e . The -̂ aws which a stt>be adr.iinisters are 
exclusive t o t h a t s t a t e . Because t h i s p o s i t i v e law i s the 
embodiment of the s. ntiraent of the a t i o n the a p p l i c a t i o n o f 
the law i s r e s t r i c t e d to the bound;, r i e s of the nation. 
Thus a fe a t u r e o f an;/ nat i o n i s the existence of an exclv.sive 
law w i t h i n the n a t i o n . The p o s i t i v e law applies o ..ly t o a 
p a r t i c u l a r n a t i o n and the p o s i t i v e law of an • other n a t i o n 
i s not a p p l i c a b l e w i t h i n i t . Ilaurice takes the c&se 
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f u r t h e r by suggesting t h a t w i t h i n the nation law must be 
u n i v e r s a l l y a p p l i e d . There can be no exceptions to the r a l e 
of Law. The s t a t e i t s e l f i s under the power of the Law. 
This i s so because the p o s i t i v e Law should be as .good an 
approximation as possible to the Revealed or I;>.iural Law, 
which i t s e l f i s the u n i v e r s a l r e g u l a t e r of s o c i a l r e l c t i o n s h i p a 
v/Sithin the n a t i o n . The a d m i n i s t r a t o r s o f the -̂ aw w i t h i n a 
n a t i o n are under the s me com.:iand to obey the law as are 
the o r d i n a r y people simply because the law i s intended to 
uphold the.mational s p i r i t o f j u s t i c e . Any attempt to use 
i t t o forward the claims o f p a i ^ t i c u l a r sections of the 
uomnunity denies i t s u n i v e r s a l nature and must Isad to 
discontent w i t h i n the n a t i o n . For r.l8,urice the Law i s given 
to man from several main sources. The o r i g i n i s 1*1 vine 
V / i l l , 'Which i s e n t i r e l y immutable and which man must obey 
i f he i s to become h i s i d e a l s e l f . I-an can not, i n t h i s 
\7orld a t l e a s t , f u l l y comprehend the Divine Law, but he can 
grasp p a r t o.." i t s meaning from S c r i p t u r e , fro... the u..der-
st a d i n g o f w i s e men, and from a sifeudy of the history/ of 
n:--tions. Maurice believes i n the Divine Education i n Law 

ty 

as i n other f i e l d s . From t h i s education, i n c l u d i n g the 
i n t u i t i v e responses which men make to t h e i r s o c i a l c o n d i t i o n s , 
men can understand the revealed or n a t u r a l law. And from 
t h i s they must c o n t r i v e to creete r e g u l a t i o n s i n the form 
of '.ositive law t o regulate behaviour. 
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P o s i t i v e and normai.ive law are, t h e r e f o r e , e s s e n t i a l l y 
responses made to Divine Revelation. As such they . f a l l i n t o 
p a r t i c u l a r p atterns depending on the experiences of the 
n a t i o n a l s o c i e t y . They also may v;i.ry from place to place 
and from time to time. The feature common to a l l -.lations 
i s t h a t they must have some law, both n o i R m a t i v e a n d positive, 
and t h a t law must represent the s p i r i t of the nat i o n . 
( c ) GOVERNIJEHT 

There i s a close r e l a t i o n s h i p between Law and Goveinment 
i n Liaurice's n a t i o n a l theory. This r e l a t i o n s h i p comes from 
the nature of p o s i t i v e law. Such law i s put i n t o e f f e c t 
by the process of a d m i n i s t r a t i o n b y a sovereign body. At 
t h i s l e v e l law i s not 3;n a b s t r a c t i o n but a set of re^^ulafcions 
which demand obedience. Thus law requires a degree of l o y a l t y 
to a governing a u t h c r i t y . I n other words the law requires t h a t 
the people of a nat i o n obey t h e i r government, who put the 
law i n t o e f f e c t , has one great danger. I t threatens to 
make Law the servant o f the government, thus .giving r i s e 
to despotism. 

LIow I.Iaurice discusses t h i . s problem i n term.s of v.'hat 
he c a l l s L o y a l t y . His concept o f Layslfcy i s i n f a c t s i m i l a r 
t o the modern concept o f le_,i'tim.acy. .['here are, he sug.ssts 
three major forms of government. His typology o f government 
i s the t r a d i t i o ^al one of i i O n a r c h y , A r i s t o c r a c y a n d Democracy. 
These are i d e a l types and i n p r o c t i c e m.ost governments are 
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a mixture o f the three. ;,;aurice sug.^ests that each type 
can b r i n g t o bear i t s own form of l o y a l t y , which ensures 
i t s continuance, but also t h a t each f j r m suffe.s from i t s 
own dangers. I n some ways t h i s aspect of IJaurice's work, 
though i t i s extremely fragmented and not at a l l worked 
out i n d e t a i l i s q u i t e s i m i l a r to Max '/i'eoer's i d e a l typolo-,y 
o f Charismatic, T r a d i t i o n a l and Legal A u t h o r i t y . 

Maurice's concept o f lo.yalty i s i n t e r e s t i n g because 
i t suggests something more t h t n a personal l o y a l t y between 

one man and another. I n e f f e c t he seems to believe t-^at 
l o y a l t y i s to a type of governijent r a t h e r than to a personal 
leader, except i n the case of Monarchy where l o y a l t y may 
be t o a peison or to t h e i n s t i t u t i o n of Royalty. Loyelty 
to the form of government i s the p o l i t i c a l countsi-part to 
the f e e l i n g o f v o l k a g e i s t w i t h i n the n a t i o n . I t represents 
a bond between the r u l e r s and the r u l e d . V/ithout i t the 
government would be separated from the m.ass of the people 
and would have to r e l y on force to maintain power. I n other 
words, without L o y a l t y a nt.tion i s i . i a s t a t e of d i s e q u i l i b r i u m , 
l i a b l e t o r a p i d and v i o l e n t p o l i t i c a l upheaval. Loyalty 
i s the force i n s o c i e t y which forms a bulwark against 
r e v o l u t i o n , î 'iow L o y a l t y i s a comples psychological phenomenon 
by which the raemuers of a n a t i o n j u s t i f y and i n t e r n a l i s e 
the p o l i t i c a l values of the s o c i e t y as expressed by the 
CrO/ernraent. i,-aurice expresses t h i s i n term.s of reverence 
f o r law. This, o f course, i s reverence not f o r l e g a l 
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i n s t i t u t i o n s but f o r the n a t u r a l law as i t has appeared i n 
the customs e,nd ways of l i f e of t h e i r s o ciety. A government 

" i s , t h e r e f o r e , acceptable t o a n a t i o n o n y i n as much as i t 
appears t o the c i t i z e n s to be i n accord w i t h the n a t i o n a l 
s p i r i t . The degree of l o y a l t y which i t can com..i';and tnus 
v a r i e s w i t h the de:_,ree t o which the people believe i t 
represents the s p i r i t o f n a t i o n a l u n i t y . Loyalty as thus 
represented i s a process of r e c i .rocal t r u s t between r u l e r s 
and r u l e d . Speaking of the actions o f the English .?arons at 
Runnymede Laurice w r i t e s , " I t was an act of apparent 
r e b e l l i o n ; i t was i n the s t r i c t e s t sense an act of Loyalty, 
John had been d i s l o y a l . He had undermined the foundations 
of h i s own a u t h o r i t y ; he had behaved as . i f choice and s e l f 
w i l l were theeround of i t . Those who represented the old 
f a m i l i e s of the J a t i o n - those who kept a l i v e the t i a d i t i o n s 
o f i t s permanence said t h a t i t could not be. I t ',/as a 
subversion of I?oy'jilty to rend i t asunder from Law."'20) 
One might object to jlaurice's assumption of the i m p a r t i a l i t y 
of the Barons, but h i s p o i n t i l l u s t r a t e s h i s case w e l l enougjs 
Law, or the r e t e i t i o n o f customary r a c t i c e s , jus'nlficd the 
actio.-: taken against the King. John had broken f a i t h , 
l o s t the l o y a l t y of h i s people and was l e ^ ; i t i mately brought 
t o h e e l , by the e x t r a c t i o n o f promises •.:'hich i l l u s t r t t e d 
the dependence of his r i g h t t o r u l e on the l e g i t i : i : a t i o n 
o f h i s powers by h i s subjects. 

I n the chap t e r on Gove-nment, i n b i s Social : o r a l i t y , 
(20) ii'.D.Laurice. Social L o r a l i t y . p. 157. .London 1872. 
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iflaurice discusses the stress on l o y a l t y i n the three major 
types o f Government. A fea t u r e o f Llonarchial government 
i s the attachment o f l o y a l t y to the person of the King. 
I n such a case the people mâ - be l o y a l to the King because 
he represents the lis.w o f the nstion. I n general, people 
can not understand law as an abstraction.. The m.onarch 
may embody the ancient t r a d i t i o n s o f the so c i e t y . I t i s 
the i n s t i t u t i o n which demands and gets the l o y a l t y of the 
subjects. Nevertheless l o y a l t y may be more e a s i l y achieved 
under such a government because i t i s p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y easier 
to be l o y a l to the i n d i v i d u a l who represents the law than 
to a set o f p r i n c i p l e s . Support f o r the i n d i v i d u a l may be 
more e a s i l y engendered even i f the occupant o f the r o l e o f 
King has personal f a i l i n g s which would be condemned i n other 
men. Thus l o ^ r a l t y can be d i f f u s e d throughout society by 
the acceptance o f the r o l e o f the King by the educated 
classes on r a t i o n a l grounds and by i t s acceptance among the 
less w e l l educated on emotional grounds. I n e f f e c t the monarch 
i s seen as representing the n a t i o n a l s p i r i t . So long as 
he r e t a i n s t h i s s p i r i t he may r e t a i n h i s power to r u l e . 
The nature o f the Monarchy, and e s p e c i a l l y the i n s t i t u t i o n 
of d i r e c t descent has a s t a b i l i s i n g e f f e c t , nonetheless 
problems o f succession may a r i s e . V/here r i v a l claimants 
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to the throne e x i : t p o l i t i c a l i n s t a b i l i t y may a r i s e . Such 
circumstances u s u a l l y r e s u l t i n the attachment o f l o y a l t y 
a b s o l u t e l y to the persons of the r i v a l claimants. Or such 
l o y a l t y t o i n d i v i d u a l s , r a t h e r than t o the monarchy as such 
may a r i s e even where a monarch i s l e g i t i m a t e l y i n power. 
I f t h i s happens then l o y a l t y becomes s o c i a l s u i c i d e . The 
s o c i e t y w i l l be t o r n apart by p o l i t i c a l c o n f l i c t which w i l l 
i n e v i t a b l y r e s u l t i n a c r i s i s i n which the personal r u l e 
o f the monarch has t o be maintained or overthrown by f o r c e . 

S i m i l a r a t t r i b u t e s of l o y a l t y may be found i n A r i s t o c r a c i e s . 
The o l d and poweful f a m i l i e s i n a s o c i e t y may act as a oralce 
on t h e p t r s o n a l ambitions of raonarchs. They, as much as 
the monarchy, may embody and p r o t e c t the t r a d i t i o n s of the 
n a t i o n . They may force the Ilonarch to act only w i t h i n the 
established Law. Rule by the members of the old f a m i l i e s 
may w e l l be an acceptable form o f government w i t h i n a n a t i o n . 
A r i s t o c r a c i e s may engender l o y a l t y by a c t i n g ibr the .-ood 
of the n a t i o n . But the a r i s t o c r a t i c form of government i s 
l i a b l e t o the same danger?: as the mc;narch. A r i s t o c r a t s may 
destroy t h e i r -ower t o demand l o y a l t y by i n t e r n e c i n e 
s t r u g g l e s and by the c r e a t i o n o f p r i v i l e g e d classes w i t h i n 
s o c i e t y . Thus the French Revolution was a r e a c t i o n egainst 
excessive p r i v i l e g e s . Those who r e b e l m.ay be seeking 
s i m i l a r p r i v i l e g e s for themselves, but the r e b e l l i o n i s 
j u f / t i f i e d i f i t seeks t o destroy i r i v i l e g e . I f one p r i v i l e g e 
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i s simply re.;,laced by another the r e s u l t may be a series 

of r e b e l l i o n s . 
I n the case of both r:onarchy and A r i s t o c r a c y , iJaurice 

talces as h i s c r i t e r i o n of l o y a l t y the acceptance of a r u l e 
of law. He seems however, t o use t h i s term i n two wa;S. 
I n the f i r s t place he uses the terra Law to represent the 
general concensus o f opinion i n the s o c i e t y p a r t i c u l a r l y 
about p o l i t i c a a f f a i r s . I t i s the n a t i o n a l ethos w i t h 
respect t o the form o f government encompassing the values 
and norms o f the s o c i e t y - what we might today c a l l the 
p o l i t i c a l c u l t u r e . This set o f vi.:lues and norms are 
r e l a t e d to,, and may come from, the more general s o c i a l 
c u l t u r e o f t h e n a t i o n . I t i s the p o l ' t i c a l side of the 
v o l k s g e i s t . I t i s , t h e r e f o r e , necessary f o r the government 
to represent the h i s t o r i c a l l y develoied p a t t e r n of l i f e of 
the n ation.. The form of government i s thv.s e s s e n t i f i l l y 
a n a t i o n a l matter and .uay v. r y from one nation to another. 

The second use which r.aurice makes of the tei-m Law 
iuvolves a concept o f e q u a l i t y . He maintains • tho.fc l o y a l t y 
to governu.ent depends u^ on the u n i v e r s a l i t y of the ''^.ule 
of Law" I n t h i s sense the l e g i t i i i a c y of the government, 
and thus i t s c l a i i . to l o y a l t y from i t s subjects, depends 
on the e q u a l i t y of 1.11 men i n the l e g a l processes. Social 
and economic priv.ilet,e may be acceptable. Legs.l p r i v i l e g e 
i s not. Thus liaurice says t h a t Democracy, equelly w i t h the 
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other two f o r in s of government may demand Loji^alty. The 

s t r e n g t h o f a democratic government derives from itr.- r e ' e c t i o n 

of p r i v i l e g e . I t s danger l i e s i n the f a c t t h a t i t i s espec­

i a l l y :-rone t o c o n t r o l by demagO:̂ ,ues who may t w i s t the 

people i n t o accepting decisions which are only the w i l l o f 

the m a j o r i t y , which ;.'.aurice c;,n not n e c e s s a r i l y equate w i t h 

the best i n t e r e s t s of the people. Ihe Democrat i s l i a b l e 

to define law as the w i l l o f the m.ajorlty, whereas r:a:irlce 

sees Law as inherent i n the s o c i a l l i f e of the nation. I-Ie 

does noi- consider the two as necessarily the same, Dei-iocracy 

can demand l o y a l t y j n l y i f i t acts to curb the i l l e g i t i m a t e 

demands o f s e c t i o n a l interesfct;. The m a j o r i t y i t s e l f uay 

be j u s t such a s e c t i o n a l i n t e r e s t . 

I'.'iaurice, however does not claim, thai: a l l forms of 

government are e q u a l l y good f o r a l l s o c i e t i e s so thai; the 

best government i s t h e one which i s best administered. 

R e f e r r i n g t o Pope's couplet:-

"For forms of Government l e t f o o l contest, 

That which i s best administered i s best." 

he wrote, " I t i s a l a t i t u d e to say t h a t i f a ::onarchy, an 

A r i s t o c r a c y or a Democ-.acy -s w e l l administered i t i s the 

best .Lorm o f Government. That i s merely to a f f i r m t h a t 

whatever country i s w e l l ^ovcrned, i s w e l l governed. I t i s 

a falsehood to say t h a t a Monarchy, A r i s t o c r a c y , or a 
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Democracy i s equally adapted to every coantry; t h a t any 
country under any one o f these forms would be equally w e l l 
administered. The p r i n c i p l e which I t h i n k Pope would have 
expressed i n some e x q u i s i t e sentence i f he had not been 

perverted by a passion f o r epi.^rara i s t h a t those who 
dispute about forms of Jovernment are not aware t h a t the 
forms are determined f o r them; t h a t the forms e f f e c t t h e i r 
arguments and are not the l e a s t a f f e c t e d by them. Their 
minds have been moulded by the order under which they have 
grown up; they may be deformers or reformers but they must 
confess a form which they wish to break or renew before 
they are e i t h e r . They may labour t h a t t h a t form s h a l l be 
w e l l and n.t i l l administered. To ar^ue about the advantage 
of some other i s c h i l d ' s play not man's work. That doctrine 
I deem t o be very important t o J'Iai:ional L o r a l i t y . "(21) 

What Llaurice i n f e r s i n the l a t t e r p a r t of t h i s quotation 
i s t h a t there are p a r t i c u l a r forms of government e s p e c i a l l y 
s u i t e d t o p a r t i c u l a r ty.es of so c i e t y and tha t the best 
form o f government can only be determined by the development 
of the s o c i e t y , "Best" forms of government can not be 
discovered by a purely i n t e l l e c t u a l processes, they are a 
f u n c t i o n o f the s o c i a l s t r u c t u r e of the n a t i o n a l society. 
This i s q u i t e i n l i n e v/ith iiaurice's concept o f s o c i a l 
orgemisras. I f the na t i o n has a l i f e of i t s own i t w i l l 
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develop i t s own forms o f c o n t r o l . There i s an element of 
Socia l Darwinism i n t h i s s i ^ e of T-aurice's thought. A 

nation's government i s the r e s u l t not of theories o f government 
but of the e v o l u t i o n of the s o c i a l organism. Just as a man 
can not understand h i s own body by reading a medical t r e a t i s e 

so a n a t i o n can not determine i t s best from of government 
by reference t o books on consi;ii--utional law. Ĵhe form o f 
government i s the r e s u l t of the soc i e t y adaptin^. to i t s 
own needs. Thus d i f f e r e n t nations adapt the three major 
forms t o s u i t t h e i r own s i t u a t i o n . The pure form need 
not e x i s t . 

MAUHIGE AS A IIATIOIT&LIST 
Maurice's discussion of ITa :ionalism i s open to a l l the 

arguments against the concept of the n a t i o n a l s p i r i t . One 
may p r o t e s t t h a t nationalism i s .a dangerous theory. 
C e r t a i n l y i t has been the source o f many drea d f u l c o n f l i c t s . 
Yet i n h i s hands the concept i s not open to t h i s misuse. 
He does not e3:c l t h i s own na t i o n a;.ove others, r l i s theory 
i s s p e c i f i c a l l y based on the concept of e q u a l i t y i n d i v e r s i t y . 
What he suggests i s the/t each n a t i o n has a c o n t r i b u t i o n t o 
make w i t h i n the framev/ork o f co-exi&tence. Thus he would 
say t h a t p a r t of being a ,.,ood Englishman i s to i?ecogni.se 
the existence of good Frenchmen, gooc ^erman^ good Av-iericans. 
D i f f e r e n c e does not necess a r i l y involve anta.jonism. Just 
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as i n d i v i d u a l s w i t h i n a n a t i o n d i f f e r i n t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r 
a b i l i t i e s , n a t i ns do l i k e w i s e . The reasons f o r the d i f f e r ­
ences are macters of temperament and s o c i a l i s a t i o n . I.laurice 
sees cooperation between nations as an e s s e n t i a l feature 
of good s o c i e t y . Pie recognises the need f o r a u n i f y i n g 
f o r c e . Between nations t h i s i s found i n the n a t u r a l order. 
God has ordained n a t i o n a l l i f e as the supreme p o l i t i c a l 
form but order demands conformity to Gfod's laws. Obfedience 

to God' 1111, requires obedience to the law of cooperation. 
Llaurice t h e r e f o r e sees nationalism noL- as a source of 
m i l i t a r i s t i c expansion but as a bulv?ark against i t . 

reasons f o r adopting a n a t i o n a l i s t p o i n t of view are essent^;: 
i a l l y p h i l o s o p h i c e l . They are the outcome of h i s understanding 
of the nature of s o c i a l f o r c e . The s o c i a l l y cohesive fo_ce 
can not e tend beyond the n a t i o n a l boundary simply because 
the prospects of organic growth are not present. He was 
to some extent a prisoner o f h i s own time. The means of 
communication which he knew, precl'dded the development of 
s o c i a l organism beyond the appi.rently n a t u r a l ran^e of 
s o c i a l c u l t u r e . 

The p o l i t i c a l a l t i t u d e s which Ilaurice adopted towards 
the problems of n a t i o n a l i s m also made him appear to be a 
p o l i t i c a l conservative i n many r e s r e c t s . Thus he defends 
the i n s t i t u t i o n s which support the development of a n a t i o n a l 
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s p i r i t . He could noc accepi: the necessar;/ clash of i n t e r e s t s 
on which s o c i a l i s m i s o f t e n consideiod t o be based, never­
theless he.could not e i ther accept the maintenance of 
class p r i v i l e g e . I n c.s much as both i r a t i o i i a l i s m and 
Conservatism have the s&.me roots i n t h e i r com^iion r e c o g n i t i o n 
of the organic nature o f s o c i e t y , the two are bound together 
i n r.laurice's p o l i t i c s . 
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CHAPTER 4 

D:J:.:QG.?>.CY 

I.Iost o f L'aurice's ideas on Democracy are t o be found 

i n h i s book "The Representation and l;ducaI:ion of the 

People" published i n 1866 during the debate on the widening 

of the franchi&e. The op p o r t u n i t y to p E r t i c i p a t e i n p o l i t i c s 

i s not, i n h i s mind, an i n a l i e n a b l e r i g h t conferred on men 

by virbue o f t h e i r humanil:y. Instead, i t i s the cur:vLnc?/i:ion 

of a h i s t o r y of growth and develovment, "/hen the conditions 

are r i p e p o l i i ; i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n , and t;ms the r i g h t b govern, 

or a t l e a s t t o vote f o r a government, cE.n not be .''cnied. 

U n t i l then i t may even be wrong to allow the franchise to 

ce widely s]",rcad. 

CITIZENSHIP AITD P̂ IE. .DOI,: 

Liaurice i s concerned t o d i s t i n g u i s h between the t o t c l 

number o f people i n the stai;e and those who have \ ^ o l i t i c a l 

r i g h t s and who may, t h e r e f o r e , be c a l l e d c i t i z e n s . His f i r s t 

task i n discussing democracy, i s t o define the notion of 

c i t i z e n s h i p . A number ox c r i t e r i a could be used. ?or 

example the ownereshlp o f land or property might be cons :;rucd 

as t h a t which confers the r i g h t of citizensh'.p. rs-urice 

seems to accept t h i s as one, but not t h t only, c r i t e r i o n , 

lie r e f e r s t o Roman C i t i z e n s h i p as h i s example. I t was true 
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t h a t the P a t r i c i a n s who held land were c i ;:izens and that 
the Plebeians who d i d not, we, e not. Ownership o f lend 
gave a staJke i n the- country. I t meant t h a t one had an 
economic reason f o r malntaing the country's best i n t e r e s t s . 
Further i t produced the great f a m i l i e s who passed land owner­
ship from generation t o generation, p e r m i t t i n g a continuing 
s o c i a l framework t o e x i s t . Yet i t was not the r e a l basis 
o f c i v i l r i g h t s . One f u r t h e r c o n d i t i o n was necessar^/. 
ll a u r i c e describes t h i s as Freedom. I n Pionan s o c i e t y the 
c i t i z e n was a Free IJan. To soie extent the terms of freedom 
and c i t i z e n s h i p appear to be interchangeable i n ."aurice ' s 

w r i t i n g s . The ranks o f the c i t i i ^ e n s could consist only of 
fre e men. 

But Llaurice's concept o f freedom requires c a r e f u l 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n . I n the . ' f i r s t place he di s t i n g u i s h e s between 
freedom and what he c a l l s savage independence. The l a t t e r i s 
s e l f centred. I t ' s aim i s the preservation of the i n d i v i d u a l ' f 
l i f e and i n t e r e s t s against a l l attacks. The only law which 
i s of any value i s t h a t o f the s u r v i v a l of the f i t t e s t . 
I n such conditions independence suggests the non-exictcice 
o f s o c i e t y . Or to put i t another way, i t suggests tr.at 
s o c i e t y consists s o l e l y o f a group o f i n d i v i d u a l s , each 
s:;riving f o r his own ends i n a Hobbesian existence. For 
r,Isui?ice such a view was u t t e r l y untenable. This kind of 
independence must r e s u l t , not i n the c r e a t i o n of a b e t t e r 
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s o c i e t y , but i n the t o t a l d e s t r u c t i o n of so c i e t y . He thus 
sees freedom as q u i t e d i s t i n c t from purely personal independence. 

Freedom, he claims, i s not to be equated w i t h the lack 
of c o n t r o l over i n d i v i d u a l , not even necessarily w i t h the 
minimisation of such c o n t r o l . I t i s concerned with what he 
descrioes as law and d i s c i p l i n e . A l l f r e e men are under 
a law, Further they are a l l under the s^me law. How t h i s 
law, which binds a l l c i t i z e n s , can onlg be e f f e c t i v e i f i t 
i s accepted by a l l o f them, and t h i s applies equally to 
those wVio declare and administer i t as i t does to those 
whose only duty i s t o obey i t . As I'laurice put i t , there 
must be a' " L i v i n g sympathy between those who obey i t and 
those who administer i t . " I n a previous charter we hsve 
examined Liaurice's piew o f the im.porl:ance of Law i n society. 
The p a i n t to note here i s t h a t he considers the Laws as a 
s o c i a l f o r c e , counteracting a tendency t o selfishnesr i n 
human a f f a i r s . He seems t o give law the f u n c t i o n of judging 
between men so t h a t men do not have t o judge theviiselves. 
This i s not on'y a judgement i n terms of l i . t i g a t i o n . I t 
i s a form o f c o n t r o l . The unfree man i s one who i s under 
the c o n t r o l o f another man \/hile the free ma.n i s under the 
c o n t r o l only o f tVie Law. The free man i s thus one who can 
act f r e e l y , without the need f o r someone else's permission. 
He i s the sole judge of his own ac t i o n s , provided always 
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t h a t he does not break the r u l e s o f the Law. Hence I-'.aurice's 
desire o f a l i v i n g sympathy between the law malcer, the lew 
ad m i n i s t r a t o r and the people. V/ithout such sympathy the law 
would degenerate i n t o an instrument of c o n t r o l i n the hp.nds 
of some e l i t e group. I f t h i s were to happen freedom would 
be l o s t and along w i t h i t the p o s s i b i l i t y of democrac.}'-. 

Yet another f a c t o r necessary f o r freedom i s what Taurice 
describes as d i s c i p l i n e . I f freedom m-eans lack of external 
c o n t r o l and i f one recognises the value of Law as a force 
t o r e s t r a i n s e l f i s h n e s s , the concept of d i s c i p l i n e f i t s 
i n as the l i n k between Law and Freedom. Without d i s c i p l i n e 
freedom r e v e r t s to mere independence. The Law can apply 
sanctions but these have t o be accepted i f s o c i e t y i s to 
continue. Under the Law the free man learns the value of 
service and obedience. The d i s c i p l i n e which revolves round 
service and obedience gives r i s e to the f e e l i n g of member­
ship o f a com.mon body. 

The f r e e man i s the man who imposes upon himself a 
d i s c i p l i n e which puts the .^ood of hi s society above h i s 
own personal gain. I'z i s t h i s which makes the free man a 
good c i t i z e n . The s t a b i l i t y of a p o l i t i c a l regime thus 
depends on the people respecting the gener£.= l l y accepted 
values o f the so c i e t y . Indeed Laurice seems to i n f e r t h a t 
such a respect i s the major q u a l i f i c a t i o n f o r the status 
o f p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n . He thus recognises the posc-i'ibility 
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of p r i v i l e g e i n s o c i e t y , '."/here freedom i s not tempered by 
d i s c i i s l i n e i n e q u a l i t y o f p o l i t i c a l r i g h t s i s n* only acceptable 
i t i s necessary. 

B e l i e v i n g as he does i n the ev o l u t i o n of the p o l i t i c a l 
i n t e g r i t y o f a peopl^e Ilaurice i n evetably demands the gradual 
i n c o r p o r a t i o n of the various sections of soc i e t y i n t o the 
body p o l i t i c . But he would refuse the status of c i t i z e n ­
ship t o any group which has not achieved a "glgh de,\ree of 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r s o c i e t y as a whole. '7ithin the o v e r a l l 
s t r u c t u r e o f so c i e t y groups e x i s t , which have some more 
r e s t r i c t e d but yet v . , l i d i n t e r e s t of t h e i r own. To these 
groups Llaurice gave the t i t l e "Orders". I n hi s book "The 
Representation and Education o f the People" he contrasts 
Orders w i t h what he c a l l s "Fragments". FragT-ients are d i s t i n ­
guished f r o i A Orders i n a number of ii.p o r t a n t ways. I n the 
f i r s t place a Fragment i s a section of so c i e t y which i s 
concerned s o l e l y w i t h i t s own ends.. An Order seeks i t s own 
ends but only w i t h i n the context of the ends of s o c i e t y as 
a whole. A Fragment i s , t h e r e f o r e a p o t e n t i a l l y r e v o l u t i o n a r y 
f o r c e . C l e a r l y .l.aurice cou'd never support such a group. 
An,Order on the other hand, i s a group which can be i n t e g r r t e d 
i n t o the l a r g e r s o c i e t y . An order i s i t s e l f an a^ganic s o c i a l 
u n i t , w i t h a l i f e of i t s own and capable o f c o n t r i u t i n g 
something t o the l i f e o f the community at la r g e . I n general 
the members of an order muct have 3Dme common core of b e l i e f 
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and some com::.on aim or purpose. The m.em.bers o f an order 
have some k i n d of common c u l t u r a l h e r i t a g e . I'lormally t h i s 
i s r e f l e c t e d i n a common code o f behaviour and a common 
system o f values. This gives r i s e to a cohesion w i t h i n 
the order so t h a t i t s members can be recognised as belonging 
to the same s o c i a l group. This seems t o be what IJaurice 
means by"the bond of f e l l o w s h i p " a phrase which he fr e q u e n t l y 
uses. The i n t e r n a l cohesion of the group i s f u r t h e r s t r e n g t ­
hened by the use of a common language, or to be moreaccurate 
a common v a r i a t i o n of the n a t i o n a l language, though ::aurice 
r e a l i s e s t h a t there may be regional', language v a r i a t i o n s 
w i t h i n the order. I n s h o r t , from the c u l t u r a l point of 
view the idea of an Order i s very s i m i l a r to t h a t of the 
n a t i o n a l s p i r i t which we have already discussed. 

An Order represents some form of sub-culture w i t h i n 
the whole community. As a general r u l e such sub-cultures 
are f u n c t i o n a l . I n an e a r l i e r chapter we saw how Ilaurice 
accepted Plato's b e l i e f i n the d i v i s i o n of functions w i t h i n 
s o c i e t y . His concept o f Orders i s h i s expression of the same 
idea, f o r not only i s the interna.1 s t r u c t u r e of the -.roup 
important i n deciding whe-ih^r i t i s an Order or a Fragment. 
So also i s the f u n c t i o n i t performs w i t h i n the t o t a l society. 
Maurice does not e x p l i c i t l y discuss any p a r t i c u l a r functions 
which m.ight lead to the c r e a t i o n of an Order. ITevertheless 
one may draw c e r t a i n inferences from h i s w r i t i n g s . C e r t a i n l y 
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an economic f u n c t i o n i s one p o s t i b i l i t / . '.7e have seen t h a t 
the ownership of property i s an lu i p o r t t n t s o c i a l phenomeiion 
Ln even f a i r l y p r i m i t i v e s o c i e t y . C l e a r l y then one f u n c t i o n 
which can be perfomed by. an Order i s the c o n t r o l ,of property. 
Any landed f a m i l i e s must th e r e f o r e be considered part of 
an Order. S i m i l a r l y i t would seem t h a t any group which can 
have c o n t r o l o f property, as d i s t i c t from ownership, must 
also have a r i g h t t> the t i t l e of Order. Thus iJaurice would 
support the claims of Uedieval (Juilds. I'levertheless i f 
the c o n t r o l o f property i s undertaken by a group,a f a i r l y 
s o p h i s t i c a t e d o r g a n i s a t i o n i s necessary. Although "auri.ce 
does not make i t c l e a r i t may be asfumed t h a t the necessary 
l e v e l o f s o p h i s t i c a t i o n requires at l e a s t rudimtntary 
s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l i n s t i t u t i o n s . R eferring again to 
ancient Rome --aurice says t h a t the Plebeians could not have 
shown t h e i r coraiton mind except through the voice of t h e i r 
elected r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s . He leaves o.en the question of how 
these were el e c t e d , but i s i n no doubt t h a t they did represent 
the l e g i t i m a t e dem.ands of t h e i r f e l l o w Plebeians. A feature 
o f an Order i s thus i t s c. p a c i t y t o c r e E ':e f o r it r - ^ e l f 
s a t i s f a c t o r y i n s t i t u t i o n s t o channel i t s demands i n t o the 
p o l i t i c a l system. 

'.7e have t..:erefore a num'.-er of c r i t e r i a by which an Order 

can be i d e n t i f i e d . There must be a degree of i n t e r n a l 
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consistency w i t h i n the Order. This implies t h a t the group 
must be a c o n t i n u i n g a s s o c i a t i o n ; i t must p e r s i s t through 
time and not be merely a. temporary a s t o c i a t i o n f o r the 
s a t i s f a c t i o n o f a s i n g l e o b j e c t i v e a f t e r which i t w i l l 
d i s i n t e g r a t e . I t must be able t o create i n s t i t u t i o n s which 
can represent the w i l l of i t s members, "^t must perform some 
necessary f u n c t i o n i n s o c i e t y . Because o f these c r i t e r i a 
an order must then be i t s e l f i n t e g r a t e d i n t o the I : s t ' t u t i o n a l 
framework o f the whole s o c i e t y . 

This l a s t c o n d i t i o n i s one v^hich I.^aurice regards as 
v i i . a l i f the s o c i e t y i s to r e t a i n i t s e q u i l i b r i u m . I f an 
Order i s denied i t s . r i g h t f u l say i n Government i t i s l i e b l e 
to become a danger t o the society i t s e l f , ^ x u r i c e poses a 
d e l i c a t e balance between a l l o w i n g an unruly mob the r e a l i t y 

of power and r e f u s i n g the l e g i t i m a t e demands of an Order. 
Both s i t - . a t i o n s are l i a b l e t o r e s u l t i n the r e v o l u t i o iary 
overthrow of the e x i s t i n g p o l i t i c a l i n s t i t u t i o n s . I f a 
government refuses t h e proper p o l i t i c a l demands o f a section 
o f the people i t must r i s k changing an embryo order i n t o a 
mob. I n doing so i t w i l l leave the way open f o r demagogues 
and rabble rousers, thereby endangering the p o l i t i c a l 
s t a b i l i t y o f the whole so c i e t y . The mob begins t o demC'id 
i t s r i g h t s by n o n - c o n s t i t u t i o n a l means. And,in so doing i t 
i s l i k e l y t o sweep i n t o i t s o r b i t not only the le_"itimate 
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demands o f the embryo Order, but the i l l e g i t i m a t e demands of 
other fragments of so c i e t y . A wise government w i l l the.ef o r e 

see tha.t the demands of those groups which have ai:tained 
the semblance of an Order are dea l t w i t h by i n c o r p o r a t i n g 
the grou_.s i n the body p o l i t i Q . Indeed i t might be wise f o r 
governments t o create conditions i n which groups which have 
not yet a t t a i n e d the status of Orders can be given the 
necessary education to help them to develop s a t i s f a c t o r y 
i n s t i t u t i o n s . P o l i t i c a l s t a b i l i t y requires t h a t a l l members 
of the so c i e t y who have a c o n t r i b u t i o n to mcke, should be 
brought w i t h i n the scope o f c i t i z e n s h i p . 

I n "i^ie Representation and Education o f the People" 
Maurice gives an o u t l i n e o f the de.elopment of l i b e r t y and 
c i t i z e n s h i p i n England. The o r i g i n o f the B r i t i s h system of 
re p r e s e n t a t i v e .overnment goes back to Sa."on times, when the 
u n i t o f so c i e t y was the extended f e m i l y . I.Iaurice notes 
t h a t such f a m i l i e s mede up the s i g n i f i c a n t s o c i a l u n i t beet use 
they recognised a common law, had simi-lar r e l i g i o u s r i g h t s , 
were l e d by comijon leaders and adopted a close r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between land ownership and freedom. Though slavery exi£';ted, 
the nature and chars-cter of the society was determined by 
the c o n d i t i o n o f the fre e men. This freedom was nevertheless 
exercised w i t h i n the l i m i t s of t r a d i t i o n a l anc' customary 
practises.- L i b e r t y w i t h i n these l i m i t s ••:&/ recognised as the 
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proper c o n d i t i o n s o f man. I n general these l i m i t s too': 
three forms. I n the f i r s t place l i b e r t y was r e s t r i c t e d 
by c e r t a i n t r a d i t i o n a l modes of behaviour, which Llaurice 
believed, o r i g i n a t e d i n the f a m i l y s t r u c t u r e s . Secondly 
l i b e r t y was r e s t r i c t e d by the needs of the s t a t e . And t h i r d l y 
l i b e r t y was l i m i t e d by the personal t i e s which e x i s t between 
the Kin^, and h i s subjects. L o y a l t y to the Crown was seen as 
a personal l o y a l t y owed by the sub:3ect to the pert.on of the 
Ki n ^ i n r e t u r n f o r the ciuty ox p_-otection. A l l of the: e 
ide;..s O i i g i n a t e i n -aurice's view of t e r o l e of the f c - i i l y 
i n s o c i e t y . 

A f t e r thiS Herman Conquest the n o t i o n o f Kingship was 
extended t o i n c l u d e the idea o f a t e r r i t o r i a l l i m i t a t i o n to 
sovereignty, but i t regained the concept o f t i e s of i : e r r O i a l 

feudal l o y a l t y . The Horman Kings brought the Grê ; t IJarons 
i n t o the system of Government but i n so doing created a s o c i i - l l y 
d i v i d e d n a t i o n . This d i v i s i o n , llaurice claimed, was i l l u s t r a t e d 
by the existence of two languages. Yet the existence o f a 
u n i f y i n g lan,,uage w i t h i n the sections of society, allowed the 
developunent o f rudimentary forms of p o l i t i c a l representations. 
Under t h e I'Tormans the common people kept t h e i r t r a d i t i o n a l 
forms o f repres" - r t a t i o n by j u r o r s and r u r a l c h i e f t a i n s . I t 
was t h i s which made i t possible f o r t h e E a r l o f Leicester to 
intro d u c e them i n t o the sjstem of English Government. This, 
Maurice claimed, was .possible only because the com-.ions had 
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the elementary form of an Order, and was more than j u s t a 

cro'.vd. 

Under Henry I I I Parliament became a l e g i t i m a t e i n s t i t u t i o n 

w i t h i n our system of G-overnment. AS yet the Commons were of 

only minor importance. '.Vhen ifihey d i d obtain r i g h t s to grant 

supplies t h e s : were won f o r them by the nobles. Throu./iout 

the e a r l y p a r t of English C o n s t i t u t i o n a l h i s t o r y liaurice 

sees a s t r u g g l e between the three ord_ers i n Parliament, '.h.t 

these orders, he says, represented t lose parts of the society 

which had a l e g i t i m a t e r i g h t of representation. T h e i r r i g h t 

consieted s o l e l y i n the f a c t t h a t t-iey were important, organic 

u n i t s o f s o c i e t y . They were, i n f a c t . Orders. 

"The people" can only be those who are represen ed. The 

others i n i n the s o c i e t y are not t r u l y merabei'S of the reo l e . 

There i s always a tende.icy f o r those u n i t s , or orde.s, which 

sire organised to attempt to exclude those grou s who ar. not. 

The h i s t o r y of the develoi.ment o f our government systc::: i s 

a h i s t o r y o f one group seeking to entrench i t s e l f while 

another seeks the a i d of an a s p i r i n g order. The English 

c o n 5 t i t u t i o n appears to i-aurice as the product of a lon._ 

h i s t o r y of emancipation from slc.very - or r a t h e r of t!ie extension 

of the q u a l i t y of freedom to ever increasing numbers. 

By the nineteenth century, England had' a w e l l developed set 

0 f t i n s t i t u t i o n s which were an e s s e n t i a l feature of our s/stem 

of Government. These :;iaurice regarded as a h e r i t s g e from the 
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pas t which i n some sense seejied to repr. e-ent the a c c u i L u l a L-eĉ. 
wisdom o f the race. A people v/as not soraethin;^' vv-.ich existed 
s o l e l y i n the prer^ent. How could i t ; be, i f i t were an or^-mic 
l i v i n g society? The past 'ivas yi-rt of the ethos o f the peo'le 
and i t s worth was f e l t i n the ine i;itution& v;/i.ch i c :-.ad 
bequeathed t o the present. Any a t t e r i p i t o c.bolls', these 
i n s t i t u t i o n s was to be stubbornly r e s i s t e d hot becau.se they 
were the bastion o f vested inteiest but because they re--resented 
the continu'.n^ l i f e o f soc'.ety. 

TEL iLPoaTi- :G£ 0? ELUJA:^IO:: 

Kaurice .believed thc t education •.vcs osx-of the hir j o r 
f a c t o r s i . i the c r e a t i o n o f new Orders i n Society. I f co;;lc 
were t o be j^iven the r e s p o n s i b i l i t . of p o l i u i c c l v£:.ticip; fcion 
t h i s could only be r o p e r l y used by en educated elec Irox-a'.o. 
The k i n d o f education he h i d i n mi .d -.v;: s f a r reir^oved fro-., 
n'.neteeixt.: century spread of t e c h n i c a l education. I t V;C;K to 
be an education f o r c i t i t . e u s h i p . 

..aurice, as we htve see. conf-:.dered the st a t e to be a 
.lioral entib,, , ••'he stai".e, or more exa c t l y , thou, !: I aurice v.sed 
the terns al^iiost synonyiiiously, the netion has a corpora "e 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r i t s a c t i o n s . The Church see...i:;d tc " a r i c e 
to be the .natural source of uor&l educal^ion i n society. I n 
f a c t i t v/as on the ©.ucation question thai: he se^-us to have 
had p a r t i c u l a r l y s t r o n j vit-ws o f the Ghurcli's soci£,l functio..:. 
I n h i s e a r l i e r works .".aurice s t r o n g l y supports the v-".ev/ t at 
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i t i s the f u n c t i o n o f the CViurch done to educcte the people. 

Lauricc- o&de t h i s p o i n t very stron,;;ly i n h i s e a r l y book 

'•'Has the Church, or the State, the Power to Educate the 

People?" (1859) The p o i n t which I.'aurice t r i e d to )iia.'i:G \.-as 

t h a t the State needs an educr. ccd populatio ... i f i t i s to 

becoiiie a cohesive s o c i a l u n i t , but becar'se of the l e a - l 

nature o f the State i t i s incapable of educa'-;in,̂ - the people. 

I t must, t h e r e f o r e , give t h i s task up to the Church, '.'hich 

i s i d e a l l y siaited f o r the purpose. At t h i s sta,,e of h i s 

arigiiment Kaurice uses the concept of "the Church" i n a pr..rtic-

u l a r way. To I.iaurice the Church v;as the human society 

r e s t o r e d t o i t s proper r e l a t i o u s h i : w i t h 'Jod. "The Ch.rch i s , 

t h e r e f o r e , human s o c i e t y i n '. be.- normal stai;e; the 7/orld thai; 

same s o c i e t y i r r e g u l a r and abnormal. The Wo-^ld i s the Church 

with,.ut TOd, the Church i s uie world restored to i t s r e l a t i o n 

w i t h 'jod, taken back by him i :to the state £)r v/hich he 

created i t . " ( I ) C l e a r l y I'^urice i s not here thinkin.- of 

the Ch.U'rGh as an i n s t i t u t i o n . This i s hie v i s i o n of '.vhat 

he c a l l e d the Universel Ch.urch. At the same time he reco:,nised 

t h a t every natio..i would have a Church representative of t:iat 

f e e l i n g o f Ja .ional S p i r i t to wliich v/e r e f e r r e d i n the chapter 

on Nationalism and Conservatism. The Universal Church, i n 

other words, would be p a r t i c u l a r i s e d i n p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n s . 

Thus i n En,;,land the educational f u n c t i o n of the Ch.urch \/ould 

be noi; only to t>,ach the truc,:s o:: the Chris bian f c . i t h but 

(1 ) jF.D. Laurice. Theological Essays, p.404 London 1853. 
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to f o s t e r the s p e c i f i c a l l y English a t t i t u d e to l i f e . I n 
a d d i t i o n , since a l l things were pert of lod's Revelation 
the • Church .was i d e a l l y s u i t e d to what mi^;ht be c a l l e d the 
n o n - r e l i g i o n s , non-social parts o f education. I n performino 
t h i s educational task the Church should be able to stimulate 
a sense of corporateness and f e l l o w s h i p i n the nations's 
youth. 

Maurice's p o l i c y o f Church education . f e l l do'.vn, however, 
on one major p o i n t , which he had t o admit i n l a t e r l i f e . • 
I f the Church were to succeed i n i t s r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r 
education i t had to be a un'.ted Church. 'The p l a i n f a c t s o f 
the case were against Ilaurice on t h i s score. The Church i n 
the r e a l world was d i v i d e d i n t o various sects, and i.-.ideed 
some members of s o c i e t y did.not accept i t at a l l . As a 
r e s u l t the educa-.ion which the Church seem.ed to o f f e r was 
based on s e c t a r i a n i ^ r i n c i p l e s . Each group was m t i n l y concerned 
not w i t h the broad stream o f education which was co:.i..-.on .ground 
but w i t h a determination to i n s i v l l i t s p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r r r e t -
a t i o n o f C h r i s t i a n doctrines i n t o the mind of i t s c h i l d r e n . 
Whereas i'.Iaurice never intended the Church schools to be 
centres o f s p e c i f i c a l l y r e l i ^ ' l o u s teaching the sectarian 
movements cut each other's t h r o a t s on t h i s very p o i n t . 
Because of th i s I'Jaurlce was forced to r e t r e a t , i n l a t e r 
l i f e from the b e l i e f i n the s u p e r i o r i t y o f Church education 
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and t o admit t h a t where the Church has f a i l e d i n i t s o b l i g ­
a t i o n s the Sta t e , thou:jh t h e o r e t i c a l l y , second best should 
step i n t o f i l l the breach. Thus i n 1870 he wrote i : i an 
o-^.en l e t t e r to the lorklnc I'en's College "Yes jut the 
statesji'ian, what .ou,5;ht he to do? I answer he ou^ht to ^'et 
a l l the f o r c e he can i^et, a l l the force which there i s 
i n the land, to s t r u ^ ^ l e against ignorance and the criiues 
o f which ignorance i s the parent. He ought to acknowled-;e 
f a c t s , and to hope t h a t i f he does acknov.'led:-;e them, the 
next generation w i l l have b e t t e r f a c t s to deal w i t h than 
he has. Ho ou^ht t h e r e f o r e to c l a i n e l l the b e l i e f of 
the land - the b e l i e f o f j i n ^ l i s h Churchmen, the b e l i e f o f 
Protestant Dissenter:., the b e l i e f o f lonamistf,, the b e l i e f 
o f S e c u l a r i s t s - to conciucr tJie enemies which are destroying 
us. He cannot conquer thew by an Act o f Parlia-.nent. lie 
cannot sta;:ip h i s f o o t and ra i s e up a body of teacherr-
armed t o encounter theu. "e uust take those which arc 
i n the land already. lie must take thee ira-ar i a l l y , 
subject to a l l the contrr.dictions which are impairin.-; t h e i r 
e f f i c i e n c y . They w i l l become b e t t e r and less coiitentious 
i f he appeals to the f a i t h t h a t i s i n thei / i , i f he c a l l s 
t h a t to h i s a i d . They w i l l becoi:ie- more and UOT^ contentious 
i f he requires any o f the .A to s t i f l e t h e i r .Caifch, or to 
keep i t f o r Sundays and ho l i d a y s , not f o r the wet-kdty 
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business o f the world and the school"("i2') • i.'aurice's 
changed p o i n t o f view d i d not mean the abandonment, o f h i s 
theory o f Church and State r;.lationsbips. He regarded 
both as expressions o f Divine Revelation, His new p o s i t i o n 
simply recognised the l i m i t a t i o n s of the i n s t i t u t i o n s o f 
the Church. The type o f education which the st a t e should 
provide was i n d e n t i c a l t o t h a t which he hcd orig-'.nally 
hoped the Church would give. Indeed he seems to re^^i-rd 
the s t a t e ' s p a r t i n the process as the p r o v i s i o n of the 
means whereby the Church could perform i t s proper task. 
The d i v i s i o n s w i t h i n the Church p_-eveni;cd i t fro.n p r o v i d i n g 
a t r u l y " n a t i o n a l " education. I t had, t h e r e f o r e , t o 
r e l i n q u i s h the o r g a n i s a t i o n of education to the scato. 
Each o f the denominations had something to o f f e r , none 
could claim an exclusive monopoly o f r i g h t thinkin,:, 
Kaurice's aim was t h e r e f o r e , to prevent inter-denominational 
s t r i f e causing the d e s t r u c t i o n o f t r u e education and t o 
make the best use o f the t a l e n t a v a i l a b l e . 

I r r e s p e c t i v e o f the i n s i g h t which l i a i i r i c e ' s educat-'.onal 
views give on h i s i d e i s about the r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
Church and s t a t e ;;hey also contain the gervn of hi s b e l i e f s 
about the development of democratic i n s t i t u t i o n s . l-To group 
could a t t a i n the d i s t i n c t i o n of being an Order unless i t s 
members had at let.st an elementary l e v e l of educatio:.-:. 
02;) P.D.Maurice. Open L e t t e r to the 'Vorking Ten's College, 

p. 16. London 1870. 
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He h i m s e l f c o n t r i b u t e d t o the attainment of t h i s i d e a l by 
the founding o f the V/orkinn: hen's College. Indeed a f t e r 
h i s disengageaent from the work of the C h r i s t i t n S o c i a l i s t 
novernent i n the a i d 1850s most o f h i s tiine was spent 
i n the f i e l d of education, ss w£ s noted i n the f i r c t chapter 
o f t h i s work. 

The i u i p l i c a t i o n s o f t h i s a t t i t u d e to education ^re 
f a r reachin^:, f o r Ilaurice's concept o f de.BOcracy. I t 
i m p l i e d t h a t he could not envisage democracy deriving, 
merely froiii a changed set o f s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s . Thus, 
the widenin,;;, of the franchise wa; not, o f i t s e l f , necessarily 
a good t h i n g . I f i t r e s u l t e d i n b r i n g i n g an uneducated 
i r r e s p o n s i b l e mob w i t h i n the framework o f the body p o l i t i c 
i t could do as much harm as good to the whole society. 
Llaurice therefore, regarded education as a pre-condition 
of democracy, though he does not s.em to be on record as holdin-
i t t o be a prerequisite of the franchise. He doss not, 
t h a t i s to s.y, suggest an c d u c r t i o n a l t e s t as necessary 
to the g r a n t i n g o f the vote. This may, perhaps, be due 
to h i s re^^arding p o l i t i c a l r c s p o n s i l . i l i t y more e.s the 
f u n c t i o n o f groups thsn o f i n d i v i d u a l s . Indeed, cs we 
s h a l l see, he d i d not consider- democracy to be e i t h e r a 
necessary or a s u f f i c i e n t c o n d i t i o n f o r a s a t i s f a c t o r y 
p o l i t i c a l regime. 
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THE JILL 07 li^ iJAJC 'LOY 

According to aurice Monarchical end A r i s t o c r a t i c 
government cian e x i s t through adhere ice of both types to 
the p j . i n c i i l e s of the law. But what of a democracy? Can 
i t also e x i s t on th.. same basis. I.Iaurice sees no reason 
why i t should not. "The members of such a society r.s.y 
confess the supremacy of law over them one and all".,('5) '-They 
may e l e c t judges to declare what law i s . They may -rofess 
l o y a l t y to those wno edirrlnis t s r the; Law. They iar y e l e c t 
and profess L o y a l t y to the Head of State, Thi' l o y a l t y 
may engulf the whole people i nd so enriv-h the n a t i o a a l 
l i f e . This indeed i s a t r u e democracy", 

n e v e r t h e l e s s , a de'.uocracy Vias very s^^ecial temptations 
to remove such l o y a l t y . I t may argue t h a t i t creates the 
law by v i r t u e o f the "soverei ,nty of the people". Are 
not Presidents- and Judges elected by t-ie people, the 
servant o f the people? Liay these m i n i s t e r s not be disi/zLssed 
i f i n any sense they offend the people? The r e s u l t :.:cy be 
to t u r n l o y a l t y to tho law i n t o l o y a l t y to t.ic people. 
The r e s u l t o f such a course ..;ust always be t o cef t r o y 
governmLnt and to produce, f i r r ^ c anarchy, then des"Otis./:, 
"Was i t not so i n Hone, and i n .France"? ; ar.rices cs.k's, 

P. D. Liaurice v.-as not op osed to democrecy as sue ., 
lie had a hi^^h reg: rd f o r the ] : r i t i s h i n s t i t u t i o n s o.? 

(5) P.D.Maurice. Social r.:orality. p. 158. London 1372. 
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Government o f h i s day. Inasmuch as these i n ^ t i t u t i o is gc.ve 

an expression to the organic orders of s o c i e t y they were 

good i n s t i t u t i o n s . I n so f a r ss Vaey tended to exc^.udo 

those orders w.iich had grown fron: being -..lere fragaentr^ 

i n t o being sections of s o c i e t y w i t h f e e l i n g s of l o y a l t y 

to law and the capacity o f cxpressin^j^ t ^ i e i r mines t'lrou.h 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e i n s t i t u t i o n s they were unp; t r i o t i c ani on 

a course o f s e l f d e s t r u c t i o n . 

;.:uch o f /..aurice's w r i t i n _ on p o l i t i c a l ideas r e l a t e s 

to h i s op p o s i t i o n to any philosophy which upholds the 

General V / i l l or the w i l l of the m a j o r i t y . As we have noted, 

a democracy h£.s to face the specia l tem.ptotion of cccegtin -

the w i l l of the peo_.lc as the source o f law and therefore 

as sovereign, ".aurice repudiates t h i s idea w i t h considercble 

vehemence. "The sovereignty of the peoj l e I repudiF.t^e as 

at once the s i l l i e s t and Eost bias hemous of a l l c o n t r a d i c t i o n s . " 

Provided democracy was o f such a nature t h a t i t represented 

the mind o f an organic s o c i e t y a c t i n g under law, i t v.-as, 

or could bo a good form o f govern...ent. The problc::: l i e s 

i n d e f i n i n g v/hat i s the mind o f a society. 

iioussoau declares t h a t the mind of s o c i e t y i s to be 

found i n the "General '.Vill. The ?-eneral 7/111 i s i n so.;.c 

sense derived from the f a c t t h a t men, i n d i v i d u a l r x n , not 

I.iaurice's organic orders, have r i g ts and powers o f t h e i r 
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own. These; r i g h t s e x i s t a i ^ r t from a l l s o c i a l organisation 

and apart from a l l l e g i s l a t i o n , ITot only so but i f men 

are t o break the hold o f a r t i f i c i a l s o c i e t i e s and form 

s o c i e t i e s i n accord w i t h nature the,- must claim those 

r i g h t s and exert t .ose powers. I.laurice agrees .vith cei^e.in 

parts o f t h i s standpoint. "Tnere must be", he says, 

"somewhere or somehow a r e c o g n i t i o n of the t r u t h t h a t each 

man has a d i s t i n c t sacrcdness, whic:. docs not depend on 

n i s n a t i .'nal p o s i t i o n , which i s not ere::.ted by l;:w ..nd 

cannot be destroyed by i t . " I n t h i s statement ::rurice 

seems t o go some way to accepting P.osseau's concept o f the 

r i g h t s ant', powers o f men. Tan's sacred nature i s not 

e n t i r e l y dependant on so c i e t y . 

I n e f f e c t , :.auricc rakes VJousscau to.task not on the 

uniqueness .of i n d i v i d u a l ^len but oa the meanin v of natL-.rc, 

Rousseau seems to see i n natur^. an absence of r e s ' . r i c t i o n , 

an absence o f law, T:.ie only law which T:oussefu could 

recognise was the sovereignty o f the peo; l e . There w£s 

no c o n t r a c t i n the sense which Locke had d e c l L r e d . How 

could there be f o r there were no p a r t i e s to cre£.te such a 

contract? The people was sovcrei^jn and could not £ brog te 

i t s sovereignty. Any r u l e r they might choose wai :,n£\,'erable 

only to-them. The people could choose d i f f e r : n t for.is of 

government t o s u i t t ; . e i r need - but the only law was t h e i r 
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v / i l l . i:aurice r e p l i e s t j a t he holds lew to be a delivere;"ce 
fro,, nature. To a b o l i s h law i s to r e t u r n from c i v i l i s e t i o n 
to Lar'..arism, to give up freedom i n r e t u r n f o r slavery. 
And yet he t-.groes thi. t ILVV ca not stL.:.d LIO.IO. The lew 

i s necessary f o r tne I ' f e o f the s t a t e and free ...en c:.i:ot 

e x i s t ' outside c i v i l s o c i e t y . The v / i l l of the people v.hich 
rlousseau basei on i n d i v i d u a l r i : > i t s thr. atens la.;. Maurice 
counters t h i s by sayinj, thai; while lew i s the b i s i s of r l l 
s o c i a l t i e s i n fchv, s t c t e , there i s a force which i s h i _ ; x r 
t.ian t . i i s k".nd of law. .^ousseeu's concept of Nature he 
describes as a d i s t o r t e d c a r i c a t u r e of thie other f o i c o . 
I,aw cannot stand alone. '.Vithout law there can be no s t a t e , 
but there i s t.Iso something, which i s more u n i v e r s a l than 
the st r / t e . Thirs force i.:aurice recognises as a s p i r i t u f l 
c o n s t i t u t i o n which can be " i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the Univcrscl 
Church. The purpose o f the Universal Church i s to tecch 
men t h a t Grod can deal w i t h what .Housseau defines as the 
w i l l o f man. S e l f w i l l muet be given up or modified to 
conform t o the d i v i n e w i l l , iis a r e s u l t the sep. r a t e ..er.:bers 
of t h i s u n i v e r s L l s o c i e t y give up thei.. separt te w i l l s i n 
e:.chenge .for conformity to t h a t ''certain order, which s''.ould 
mci:e i t most e f f i c i e n t f o r brin.,,ln,; iien out o f t h e i r :: I f i f i - h 
p o s i t i o n i n t o t h i s t r u e and d i v i n e p o s i t i o n " . I n thip wap 
men beccise capable of "carryin„ out the purposes f o r •v l i h 
t h e i r s o c i e t y has been founded." 
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Here then we see haurice apvrosching a d e f i n i t i o n end 

ex^iB-nation o f h i s concept of organic society's mind. I t 

i s not a w i l l which can force i t s own desires but a w i l l 

which can act upon other people's w i l l s to form a mind. 

I t s r e s u l t i s not a ruinous competition w i t h the w i l l s 

of other men but a cooperati.on to seek the j;ood of a l l . 

I t f o l l o w s t h a t what: i s sou.ht i s , not a computation: of 

a l l the separate w i l l s of many, but a united expression o f a 

f e e l i n g . 

Just as i.;;aurice abhorred the concept o f Rousseau's 

G-eneral '7111, even more he detested'the idea of a l l o w i n g 

the w i l l o f ths m a j o r i t y to p r e v a i l . His main crgu:.:ent 

se€:ras to be t h a t a r e l i a n c e on a m a j o r i t y im.plies the ice; 

t h a t the m.ajority i s , or at l e a s t me.y be, no more that the 

sum of the unorganised, î iorg-anl© mass o f i n d i v i d u a l s 

r e l a t e d to each ot h e r by uothin^,' raort than desire f o r t h e i r 

ov/n aggrandi&em.ent, ITone o f the q u a l i t i e s which give men 

a sense o f the r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s o f government need be present 

i n the formation o f such mt. j o r i t y v i l l . The c h i e f of these 

q u a l i t i e s i s the sense that those p a r t i c i a v a t i n g i n ...overnm.ent 

should f e e l themselves t o be the servants of those whom 

they govern. " I f servants they ca:.:not be slaves; they must 

thinrc and act as freemen; they CEn...ot per .'ora th.eir duties 

on, any other term". 
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The r e a l "People" of any st;-. t c , the. t i s t-ose 'J'-ZO arc 

citii.',ens, do not form such L- m a j o r i t y . ' i l l . They c o n s i J i t , 

as we have S'..en, of orders. T .ey have the r i g h t to l e t t . i e i r 

voice be heard but only through p r o r e r l y elected represent­

a t i v e s . U n t i l a l l sectors o f s o c i e t y cm prove themselves 

to be capable of ei:pressing t h e i r minds i n t i i i s way there 

are bound to be "fragments" of society whicli c i - i s t •.-ith'n 

the t e r r i t o r i a l l i m i t s o f the ste te and w.^ich come under 

the law of the state et which are so f e r incapable of 

t a k i n g pe-.rt i n government. U n t i l these fragieents become 

orders democracy i s a dangerous phenomenon. The w i l l o f 

the m a j o r i t y i n such case.?, i s p a r t i c u l a r l y dangerous to 

the t r u e government because i t puts o _ i n i o n on a ni^^hcr 

plane .than le.v/. I t w i l l be wro .g because i t re^^rosents 

only the w i n o f the i n d i v i d u a l s and claims f o r man a 

supremacy which i s not r i g h t l y h i s . I t denies the t'leo rr. t i c 

nature o f the s t a t e . I-iaurice prefers the ^^rms of "-ovcrn..:ent 

which " i n d i c a t e t h a t the i j i g h e s t r u l e r of the 1; nd, rnd 

every subordi..-ate magistrate, derives h i s aut o r i t y from 

an I n v i s i b l e Perso i to \/ho.-. he i s under a f e e r f u l res'^on-

s i b i l i t y f o r the f u l f i l m e r t of h i s d u t i e s " . T .c r u l e r s 

o b t a i n t h e i r sovereignty not- from t-ic w i l l o f the majorit.; 

but from the d i v i n e nature of t h e i r c a l l l n , . . This can:ot, 

however be i n t e r p r e t e d as a t-.eory o f d i v i n e r i ^ / i t e o f 

icings. The r u l e r s themselves should be under the sa.ec law 

as those wnome t h e y r u l e . I n a d d i t i o n those orders of S3ci..-ty 
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who have progressed be.^ond the st^t.ge of being fragments 
O.1S0 appear to ,ave c e r t a i n d i v i n e a u t h o r i t y . They form 
a check to t y r a n n i c . l government. They even may force 
conceseio,..s from B kiu:^ or i n extreme ccses may force :As 
a b d i c a t i o n . 

t,:AiTiiooD SUPPHA:>2 AHD UITIVEISAL su??EHs:a: 

V/ho a r t to be regarded as the orders i n soc i e t y rnd 
who are to be reg rded as citip;ens i s i l l u s t r a t e d by a 
discussion w..;ich IJaurice introduces the d i f "ej-cnce between 
Llanhood Suffrage and Universal Suffrage. The tr.o phrases, 
Taurice maintains, i l l u s t r a t e d'.fferent a t t i t u d e s an', would 
produce d i f f e r e n t r e s u l t s i f r>ub i i t o e i f f e c t . The discussion 
i s held w i t h i n the framework o f the proposal to ertcnd the 
fran c h i s e by reducin,,^ the money q u a l i f i c a t i o n f o r voters. 

The c a l l f o r m.anhood suffrage i s a p r o t e s t against 
the c o n v i c t i o n t h a t possession of money or property determines 
the worth o f an i n d i v i d u a l . Tnat a man has must not be 
confused w i t h what a man i s . To deny t h i s i s both unjust 
and immoral. The "preciousness of m.£nhood" cannot be 
measured by preciousness o f money, A man who has been 
successful i n business may be re.gcrded as havin shown 
himself able to e x i s t without depending on the c h a r i t y o f 
othe r s , to be capable o f h;::rd v/ork and s e l f r e s t r a i n t . 
Nevertheless the money v.'hich he has ob.tained i s the rcvard 
f o r h i s s t r u g g l e ; i t i s not a measure of h i s woith. I t 
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does not prove t h a t he i s a better man than h i s less 
wealthy f e l l o w s . His worth may l i e i n what h i s money 
represents but there i s no r e a l garuantee t h a t t h i s i s 
ne c e s s a r i l y so. Any theory t h e r e f o r e which ev.vards the- vote 
p u r e l y on jcssessions i s wron.'.. The awa,rd of a vote i n such 
circumstances may have two very unfortunate r e s u l t e . I n 
the f i r s t place the poorer.man may become jealous of the 
r i c h , which i n t u r n m.ay lead to dem^n^s f o r m a j o r i t y r u l e 
and t o inob a c t i o n and violence. I n the second place the 
poorer man may f e e l t h a t he has a smaller i n t e r e s t i n the 
welfare o f h i s coun:;ry. 

I n the l a t t e r case t h i s might r e s u l t i n a f e e l i n g of 
being excluded from the orders o f societ..' when i n f e e t 
he may be a member of an order which i s q u i t e l e g i t i m a t e l y 
seeking r e c o g n i t i o n and acceptance. He mi^ht f e e l t h a t h is 
manhood i s not recognised, t h a t he hrs therefore no need 
to seek the welfare of h i s country before h i s ov.-n personal 
gain and the advance.:,ent of hie- order, ik.urice sug/ests 
what the si,-ns of manhood are when he discusses the q u a l i t i e s 
r e q u i r e d o f £, man wa' thy o f the vote. He should heve fr e e 
judgement, unhampered by i n t e n t i o n s of personal or cless 
gain at the expense o f others. He must also be able t)-
show wir.dom and discernment i n reco^.nising the arguments 
of mob rousers f o r what they are. But h i s order must be 
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able to a s s i s t i n t h i s process by allo\.'in the greatest 
possible o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r ea:.h person to express h i s views 
and l e a r n the a r t of government i n the governi.ient o f the 
order i t s e l f . 

Lanhood s u f f r a g e , however, must not be confused v.ith 
u n i v e r s a l suffra^^e, Univo..sal suffrage iricrely allows the 
vote to a l l who l i v e w i t h i n the boundaries of the s t a t e . 
This i s another way of o enin,,- the doors to the w i l l o f the 
m a j o r i t y . Taurico i s speaking here f o r h i s own t i x. he 
looks forward t o t h e time when .hanhood Suf.'rage and Universal 
Suffrage s h a l l be c o i n c i d e n t a l . I n the "Representation end 
Education of the People he says " I do not reckon i t a drecr, 
to deo i r e t h a t a l l v7ho dwell i n the lf;n'.' should, ^n the 
f u l l e s t sense, be c i t i . ens of t h a t I r n d " . Indeed T i u r i c c 
believes t h a t the v/hole h i s t o r y of Engl&nc i s pointin.. to 
the f a c t thL-.t t . i i s i s what i s h:ppenin^, J3ut before 
Universal s u f l r a g e beco-xs r e a l i t y , c l l men must htve 
r t . a l freedom, become r t a l c i t i s e n s . 

The d i f f i c u l t y l i e s i n the f-j t t h a t not ; . l l men h ve 
been-accepted as c i t i z e n s . The .7:eform Act o f 13?2 bro'ie 
away fro;-.i t h e Un,j.lish t r a d i t i o n of •m.Tking f r e e men i ' l t o 
r e a l citi^'.ens. I t hi.d the r i g h t e f f e c t , f o r i t onfrcnchised 
t h a t very group of middle class business men who hrd 



(173) 

demonstrL.ted t h e i r capacity to be an order. '7ere not they 

the people who he d made Dn.. lane great once .;ore by t h e i r 

exertions? Did not t h e i r i n t e r e s t s coincide w i t h tht t of 

England? Did they not thereby bind themselves to the good 

of the ne.tion? The r e s u l t s were i n e.-me me-..sure s a t i s f a c t o r y 

but the means of L chievin^, these r e s u l t s were f a l s e , "oney 

was being regarded as the d i r e c t measure of m&n's worth 

instead o f the reward f o r .lis work. The r e s u l t mi./zt -..•ell 

be to itiake the a s p i r i n g orde..s b e l i . v e tht/t t h e y had no 

"nope o f becomin^- c i t i r ^ e n s , and thus allow them to be swryed 

by arguments i n favour of u n i v e r s a l s u f f r i .,e. 

I f one ellows u n i v e r s a l suf:'erege without f i r : t ensuring 

t h a t i t coincides w i t h men .oof suffrage t .e aim of a t t a i n i n g 

the gree-.test q u a n t i t y of me'nhood or c i t i z e n s h i p re resontt t i o n 

w i l l be subordinated to the second aim of a l l o w i n g the 

greatest nu ber o f o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r expressing each persor's 

views. This would be contrary to the nevture of _-00(-

government. I t \.'Ould r e s u l t i n the establishment o: f :e 

r u l e o f the m a j o r i t y . Anyone v.-'ao could £ way th^votes by 

b r i b e r y or by demagogy would a t t a i n power and thwart the 

l e g i t i m a t e r u l e o f those \ilio form the body of true citi'sens. 

Votes th.-.s cast would hive no value because the true •.•:.ind 

•of the people could not be expressed. The opinions of the 

body as a whole would never be r e f l e c t e d i n the I c g i s l e t i o n 

o f the government. The convictions of the i n t e l l i cnt 
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r n i a o r i t i e s could noc be ttlcen -into account by -'r/az le^xE-

1L t o r s because they woul.t not be able to e l e c t t ^ i e i r 

r c p r e E e n be, i ^ i v e s . 

A mere i a u l t i t u d e w i l l ne\-er be able to represent the 

views o f t h e people. Llaurice does not r e s t r i c t t h e concept 

0 1 a m u l t i t u d e to t h e unlearned r.i<usscs o f fragmented ,:lrsses. 

I t i s not a mc,t;ber o f tne lack of learnin/;. Any multitude 

which accepts t h C ' t e m p o r a r y dorainion of a lecder i s acting; 

c o n t r a r y t o t h e best n a t i o n a l i n t e r e s t s . I f one could 

persuc.de a ii-.ultitude t h a t ther^ ivf s an i n t e i c s c : : , r 6 e t c r 

t h a n i'-s own s e l f i s h n e s s , t h a t i t h?,d a responsible pocLbion 

i n s D c i e t y , a morel obli.-ai;ion, and t h : t i t belon. ed to an 

order, " t h e notions w h i c h i t had adopted i n b l i n d su"/.;.'ssion 

bo some f o . l i s h guide v;ould bo at one renounced or s i l e n t l y 

f o r g o t t e n " . 

i.:aurice l&ys considerable, stress on bhc 'ioncepfc of 

o b l i g a b i o n . Jhis i s the on'.y •js.y i n v j h i h to op os_ the 

dangerous notions of p r i v i l e g e and r i g h t s . I t i s c l e ^ r 

thai; many p b o p l e decline t o use the franchise even ivhe : 

they g e t i t . r h i s i s indeedia sad r e f l e c t i o n o f bhc st. te 

of the land, L., s t a t e which should be corr..cted w'. bhout 

delay, f o r i b ler.ds jusb as much as the w i l l of the r.:ajority 

to the r u l e o f the te:;!porary leader seeking only h i s ovrn 
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i n t e r e s t o . The da'Au-ii'e w i l l no t be repf. Ired b./ Lllo-.vin^; 
•biiG s i x pound I'louseiiolder to vo e, In s t e t d o f res brie bin;; 
the vote t o the ben pouna householder. \Jhs.t bond I s there 
.etween Lien because they :-cy the ssr.e rent to d i f ?ei=c..:t 
landlords? ITone at y l l . f h i s represents no orgo -:.ic un-.t 
I n s o c i e t y . I t l a a rner^ c o l l e c t i o n ox peo; I c who hive 

only one i r r e l e v a n t ft. c t i n co'./!. .on - the size of t::cir rents 
They have no co,.: on i n t e r , s t , no bones of fello-.'shi:-; i n 
an order. Jheir r e n t caniot create any of t;:ose f e e l i n . s 
t h a t make thevu seek repre s e n t a t i o n as a body o f men bound 
i n the coiTi,,iOn i n t e r e s t o f the n t i o n . They may have such 
i n t e r e s t s but i t w i l l be a j^atter of chance vilv'.'Sa ht.s 
n o t h i n _ t o do \TlVa the sise of t h e i r r e n t s . 

I f the numerical ano tae f i n a n c i a l standtrcis a r c not 
acceptable, what i s to be 'Jone? For there i s no doubt ':hat 
men are c l a a o u r i n j J&r the vote. The answer iiiust be to 
sees f o r some s i ^ n t h a t men are forDin,_- themselves i n t o 
organic orders; t h a t tbey ar. c o n t r o l l i n : : t h e i r own c f f a i r s , 
t h a t they ar^. ei.pressinj a c o i i i i i i o n ;iiind. One •'nur-t bev/are 
of makin̂ '̂i concessions to c e r t a i n classes i n order to ":cep 
theiii q u i e t . The duty o f the j;overnment i s to e: tend the • 
vote t o those who are reedy f o r i t , not to t r y to keep a 
noisy class c u i e t . Such a class w i l l only bo suspicious 
of the governiflent' s j o t i v e s anless they are ̂ :ivcn so:;iC r e e l 
say i n li-overnment. I f the i n t e n t i o n i s to enfeeble any 
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class i n order to suf s ^ u r r d the p o s i t i o n o f bhe r u l i c , 

classes bhc rcsulbs can only be disast.ous. I f , hoivever, 

the f r a n c h i s e i s extended to cover a l l prqer orders so bhat 

good govcrni.-.ent mcy be strcn__ thencd, then the govern:j:e.nt 

w i l l wish each class to je as s t r o i ^ as pos"ible so t h r t 

i t s co-'itriuution t ? the nation ^ay be r t i!ts :2^x'.::n::,. 

C e r t a i n classes i n o r i t i s h s o c i e t y of the locOs h f d 

shown thcaselvos t o be proper orders. Included a:.on ''hcse 

were c E r t a i n . c r t s of the r;or:.:in^ c l c s s . The ca- i t e l " sts 

i n i n d u s t r y had the vobe snd t h i s was proper sin.ie chcy hrd 

becoLie a r e a l pov.\:r i n the I m d . Our country i s dependent 

on industry- but i.adustr/ i s ..o r. composed s o l e l y o" cap ", b a l i s t s , 

The v/ork'jen ';ei-e sho J.n t h a t t-icy too -..'crc. o,n orde w i t h 

a mind o f i .;s own. fhey h-jC sho'..n the t feature above c l l • 

which was r ^ o u i i ^ e d o.-[ c i t i z e n s , a f e e l i n g Of clon i n to 

the n a t i o n CUK; o f Licking z d i s t i n c t i v e c o n t r i b u t i o n to 

i l a c l o n a l l i f e , fhey h. d organised themselves i r t o coo; e r a t i y e 

a s s o c i a t i o n s ; they formed t>ic Tolunteer Corps f o r t h : 

p r o t e c t i o n o f the -jounbry. They h; d shcn d i s c i p l i n e r i d 

the bonds o f f e l l o w s h i p . They therefore were- rzcCj o 

receive bhc po.'er and t l i e o b l i g a t i o n t o vote. 

IJi.i-i'ico tu ns h i s i - t t e . f.on i n tht: l ; x t pcjcc o " the 

"/iepresentat'.on and the. I d u c a t i o n of thv. People" to bhe 

problem o f clashin,^; inter:.sts i n t h e I'.oiise o f CO:.! ions, I t 

i s t r u e t h a t i f various orders sre represented there they 
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may only s t r i v e f o r the i n t e r e s t s of t h e i r own j r o u p . Any 
l e ^ ^ i s l a t i o n which r e s u l t s f r o a suc'a clashes m e t be o f the 
sEiiie nature as the r u l e of the j o r i t y . .But he cltcims 
t h i s i s not n e c e s s a r i l y the r e s u l t o f representation of 
various orders;. : . I f £11 classes are represnted w i l l i t not 
be the case t h a t a b e t t e r understanding- of the problems of 
each and a c l e a r e r ;jrasp of t h e i n t e r e s t s o f t h e nc t i c n L.S 
a hole w i l l r ' , ; S u l t . The workers w i l l not be i n a prep-
onderence but they w i l l have a f a i r hearin;:;. Tbc previous 
t h i r t y years' experience had shown ^^reat-nctional benefice 
frOiU the r e p r e s e n t a t i o n o f t h : - n\Oxlc classes. Coulc the 
next t h i r t y years not show an even ^ ' r c r ter i/.proveir.e^t by 
i n t r o d u c t i o n of tVie v/orkin c l r s s representatives? .iS t h e 
i n d u s t r i a l anc l a n d l o r d clrsses hac co!:2c-: to a b e t t e r L i n d c r -

siaMinc; could not the whole n a t i o n be b r o u j h t together? 
I f the best .acn o f the 'wOrkin clesses were roTDrceei;ted i n 
^j,overni'iient t " . i c i : . order v;oulc be f u r t h e r educated s o t h a t they 
woulc Liiore a n d iiiore seek the n a t i o n a l r a t h e r t h i n t : . c i r 

own i n t e r e s t s . 
i.^aurice r e v e r t s to h i s • r^uuent that :ianhood ehoulc 

f i r s t be rcpiresented; h a t o n l y t ,ose w'.o represent a;: order 
o f s o c i e t y shoulr ,jO/ern. Only a f t e r t h i s has been a t t r Ined 
should u n i v e r s a l represent;.tion becoije the r u l e . Only when 

a l l the o r d e i E arc c l e a r l y enc": unLiisbekably reco n i c a b l e , 
when no .fratjments are l e f c w i l l there be a , cn-j.'.nc u n i v e r e . 1 
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f r a n c u i s e . Does t i i s t h e n .::oin t h r t the i n ' i v ' d u L l i : not 

t o be r e p r e s e n t e d ? Or the t f i e o}.'.nion o f e s-ocicty i s o f 

more v/orth t h . n the o p i n i o n o f en i n d i v i d u a l ? To r ' a u i i c e , 

t h i s was s k i n g the wron... q u e s t i o n . I t ̂ .t/rked back t o 

i n d i v i d u a l ri^_;.hts w . i c h he coulc not acc e p t . I t ̂ ug, e s t s 

t h a t the i n d i . ' . d u a l can e x i s t a p a r t froT. - i s s o c i e t y . 

Per'iaps t h i s g i v e s us a oluc t o Maurice's b e l i e f i n o r d c i s . 

There i s a s o r t o f i n t e r a c t i o n bet'.een the i n d i v i d u a l r.nd 

h i s s o c i e t y . ITo man cca a t t c i n t h e f u l l s t a t u r e o f h i s 

i n d i v i d u a l d i n i t y as a man except i n h i s s o c i e t y . UHe 

i s luost o f an i n d i v i d u a l '.;hen he i s iio.^t i n a s s o c i i - t i o n end 

comiuunion w i t h o t h e r men, --/hen he f e e l s most h i s de;.ende.:ce 

upon them snd h i s o b l i g a t i o n s to them." Therefore ro t h e t 

each iiian ::.ay a t t a i n es •nuch £s s s i b l e o f h i s i n f i T L d U L l 

manhood, i a u r i o e v.'ould eeek r e p r e s e n t : t i o n o f h i s -lOcieiy 

i n t h e l e ^ . i s l i . . t u r e . 

Democracy t h e n de,encs upon uen -.vorkin.^ i n zocxe'rrj 

f o r s o c i e t y ' s b e n e f i t . The ^.reatest good f o r the i i d i v i . ' u r l 

i s connec ed w i t h t h e j , r e a t e s t good f o r t h e s t a t e but i t 

would appecr t h a t the whole r e a l l y i s g r e a t e r than the cue 

o f i t s p r r t s . 



(179) 

CHAPTS5 5 . 

GHRISTlAiT SOCIAIISL: 

C h r i s t i a n Socialism v̂ as a p r o t e s t aj,ainst the effect? 
of the excessive competition of nineteenth century c a p i t a l i s m . 
I t took the form of settine; up associations of workmen, 
lendin:^^- them s u f f i c i e n t c a p i t a l to s t a r t up i n business f o r 
themselves and a l l o w i n g the middle class C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t s 
only the pa r t of advisors. The movement had got wel l under 
way by 1850 but was to come to a h a l t some s i x years l a t e r , 
f o r several reasons. ITot the l e a s t o f these was the decision 
by the government to r^use t o grant l e g a l p r o t e c t i o n f o r 
the funds of the Associations, or t o allow them the p r o t e c t i o n 
of the F r i e n d l y S o c i e t i e s . .Despite the support of J. S. ; : i l l ' s 
evidence before the Slaney Committee and the request by the 
President o f the Board of Tr&de to Xudlov/ to provide i n f o r m a t i o n , 
t h e 7,'hig Government took no steps to help t h e m o v e j J c a t . K I n 
a l l t h i s work Maurice, however, was th.". provider of i n t e l l e c t u a l 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n r a t h e r -frian the l e t d e r of men. I n the end he 
i n s i s t e d on g i v i n g up the work of the C h r i s t i a n S o c i f l i s t 
movement t o the care of Executive Committee of t h e Cooperative 
Conference while he turned to the ^education of the woikers 
i n the ;Vorking Lien's Colle^ie. nevertheless much of v/hat 

s See " 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 1848-54" 
by Torben Christensen, U n i v e r s i t e t s f o r laget I Aarhus, 19&2 
and l i f e V o l . I I p.p. 52,55, and 119-121. 
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liaurice wrote i n t h i s e r i o d remains the o n l / p o s i t i v e w r i t i n g 

on t'cie p r i n c i p l e s o f C h r i s t i a n Socialism. 

COOPSRATIOh, COliPETITION AIID GAFITALISK 

2v^aurice was not merely a U t o p i a n v i s i o n a r y . I n h i s 

eyes Society was not to be made pe r f e c t as som.e f u t u r e dcte. 

There already was i n society a Divine Order which was being 

attacked by forces of dissension. " I f I ever do c?ny g o o d 

work i.t must be i n the way I have i.adicated, by • r o c l a i n i n g 

s o c i e t y and huaanity to be d i v i n e r e a l i t i e s as they stand, 

n j t as the^j^ may become and by c a l l i n g upon p r i e s t - , rCin^s, 

prophets o f t h e world to answer f o r t h e i r s i . i 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 

Grod, who has established them i n Ch r i s t f o r His C-lory."(l) 

I n t . i i s pass, ge Maurice reveals h i s r e a l aim f n C h r i s t i a n 

Socialism. He had no i n t e n t i o n of r e - c f e a t i n g society 

according t o a new p o l i t i c a l scheme. Above a l l he h&C no 

desire t o create a s t a t e r u l e d by t h e wo.rking classes. 

Nojp would he acce,. t the i d e n t i t y of Socialism and De ocracy, 

as we have s en i n the preceding chapter. To do so wa? to 

go ag;-.inst the d i v i n e order of Society i n which the Monarchy 

and the A r i s t o c r a c y represented the r u l e o f the " s p i r i t u a l " 

over the a.nimal aspects of •{BU. They are "those i n wbom there 

i s most of .liumanity. They f u r n i s h t h e r u l e s and standards, 

(1) L i f e . Vol.11 p. 137. 
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not the exceptions. European A r i s t o c r a c y i s founded on 
t h i s p r i n c i p l e . " :vaurice's Icealism i s w e l l i l l u s t r a t e d 
i n t h i s po.int of view. The a r i s t o c r a c y as i t e x i s t s at any 
time may w e l l f a l l short o f t h i s but there i s no doubt i n 
hi s mind thac what i t enshrines i s an important p r i ? c i p l e 
which must not be forsaken f o r any m&n-m.ade p o l i t i c a l 
c o n s t i t u t i o n v/hich supplanted i t by the r u l e o f the masses. 
V/hat was required was the r a i s i n g up of the whole nation i n t o 
a scheme of cooperative e n t e r p r i s e which could combat the 
d e s t r u c t i v e .forces of competition. I t was on the ; r i n c i T } l e 
o f CO operatic , and on t h a t p r i n c i p l e clone, t h a t C h r i s t i a n 
s o c i a l i s m was to be founded. 

I n order to develop any t r u e Socialism, n a i o n s require 
an order o f s o c i a l l i f e . T.iis order can not oe achieved 
by the-total c o n t r o l of one section of the commu-ni ty. by a:oother. 
I t r e q u i r e s a coope..;'ative understanding o f -the needs of a l l 
p a r t s o f t h e community. One could not deny t h a t there were 
important d i v i s i o n s w i t h i n s o c i e t y but the d i v i s i o n s d i d 
not n e c e s s a r i l y separate -men from each other. Rather, 
they represented d i f f e r e n t f u n c t i o n s " i n Society. I n rny 
r e a l s o c i e t y C-od had given men s p e c i a l c a l l i n g s . Only by 
a t t e n d i n g to these could me'n st.rve Sod, Society, a'lad themsel'ves 

i n the -most e f f i c i e n t ay. I n .";aurice's use. Socialism 
was an extension o f the e x i s t i n g Social order as shown by 
English h i s t o r y . I t would r e s u l t , not i n the replacement of 
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the Monarchy and trie A r i s t o c r a c y by an a l l powerful p r o l e t e r i a t 
but would derive from an exte.ision of the r u l i n g powers o f 
these two former bodies to include as many o f the working 
classes as were f i t to r u l e . G-cnerations of experience 
had shown the Monarchy and the A r i s t o c r a c y to be able to 
govern. To abolish t h i s r i c h h eritage wo.Id be f o l l y . Indeed 
i n doing so the workin_ classes would be s^iowi-i.-, t h a t they 
had not ;7et reached a m a t u r i t y which would j u s t i f y p o l i t i c a l 
power being placed i n tL i e i r hands. 

I n s p i t e of his self-appointed t i t l e o f S o c i a l i s t , the^, 
there was as we have already seen, much i n Maurice th a t was 
conservative. The p o l i t i c a l power of t h e r u l i n g classes 
was not t h e i r s as o. r e s u l t o f any foria of con t r a c t . I t was 
pa r t of t h e i r natura/i r i g h t , as decreed by the Divine ordering 
of s o c i e t y . I t f o l l o w s from t h i s t h a t he d i d not rega-d the 
workin,^, classes as having any " r i g h t s " to gove.. n bhe...selves -
and c e r t a x . l y none t o d i c t a t e t t h e i r n a t u r a l r u l e r s . "Treat 
the sovereign and the a:.istocracy as not intended to r u l e 
and guide the land - and I entlci;,ate nothin_ but ali.ost 
accursed sacerdotal r u l e or a m i l i t a r y despotism, wi t h the 
great body of the popul a t i o n , i n eithe.-. case, morally, 
p o l i t i c a l l y , p h y s i c a l l y ser.fs, more then they are at resent 
or ever have been."(2i) I f Maurice '..'as prepared t o ieoect 
(2) l i f e ^fol I I . p. 129. 
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revolutionav y o"ve throw o f the t i a d i t i o n a l iirms o f government 
as a major p a r t of s o c i a l i s t p o l i c y , , he 'was at the same time 
not prepared to accept the status quo as e n t i r e l y s a t i s f a c t o r y . 
There i s m.ore to society than a series of orders f o r ever 
i^alanced and counter balanced w i t h each other. The -need f o r 
balances o f power only e x i s t s i f 'the powers are i n opposition 
to each othc_. Society i s h e l d together, however, not by 
opposing forces seeking to c o n t r o l each other, but by the 
force o f cooperation tarou.:.h which -men seek to become ir.enbe::s 
o f a p o l i t i c a l and s o c i a l organisation which can meet t h e i r 
need f o r f e l l o w s l i i p . 

At the r o o t o f a l l s o c i a l s t r u c t u r e s i s to be found 
man's desire f o i com;.ion work and com...on worship w i t h h i s 
f e l l o w s . This ^.^ives r i s e to the need f o r s o c i a l r e l s t i o ' i s i p s , 
w...ich ax-e o r i g i n a l l y met i n the fE/dilyand bu/ild up i:'ito the 
n a t i o n or s t a t e , where the p o l i t i c a l nature of m.an exerts 
i t s e l f . The forces waich hold ccimunities together are not 
those based on the s e l f i n t e r s t of the i n . i v i d u a l raem' e:. f , 
but are the sense of community s p i r i t , o f belongin-- to the 
group, of needing :.he gro p i n ..rder to reach the f u l l 
p o t e n t i a l o f one's i n d i v i d u a l i t y . V/ithout a sense of 

f e l l o w s h i p any s o c i e t y i s bound to be e i t h e r unstable or else 
under the domination of some man or group of men, who seek 
power f o r t h e i r own g l o r i f i c a :ion.. I n such a case there w i l l 
c e r t a i n l y be a tendency towards r e v o l u t i o n , mainly because 
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the s o c i e t y w i l l nob be dyna;Tiic. I t w i l l contain no eloiiients 

w i t h i n i t which can look forv/ard t o the awalcenlng o f p o l ' t i c a l 

ideas, and the only purpose of cooperating i n such a s t a t e 

would be to overtarow the despot. 

The moral codes, on which s o c i a l l i f e i s based, are 

f i r m l y held and not e a s i l y destroyed. They represent the 

love of God f o r men. This love i s f o r a l l men, not only 

f o r the e l e c t . I t i s shown by the revealed and n a t u r a l 

r e l i g i o n which i s found i n the 3 i b l e and i n the creeds. 

Maurice d i d not regard r e v e l a t i o n as opposed t o nature. 

Revelation was the .rocess by which 'j-od sho ved men how they 

should behave. I t was most important f o r man t h a t he should 

r e a l i s e the lessons which Sod was teaching him - e s p e c i a l l y 

the basic lesson of f e l l o w s h i p as i l l u s t r a t e d by the l i f e of 

C h r i s t . Fellowhip between a l l men was the most iraport-nt 

element of Maurice's Socialism. But i t meant the : past 

fonns of f e l l o w s h i p , of cooperating f o r the n a t i o n a l good 

should not be r e j e c t e d i n favour of so:^e new system. I t 

i s the u n d e r l y i n g philosophy of l i f e r a t h e r than the s.ystem 

of government which, f o r Maurice, must be s o c i a l i s t . 7/here 

these moral codes are upheld by e x i s t i n g i n s t i t u t i o n s then 

the i n s t i t u t i o n s must be safeguarded, not f o r t h e i r own S c k e s 

but f o r what they stand f o r . 

The mystique which Maurice attaches to the dynamic 

nature of s o c i e t y derives from h i s Romantic a t t i t u d e s tow&rds 
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p o l i t i c a l l i f e . This he has acceited to a very large extent 
from S. T.Coleridge f o r whose work he had as we have seen, 
a very high regard. I n some mecsure, however, he f i n d s 
c o n f i r m a t i o n of h i s own ideas by d i r e c t reference to the 
German w r i t e r s ' themselves. Lessing see:..s to be favourably 
regarded by Liaurice. I n p a r t i c u l a r Ilaurice appoves o f the 
Germ.an w r i t e r ^ s acceptance of -the mystery o f Society. 
R e f e r r i n g t o Lessi ig's Dialogues of, Freemasonry, haurice 
wrote "The hin-fc.s they contj i n are even more valuable f o r 
our own ( s o c i e t y ) , ' " h i l s t he sets f o r t h the grendeur and 
preciousness of c i v i c l i f e ; w h i l s t he shows t h a t i t s necessary 
l i m i t a t i o n s , and the s t r i f e s between natio;is, demand some­
t h i n g deeper and more u n i v e r s a l than i t s e l f , w h i l s t he maJces 
us f e e l that t h i s deeper and more uni v e r s a l t r u t h must be 
must be a SOCIETY and a lTSTIiRY; w h i l s t he proves th a t i t 
can not be expressed or described i n words - t h a t i t s power 
mast be manifested i n acts - t h a t i t s power has been so 
m.anifested i n a l l periods. Lessing leads us i n t o one-of 
the profoundest problems of p o l i t i c a l l i f e , i n t o the problem 
of i t . " ( 5 ) This b e l i e f that p o l i t i c e l l i f e has to be experienced 
to be understood and above a l l t h a t Gtod was i l l u s t r r . t i n g 
His W i l l f o r s o c i e t y to-men i n every period of h i s t o r y i s 
fundamental to Maurice's Socialism. ^I'hat he sought '̂as 
not the establishment o f a p a r t i c u l a r form of p o l i t i c a l 
s t r u c t u r e but the development of e x i s t i n g I n s t i t u t i o n s to 

^. D. [Jaurice, Iiloral & Metaphysical Philosophy. Vol.11 
p. 616V» London. 1S86. 
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take cognisance of new p o l i t i c a l f a c t s . The source of 
C h r i s t i a n Socialism i s t o be discovered i n Sod's gradual 
u n f o l d i n g o f His m y s t i c a l design f o r human so c i e t y , '."hat 
t h i s -.7111 i s man can l e a r n p a r t l y by l o o k i n g at h i s t o r y . 
The Old Testament, i n p a r t i c u l a r , i l l u s t r a t e s t h i s p o i n t . 
The Hebrew n a t i o n had been chosen by God to lead a l l men 
i n t o righteousness. But man has t o search f o r h'.s r e v e l a t i o n s . 
The purposes o f the philosopher, as indeed Maurice regarded 
the purpose f o r h i m s e l f , was to d i g i n t o the grounds upon 
which s o c i e t y r e s t s , t o understand, not t o b u i l d , super­
s t r u c t u r e s . A l l Maurice's researches i n t o t h i s aspect o f 
philosophy seem to lead him to the same concl sion - tha t 
there was a consistent theme hold i n g human society together, 
i n m a r j r d i f f e r e n t form.s. This theme was tha t cooperation 
was the f o r c e which alone could bind s o c i a l orders to ether 
despite economic or class d i f f e r e n c e . I t was the only source 
of r e a l c i v i c l i f e . 

Maurice, w r i t i n g to Ludlow makes an Im-goTt&rit issue 
out o f the problem of searching f ) r the im.portant aspects 
of human l i f e which le^.d to s o c i a l order. There i s an 
important p o i n t o f method here which he presses home i n the 
l e t t e r . Ma;..rice i s a l l . the time seeking f o r those aspects 
of s o c i e t y which w i l l demonstrate the t r u e nature o.. s o c i a l 
l i f e . He wants to show "s o c i e t y and human nature to be 
d i v i n e r e a l i t i e s , as they stand, not as they ..-ay become."(4-)-

L i f e . Vol.11, p. 138. 
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To remake s o c i e t y according t o , " C h r i s t i a n " teachin . seemed 
to L'.aurice t o suggest -that p e o j l s could vnly enter i n t o 
f e l l o w s h i p by a s c c i a l act of d e d i c a t i o n , whereas he held 
t h a t f e l l o w s h i p was of the very nature of m£n.3€ The 
element o f cooperation which was so important'to -•.surice's 
p o s i t i o n had not entered the world w i t h the coifling of C h r i s t . 
I t had always been th e r e , elthou-h C h r i s t gave m.cn the most 
cle a r a-nd d e c i s i v e i l l u s t r a t i o n o f what :j-od was prepf.red to 
do f o r man, and gi.ve man greater hope t h c t the b e t t e r side, 
which i n some ways :.;aurice regarded as the o r i g i n a l , of 
human nature could and would win the b a t t l e f o r c o n t r o l 
o f hum.anity. 

I n m i d - n i n e t e e i t h century ifaurice Si-w es:,eciclly c l e a r l y 
the f o r c e of competitio?, strivin,,;. f o r c o n t r o l of c i v i l 
l i f e . A r i s i n g from the f i e r c e l y competetive nature o f the 
c a p i t a l i s t s o c i e t y of the ti:.:e, great poverty and accompanying 
miserj'- was the l o t of many workin-. people, e s p e c i a l l y i n 
the l a r g e centres of i n d u s t r y . I t \;as- t h i s misery v/hich 
Llaurice t t t ? eked through the C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t moveme-nt. 

I.Iaurice's att;.:ck on the c a / i t a l i s t system, however, 
•was ...ot mounted s o l e l y because of the e v i l resu'.t w.ich. 
that system produced, he wou'd have r e j e c t e d the system 
on .other grounds. The problem was one of accei'tin;; a 
proper p r i n c i p l e on .i\Ach to jase any society. I t was i n 
f a c t , the b a t t l e between cooperation - representing the 

H See the O r i g i n & H i s t o r y o f C h r i s t i a n Socialism b/ Torben Christensen 
Aarhus 19&2 
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D i v i n e l y appointed order of soc i e t y , and competition -
representing the corrupt s e l f - s e e k i n g nature o f man. One 
CO,.Id see s c ^ e t h i n ^ o f the nature of competitive society 
from r e s u l t s which i t produced. 

A c a r e f u l d i s t i n c t i c i should be made between c a p i t a l i s m 
and what Maurice c a l l e d the competitive p r i n c i p l e . They 
were r e l a t e d i n t h a t c a p i t a l i s m i s based oh the idea of 
competition. I f by c a p i t a l i s m one means the c o n t r o l of 
the f i n a n c i a l resources by a group of people e x p e r t i i 
shuch a c t i v i t i e s as making p r o f i t s w i t h i n the confines o f 
a market system Maurice has no c r i t i c i s m to make. Me accepts 
t h a t the s k i l l s o f the c a p i t a l i s t are necessary under such 
c o n d i t i o n s . ',7hat he objects to i s the c a p i t a l i s t tends.icy 
t o t r e a t h i s -workers as simply one o f the t o o l s of production 
at h i s coi.-mand. Such an a t t i t u d e pays scant r e g r r d to the 
needs and values o f the men v/ho work i n the f a c t o r i e s and 
o f f i c e s . The o b j e c t i o n which Maurice makes to ca p i t a l i s m 
i s t h a t i t forces the fevo sides of the production process 
to compete w i t h each other f o r the rev/ards of i n d u s t r y . 
I n t h i s competition the c a p i t a l i s t by v i r t u e o f h i s c o n t r o l 
o f the fi..iance involved has an u n f a i r advantage and sees 
the r e s u l t s o f a l l labour as h i s " n a t u r a l " reward. As a 
r e s u l t , unnecessary and dangerous com.petition i s engendeired 
i n s o c i e t y . 

Now Maurice's aim was not the overthrow of c a p i t a l i s m 
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by the workers, but the reformation o f the a t t i t u d e s of 
•fche c a p i t a l i s t s • s o t h a t they would accept the p r i n c i p l e o f 
cooperation i n i n d u s t r y between c a p i t a l i s t and worker. He 
recognised and accepted a d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n o f f u n c t i o n between 
the two but hoped f o r a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n of aims, 'jreed a-nd 
e x p l o i t a t i o n he hoped, could be replaced by the aim of 
production f o r the common good. IJaurice aimed h i s a t t a c k , 
as always, not so much at the i n s t i t u t i o n s and organisations 
o f s o c i e t y as at i t s systeins of values. 

The competitive system of mid-Victorian Engla-nd, LDvp-.?.-.-, 
gave r i s e -to s./aptoms which could not be ignored. The 
depression o f wages t o a l e v e l w.ich would not allow men 
the common decencies o f l i f e aroused .".Maurice's '.7r:th, 
because such misery r e s u l t e d i n degradation which ru'..:ed 
the r e l a t i o n betw'eei men as f e l l o w creatures. Production 
o f the goods which are required by a modern community 
re q u i r e s the e f f o r t s of many people. There were, under the 
19th Cfiistury c o n d i t i o n s , many d i f f e r e n t s k i l l s required 
i n i n d u s t r y . These ranged from the -most importa.:t f i n a n c i a l 
s k i l l s of the c a p i t a l i s t to the humblest s k i l l s of the labourer. 
Yet no thing- could be proc uced with-;ut the combined work of 
a l l the people involved. Nevertheless the c a p i t a l i s t 
elements i n i n d u s t r y , i n order to keep the cost.- of production 
as low as possible reduced the wages of the vorker:.- t o a - o i n t 
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where they are abstracting^- ".Crom the ::roducer a l l but a 

s t a r v a t i o n p r i c e f o r h i s labour."(5) The system o f production 

i n the sweated trades vies c r e a t i n g a s i t u a t i o n where the 

whole 01 f a m i l y l i f e was beint"; destroyed by mokin~ a 

man'f3 w i f e and c h i l d thfe most dan;\;erous r i v a l s f o r ".lis avi 

job. The ff.mily i n which :.ien ou^jht to be able to l e a r n the 

ways of c i v i l and s o c i a l l i f e i s ceinr^- strangled by the 

pressure of competition f o r s t a r v a t i o n l e v e l wa^-es. This 

r a i s e d a r)robleK of ,^Teat importance f o r society Ei::ce i t 

was d e s t r o y i n g one of the raost valuable o f i t s own i n s t i t i o a , 

i . e . the f a m i l y . 

THE SOCIAL C-QSPliL 

Laurice •vss disturbed by' the s o c i a l conditions which 

accompanied nineteei-^th century B r i t i s h c a p i t a l i s : ; i . He saw 

t h a t i t was no longer s u f f i c i e n t to r e l y on the consciences 

of high minded i n d i v i d u a l s . Such actions were only s u i t a b l e 

i f the cause o f d i s t r e s s was inherent i n the i n d i v i d u a l . 

They we_e useless i f , as he believed, the cause of distss-s 
l a y , not i n the i n d i v i d u a l but i n the so c i e t y . 
Paupers w^re bein^ cared f o r , as f a r as possible ,:y i i c i v ' d u a l 
acts 01 c h a r i t y , .̂ .ut t h i s was no'.vhert ne r enoujn. I n 
f a c t such i n d i v i d u a l acts of s o c i a l welfare could he.ve 

no e f f e c t s on the pro^jlem at a l l . Because the cause o..' the 

misery was not soraG ptr?.oaal defect i n t h e pauper hiiusolf 

but a serious f a u l t i n the s o c i a l system i n v.'hich the p£.uper 
'5) F. D. I/jaurice. Tracts on C h r i s t i a n Socialism - leri-.ons 

f o r Coo; erf.tin;'^-. p. 11. London 1850 
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had t o e x i s t . Even i f one could r a i s e wages, by the v:ork 

of i n d i v i d u a l welfare v i s i t o r s , one could not exj^ect 

anything else i n the e x i s t i n g c o n d i t i o n but t h a t the increase 

would go such thin-^s as do the poor people more hcrm than 

3'ood. Besides, h e l p i n g -paupers and prisoners v/as a cornpar-

a c i v e l y easy tt.sk. They v/ere u.ider sanctions applied by 

s o c i e t y . I t was very much nore d i f f i c u l t , yet also much 

more to the p o i n t -b help those over whom so c i e t y had no 

immediate c o n t r o l The r e a l answer to the troblera o f jcverty 

could not ce found i n i n d i v i d u a l a c t i o n . I t could only be 

found i n a s o c i a l r e j u v e n a t i o n . The way to solve soci.ety's 

problems v;as by t a c k l i n g theo at t h e i r s o c i a l ^ r o o t s . This 

meant a t t a c k i n g the competitive p r i n c i p l e wherever i t s.pr.eared 

and rej-lacin-r i t by the cooperative s p i r i t . I n sbort, 

altho..:,.=ih Kaurice's Socialism ;7a,s mo_e oonce.ned with people 

than w i t h i n s t i t u t i o n s 'ne d i d not believe t h a t i n d i v i c ' u E l s , 

by t h e i r own ,̂ ood v/orks, could rescue the ;;oor irom t h e i r 

pre.-icament. I n a' Tract f o r C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t s i x u r i c e 

argues h i s case on severe! grounds. I n the f i r s t place i f 

the poor people could be urged t o r/ork n i t l : each other as 

" f r i e n d s and brothe.-£, they nould be more l i k e l y to f e e l 

as f r i e n d s and brothers t o the aenibeis o f a l l classes, 

then while each regcrded the man professing h i s c r t f t as 

a r i v a l and a foe, and a l l remembered who had been the 

instruments i n a\7a";:ening t h i s f e e l i n g . " ( 6 ) I f f o r no other 

(6) P. D. Llaurice. Tracts on C h r i s t i a n Socialism - Reasons f o r 
Cooperating, p.19. london 1850. 
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reason than s e l f preserve.tiori, then i t woulc" be wise of the 
upper clas: es to encourage a b r o t h e r l y f e t l i n A ' i n the 
workers and to allow them to develop i n t o an order i n society 
This could best be done by lend i n g the poor what they had 
most need o f i . e . money, so t h a t they would be able to 
apply i t i n t h e i r own business and repay the loan w i t h 
i n t e r e s t out of t h e i r p r o f i t s . The lend i n g o f money was 
of i n f i n i t e l y greater value than simply j i v i n ^ ' help by 

c h a r i t y . Secondly, i n Laurice's eyes, the j - i v i n g of alms 

was a s e l f - p e r p e t u a t i n g task. T .is i s j j c r t i c u l a r l y brou-^ht 

out i n L'aurice's a t t i t u d e to the way i n which de "ontalembert 

(who i n 1849 came t o power i n Prance alon.. w i t h Louis 

I'Tapoleon. ) t r e a t e d the proD1 ems of poverty and s o c i c - l i G u . 

IJaurice was ...itt e r l y oj^posed to the r i . ^ h t wing p o l i c i e s 

o f the ̂ 'rench m i n i s t e r s . He wrote to J u l i u s Hare, " I c&n 

t h i n k of noi;hin<i more t e r r i b l e than the co!jbina:;io is o f 

Louis ITapoleon, the rep r e s e n t a t i v e of tbe. trium.ph of money 

cind the sword over the law, order and f s i t K , w i t h ::orifeilcmbert 

and the whole p r i e s t p a r t y . (7) H Tlaurice attacked the 

5 Charles Forbes Ren^ de ,I.'ontalem:. e r t - son of an En^.lish 
mother and a French Emigre f a t h e r was born i n London i n 1805 
He "died i n 1870. He was t.e leader of the Roman Catholic a n t i -
s o e i a l i s t p a r t y i n France i n the mid nineteent . century. " I t 
i s necessary t o make war upon t h i s e v i l ( i . e . ) socialism) which 
increases d a i l y , such war as i s perm.it i;ed by the C o n s t i t u t i o n -
by a l l means sanctioned by j u s t i c e , honour and t'le laws which 
govern us." for an account of hi s l i f e see "I^eiaOir of the 
Count de i^ontalembert" by LIrs 01iphant,',7m. Blackwood and Sons, 
Edin. 1872. 

(7) L i f e . Vol.11 p. 97. 
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Romanist p o i n t of view as expressed by de .'[ontsLembert on 

the ground t h a t i t d i d not recognise men as men. "He 
loves the poor as poor; as a means that i s t o say of c a l l i n ; -
f o r t h and e x h i b i t i n g the v i r t u e s , the s e l f s a c r i f i c e , the 
s a i n t s h i p o f the r i c h . Although, t h e r e f o r e , "ammon worship 
i s n a t u r a l l y h a t e f u l to hiui, he must a l l y Hihself to those 
who are possessed by i t , because he sees ohat they, i n 
t h e i r f e a r f o r t h e i r i d o l , arc w i l l i n g to seek help from. 
t r a d i t i o n s i n which they do not b e l i e v e . " ( 8 ) l.^aurice i s 
suggesting t h a t the benevolent c h a r i t y of some Christians i s 
e qually as dam.aging to the r e l a t i o n s h i p e x i s t i n g between 
the poor and the other classes, as i s the s p i r i t of co:.;potition 
i n c a p i t a l i s t England. The reason i s the sa.;>e i n both ceses. 
The c a p i t a l i s t t r e a t s the workers as cogs i n a machine; 
the Catholic t r e a t s thera as a moans o f producing s a i n t l i n e s r ; 
n e i t h e r t r e a t s theji as men. One can not apply remedies 
s u i t a b l e f o r the Age o f C h i v a l r y t o the Age of Industry. j.'he 
problems are mmmeasurably more covaplex. This means not only . 
t h a t there are more peo l o but t h a t t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p i s less 
d i r e c t . I t i s , t h e r e f o r e , useless i n the l o n _ run, t.'o-..;;h i t 
may have short run e . f e c t s , to provide i n d i v i d u a l help f o r 

i n d i v i d u a l people. As we have already noted t h i s i s only 

s a t i s f a c t o r y when the i n d i v i d u a l i s at f a u l t , not when the 
s o c i a l system i s wrong. V/hat i s requ'red i s sonc form of 
(S) P. D. i l a u r i c e . Tracts f o r C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t s I J c l . 

Dialoguobetwecn. Somebody cft^-jJobody. p.9. London 1850 
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assistance as a s o c i a l l e v e l . But Ilaurice and the C h r i s t i a n 
S o c i a l i s t s do not setm to have grasped the f u l l i m p l i c a t i o n s 
of such a p o l i c y . They made no r e a l e f f o r t to change the 
s t r u c t u r e o f s o c i e t y except by advocating the opportunity 
f o r groups o f .workmen t o help them.selves. They could o f f e r 
no s o l u t i o n (but n e i t h e r d i d anybody else f o r about a 
hundred years) to the problem o f s t r u c t u r a l unemplojrment. 

I t would appear t h a t l.Iaurice's version o f socialism'.is 
based on the assumption t h a t a moral o b l i g a t i o n i s s u f f i c i e n t 
to produce fundamental s o c i a l change. Speaking of the 
clash bfetween Capitalism (which he here seems to equate 
w i t h the ownership of pr o p e r t y ) he wrote: "Let i t once be 
seen t h a t property i s connected w i t h order i n the t r u e 
honest sense of the word, t h a t i t does not merely seek 
to preserve i t s e l f but t o preserve the physical and moral 
w e l l - b e i n g of the whole land; then there w i l l be a r c l and 
s o l i d ho-,6 o f r e c o n c i l i a t i o ... I conceive t h a t a demand of 
t h i s k i n d the working classes had a f u l l r i g h t to rarke wlen 
they had f i r s t shown an earnestness to do something f o r 
themselves and t o reform themselves. I conceive th a t the 
owners of property have the mo&t d i r e c t i n t e r e s t i n meeting 
t h i s demand, because the present system of trade i s not 
more d e s t r u c t i v e t o the raoiLlity of the lov.er clas. than 
of the h i g h e r . " ( 9 ) He envis&ged a society i n which the 

(9) F. L. i l a u r i c e . Tracts on C h r i s t i a n Socialisiti Reasons f o r 
Cooperating, p.14..London 1^50. 
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i n s t i t a t i o n s o f Capitalism v.'crc not de:.troyed but were 
given a re;ther d i f . e r e n t f u n c t i o n . There was no necesri-ry 
c o n f l i c t between the C a p i t a l i s t and labour provided both 
accepted t h e i r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to society. :3oth must accept 
as t h e i r goel the welf. re of the whole of s o c i e t y , r;.ther 
than the e x p l o i t a t i o n o f power f o r i n d i v i d u a l or class 
b e n e f i t s . 

The S o c i a l Grospel r e f l e c t s a preoccupation with the 
moxal predicament as i t i s e: pressed i n s o c i a l and p o l i t i c c l 
l i f e . I n e f f e c t t h i s i s represented i n I'.eurice's thojght 
by the p o s i t i o n he c-,ave to the Church i n the s o c i a l O-^der. 
I t i s the f u n c t i o n o f theChurch, as 3.n i n ; t i t u t i o i , to i n s t i l 
a sense of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the wh.le of society i n t o 
i t s mem.bers, and indeed i n t o t i l the inembers of the n t i o n . 
The Church, however, does not t r y to a b o l i s h s o c i a l in;^ M.'rutions 
such as the owner/-.hip o f property. I t only attempts t o 
encourage the use of the power which derives from then i n 
a responsible manner, stressi:.g the in.portance o f co::!nu.nal 
b e n e f i t ovear p r i v a t e gain. I.Iaurice's a t t i t u d e towerdF Church 
and State may be seen i n a l e t t e r w r i t t e n to Ludlow i n 1849. 
"The State, I th.lnk, can not be Com.munist; never - . " i l l be; 
never ought to be. I t i s by nature anc law Conservetive of 
i n d i v i d u a l r i g h t s ; i n d l v i d u t l possessions. To uphold tliem 
i t :..ay be co...pelled ( i t m.ust be) to recognise another 
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princ.Lple then t h a t of i n d i v i d u a l r i j h t c end pz-o^crty; 

but only by accident; only by going put of i t s or.n sphere, 

as i t so r i g u t l y d i d i n the case of the fr. c t o r y c h i l d r e n . 

But the Church I hold i s Comhiunist i n p r i n c i p l e ; ConscrvL tvve 

of property avid i n d i v i d u a l r i g h t s only by accident; bound 

t o recognise them but not as i t s own s p e c i a l ..ork, not as 

the c h i e f c o j e c t o f human so c i e t y or existence. I'he un'-on 

of the Church and State, of .Bodies e x i s t i n g f o r opposite 

ends, each necessary to the other, should accom.plis]i the 

f u s i o n o f the p i n c i p l e s o f Communism and property.(10) 

I n t h i s way :"ai::rice r e c o n c i l e s a rospsct f o r the 

ownership of property and a demand f o r Sociali'^m. This i s 

possible because he regards the s t a t e , not as the source 

of coercion on behf.lf o f the economically strong but ?f the 

source of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n between two or more equclly im o r t c n t 

s o c i a l f o r c e s . 

But the s t a t e does not e.""i t i n order to protect any 
s i n g l e i n d i v i d u a l , or, more important, any group or CIESS 
o f people. I t i s there to r.-alise a bslcnce, or a hcrmony 
between them. V,'hen I^gurice i s using the v.ord s t a t e , z.s i n 
hie- l e t t e r t o Ludlow, he i s , o f course r e f e r r i n g t o the 
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l org;:nisation of a n a t i o n . I t i s f:e purpose 
of t h i s o r g a n i s a t i o n t o r L c c h as high a decree of hcrmony 

(10) L i f e . Vol.11, p. 8. 
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as p o s s i b l e . I.:aurice considers the s t a t e as harmonizing 
the forces of s o c i e t y , ao t h a t , f a r from opposing each 
other, they would tend t o move towards a common o b j e c t i v e . 
Thus each of the .any groups or classes which make up a 
community have to be brought i n t o the r e a l i s a t i o n tact what 
they must seek i s not t h e i r own s e c t i o n a l i n t e r e s t , but 
the .interest of the s o c i e t y as a wViole. They w i l l , i n 
f a c t on.L.y' r e a l l y a t t a i n t h e i r own best end, i n so f a r as 
they a t t a i n the best t o t a l end f o r t h e i r s o c i e t y . This 
being so i t also f o l l o w s t h a t the c a p i t a l i s t ought to consider 
the poorer members o f so c i e t y as havin- a share i n the 
prop e r t y of the community. This w i l l r a i s e the poorer 
classes t o the status of a r e a l order. I t w i l l also i;llow 
them to recognise t h a t the., also must consider the t o t a l 
b e n e f i t o f the country and not t h e i r own narrow i n t e r e s t s . 
They should f e e l t h a t they have a stake i n the wealth of 
the n a t i o n so t h a t they can be allowed a share i n the r e a l 
d u t i e s and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s of c i v i l l i f e . This, again, 
develops the theme t h a t the proper'motivati.n f o r society 
i s cooperation and not c j m p e t i t i o n . 

fviaurice goes on to sug .est t h a t property i s favourable 
t o a t r u e order o f s o c i e t y because i t does not seek to 
preserve i t s e l f but aims at the improvement of the physical 
and moral well-b e i n g o f s o c i e t y as a whole. This, he ssys, 
may be the key to a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n between c t p i t a l and labour. 
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The p r i n c i p l e of cooperction seeks to rest o r e a good r v - l a t i o n -

ship between master and servant. Taurice agrees t h c t there 

aro good ms.sters and good servants i n i n d u s t r y . "lut he 

claims t h a t they r.re so, inasmuch as t:iey disooey the 

r u l i n g tendency of c jm; e .J. t i o n . "That doctr'.ne makes i t 

impossible f o r t.^e master to look upon h i s servant except cs 

one who i s wanting wai-,es which he i s not disposed to give, or 

the servant upon the master, except as one who i s o f f e r i n g 

wages upon which he cannot e x i s t . " ( 1 1 ) This, says I.'.aurice, 

destroys any r e a l r e l a t i o n s h i p o7 harmony which could e.~i t 

between them. This i s not t o deny t h a t there a r c differences 

of f u n c t i o n i n i n d u s t r y between labour and c a v i t a l , but i t 

su. -,ests t f i a t i t i s the f u n c t i o n of i n d u s t r y not only to 

make money, but also to irapDve the conditions of l i f e f o r 

a l l members o f the s o c i e t y . 

F. D. LIAU:{IC£ A.:r J. S. I J I L 

Laurice also faced an a t t a c k on Socialism which said 

t h a t Socialism was opposed by the whole h i s t o r y of trade 

and the views of the modern p o l i t i c a l economists. He denied 

the v a l i d i t y of such an attack by p o i n t i n g out t h a t the 

ori-:,in o f trade i n England was to be found i n the a:.:cient 

g u i l d s and corporations of towns. These very bodies came 

i n t o existence because t;-e landowners had misused property. 
(11) F, D. Laurice. Tracts on C h r i s t i a n Socialism. Reasons f o r 

Cooperating, p.7. London 1850. 
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They were oeglnning to regard the land as t h e i r own, to 
be used f o r t h e i r s e l f i s h purposes, f o r g e t t i n g that t ;jey 
had onl., held the land i n fuedal terms from the King, 
i n r e t u r n f o r du^.ies and sevices. The King i n t u r n held 
the land not as the u l t i m a t e p r o p r i e t o r but as the vassal 
of God. I n f a c t , says Maurice, t h i s i s the doctrine o f 
property held by h i s form of Socialism t h a t a l l property 
ownership i s held not t o be absolute but dependent upon 
i t s proper use. The t r a d i n g bodies and the corporations 
which rose up to counteract the lane owners were cooperative 
bodies. Trade t h e r e f o r e hcs i t o:ci._.'n£ not i n c o m p e t i t i o i 
but i n cooperation. 

I n time, however, the t r e e i n g bodies which began £-s 
cooperative e n t e r p r i s e s , became narrow, s e l f i s h end c^oncerned 
only f o r the pretr^ervation of t h e i r own r i , ^ h t s , and p_operty. 
Because o f t h i s i t became apparent t h a t they were r e s t r i c t i n g 
the fr>-edom o f t h e i r f e l l o w s , h t t n i s ._tage the p o l i t i c a l 
economists asserted a demand f o r freedom o f t r r d e . The 
o l d r e s t r i c t i v e ideas should be removed and men allowed 
to take p a r t i n trade who hed p r e v i o u s l y bet,n debarred. 
I n p r i n c i p l e , said :.:aurice, i:his was a good t h i n g because 
i t brought i n t o the p o l i t i c a l and t r a d i n g sphere a group of 
men v/ho were r6:ady and able t o accept the r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s 
i n v o l v e d . 
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U n f o r t u n a t e l y the e a r l y p o l i t i c a l economists had used 
the word competition i n connection w i t h t h e i r demand f o r 
f r e e r t r a d e . .They claimed t h a t men have a " r i g h t " to 
corii^.ete f o r t r a d e , as ..aurice r a t h e r t e s t i l y pointed out, 
"an undoubted r i j h : : , l i k e the r i g h t of a man to cut h'.s 
own t..roat, which must, except i n cer t a i . : C c s e s be cc.:ceded 
to an En.^lishman, but which he mty f i n d i t inconvenie-;t, on 
many accounts, to use."(12) nevertheless, lesser w r i t e r e 
accepted the idea of competition without grasping it?- r e e l 
meaning, u n t i l p o l i t i c a l economy began to be l i t t l e more 
than an advocacy of coLipetition. Taurice, however, has 
s t i l l some regard f o r economics-for he continues h".,- c-uotation 
"•j3ut t h i s miserable m t i o n o f a great science hcs been ;.-.ore 

and more repudiated by a l l the eminent tetchers of i t . 
And t h e most comprehensive and l o ^ . i c a l o f c l l the w r i t e r s 
on the subject i s the one who not only voes not r e p u d l r t e 
cooperation as contemptable but has u t t e r e d some very 
memorable words i n co mendation of i t . " He was, of course 
r e f e r r i n g t o John Stuart K i l l . 

I n h i s Autobiography M i l l wrote,"our i d e a l of u l t i m a t e 
improvements went f a r be.yond democracy and would clasr. us 
decidedLy under the general designation o f Socialism."(13) 
The aim of : . a l l " s s ocialism v/as the increese of hums.: v.'elfare. 

(12) F. D. Llaurice. Tracts on C h r i s t i a n Socialism. Reasons f o r 
Cooperating, p.22. London 1350. 

(13) J. S. M i l l . Autobiography, p. 162. ITew York. 1960. 
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"Poverty, lii^:e most s o c i a l e v i l s e x i s t s beca .se men f o l l o w 

t h e i r brute i n s t i n c t s without due consideration. But so c i e t y 

i s p o s s i b l e , p r e c i s e l y because man i s not necessarily a brute."(14) 

Han, i n f a c t , can help l i r a s e l f ; he can improve h i s own society. 

C e r t a i n l y the complex nineteenth cent.-uTy i n d u s t r i a l s o c i ety 

requires more org a n i s a t i o n than t h a t of the middle ages. 

Two f a c t o r s have to be borne i n mind. One i s t h a t an optim:m 

degree of freedom must be a t t a i n e d . The otaer i s that the 

optijauVii freedom must go along w i t h the "common ownership 

i n the raw m a t e r i a l of the globe and equal p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n 

a l l the b e n e f i t s o f combined la b o . - r . " ( l 5 ) H i l l reco._nised, 

however t h a t t h i s could not be achieved by a sim l e reorgan­

i s a t i o n "V/e saw c l e a r l y t h a t to r..-,nder any such s o c i a l 

t r a n s f o r m a t i o n e i t h e r yjossible or desirable an e q u i v i l c n t 

chan̂ -,e of character must take place both i n the un c u l t i v a t e d 

herd who now compose the lab o u r i n g m.asses, and i n the immense-

m a j o r i t y o f t n e i r employers."(16) H i l l was therefore very 

close to Haurice i n some of h i s p o l i t i c a l t h i n k i n g . He 

recognised the value o f sue., a c t i v i t i e s as the coopers, t i v e 

•movement not only because i t helped the "'labourin;; masses" i n 

t h e i r misery but also f o r t e i r a c t i v i t i e s by the workin; 

classes - a p o i n t o f view s i m i l a r to t h a t held b, Haurice. 

For I.iaurice i t was only i n such a c t i v i t i e s as organising 
(14) J . S . I J i l l . P r i n c i p l e s of P o l i t i c a l Economy. Vol.1 p.456. 
(15) J . S . H i l l . Autobiography, p. 162. N . I . 1944. London 1871. 

(16) J . S . I a i n . Autobiography, p. 162. I\T.Y. 1944. 
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cooperative e f f o r t s t h a t the workers could cease to be 
i n d i v i d u a l s at war w i t h each other and w i t h other classes 
and could become a dynamic u n i t o f s o c i e t y , w i t h the r i g h t 
to some say i n c i v i l l i f e . 

At the same time L i l l also thought t h a t one of the 
causes o f the e x i s t i n g s t a t e of a f f a i r s , i n the middle of 
the nineteenth century, was the lack of op p o r t u n i t y f o r unpaid 
p u b l i c s e r v i c e . This .nave r i s e to a great emphasis on 
s e l f i s h n e s s , which was i l l u s t r a t e d i n the lack of i n t e r e s t 
i n the p u b l i c good compared w i t h the vast amount of energy 
employed .in the a c q u i s i t i o n of p r i v a t e wealth. I n f a c t t h i s • 
was not t o be wondered at since the whole i n s t i t u t i o n a l organ­
i s t tiO;i was based on p r i v a t e gain. A change o f heart accom---
anied by a change of i n s t i t u t i o n s v;ould be required to e f f e c t 
a r e a l improvement i n s o c i a l welfare. 

The change of heart T i i l l also would have regarded as 
r e q u i r i n g a change i n the r c . l i ~ i o u s , mors.1 and i n t e l l e c t u a l 
c limate of p u b l i c opinion. "The o l d opinions i n r c l i ; ; i o n , 
morals and p o l i t i c s , are so much d i s c r e d i t e d i n the more 
i n t e l l e c t u a l minds as to have l o s t the greater part of t h e i r 
e f f i c a c y f o r good, while the, s t i l l have enough I ' f e i n them 
to be a powerful obstacle to the :,rowing up of better opinions 
on these subjects."(17) This i s the p o i n t at which i c u r i c e 
would have to part company w i t h : : i l l . i . : i l l ' s socialism was 

(17) J. S. K i l l . Autobiography, p. 167. New York 1944. 
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a matter o f arranging necesssry s o c i a l organisations and 
educating the people to understand what i t was a l l about. 
Maurice's was a necessary inference from the acceptance of 
C h r i s t i a n i t y . i V i l l ' s s o c i alism was a product o f the nineteenth 
century, i'laurice's b e l i e f i n socialism was not. "The p r i n c i p l e 
co>:uaends i t s e l f to us, not as a new one but as one of the 
oldest i n the h i s t o r y o f the world. I f we Viave leerned i t 
anywhere but i n the ]3ible i t i s from our English history 
and English C o n s t i t u t i o n . " ( 1 8 ) I-Iot only i s socialism necessary 
to combat the e v i l s of nineteenth century i-ngland; i t has 
always been so. i l i l l speaks of man being more that brute; 
Laurice would agr'...e. The nature of man i s such th a t ',;hen 
he i s being t r u e to himself he needs the f e l l o w s h i p o f 
of other men. This ap l i e s t o s l l parts of l i f e , econoe-ic 
as w e l l as s o c i a l . V.'hen mnn, however, ignores his true r.elf 
he i n e v i t a b l y ends up i n c o n f l i c t , s e l f aj.randisement and 
competition, r h i s produces mise_y f o r most I f not a l l men. 
A l l t h a t s o c i a l i s m i s doing, Haurice would claim, i s g e t t i n g 
back t o o r i g i n a l righteousness. The i n d i v i d u a l i s m of the 
nineteenth century may w e l l have corrupted C h r i s t i a n i t y ; 
i t d i d not i n v a l i d a t e i t . What Haurice was seeking was not 
a "new o p i n i o n i n r e l i g i o n morals, and p o l i t i c s " , as H i l l 
demanded but a r e t u r n t o the o r i g i n a l &os;;;el of C h r i s t i a n i t y . 
I t i s the nature of h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of t h i s . C-ospel -..'hich 
m.akes Haurice a S o c i a l i s t . 

(18) F. L. Haurice. Tracts .on C h r i s t i a n Socialdssm, Seasons f o r 
Cooperating, p.7. London 1850. 
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THL ITATUaE OJ SCGIALISI.: 
;,;aurice had to face the c r i t i c i s m t h a t what he was 

advocatin.g was not socialism at a l l and t h a t r e a l s o c i a l i s t s 

would r e j e c t h i s ideas. The f i r s t c r i t i c i s m which he had to 

face WLs t h a t there i s no connection between C h r i s t i a n i t y and 

Socialism. Laurice's answer v?as t h a t what the s o c i a l i s t 

r e j e c t , and what m.ahy Ch r i s t i a n s seem to believe, i s not 

Christianit.^.: a t a l l . nevertheless there i s a sound C h r i s t i a n i t y 

which i s not the r e s u l t of the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Christ's 

words by Maurice, or any othe theologian. I t i s t h i s sound 

C h r i s t i a n i t y w.iich i s the source of I-xurice's Socialism. 

I t i s sound because i t i s the t r u t h about the r e l a t i o n "jetwecn 

G-od and IJauC and between I.'.an and man. 

C h r i s t i a n i t y can be f a l s i f i e d i n a numi^er o f wa.ys. I n 

the f i i s t place i t can be i n t e r p r e t e d f o r s e l f i s . ends. Hen 

can claim t h a t t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s the only, 

the t r u e i n t e r _ r e t a t i o n . The r e s u l t o f t h i s i s to produce 

d i v i s i o n s betwe.n m-en. I.Iaurice an.alyzed four movements to 
show the problems which r r i s e . The Evangelical Union ..in 
not be a body f o r accepting a l l men, not even a l l C h r i e t i a n s , 
i n t o u n i t y . I t i s too exclusive. I t demands a p a r t i c u a l r 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o i i of s c r i p t u r e . I n f a c t , though i t t r i e s to 
produce ,a b e t t e r s t a t e w i t h i n the Church, i t r e s u l t s only i n 
narrow sec t i o n a l i s m . The Union has no organic l i f e of i t s own. 
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no connection w i t h the past, no Divine c a l l i n g . 'I'hat then 
of the middle way. The Church Hovement t r i e s t h i s path but 
also f i n d s d i f f i c u l t i e s . Hen u n i t e i n i t not as men, not 
even as Churchm.en but as m̂ cn w i t h a p£;rticular common view 
of the Church. Within e\en such a wide body as the Church 
of England, then, there are dif f e r e n c e s of what C h r i s t i a n i t y 
means. As f o r the Soman Catholic Church i t i s Universal 
i n the sense o f being greater than any one n a t i o n . But i t 
i s exclusive o f a l l who do not accept i t s views. ',7hat then 
of the Humanists. Are not they too exclusive? They have as 
much b i c k e r i n g and excum.munication as any Church. I f there 
are such f l a g r a n t uses o f the (Tospel f o r purely perE.onal 
reasons w i t h i n the Church, i t i s no wonder t h a t outside the 
realms o f theolo,-;y men have i n t e r p r e t e d the Gospels t o s u i t 
t h e i r own s e l f i s h ends. 

Secondly C h r i s t i a n i t y ccn be f a l s i f i e d by being i n t e r p r e t e d 
as a p u r e l y personal r e l i g i o n , concerned only w i t h the i n d i v i d u a l ' s 
need t o save h i s own so u l . GrOd can be so e: eluded by men 
from any t h i n g else t h a t they f a i l t o see the connection 
between God and the whole order of soc i e t y . One man can so 
use God t h a t he can not recognise the needs o f hi s fellowt . 
Hot only i s t h i s so but the r e s u l t of such a t t i t u d e s i s to 
completely miss the most important part of the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h 
"Peaceful cooperation, a livin,.;. brotherhood of fellow-workers 
demands the r e c o g n i t i o n of a great elder brother, who i s one 
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w i t h t h a t i n v i s i b l e l o r d , and one w i t h h i s creature and 
servant, A brotherhood to be r e a l desiands a father.- There­
fo r e i t i s t h a t we speak of C h r i s t i a n Socialism."(19) 3y 
concentrating; too h e a v i l y on personal s a l v e t i o n one can miss 
what could be c a l l e d the s o c i a l gospel, but i^hat f o r Ilaurice 
was simply The CJospel. 

•Thirdly, men c t n make C h r i s t i a n i t y i n t o a scheme of 
c o i i i p e t i t i o n . I t can be so i n t e r p r e t e d t h a t , f o r example, 
success i n business mav be re^;srded as a s ign of ̂ od's favour. 
I n t h i s case the Glospel i s ag. i n being- deprived o f i t s f u l l 
value. Crod i s concerned not only w i t h the thin^js of hef..ven, 
i t i£: t r u e , but n e i t h e r can i t be said t h c t "od's rrsr/ards 
are t o be i n t e r p r e t e d by the success v/ii;h w!.iich a xan collecbs 
wealth, e s p e c i a l l y i f i t i s c o l l e c t e d a t the e:::;ense o? h i s 
fello v / men. I n 'cliis case co.i.pei-ition between sen i s thou, ht 
to be t"he t r u e p r i n c i p l e i n Society and i n r e l i g i o n . 

As a r e s u l t of t h i s conception o f C h r i s t i a n i t y by r-hich 
ii: becomes a support o f the coiripe h i t i v e systeri! Lien becoue 
confused. I n f a c t competition revresents s e l f i s h r i v a l r y . 
C h r i s t i a n i t y represents the love of man f o r jod and f o r h i s 
f e l l o w men. Yet, these two o.posice points o f view htve 
become i n d e n t i f i e d f o r the coiamon man. The S o c i a l i s t belie-'es 
t h a i since compe b i t i o n and Chric. c i a n i t y sre i d e n t i f i e d , i f 
one perishes the other must perish also. The S o c i a l i s t s 

(19) F. D. hiaurice. V/hat has Soci<alism to do wi t h Bartism? 
p. 1. London 1850. 
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t h e r e f o r e look upon Christi£.iiifcy t s , at r/orst a b i t c e r cie.zy, 

or st best a useless anacluro.'iisri. The,/ '.vish theri-fore to 

destroy i t . lioi^'ever i f the EociLlis. cs coulc sec the true 

nature o f Ohri. t i a n i t y , v;i Lh ?TOC , clirou^.,,. Uhri-.t of-'erin, c l l 

.en, noi; only b e l i e v l n j C h r i e t i a n s , a 'ino-.vled.r-e o f the best 

form o f s o c i e t y and the; pov/cr t o .ere: te i t , they v.'jul' sice 

vrlth C h r i s t i a n s r a t h e r than o}: osc them. I n f a c t , by dcctroyi:: 

C h r i s t i a n i t y , the S o c i a l i s t s V/OUIL- bo r l a y i u ^ ; i to the hr :"s 

of t h e i r enemies. Jor C h r i ^ t i e n i t y hcs been the one force 

v7h.ich has supported the caute of coo;-, er-E.tion an'.', opposed the 

force o f coi.-ipeti fcion, since the bine of C h r i s t . ITofc only 

so but God, before the Ghri;.-ti:vn era, sho-.ved the yov/er o f 

cooperation to the Jews. He b u i l t up c f s r . i l y f i r s i ; , then 

a ni,tion and f i - . : . d . l l y a Universal s o c i e t y . I n the 131 ble, 

Llaurice claims, are t o be found the signs p o i n t i n g t o a true 

c-ooperatin^' f e l l o w s h i p , and i n the best C h r i s t i a n Societies 

are the l i v i n ^ - examples of Socialis ; : i , the only ones, ;.:oreovcr 

v/hich have proved successful. 

I t could be ar^jued agai : - t ::aurice t h a t the Chrit". !:ian£ 

raay support the fa.'.iily as the basic u n i t o f society. .'3ut 

the S o c i a l i s t s do not ao so. -hey of t e n seeV t o destroy 

f a m i l y l i f e and replace i t w i t h a inore co;rir.ranistic o r ^ m i s a t i o n . 

Maurice's r e p l y I s t h a t the p r i n c i p l e s on i.'hich the f n n i l y i s 

b:.,sed are the ,j,round o f human f e l l o w s h i p . 'Vhebher or noc the 

s o c i a l i s t : , accept the fa"::iily as a u n i t they base t h e i r eoci.ety 
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on the sa;ne p r i n c i p l e s . Gooperr.tive e n t e r p r i s e i n support 

of one's f e l l o w mcja, the replacing- of s e l f i n t e r e s t by the 

i n t e r e s t of the whole community; chese are the common .jround 

of Socialism and C h r i E t l a n i t y . :'oreover, sa.;''S -'aurice, Owen, 

Fourier and Louis Blanc ggree w i t h C h r i s t i a n i t y t h a t competition 

i s d i v i s i v e breaking- Society i n t o inconsiste.it u n i t s . Ihey 

are seeking- some or er i n society which w i l l op.,.ose the tc :c ency 

towards s e l f - w i l l , So are the C h r i s t i a n s . 

I t i s at t h i s p o i n t t h a t r.aurice s£w h i s most- fundE . i.enttl 

difie.:-eace w i t h the S o c i a l i s t s . The s o c i a l i s t s hope to be 

able to create such an order of society thac the cooperative 

p r i n c i p l e w i l l be encouraged and the competitive one abol'shed. 

They work on the p r i n c i p l e t h a t a chan^:e i n environment w i l l 

r e s u l t i n a change i n a t t i t u d e . V/hat they t h e r e f o r e seek to 

do i s to recreate s o c i e t y by des t r o / i n g a l l the i n s t i t u t i o n s 

which have, i n the p i s t , prevented workin.^; men from attainin.;;,' 

bo t ; i e i r f u l l s o c i a l , economic and p o l i t - c a l r i ^ ; h t s . They 

regK.rded man as what -laurice c a l l s "the c.i:es,ture of c ..rcumstances. 

::an i s what he i s because of the circumstances i n which he 

l i v e s and works. There have been many attempts to create 

communist s o c i e t i e s by rearranging the circumstances i n w'lich 

pople e x i s t . Robert 0',',5i-'s v i l l a g e s of cooperation, Fourier's 

"Phalanx", the s t a t e socialism of Louis '3lB:ac, a l l have the 

same end, to crec-.,te' a cooperative s o c i a l i s t type of society''. 

They also use the sam.e basic method - a change i . i the s t r u c t u r e 
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of e x i s t i n ^ s o c i e t y which would cause a chan^,e' fro;-.i the 
competitive t o the cooperative system'. I7hile "aurice agreed 
w i t h the aims o f such s o c i a l i s t s - he f e l t t h a t t'ley could not 
be achieved by the methods proposed, i--^ chan;je of a t t i t u d e 
could not be c=;used by an a l t e r a t i o n o f p h y s i c a l and s o c i c l 
environment. Tae root problerj of society was deeper than 
the wretched circu.„stances i n which some men l i v e d . These 
circumstt>nces were symptomatic o f a s o c i a l malaise, out 
a b o l i s h i n g Jhe sjnnptoms does not necessarily me.--n that the 
disease has been cured. Thus Laurice ar^'ued th a t t>e o n l / 
e f f e c t i v e I:ind o f s o c i a l p o l i c y was one which ca;:ie f r o i . ; a 
co r r e c t set o f s o c i a l values and he had no h e s i t a t i o . i i n 
claimin-_ the necesr-.aij'' de;-;ree of correctness f o r h i s Chris'r'.an 
Socialism. The chan.je i n s o c i a l s t r u c t u r e s , i f i t were to 
e f f e c t any j evmanent chcrge f ) r the ̂ OQ6. must, t h e r e f o r e , 'L'S 
the r e s u l t o f a chani3e of a t t i t u d e to so c i e t y . To hope the t 
a chaa,:.e of environment would . euse a ch£-.n:-e o f c c.•.• •.tu.de 
\.a..s, f o r '-aurice, s-.mply the wron:; method. 

ITow i l a u r i c e a t t r i b u t e d the f a i l u r e o' past S o c i a l i s t 
schemes to ;)ast t h i s p o i n t . Fast S o c i a l i s t s had not r e a l i s e d 
t h a t they lacked the one thln^.; nece- sary to a f f e c t t h e i r 
desired ends. They had no moral s o c i a l force w i t h v.hi'.:h to 
change people's a t t i t u d e to t h e i r s o c i e t y . I t v.'as ;just t h i s 
very force which C h r i s t i a m i t y could b r i n j . to bear on S O C I L I 

problems. I n f a c t ..laurice seemedto t h i n k t h a t S o c i a l i s t s and 
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Capitali^:•ts a l i k e believed i n the ..ower of chan..,ed c i r c u stances. 
',7ritlng o f the S o c i a l i s t s he said " A l l the st o u t e s t assertors of 
competition agree w i t h them i n t h e i r worship o f circumstance. 
There i s nothin.. i n any o f the maxims of the most corrupt systems 
the world has ever seen to make t h i s tenet unpalatable."(20) 
The supporters o f both Socialism and Capitalism act on the same 
p r i n c i p l e . They deny man the a b i l i t y to r i s e above h i s 
circumstances. The C a p i t a l i s t accepts the ' s o r r y concitionff of 
the working classes as i n e v i t a b l e ; the S o c i a l i s t s believe t h a t 
by changing the environment they cause a chL;ni;e i n c o c t a l values. 

Despite t h e i r f a . i l i i g s , however, the s o c i a l i s t s and the 
workin-;, m.en o f England probably demonstrcted at l e a s t p. r t o f 
God's w i l l f o r s o c i a l l i f e , by t h e i r i n s i s t e n c e upon a r e a l 
se ;se o f coo., ê., t i o n . They may not have recognised th a t t h e i r 
w i l l was i n conformity w i t h the Divine ' J i l l , but th's does-- not 
at &,11 i n v a l i d a t e the p o s s i c i l t y t h a t 5od hf-s -?een r e v e a l i n g 
His s o c i a l gospel i n t h e i r a c t i v i t i e s , ^̂ y j o i n i n g the power of 
Divine guidc'..,nce to the c r e a t i o n of new circumstance; men ccn 
overcome the T r e a s u r e s of environment. an's w i l l , provided i t 
coincides w i t h God's should allow him. to c o n t r o l h is s o c i a l 
arran^-^ements without bein^- moulded by the c r e a t i o n of his own 
hands. This i s the pover which the socia.liste htve never buen 
able to f i n d . By re-pectin ̂ ; Chrietianit,.'- they are risk-in.; the 
loss o f t h e one power which can achieve t h e i r goal. They r e l y 
(20) F. D. Maurice. Tracts f o r C h r i s t i a n S o c i a l i s t s No.l, 

Di£i.logue between Somebody and :.̂ obody. p.3. London 1850. 
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s o l e l y upon the crea.tion o f new exter n a l circumstances to 
b u i l d the new Society; Kaurice says t h a t t h i s i s p u t t i n g 
the c a r t before the horse. I-iore emphasis on c r e a t i n g the 
rigVit s p i r i t between men, by r e g u l a t i n g the s o c i a l r e l a t i o n ­
ship according to Divine or n a t u r a l p r i n c i p l e s i s necessary. 
One must, however, note t h a t t h i s i s not a gospel o f pe: &o-.:al 
s a l v a t i o n . Laurice is.here d e s c r i b i n g a s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p . 
The r e l a t i o n s h i p between men i s not on'.y a m.atter of perto-ial 
r e l a t i o n s i t inclides the whole range of p o l i t i c a l and l e g a l 
sanctions which a s o c i e t y or a nation can take agalnS'." those 
who offend i t s laws. I n the dedicafcioni o f h i s book the 
Prophets and Kings of t;:e Old Testament. I.Iaurice wrote to 

to P;:r. Thomas li r s k i n e of l i n t r a t h e n , the "Proclamation t h a t 
G-od Himself i s the .King o f the lawgiver, the Judge of a 
n a t i o n ; t h a t h i s government over the Jews was not more an 
act'j.Eil government than t h a t which he exercised over Scotland; 
t h a t 1-Iis I 7 i l l i s the only source and ground of rij-^at w i l l 
r i g h t acts i n His cre;;.tures; t h i s a Proclamation which, 
whatever f o M i t may have taken, against whatever persons 
or I n s t i t u t i o n s i t may have been d i r e c t e d , v/hatever may 
have been the immediate or apparent r e s u l t s of p u t t i n g 
i t forv/ard, I cannot buc accept as t r u e , .cenificent,', 
d i v i n e . "(21) ITo matter what schemes or i n s t i t u t i o n s which 
the s o c i a - l i s t desired e i t h e r to create or to destroy t h e i r 
work would' be i n v a i n unless i t f i t t e d i n t o the Divine order 
by which G-od has decreed t h a t men should l i v e . 

(21) F, D. L.aurice. Prophets and Kings of the Old Testament. p, . f l 
London..1879 
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fjaurice does not Ceny t h a t men's y / i l l can create a new 
so c i e t y ; nor does he deny t h a t the i n s t i t u t i o n s which they 
create ca.n l i e l p to make men b e t t e r soci&l creatur.es. '.'.'hat 
he i s saying i s t h a t n e i t h e r men's w i l l alone nor the i n s t i t ­
u t ions alone can do so. Ihej can only be successful i f t h e i r 
w i l l s and t h e i r i n s t i t u t i o n s f o l l o w the D i v i n e l y revealed 
p a t t e r n . I n t h i s he claims to d i f f e r from the other s o c i a l i s t s , 
Their aims coincide; to some extent t h e i r methods coincide, 
i t i s t h e i r m o t i v a t i o n which i s d i f f e r e n t . 
THli; DAH5ERS Qj' "EVOLUTIOIT 

On the question o f the methods which have to be used 
to introduce Socialism Ilaurice's most important point i s the 
f u t i l i t y o f r e v o l u t i o n , .^evolution, i n the sense o f a sudden 
overthrovy o f a l l previous i n s t i t u t i o n s and t h e i r replace.lent 
by a new system i s i n t o l e r a b l e to him. This a t t i t u d e i s 
determined by two f^ c t o r s i n h i s p o l i t i c a l t h i n k i n g . I n 
the idea o f a r e v o l u t i o n there i s the concept of a complete 
break w i t h the past. j?or Haurice such a break i s unthinkable 
because i t woulc; mean the d e s t r u c t i o n of s.11 the r e v e l a t i o n 
of I l l s 1x11 t h a t G-od has given t o man. G-od, at any h i s t o r i c a l 
date, has shown man p a r t of h i s Truth. This i s part of an 
ev o l u t i o n a r y process by which man i s being educated i n t o the 
secrets o f the Divine V<ill. I f one simply r e j e c t s the past 
then one loses everything which man has l e a r n t up to the 
time o f the Revolution. I t i s bet t e r , the i i f man can le a r n 
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from the past, but there are times when r e v o l u t i o n s are 
almost i n e v i t a b l e because of the depravity of the r u l i n g 
classes. 'i7hen t h i s ha; pens a l l need not be l o s t . The 
r e v o l u t i o n may be God's way of punishin'.' a nation f o r i t s 
corporate s i n s ; but t h i s can only happen when a nation 
has gone a long way along the road to c o r r u p t i o n . 

Because a r e v o l u t i o n breaks w i t h the past, i n de;troying 
much of the evidence o f God's teaching, i t clashes wi t h the 
•second p o l i t i c a l idea, which IJaurlce held. Societies are 
not a r t i f i c i a l cre^.tions w.jich man cia make, then destroy 
and remodel. They arc l i v i n g e n t i t i e s i n t h e i r own r i g h t . 
To use ilau r i c e ' s phrase they are dynamic. This meL.ns th a t 
they grow w i t h the passing o f time; t h a t the lessons of the 
past are used as a basis f o r the c r e a t i o i s of the f u t u r e . 
IIow, no l i v i n . , t h i n g can j u s t give up i t l i f e at one i n s t a n t 
and s p r i n g back r e v i t a l i s e d the next. The t r o u b l e w i t h 
r e v o l u t i o n s i s t h a t mhis i s v/hat they want to do. I n a 
r e v o l u t i o n everything of the past, i r r e s ; e c t i v e of i t s v:lue 
f o r the f u t u r e , i s destroyed. The l i f e , which may have been 
c o r r u p t , but yet must have been at l e a s t p a r t i a l l y d-'namlc, 
i s crushed. As:.a r e s u l t dem.agogues and a l l manner of i r r e s ­
ponsible people may s t i r up the uneducated mobs, not f o r 
the sake of g e t t i n g power f o r themselves. Such a c t i v i t i e s 
o f t e n mean t h a t a r e v o l u t i o n O - i g i n a l l y begun.for the sake 
o f the dov/ntrodden poor and the underprivileged encs i n a 
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s t a t e , f o r them, which i s more oppressive than the one they 
sout^ht t o end. The reason- why t h i s i s so i s t h y t the under­
p r i v i l e g e d masses have t r i e d t o seek powv.r befor they them­
selves had become a dynamic order i n t h e i r own society. 
They are t h e r e f o r e unable to c o n t r o l the forces which flow 
i n t o the vaccuum caused by the de.struction o f the o l d society 

The S o c i a l i s t s themselves, were beginning to recog.iiso 
the f u t i l i t y of r e v o l u t i o n a r y a c t i o n , according to "aurice. 
Ke agreed t h a t t h e S o c i a l i s t seemed to spend much of t h e r r 
energies c r e a t i n g new c o n s t i t u t i o n s t o replace o l d ones 
but t h i s was only a symptom of t h e i r worship o f circumstances. 
But he argued t h a t the S o c i a l i s t s a f t e r 1848 expect l e s s , 
and less from r e v o l u t i o n s , '.aurice points out t h a t the 
outrages of the c a p i t a l i s t s system are l i k e l y not onl to 
produce r e v o l u t i o n s but to give them t h e i r v i c i o u s character. 
Because they are genuine protests, against genuine grievances, 
r e v o l u t i o n s sometimes can not be a.voided. The orJ.j r e a l 
rem.edy i s to prevent the conditions which give r i s e bo 
r e v o l u t i o n a r y f e r v o u r . I n other words, allow a l l the various 
sectors o f one's s o c i e t y t o have some say i n ' t h e governing 
of the country. This obviously can not be.done u n t i l a l l 
tne p a r t s o f s o c i e t y are f i t to play t h e i r p a r t ; but once 
a group i s ready no time should be wasted i n b r i n g i n g i t 
i n t o the body p o l i t i c . 
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CONCLUSIONS 
f'laurice asserts h i s claim to be a s o i a l i s t r a t h e r more 

c o n s i s t e n t l y than he proves i t . Pcrha.. s the only i.\iport::.nt 
s o c i a l i s t p r i n c i p l e i n h i s p o l i t i c a l thought i s t h a t of 
cooperation. But t h i s by i t r e l f i s not a s u f f i c i e n t ;round 
f o r the claim to be v t l i d . Indeed by h i s r e j e c t i o n of the 
necessity o f democracy and by his w i l l i n i n e s s to r e t a i n the 
ancient p r i v i l e ; ^ e s of class i n B r i t i s h socio :.y, "aurice 
cuts h i m s e l f o f f .from the mainstreams of s o c i a l i s t thought. 
Thifs i s not t o say t h c t he htd no concern over the f p t e of 
the working: classee. I'-ar f .cm i t . But i t does r.llow us 
to d i s t i n g u i s h between s o c i c l i s m on the one hand and \,'hat 
we may c a l l the Social Gospel on the other. 

The S o c i s l C-ospel asserts the need f o r a hi,_h l e v e l 
of mutual r e s p o n s i b i l i t y between the members of a society, 
based on the assumptions of the C h r i s t i a n Teaching of both 
the Old and the New Testam.ents. But i t does not l e y do-m 
the form o f the s o c i a l ins t i t u t i o . i s , though which t h i s 
r e s p ^ n s i b i l i t / i s t o be exercised. I t m.ay therefore be 
equally?- exercised i n a c a p i t a l i s t as i n a socia.list system. 
The Social (Jospel i s thus not r e a l l . . a p o l i t i c a l gospel at 
a l l . I t i s s.imply a set of moral assumptions which cm be 
appl i e d through a p o l i t i c a l medium. C l e a r l y the Social 
Gospel i t s e l f may be b e t t e r appliec i n some p o l i t i c a l 
s i t u a t i o n s than i n others. But an enlightened despot could 
q u i t e e a s i l y induce a set of responses i n s o c i e t y which 
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admirably f i t the Sosial C-os:el. Yet t h i s could never be 
c a l l e d s o c i a l i s m . 

i-Iaurice leaves the d e f i n i t i o n of cooperation f a r too 
open to be regarded as a s o c i a l i s t . One c? the main features 
of s o c i a l i s m i s an i n s i s t e n c e on the e q u a l i t y o f man. "au r i c e , 
however, seems to accept only two forms of e q u a l i t y - th a t 
of e q u a l i t y i n the eyes of 2-o6, and t h a t of e q u s l i t y before 
the law. l^ei Cher o f these i s adec'U&te f o r a s o c i a l i s t 
theory. I n f a c t Socialism seems t o be bi-sed on the idea of 
the inherent e q u a l i t y of a l l men, at l e a s t i n the sense that 
each man's p o l i t i c a l opinions has equal weight w i t h a l l 
others. IJaurice could not have agreed to t h i s . 

>7hat I.Iaurice seems to p r o t e s t against i s the e s s e n t i a l l y 
L i b e r a l concept of l a i s s e . z - f a i i - e ^ p o l i t i c a l a i n which e£ch 
m.an i s l e f t t o work out h i s own s a l v a t i o n . 3v.t such a 
p r o t e s t need not take the form of Socialism. I n f a c t i n 
B r i t a i n the p r o t e s t has more o f t e n .taken the form of Conservatism, 
Thus Conservative theory i s e s s e n t i a l l y c o l l e c t i v i s t anf 
p l u r a l i s t - but i t , l i k e T'aurice, places the emphasis of 
the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of a l l groups and i n d i v i d u a l s i n society 
f o r and to Society as. a whole. .'urther Conservative theory 
l i k e i-aurice, also emphasises the great importance of 
c o n t i n u i t y i n s o c i a l l i f e . Thus the Conservative "non- ' 
r a t i o n a l i t y " i n p o l i t i c s , based on h i s t o r i c a l t r a d i t i o n ? , and 
the need to view the s o c i a l order as given anc to c.cce-ot 
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change only slowly and r e l u c t a n t l y contrasts w i t h the 
s o c i a l i s t desire t o impose a r a d i c t . l set of chan,-es and to 
do so r a t i o n a l l y . There i s no doubt t h a t iP. D. llaurice 
would g r e a t l y p r e f e r the former. 
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