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PREFACE

This study is largely based on the "Life of Frederick
Dennison Maurice, Chiefly Told In His Own Letters" edited
by Maurice's son Sir Frederick Maurice. The edition used
vas that published by laciillen & cQ. in 1886, In the
text it is referred to as "Life.é

I am‘qonecious of my debt to Henry Tudor who guided
me with great patienoelin the preparation of this thesis.
I would slso ;ike to express my thanks to my wife for her
encouragement and to Mrs. D. J. Ainsley for her very

considerable secretarial kelp.
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CHAPTER ONE

BIOGRAPﬁICAL AND BIBLIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH.

Frederick Dennison kaurice was born on August 29th, 1805
at Normanston,-near Lowestoft, His father, Michael Naurice, was
e Unitarian minister. 1In his youth Maurice found himself inter-
ested in the ipteliectual, social and political problems whaich
were very much a part of life of a Unitarian Household. In
his letfers he remarks that things social and political grasped
his imagination mﬁch more-than the wonders of nature.

In 1812 +the kaurice family moved to the West Country,
first to Clifton and then a year later, to Frenchay, near
Bristol. This move was important far young Mauric e cecause it
resulted in his spending the impressiohable years of his adol-
escence in an area wnich was a social, intellectual and cultural
centre, and one of the major centres of Evangelical Christiznity,
As a result of this move the ilaurice family, and especially
liauride's ﬁother_and elder sisters, were'brought into an atmos-
phere of intense religious fervour which was to cause their
defection from the cause of Unitarianism to that of Evangelical
Caristianity. A series of family misfortunes, including the
deaths of Haurice's orphaned cousins Edmund and iAnn Hurry, nb
doubt helped to cause(thé change in faith amongst the family.
So. complex was the problem of faith in the Maurice family

that each of the three members who had given up Unitarianism
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attended different places of worship. Vriting of this time in
his 1life Maurice gaid "These events in my family influenced me
powerfully; but not in the way in which either of my parents or
my sisters would have desired, not in a way to which I can
look back with the least complancency, These years were to me
years of moral confusion and contradiction."(1) It is
difficult at this distance in time to analyse fuily the
psychological pressures-and their consequences for Maufice
lbut_there.gan-be little doubt that the "moral confusion and
contradiction".wéreuto piay somé part in.his later abhorrence
of "parties" and "systems", in both religion and politics.
In 1823-Maurice went to-Trinity College, Cambriége. He
was critical of thé education he receiﬁed at the University
and seems to have had little advantage from it'except for the
lectures on Plato, delivered'by Julius ﬁare.' Ls we shall see,
Plato was to exert a most important influence on liaurice's
political thoughf.T Vhile at Trinity Maurice became friendly
~with John Steriing, Alfred Tennyson and others, along with
whom he founded the Apostle's Club., It was also during his
time at Cambridge that kaurice was influenced by the writing
of S, T. Coleridge. He adopted, and to some extent modified
Coleridge's Romanticism. Certainly he incorporated Coleridge's

dichotomy between the Reason and the Understanding, into

his own pnilosophical beliefs, As a result of the influence

(1) Life., Vol.I p.21.
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of Plato and Coleridge, and his own understanding of the Bible
Méurice found himself leading the opposition to Benthamite
Utilitarianism.ambng the unkrgraduates of his time. Ilaurice
was able to develop an approach to political philosophy which
was essentially Idealist and Romantic, but he was able to
ally this to a form of political radicalism. He Qld not,
however, entirely reject that element of Conservatism which
is normally associated with a Romantic view of politiecs.,
He built his politics 6n a ph@loSOphy of history which,
itself, derived from a concept of continuous and continuing
Divine Revelation. |

-_Méurice Iéft.Cambridge in 1826 without taking a degree,
since he was not prepared to subscribe to the Thirty Nine
Articles. e went to London to prepare for his Bar Examinations
but soon decidéd.not-ﬁo proceed into the legal profession.
In May 1828 he, along with some friends, bought "The London
Literary Chronicle" and became its editor., When the paper
was merged with the "Atneneum" in July of the szme year haurlce
acted as editor, untll the midcle of 1829, During this period
laurice wrote a series of articles on gre_t contemporary
writers and a number of.reviews ia which his own Romantic
and Idealist standpoint becomes clear. According to this,
Man is capable of making contact with the Divine Being by
means of the faculty of Reason. Reason is concerned solely

with Truth and is the mechanism by which man intuits moral
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Truths. It permits man to understand God's ¥Will and thus
aprreciate the real purposes of numan life, in a world which
only im,erfectly mirrored the Divine. The real wgr}d in
this view is the world of the Divine Will, not the world

of human action. liaurice held consistently to this point

of view throughout his life.

The polifical expression of liaurice's philosophical
stand-point is found in his advocacy of cooperation and in his
assertion of the value of gradual change. Along with a
belief in the organic nature of society they form the central
themes of Maurice's pelitical thought. But they only do
so because they reflect, in his view, a conformity to the
divine Will and an understanding of the Divine Education
of the human race,

In 1828 laurice returned to Bristol for some months where
his sister was dying of consumption. Again he was brougnt
face to face ith the deep religious problems which beset
nis family. He himself began to have doubts about® the
Unitarian falth in direct communion between God and man.

He found himself seeking new explanations and came eventually
to the view that God bridged the gep between the Divine

and the secular by Himself saking on human form in the shape
of Christaand actively intervening in human 1life through

the Holy Spirit. In this way man's faculty for grasping

the divine Will was activated. With these views laurice
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could no longer be 2 Unitarian and on larch 29th, 1831
‘he was baptised into he Anglican Church, In 1830 he went
to Exeter College, O0xford to trepare himself for eventual
ordination in the Anglican Church. 1In 1834 he was ordained
and went tq the Parish of Bubenhall in Warickshire as Curate.
;While he'waé at Bubenhall ﬁaurice became involved in
his first major theological controversy. He wrote a pamphlet
on "Suvscription Yo Boﬁdage" in which he upheld the need
for subscription to the Thirty Nine Articles in the Universities.
The main thesis of the work was that subscription to the
articles was essential for the proper control of study, and
was a defence of liberty. He regarded subscription to the
Articles not as a test of doctinal orthodoxy on behalf of
the student but as a declaration by the University of the
conditions witdin which it would teach. It is fairer, he
argued, to declare these conditions formally rather than to
allow them to be implicitly accepted. The argument partly
~centred round the fact that Oxford University demanded sub-
scription before an uadergraduate was accepted while
Cambridge demanded a formal declaration of Bona Fide member-
ship of.the Church of Englaﬁd before gradvation, (This
incidentally explaiﬁs_why Haurice as Unitarian, was able
to study, and obtain a first in Civil Law at C ambridge but
could not graduéte.) In general, iaurice saw subscription

as a way of ensuring that study could continue in the light
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of what he regarded as the certainties of religious faith.
de did not sce it as ®barring a large number of people
from any worth while study., As Torven Christenson has'put
it "He had perceived that subscription stood for a great
priﬁciple and therefore he defended it in complete disregard
of the general conception of it, and also guite oblivious
to its general effect."(2) MNavurice was later to recognise
nis mistake and to withdraw his support for subscription.
In a letter to his son in 1870 he wrote "All th's I have
been comypelled by the evidence of facts sorrowfullj to
confess I give the Liberals the triﬁmph waich they deserve,'"(3)

| Nevertheless Haurice only gave way because he rezalised
that the interpretation generally given to subscription
was quite different to that which he held.
In 1834, liaurice had published a novel, "Eustzce Conway,"
This is not a major work but it is, perhaps worth noting
fhat, according to Join Sterling, S. T. Coleridge spoke of
the book "with evident and earnest interest".(4)

At Bﬁbenhall llaurice also began what became more or

1esé a life's work by starting work on what eventually became

-
1

his book, lioral and Hetaphysical Philosophy. In fzct this
began as an article for the Encyclopedia lLetropolitana., It

was firet published in that work in 1850 and further parts

(2) T. Christensen; Origine 4nd .{istory of Christisn Socialism.
Aarhus, 1962,
(3) nife va. I

. Ch.XII. p. 183.
Tife Vol. I. Ch, XI. p. 165.
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were added later. The first part was called "Ancient Philesophy".
It was followed by "The Philosophy of the First Six Centuries”
-in 1853, “Medievial Philosophy" in 1875 and a fical part
"iodern Philosophy in 1862, The four parts were put together
to form one of Maurice's me jor contributions to scholarship
as "ioral and Netaphysical Philosophy", published in 1871-72
at the end of laurice's life. In this work Maurice tries to
summarise the major movements in philosophy. The work reflects
the great care which Maufice habitually put into his writing.
It represents an enormous amount of study. Perhaps, for us,
the most interesting feature of the book is the fact that
it iilustrates Maurice's basic philosopnical approach. He
sees all the auvuthors of whom he writes as having some part of
tae truth. Truth to him was to be found as much in the
Fersian writers as in the Christian, albeit they might not,
in.his eyes, have quite so mucn of the truth.

. In 1836 Maurice gave up his curacy at Buuennall on being
appoipted Chapléin of Guy's Hospital, a post which save
him the opportunity to lecture to medical situdents on I[loral
Philosophy. His teaching career was greatly strengthened
when, in 1840, he was arpointed professor of English Liter-
ature at ¥ing's Coilege London. When a Theoloziczl department
was founded at the College in 1846 he became one of the
professors. A4s we shall sce this appointment was to become

one of the greatest tests of his life.
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1

On October Ttn, 1837 Meaurice married Anna Bafton, the
sister of his friend John Sterling's wife. The couple lived
very happily until, iﬁ 1834, ¥rs Sterling died. The followiag
yeaf Sterling nimself died, after having been carefully looked
after by lirs, Laurice. Then in 1845 laurice's first marrizze
came to an end with the death of his wife, who had like
Sterling, been suffering from tuberculosis.

ileanwhile he had published his most {amous book, "The
Kingdom of Christ"., Tais book, first published in 1838,
_and revised in 1842 tékes the form of the justification to
a Quaker of tﬁe religious truths eanshrined in the Anglican
Church. The book is divided inmto two parts. In the‘first
part iaurice looks at each of the ma jor denominational brancines
of Christianity and asks the question "What truths does it
contain?" (He a,plies the same kind of technique to the cont-
emporary philosophical, religious and political movements. )
Maurice's conclusion is that in every case the positive claims
which the various denominations and movements make are gener-
2lly valid but that they fail in their secrch for the truth
by thneir refusal to accept the truths of other denominatidﬁs.
What they affirm is generally true. ‘hat they deny leads them
into falsehood. 4nd, erising from this, ilaurice attacks the
exclusiveness of denominationalism and parties in .all social

and religilous activity. The truths held by denominations
were always liable to be swamped by their sectarian adherence
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to their own insight at the exrense of a more universal Truth.

The second theme of the book is thet only in a Church
which adheres to the ancient creeds and ftraditions and is
sufficiently broad in its coverage of ‘the spiritual, political
and philosophical yearning of men, could a real grzsp of the
truth be maintained. In other words at least as far as
England was concerneG, only the Church of Enzland was capable
of representing Truth. It alone could proclaim the liberty znd
brothernood of men, and thus give'meaning to ‘the political
organism in which every men's distinct and personal character-
istics could be used to the cooperative benefit of all.

The "Kingdom" expressed quite clearly the groundwork of
Maurice's politics, as of his theology. Put briefly, the
position which lLaurice now adopted, and to which he held
until he died, was this, There is in nalure a Divine Crder, which
aprliee to social as well as to natural phenomena. This order
1s revealed to men by Divine Revelation and any emphasis
on sectarian or party grounds will tend to obscure it. TFor
this reason, one must always go behind the demands of sect
or party to arrive at the truth. Thus ﬁaurice consistently
refused to allow himself to be attached to an, party witanin
either Church or Politics. He has been called (e.g. by C. R.
Sanders) a Broad Churchman, but this title is really as
inadequate and &s misleading as that of Christian Socialist

which Haurice himself devised.
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Maurice, nevertheless went further than a mere apology
fdr the Church of England. He was defending national churches
in general. The Church he held to bethe Universal Society,
an iastitution as naiural as the nation or the famil... As
such it was open to 2ll. But its manifestation in any
particular nation would differ from that in another. On this
we may quote a letter ne wrote to & friend, in July 1834,

"I only wish to live and die for the assertion of this truth;
that the universal Church is as much a reality as any particular
nation 1s; that the latter can only be believed real as one
believes in tne former; that the Church is the Witness for the
cons.itution of man as man, a child of Z0d, an héir of heuven,
and ‘teking up his freedom by bapibism; that the world is a
miserable, accursed, rebellious order which denies this
foundation, which will crezte a founddtion of self-will,
choice, tasté, opinioﬁ; that in the world there ccn be no
communion; that in the Church there can be no universal
coumunion; communion in one body, by one Spirit. For this,
our Church of England, is now, as I think the only rfirm,
consistent witness. If God will raise up another in Zermeny

. or elsewhere, thanké be to him for it, but for the sake of
Germans, Dutchmen, Frencomen, S-aniards, Italians -~ for the
sake of Bap:ists, Independents, Quakers, Unitarian, for the
seke of Jew, Turks, Infidels, for the sake of lien, I will

hold fast by that Church which alone stands forth and upholds
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universal brotherhood, on the only bcsis on which brotherhood

is possible. Ve stand on the voluntary principle, we voluntarily
come inito God's order. YWe refuse to stand on the slavish
foundation of self will. "(5)

This is basically the conlusion reached in the Xingdom
of Christ. The Universal Socigty then becomes a society tail-
ored 1o the needs of the social conditions in which it exists.,
Maurice is well avare, of course, of the restrictions which,
in practice it placed on his "voluntary wrinciple". As we
saw, he realised, though some time later, that the process of
subscription was not so simple as he had imagined. And ne
himself was to feel the power of intolerance in the Church
of England wnen he was removed from nis Chair of Theology at
King's College, Loandon, on the grounds of nis alle~edly
unorthodox views oa iternity. Cert:inly he recognised thet
the Church of kngland was not the peaceful, voluntary associstion
to whica he refers, but was in fact divided into parties.

The Church of England was a&s much an exclusive or anisation
as any 0f the other denominations. It rejected the values
of the other churches as much as they rejected its values.

At this stage in his career lauric e appears already to
have developed some of his character stic attitudes. The
family, the nation, the Church he regards as natural. There

is a close relationship between all three. Ilaurice: seems also

(5)Life. Vol. 1. ¢n.xT. p.166,




(12)

t0 suggest that a true member of the Church should oppose

all sectarianism within and without the Church. Parties in
Church or State he abhorred, although he recognised their
existence., Uen did have genuine differences which which led
t0 the creation of separate institutions. The test was wnether
these institutions gavé rise to benefits or disadvantages

to soclety as a whole., This followed from kaurices tneological
outlook which rega:ded the sacrifice of Christ as a condition
of redemption not only for Christians but for all men.- "I
have endeavored in ny tracts to prove that if Christ be
really the head of every main, and if HJe really have taken
human flesh, there is ground for a universal fellowship among
men, ( a fellowship that is itself the foundation of those
particular fellowships of the naftion and the family, which

I also consider sacred.) I have maintained that it is the
business of a Church to assert this ground of universal
fellowship that it ought to make men understand and feel how
possible it is for men as men to fraternise in Christ; how
impossible it is to freternise except in Him ---., This
universal fellowship in Christ I believe that the Church of
England asserts by its ordinances aﬁd believing this (rizhtly
or wrongly) I feel that I am bound as a good member of thet
Church not to narrow my terms of intercourse., I meet men

as men because I feel that I have a ground on which I can
mect them, and that this is the deepest, safest ground of
all{6) Thus laurice's defence of the Church of England is

(6) Life. Vol.I. Ch.XV. p. 258.
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not that it has a special truth, or knowledge about Christ but
that it somehow re.resents Christ. In the letter just quoted
uwaurice zoes on to say "--- just as I meet Enzliswumen, not
on the ground that I agree with them in thinking & limited
monarchy the vest form of government (though I may thik that),
but on the ~Touad oi our being Englishmen, of our haviag the
same Queen, the same laws, the same ancestors, tecollections,
ascoclation, language, so I meet Churchmen on the grounc of
our being Churchmen, of our having one head, of our having the
same relation 0 an innumeravle company o. spirits that on
the earth and have left the esrta.”

liaurice seeks the widest, most funcézmental source of
unity. Unity on doctrine, he claimed, was insufficient. The
trouble with this point of view is that what one believes
about Christ (or about any other source of unity) is not
always seperable from belief in Christ. Thus liaurice sets
up & position i which he sap "I believe in "X'", but refuses
to accept the validity of the question "W hat do you mean by
"X"? The reason for this lies in his belief in two thiags,
First he is ultterly convinced of the existence of a personsl
God, that is a (od who hes the attributes of versonality sund
under whose will history uafolds. Second ne belicves in the
power of moral perception through the process of Reason.
One is forced to accept laurice as an Idealist if one is

gol..g to make any sense at all on his writings on cither
theology or politics.
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In 1854 kaurice was invited to give two series of lectures
The first was the Boyle lectures which ne later published
as the "Religions of the World". The work was an early excursion
into the fielc of comparztive theolozy, & fielc which is oaly
now beginning to be adequately covered. His thésis was tnat
religions other than Christianity mey nave elements of trutn
which can give Christians i.sights which they themselves have
missed., At the same vime Christianity can supuply the necessary
edditions to ofuer fziths to mske_them comilete. His tech-
nigque is, in fact similar to tnat used in his analysis of
Christian sectvarianism, only this time "Christianity" takes
tine pkace of the Univessal Church. |
His other lecture series came from an invitation from Arch-

o

bishop of Canterbury to deliver the Warburton Lectures.

These he publisned as the "Epistle to the Hebrews". The
lectures are, pernals rather less important than the preface
of the book in which kaurice attacks Newman's "Essay on the
Development of Christian Doctrine". MNaurice agrees witn
Newvman that there is an Authoritative teaching by the Church
but talkes issue in the kind of authority which is relevent,
Helpoﬁlé not accept thauv the Church had received an i:fallible

authority to interpret the Scriptures and teaching of the

Church, This would be to put an ifallible power into the

-

hends of fallible men., The infallibility of authority could

aly res’ with Christ. The nistorical fact of the Risen Christ
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and the continuing presence of God in the world through the
Holy @pirit was the limit of authority whtgh Naurice would
accept. This closely follows his belief in the continuing
.revelatioﬁ of Truth by God, in secular, as well as in church
1ife and history. Considering his philosophy of history as
a Divine education Haurice was merely being consistent with
his fundamental beiiefs.

The next year, 1846, laurice was elected to the Chaplaizcy
of Iincoln's Inn and rusigned his post at Guy's Hospital.

Phis save him the oppdrtunity to preach regularly. Ee used

the pulpit as a means of expounding his views on a wide veriety
of topics, as his published semons show. Hany of his publ 'shed
works alre based on the semons he preached at Linceln's Inn

and elsewhere.

At Thnis time_too, nianrice beéame interested in the guestion
of educétion - an interest which he maintained to the end of
his 1ife. His educational work can be divided into three perts.
He was a university teavher, an innovator of higher education
for women and the founder of the London Workin Men'é College.
Of his work as a university teacher little need be said here.

His : professorships included chairs in En .lish Literature,
Theology and Philosophy and he was proposed for, butb did ndt

- get, the chair of Political Economy in Oxford. His work in
the other two fields, however, was of considerable value.

About 1830 Maurice's family had suffered a finsncial set

back as a regult of which he sister iiary had set up a school
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in Southampton. She soon realised the need for a better
education for the young women who were to zo to work as
governesses than was then usually possible. Both Frederick
and lary liaurice became associated with the Governess's
Benevolent Institution. They recosnised the need for a
properly conducted examination and a ri;-idly maiantainec
standard of achieveaent for governesses. By 1847 ilaurice had
persuaded the professors of King's College, London, to form
a committee to examine prospective governesses. Frow: this
Committee a group was formed in 1848 which became the Board
of Directors of Queens College, London. Tne College was to
provide ecucation as well as examinations for young womein.

It was not exclusively for those women who weanted to be
governesses but was open to any joungzg vomen wno wanted genercl
education.

In a series of lectures about Queen's Collezc, published
in 1849 Haurice discussed the generzl nature of the work
undertaken oy the College. He ponted out the impossibility
of simplj teaching peorle how to tezch., The aim of the College
courses was not only %o provide a professioial gualification
for prospective governessed but © _ive a gener:il education in

he principles of the subjects wnich they were to teach.
In effect the College was faced withn the néed o educate
as well as to irsin, This was, 1. any case, the essence of

Maurice's theory of education. Students were not %o be taught
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-

facts about their subjects but were to be eacourazed to search
for the underlying principles. In his lectlire ‘aurice seid,
"fhe teachers of a school may aim merely to iupart information;
the teachers of & Ccllege must lead their pupils to the apprenen-
sion of principle."(7) This neatly slms up Maurice's view

of eduvcation., He was always aware of the dan ,ers of imperting
knowledge about a subject apart from the understanding of ift.
He also abhorred the tendency to teach subjects ia isolation
from each ofher. The underljing harmoay to be found in
natural znd social phenomena, on ﬁhich he :laced =0 nmuch
empnesis, was The criterion he used in his teaching as nuch

as in his theoloéy and politics. He re_.arded education as

part of his wider concept of the Divine education of the

human race. There was no resl disti.ction iz -is mind between
secular and sacred education. 3oth were part of the same rrocess.
Haurice expounded this belief to a group of students at tne
Working lien's Coilege in 1870 but the elements of this thought
on the subject are to be found in his book "Has the Church

or the State the Power to Educate ithe People".(1839) In
1839.Maurice argued that the Church had the right to educate
the people because only the Church could provide an education

free from tae seciarian bias which was inevitable in state

controlled education. Only t.e Church had tae avility to

(7) Introductory Lectures, Queens College. p.7. London 1849,
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proclaim the universal bond of fellowship bath between

najions, and between members of the same nation. In his

early days llaurice believed that the Church of-Eagland was the
only instrument for tais kind of education. Iater he realised
that the state of the English Church at the time nace this a
forlorn aope. 1In his lecture of 1870, "4 few Words on Secular
anc. Denominationsl Education," he spoke of Fosters Education
Bill. He supported it because thouzgh he disagreed with aetails,
its general principle, that of "not destroying the forces

which exist in the land, of utiliziazg them %o the utmost,

ms to me a sound and honest one'".(3)

]

5¢e¢

{

I

ot

was t.rough the process of educaiion and not through
bhat of legislation that lfaurice believed it possible to
iuprove social conditions. He éid not, of course, deny the
need for .00od legzislation, nor the need to vrovide saiisfactory
soclal institutions to allow men to 1lay their full nart in
social and political 1life. He did however believe that oniy
winen men had reached a sacisfactory level of education would
tney be zble to use such legislation and instituiions pronerly.
He saw Fosters Bill as introducing a very muc: needed reform,
At least an elementary school education was to be made noseible
for most Britisa children. And further, the education was,

in general, to be backed by the religious denominations

so that the Chruch at least had some say in the process.

(8) 4 Pew Words ou Secular and Denominational Education.
p. 17. London 1870.
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The year 1848 also saw the beginning of the Christian

Socialist movement. The history of this movement has been

well documented in two important books, Canon Raven's
"Christian Socialism"(1929) apd Profeésor Thorben Chris:ensen's
"distory of Christian Socialism., 1848-1856"(1962) iaurice

acted as the intellectual leader 5f the group of men,

including J. M. Ludlow, Charles Kinﬁsléj, Toomas Hughes and

J. Vansittart Weale, who sought to establish cooperstive
workshops among the workmen, especially the tsilors, in Lonlon.
Caristian Socialism was an attempt to replesce the syirit of
competition by the spirit of coogeration. As a political

movemént it achieved rémrkably little success. Tnere was,
nowever, one exception to this. The evidence provided by

the Christian Socizlists, alonz with that of John Stuart Iill,
resulted in the passing of legislation in 1852 which lezalised,
and protected the funds of Coonerative and Friendly Societies,

iiaurice's conneciion with.the Christian Soclalists resulted

in an attempt to remove nim from his chair at Kinz's Colle:e.
In defence of his position he wrote to Dr. Jelf, the

Principal of the College, "We did not adopt the word "Christian"
merely &as a qualifying_adjective. We believe thet Christianity
as the power of regenersiing whatever it comes iato contact

with, of makingz that morally healthy and vigourous which,

apart from it, must be either mischievous or inefficient.
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We found, from wnai we know of the vorking-men in Ea:land, that
the conviction was spreading more and more widely amonz themn,
that Law and Christianity were merely the supports and Agents
of capital. e wished to show them by both words and deed
that Lew and Christianity are the only protectors of all
classes from the selfishness waich is the destruction of all.
So far as we can do this, we are helping %o avért those trem—
endous social convulsions, which as recent experience pro.es,
way be the effect of lawless ekperiments to prescrve properiy,
as well as violent conspiracies agzinst it"(9) aurice here

suows that his brand of

]

ccialism is @ite distinet from any

3

: indeed 1. some restects can har@ly bve justifiably

=~

[A

0 .her, an
.called Socialism. IHe wanted to see the working men atiain

their

[0]
]

Just place witain a society in which could evolve
towards conditions of justice and fair play. e did noft
envisage an, form of class struggle, nor did he consider the
creation of a working clas: party.. In fact to have done so-
would have been guitfe contrary to nis basic socizl rincizles.
In a recent book Canon S. G. Evans says that the Christian
Socialists "Never Joined the muvement; never marcaed with

the woking class. There is no evidence that they ever read

& word of harx ---" (105 This 1is perfectly true but they

could not have marched with the workin_ class. The concept

of class implied by Canon Evans is quite contrary to that of

(9) Life, Vol. II. oh.II. p. 92.
(L0)S. G. Evans - The Social Hipe of the Christizn Church.
ch.6. p.154. London 1965.

B
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Sociel Orders used by iaurice. Cooperation between all sections
and interests with the aim of the national, not the class,
benefit was the aim of Eéurice's Christian Socialism. He
could never have engaged in part; politics because he abhorred
any iorm of secfionalism, which he regarded as a divisive
element in society. To set one clasc against another would
have been as bad as o set one man agelust another, Th's

is not to say that the working class had no part b play in
politice, but the part was to accept their responsibvility

as an element in the total organic politicgl body. ' aurice's
somewhat unusual politics can only be explained by reference
to his consistent application of the overidinsz policy of
cooperatioﬁ. At every level from tne government of the
country to the government of smallpproduction uanits his
criterion fo? the good society was cooperation. All citizens
should be involved in the machinery of goverament . ith oaly
the benefit of the whole society as the nurpose and the aim

of politics.

Canon Evans aléo makees the interésting comment that the
importance of the Christian Socialists "does not% lie in the
political sphere at all. Sociologically it lies in their
perpetual iunsistence on the importance of human beings;
theologically it lies in their re-ascsertion oi the ew

Testament insisteace of fellowship a1d their re-creation
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b}

realistic tneology wnieh is mede posczible for others the

h
ab]

0

growing remewal of an autnentic Christien social tracdition.”

.
3}

géraw

o
o

There 1s some fruth in tais but it is misleading t
such a sharp dividing line between the poltical and the sociol-
ogical. laurice's politics were grestly influenced by nis
study of the 0ld Testament, as well as the Jew. IHis politicsl
ideas are cdeterwined by the comcept of & Covenant between
God and His People. Thus it is true that laurice insisted on
tne value of individual humen bein:s, but the individual's
value was dependent upon his acceptaznce of his socisl res:on-
sivilities., Tne Covenant was not between the indivfdual ena
Goc alone, but also between the Feorle and Fod. MNow ta's
has clearly politicel implicartions. The form of socizal

orgeunisaition &nd the control of the society cre inexiriccble.

werds potn of these espects of social life

(@}
=

Haurice's attitudes

are bullt on his belief in a divine Historical revelation,

tail

@

wnich revealed, noi the G s of politice but the underlylay
principles.i His specificelly political coatribution is,
therefore, not found in proposals for political organisétion,
though these may be deduced from nis writiags to some exient,

but in his assertion of the necessity of cooperction. In

ot

as mucn es this determines thae relationsnips between men .

and grou

[ 6]

3

J

it is clearly & social theaxry. 3Butbt in as much
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as 1% also determines the qualifica.ions for access to the
rights of citizenship, iicluding the right to voie, it is a
political theory. That :aurice counsidered it as such can
be seen from nis "Representation an¢ Education of the People",
published in 1866 at the height of the discussion on the
reform of theIFfanchise.

¥uch of Haurice's political writing (thouzh by no means
all of it) can be found in the itwo publications of the Christian
Socialists. These were "Politics for the People" and the
"Iracts for the People". In the prospectus for the former he
wrote "Politics have been separated from household ties and
affections - from art, science and litercture. WVhile taey
belong to parties, they -have no connection with what is human
and universal; when they become ol tics for the peorle they
are found to take in a very large field; whatever concerns
man as a sociel being must be iicluded in them. Folitics
nave been separcted from Chrisiianity. 2eli.ious men have
supposed that their only business was with the world to come.
Political men uave declared that the present world is governed
on entirely diflerent principles from that. So long as
politics are regarded as conflicis belween Vaigz and Tory and
Radical; so long as Christianity is regsrded zs = mecans of
sécuring selfish rewards they will never be united. 23ut
politics for the people can not be separated from Zeligion.

They must start from Atheism, or from the acknowledgement
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that a livin_ and rightious God is ruling in human society
not less than in the natursl world"(1ll)

siaurice played little part in the Drmation of the Frod-
ucers Associctions created by the Christian Socialists., Ie
held a position of great authority amongst the members of the
group nowever, and they inevitably gave way to his wishes
in the matter of what © publish in their Journals. He was
an intellectual leader rather than an activist, At the scme
time ne was vell aware of tne limitetions of the HMovement.
In MHaurice 1850 he wrote to a friend "VWe shall certainly not
be able, if we wished it, Lo apply the rrinciple (i.e. of
producer associatio.s) except %o those trades which do not
require those long waltings for returns, or where thnese merdy
lead to extravagant and ruinous gpeculavions. If a nealthy
tone is Testored to those occupations by the uaspeculative
labourer taking the main interest in them I must taink thet
the benefit to morality will very considerable.
If zreat commercial enterprises rejuire the cooperation and
predominance of the capitalist, as I am not at all disposed
to deny that they do, then the capitalist will find ..is rover
field. He will be oblized, I believe, in due time to adinmit
his workmen to a share of his _rofits, but I question
exceedingly whether ne will find those workmen at 211 cis, osed
to contravert his judgement about the best way of realising

(11) Politics for the People ~ Prosvectus. p.l. Tondon. 1850
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ultimate advantages, if he gives them an adequate surrort
commensurate with their services, such support of course to
be deducted from their future gains, In the meaniime, so far
as I czn observe, the workmen afe most zglad, only too glad,
to defer to the experienced and intelligent capitalist, 1f
they see he has their interest at heart as well as his own".(12)
A nunber of interesting points emerge from this quotation.
In the first place the author appreciated the economic limit-
ation of the cooperative associations wuich the Christian
Socislists set up. They could azrly to a small renze of
asctivities vihere no large investment of capital was needed. Ile

Y,

did not envisage the elimination of the capitalist. The
Associations were intended to instil a sense of morazl worth

in the workers in those occupations in wnich skill rather

than ca.ital investment was the important factor. The Assoc-
iations were merely one instrument by which the principle

of cooperation could bhe allowed to find its place in zconomic
life. In the second place, faurice hoped that, by showing that
cooreration worked, the capitalist as much as the worker,

would be brought to realise his social responsibility.

ie:.rice was not trying to turn back the clock to & pré-
capitalist society. Ee wented capitalism to vase its activities

- ' ) ! . ) . 1 .
on the good of tne wnole soclety , not on thne privete gailn

of the individual. Thus he saw the need for = more equitable

(12) Life. Vol.ll. ch. 1. p. 48.
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distribution of the increase in output, and therefore of
wealth, which capitalism could produce. His socialism was
oased on policies of redistribution of the rroduct of industry,
not on a reorganisation of the control of industry. He was
quite _repared to accept a differentiation of function between
capitalist and worker, provided he could be certain that

the interests of all the participants in industry were

cared -for. At the same time he strongly deprecated the

way in.which men were used merely as_anbther fector of
production by the capitalists of his day.

There are, broadly spesking, two approaches to social
and political reform. One is to seek to change the environ-
ment in which people live and work by altering the social
and political structure of the community. Generally
this 1s the approach of socialists such as Owen or Marx.
Behind this apbroach lies the belief thet people are
products of their environment. It may or may not be
assocliated with some fonﬁ of historiczl necescity. The
other approach is to change the nature of personal respon-
sibllity by converting the individuals in society t- a more
humane attitude towards their fellow citizens, thus main-
taining that the pec:zle themselves must be chaned before a
more just society can be created. This secomd attitude was
tuat adopted by most Christians in nineteenth century Englend.,

Maurice rejected this second point of view because it seemed
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to suggest t00 severe an emphasis on the value of the isolated
individual in society. What he sought was neither a change of
environment, nor individual conversions but a change in
the underlying phil-osophy of political and social action
which woulc simultaniously accomplish the necessary struct-
ural changes and the necessary individual conversions, HNor
did he regard his ghilosophy of cooperation as something
new. In his eyes it had éXisted throughout the whole of
istory. God had re-ealed it to the ancient Zebrew Societies

and had, in the life of Christ, show the ideal of service
as the essence of numan social life. In l‘aurice's theology,
and therefore in his politics, the individual and his
society were equally the subject of God's rromise and
covenant. The divine promise of a good life was not ziven
to individuals in isolation but to the people of God.
lfaurice's Christian Socizlism was therefore concerned with
with individual risponsibility within a social structure
based on the divinely revealed concept of necessary social
coozeration,

In July 1849 llaurice married Georgina, the half sister
of his friend and ex-tutor Julius Hare. Miss Hare had
been a friend of the llaurice family at the time of his first
marriage to Anna Barton. She was to be Maurice's frithful

companion for the rest of his life.
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llaurice's professorship at King's College had already

been attacked unsuccessfully because of his involvecent

in Christian Socialism. In 1853 he again came uader fire
but this time for the theolo:ical views expressed in his
"Theological Lssays". This time the attack was successful
and waurice was forced to resign his chair at the College.
The theoldgical point at issue was the nature of Eternity.
fhe question devolved round a concept of Eternity as an
endless future state - i.e. one in which tiﬁe, albeit infin-
itely long tiuwe, is the essence of eternity. This point

of view was re_arded as othodox by Dr. Jelf, the Collége
Princigal, and the contributors to the Record, the reli_ious
newspaper which continually atiacked liaurice., Iaurice
rejected such a concept of eternity. To him eternity had
no connection with a future life in the seuse of time.
Instead eternity meant a reletionship with God in which time
LS irrelevent. The real confove.sy was about a secondary
consideration. IE_ete;nity was considered as a projection
into future time, the notion of eternal punishment and

and reward could be used by preschers to i.stil a "fear of
the wrath to come"; and thereby to obtain conversion.

sucin 2n approach to precching was quite coatrary to the
whole of Llaurice's theolozy which wes based on the idea

of a loving God, who could make himself known to men, and

by love bring tanem to a fuller understanding of thneir real,
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originally rigzhteous, nature. aurice did not deny the

possibility of eternal punishment but he meant by it seperation
from God caused by man's deliberate rejection of God's rrom-
ise. lan punisned himself by the consequences of his own
actions. He was punished, as indeed Dr. Jelf and the Record
believed, by God., It is rather difficult to see how Dr.
Jelf could have missed this essenticl differmnce between
himself and aurice if he nad carefully read  .aurice's
earlier ﬁorké. Like &ll his idezs tais one is implicit in
his early writings, even if it took the _ublication of the
Theological Lkssays to bring it out into tThe open.

The argumwent over the issays foreshadowed another conirov-

1

ersy in 1858. This time the discussion arose out of the
Bamptom Lectures given by Dr. llansell, later Dezn of St.

Pauld, In these, lansell mede the point thet it was impos:ible
actually to know‘God and theat God did not directly reveal
himself or his will to mzn. Ilan could only learn about Tod

oy deducing fazct from certecin revezled evidence. TLeslie
Stephen hag said that llaiell's assertions were the fir:t

princizles of z:nosticism, though ilansell himself believed

T

that nis point of view was consistently orthodox. Tais
controversy is i.portant for the present purrose maily because:
it resulted in iliaurice's two books: "hat is Revelation?" (1859)

and the "Seguzl to the Enquiry, What is Revelation?"(136()
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The point which Maurice stressed was thai God 1ad revealed
his nature in the .person of Carist and that sacred and
secular history are, not rivil, but are comrlewentary.
The manifestgtion-of'@odis natufe in Christ enables man to
commune with God directly. Since man's nature was essentizlly
like God's, Revelation wcs God's way of leading men to a
knowledge of the Divine Laws tarough = knovledsge of fod
hiwself, In £:ct, laurice believed than all.knowledge care
from Divine Revelation.

In 1860 lizurice was appointed to the Chaplaincy of
St. Feter's, Vere Street. Again the Record reised its voice
agaliust the ayiointment, mainly beca.se the incumbency vas

0o

in the gift of the Crown, tarough the Boerd of o ks. The

Evangzelical Churchmen'fepresented by ©he Record, in fact
carried on a continual compaizn agaiust Laurice. In this
case, they were quite unsuccessful, and, according to
Liaurice's son, lost much of ti:eir power as a result.

liaurice's next,and last, fhajor taeolozical coanitroversy
took place in 1862 with his friew, 2ishop Colenso. The
Glscussion centred around the in omsistencies a;parent in
the Bible and the analytic 3iblicsl Criticism, which was
an importent tneological issue at the tise. Colenso was
pagticularly concerned about the credibility of the Pentateuch.

1

liaurice's attitude wes t0 1O0ok at the Bible as a wnole and
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to seek the underlying rrinciples which it revealed. e

was not concerned wifh questions about the accuracj of
particular parts of it but he was greatly upset at the

thought of rejecting a large section of it because it not

seem to fit into current beliefs about evolution. He rezarded
such criticism as beinr concerned only with literary and
historical matter, to the detriment of the more important
tneological questions. As a result of his argument with
Colenso, during which Colenso alluded to the o;position

to liaurice's nolding the Vere Street incumbency, he considered

resigning:” from this post, but was disuaded from doinz so.
Towards tne end o. hig life ilaurice was appointed to

the Xnizntsbridge Frofessorship of Casuistry, iloral Theolozy

anc ioral Philosophy at Cambridge, in 1866. In the following

years he produced two important books, "The Conscience"

in 1868 and "Social Morality" in 1869. These two woriks set

out ikaurice's considered veliefs on the nature of man both

as an individual e2nd as a social beiny. The latter boow

is especially important zs & source for the st:dy of his

political beliefs. It is a collection of lectures delivered

at Cambridge. In the lectures ..aurice draws out the co.necthioéns

between family and national life. He states nis belief in

the social naiure of man, ana, taking a historical _erspec-

tive, develops nis concéept of the interrelation beiween the

individual, the family the nation and the unive:sal society.
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His closing sentences illustrate clearly his atititude to
politics. "So there will be discovered benecth all tne
politics of t.e Iarth, sustain’ng the order ol each country,
upholding the charity of each houseliold, a City viich
has foundaiions, whose builder and maker is God. It must
te for all kindreds and races; tnerefore with the sectorianism
which rends Humanity asunder, with the Imperislism wnlch
would substitute for Universsl fellowship, a universal Death,
must 1t wage implacable war. Against tiese we p.ay as
often as we ask that God's Will may be done in Zarth as 1t
is in Heaven."(13) |

At this time the major politicel issue was the question
of the reform of the franchise. iaurice in 1866 made one
of his rate excursioné into t:e field of everyday politics
with his bo sk the Vorkmen and the Frcnchise. In this he
discussed the nature of politicel participation. He considered
the prouvlem as on in which the vote snould be tied not to
the ownership ol property but to the ability and williz mess
of the various interests in society to submerge their own
gain in the benefit of tne society as a whole. He saw
representation as being necessarily linked to political
education and responsibility. He also warned azainst
the dansers of refusing the vote to any group once they had
achieved the required ataﬁdards. Such refusels he regarded
as the source of destructive revolution,

(23) social lorslity. Lect. XXI. Tondon 1872
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e have already mentioned Waurice's final book, his

Moral and .etarnysical Philosoohy publiished in 1872. ItT
is certainly a work which lianrice had pieced together over
the years, an¢ whnich illustretes the breadth and denta of
his studies. 3y the time it was :rublished, hovweve , Jaurice

12d exhausted himself. On doctors orders he had ziven up
his work at St. Peter's, Vere Street in 1869. After that
he sufrered from more or less continuous ill nezlth. on
Baster Day 1872, liaurice died in his own nome. He was buried
in a femily vault at . ighgate on April 5th 1872 where his
parents and sisters had already been placed.
F. D. Naurice Glied leaving a legacy of theolopical insight
which can svill be felt. If he did not start a Chrisfian
political movement he cerainly gcve the Church in Enzland
the basis of a social conscience which still has some ef’ect,
His specifically political contribution has, however, been
nezlected, probably because he himself disavowed expertise
as a political philosopher during his lifetime. WNevertheless
he did have some important insignts whicapolitical thinkers
seem to0 have ipgnored. Jo doubt his politics would be now
regarded as unfashionsble. He was essentially a preacner,
with a prophetic tinge.. 45 such he was & professional

persuader - a man with an ideology.
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CHAPTER THO

THE TWTELLACTUAL FRALLWORK

Maurice's political thought csn best be under:iood in
the context of his beliefs about the nature of men, and 5od.
Removed from this context h's writings on politics appear
to be confused and i.consistent. Yhey certaialy must have
appeared so to J. S. iilll when he wrote "I have glways
thought that there was more intellectual power wasted in
ilaurice than in any other of my contempo;}es. Pew of them,
certainly, have had so much to waste",(l)

A glance at i‘aurice's lioral and lietzphysicel Philosopny
will indicate the exceptional variety and depth of his recding
The encyclopedic nature of his stud'es, nevertheless, should
not obscure tie particular debt waich he owec to fnree main
sources, Plato, tune -ible and S. . Coleridge, althouxh it
must clearly put a student of lLiaurice on his guard agaiast
accepting too simple a survey of l.aurice's frames of refer-
ence. Within the bounds set by these three elements of
his thinking . aurice adapted to his own use many ideas from
other writers. Theé ideas which he took from Plato, the
Bible and Coleridge became the foundation upon[ﬁaurice

constructed nis own brand of socialism. They form, as it
(1) J. S. Hill. Autobiogrevny. p. 107. Jew Yorik 1944,
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were, the skeleton which he clothed with his interpretation
of the needs of nineteenth century Enzland.

(1) THE FLATONIC ASPECTS OF HAURICE'S THOUGHT

Some idea of kaurice's debt b Plato may be zained from
a quotation from his lioral and ketarphysical Philosophy,
published late in nis life. Speaking of Plato's Rerpublic
he wrote "It teacaes that far beyong this consciousness of
power lies the contemplation of truth and goodness, and the

assimilation of the soul: to these. It shows that far

beyond the mere feeling of energy to care, to eact, to reveange,
lies tne perception of order and harmony, an intimezte fellow-
ship with a Being above us, and the beings around us. It
teaches that there is a universal Sround, this perception

of order and narmony the life, of whic this fellowéhip is

the result and the realisation."(z) This descrivtion of

the Republic echoes a major tneme of lLaurice's writing.

In his book "Plato, the iianc and his Vork", A,E, Teylor
wrote "Plato —--- definitély believes in a divine purposive
activity."(B) For Mauriée, of coyrse, the diviane rurposive
activity came from the Christian God. Along with Plato
Laurice believed that man was to some extent eapable of
grasping tue truth of this activity. The divine 3eing
is the source of order in both natural and social affairs.
(2) ®». D. haurice. l.oral and :etepaysicsl Failosophy. Vol.l.

( )-P. 171. London 1886,
3) A.E.Teylor. Plaio fac len And His lores. p.

02, TLoncdon., 1950
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He not only contemplates the ideal forms but also creztes
them in the sensible world which huwsns can perceive. In
daurice's words every ecrthly form and idea "has its ground
and its termination on one higher than itself and --- there
is a supreme idea, the foundation and consuggtion of zll
these, even the idea of the absolute and perfect being, in
whose mind taey all dwell and in whose eternity alone they
van be thought or dreamed of as eternzl."(4) There is some-
thing in man which feflects tae nature of the Divine Bei g.
The actual man may be a corruption of the Divine Being
but his ideal self can be recognised only bi reference to
this Divine Nalure. True human nature can not be perc:ived
by exam ' nation of the distbrted image which actual men _
perceive in each other, but onls by contemplating the "Author
of our Being". The rcletionship between God znd lian is in
some respects similar to that between the ideal form and the
existent perceived objects.

ilaurice uses the word "notion" to describe the distorted
perceptions normally available to man. The notions which men
perceive, although distortions of the real, or the ideal,
act as signposts to the true nature of men and of icdeas.
lian's task 1s to search for the indicetors. This is equally
true if we consider not only our sensible impressions of

the world around us and our ideas concerning concepts such

(4) P. D. llaurice. Lioral aond lietzpaysical Philosophy. Voll.
p. 149, London 1886,
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as justice; it is also true of our uanderstanding and knowvledge
of the Divine Being who is our Author. "The mind is carable
of beholding the Belng, the One. But of this Being, of this
'One, all the notions, imaginings premonit ons of the sensual
understanding offer most miserable and counterfeit resem-
bldnces."(B) lonetheless in spite of the distortions which
take place within the human mind "Tﬁere is that in this Being,
this One, which does anc¢ must answer to these notions".(5)

In other words the impressio.s ﬁhich the mind formé are i:dic-
ative of the permanence of the truths which they represent.
Maurice makes a compesrison with the purely physical _world.
Vhen we hear a sound we know that someth’ .:g must have.

caused the sound. The sound is not in the ear of the person
who nears it; no@ is it in the instrument which origihateé

the sound. I% is iwn the relationsnip betwewn them. "At

all events there can be no presumption against the doctrine
that as z sound cannot, by the very nature of language and

of things, be referred only to that from ..hence it proceeds,
but likewise involves the s.pposition of an ecr which receives
1%, so there may be such a presentaiion of that which actually
is, of the substunce or ess nce of each thinz, as cen neitaer
be uvnderstood merel; in reference to that tn'ng, nor merely
in feference to fuat whereunto it is made, but must by its

nature a.pertain one and the same moment to both."(5)

(5)#. D. uaurice., lorcl and iletarhysicsal railosophy. ¥el.l.
r. 149. London 1886.




(38)

Now tThis doctrine which lLaurice believes to be centr 1 to
Flatonic thought can be carried further. The rezlities which
he is discussing are to be found in:. all thingzs, though we
may perceive but distorted images. And each has its "grand"
in én idea higher than itself, so that eventually they derive
from the idea of an absolute and perfect Being. There must
therefore bé in man something which corresponds to the
ideas which he perceives. When man uses his senses and his
brain to search for the truth, he intuits what i.aurice
cescribes as a wiitness to tne idea,
Now, by accepting that the idea is withian man, énd attainable
by him Naurice does not at all imply that it has its grouad
in man, This espect of the situation has to be taken in
‘conjuncition with the previous statement that all objects
and concepts have a reality but that the archetypal form or
ideal "has ite ground and termination in one hicher than
itself", It follovs that acceptance of the existeice of ideas
in'man; far from proving man's self-suf:iciency, proves the
opposite -~ that there is a 3eing superior to nan, that there
is a Being who is 0. a higner orcer than man, and in wiom
is to be found the ground idea.

Acceptance of the belief that ideas have an existence

in man also distoses of the concept thatindividual men have

only their own notiouns of reality, and that there can
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therefore be no possibility of ar .iving at truth. The
Heraelgtean concept of flux, excludinz all hope of permenancy
or order has no place in the thought of either Plato, or
Haurice. Indeed such concepts are coatrary to the pailoson-
hical attitudes of botn men. So slso is the denizl of sense
experience maintained by the Eleatic philosopners - Prrmen’des
and Zeno. This schodl of thousnt meinteined that reality
.was a ualty only %o be discovered by the activity of the mind,
unaided by the perceptions of the senses, whereas Jerakleitos
suggests that man cun never be sure of nis convictions since
every thing is continually in flux. ILiaurice believed that

the Platonic cxplanation is able to reconcile these two

pointe of view and thus to enable man to arrive at an under-
stending of truth. It involves a r:alisation that man's
"notions"are signposts to truth and that knowledge of ultimate
reality cen only be rezched by abandoning "notions". HJevertheless
without their use in the first place the ultimate reality
would be.quite beyond tiie grasp of men. [Iaurice, himself,
used very similar reasoning wnen he dealt with the ouestion
of revelation as a means of men's understending the Divine
Order of nature and society. It would aprear that his
acceptance of this aspect of Platonic thought grearly
influenced his owm ph'losophic method, a2lthough he extended

and modified it in the light of his Christian theoloxy.
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One other =»art of the Platonic method of which laurice
made use is seen in a quotation from his lioral and ietonay-
sical Philosophy where he writes “Not to frame a comprenensive
system which dgmil include nature ane society, llan and %od,
ai its di:fferent elements , or in its different compartments,
end which tnerefore necessarily leads the system-builder
0 consider himself above them all, but to demonstrate the
utter'im ossibility of such a system, to cut up the notion
and dveam of it by its roots, tanis is the workdsand glory
of Plato."(6) OFf his own work l'aurice wrote "My business
—-— is not to build but to dig; to show that ecouomics
and politics must have a grouund beneath themselves, that
society is not to be made new by arra:gements of ours, but
is to be regenerated by finding the Law and ground of its
order and harmony, the only secret of its existence."(7)

One of the most consistent themes of Maurhe's writings
in Theology, Philosophy and Politics, was his fear of s;stenm
builders., This was true whetner he was considering his
position in theCaurch or his activities among the poor of
London.

If one is not to build systems but to search for the
grounds of ordes and harmony a method, as distinct'from a
s;stem, is required. ilaurice believed that TFlato had found
a satisfactory'answer in his use of the dialectic metnod.

(6) F. D. mamrice, iorgl and i.etephysicel Pailosorhy. Vol. 1.

(0]
p. 150. Loandon., 188b6.
(7) Life. Vol.ll. p. 207.
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This metihod presupposes the view that there are real entities
as opposed to their shadows or -hantoms which man, thréugh
his senses, can perceive. It also reguires that men shall

be able to behold these realities and thus -understand the
truth, It was, however, no part of the philosopher's task

to declare these truths. - Instead his function ought to be

to explain methods which could be adipted b- men to attain
the Truth for themselves. Thus, says ilaurice, Plato's
dialogues are in no sense a declaration of truths; they are

a mental exercise to arrive at truth - an exercise which men
have to carry out for themselves., The dialéctic procedure is
based on the assuuption that one can trest the initial
postulates of any tiaeory as sturting points from which it

is possible, by askiag the rignt kind bf guestions, to

derive more basic premises., Ultinately one will be able

€

-
(s

%0 arrive at premises wunich are self evident. At this sta
one will have achieﬁed an understanding of tne reality of
everything. Tne polnt of this exercise is ko avoid the
dangérs of setwing up theories which are mere superstruciures
vased on & set of so calleé principles. Such "principles®
would, in themselves, give rise fo isetability and con:radiction
as a resylt of whichany theory would be untenable. It was

jugt such kinds of systems which Jaufice abnorred. !They

gave rise to parties and facticns in every sphere of knowledge, ,
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mainly because their foundations had not been prorerly
rrepared. The dialéctic method would take the postulates of
of such systems and .ush them bac:iwards, questioning their
self evident" nature. Such postuletes may not be frlse.
They may sinply be the resulits of some more fundementel

)

truth. In the end one would ar.ive at what liaurice calls
the "ground of our existence", Once such a zZrou:d had been
identified the dislectic would meke possible the revuilding
of one's understanding of a situation.

Applying this metnod to his politicel philosovhy i‘aurice
‘describes the g-ound on wnich society must be founded as s ome
form of coo.eration rather than, as was the case in his day,
competition. He regarded the Cevelo:ment of & society based
on competition as resulting from a misunderstﬁnding of the
nature of man., Superficielly itv might seem that self inevest

f one acks the

'_h

was the mainspring of human activity. Yet
guestion "What is the nature of man?" iaurice would reply,
"Jan is like God". Iaurice uses this kind of arzument %o
illustrate the nature of the dizlectic process. Ilen nave
acted on the fulse wosiulete that man's nature vas s lf
centred way the ¢rue nature of men is guite diflferent.
Assumptions based on the apparent selfisnness of man miss
the point that men has a divided :nature and that originel

rignteousness is anterior in time and in princi.le to ori:inal

sin, ‘Thus all social systes which .re based on an aprarently
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self evident original sin are bound to be unsatisfactory.
Laurice adopts & perticular point of view on the

question of. what is, or is noh self evide:t. Tae vhole of
his political philosophy depends on the assumpiion that the
final degree of self evidence is the revelation of Zod to
man by various forms of Divi.e intervention in aunen hisbory.
ourice sees evideace of this interveation in %he study of
hisiory (especially in tue 01d Testameﬁt, but &lso in modern

[ .
uviie

>

and secular history); in the life of Carists aad i
caracity of Reason by the use of which men are able to
rroceed beyond the precestes of logic to the fuller a.vrec-
tation of mysticzl realities, The dialéctic process wnicha
Meu rice adopted from platonic philosoph,, tends in h's hanis
to lean rather heavily on the dichotomy betwéén_?eason end
Undersfanding which he learned from the writiﬁgs of

5. T. Coleridge. This dichotomy will ve considered in
greater detull later in this chapter. -aurice seems to
suggest that only the knowledge gained by Divine revelation
can be self evident, althougn he sugsesice that man may not
be couscious of the act of revelation as such.

The premises of an; arzument shculd not only Le self
evident. If they are to fit into the dialectic scheme they
must also be necessary. lLiaurice uses this argument azaiast
the supporters of doctrinaire systems. Supporters of part-

icular ide:s way be forced into uunecessary support of the

system itself insteazd of expressin_, the truths which the
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system is intended to upnold. Facts may be forced to sup:iort

m

the system instead of tue system vein; maBe o fit tne facte.
If, however, the final premises 0f the dislectic are both
self evident =nd necessary, anc if we see the dialectic
process as pushing srguments back to what llaurice regords
as the grouands of Being, this relieves thne process of the
charge of being yet another sysitem and makes it escentially
a moral argument,

llaurice, then, sees. the end product of the dialectic
precess_aé the fusion of fac: and value., Two aspects orf
huﬁan neture, the physical and the morsl zre brouzht togeiher.
Thus the physicai side of human life, represented by the
necessary politvical, economic and sociel institutions, are
reconciled with the spiritual and morsl necessities of
fellovdip and cooper:tion. The ultimate reclity which ‘laurice
sees in God is a reality in which the drivinz force is love
and co—reéponsibility between God znd man, and betwear man
and man. The political attitude which Maurice displayed ia

ni

-~

C

‘hristian Socialism was his reaction_to whet ne took

)

W

to be the proeess of the dizlectic, as fer as he could
understand 1v.

l.aurice was, therefore, sug-esting thet the ultincte
realities of life could be known. 'ith ¥lato he seimed to

-

ve prerared to say that "virtue is knowledze". In any
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given historicallqontext this may not be true, indeed will
not be true; in such cirdumstances the best combination of
fact and wlue will fall short of excellence but there will
still be a tehdencyrfor the tow to merge, so that any

.
socizl organisation, waich best suits the ziven environmental
circumstances in terms of order, peacekeeping etec. will
also be morally best in the given circumstances., It wag this
aspect of Plato's dielectic waich atiracted Liaurice. He
wrote of tne dialectic "fhe develo.ment of the met :0d by
which the truth is perceived and ascertzined is inseparably
interwoven with & loral culture ---, ‘ithout the feeling
of tnis connection and intertwining of the ethical with the
intellectual discipline, the most beautiful Dialogues are
unintellegible."(8)

Tne dialectic approach is fundamentally concerned with
the attainment of truth by creating distinctions which will
allow the philosopner to see tﬁose "imagés which the mind
shapes for itself out of the objects of sensewwnhen it is
sense-riaden and sense-possessed" and fo distinguish them
from "that reality which it is. capable of perceiving when
it has sought to purge itself of its natural and habitual
delusions"(9) .The method permits distinctions between
sense-perceived."ﬁotions" and the more fundamental truths
which man 6an intuit. Secondly, once a distinction hes

(8) F. D. Lizurice. loral & liet: paysical Philosophy. Vol.l. p. 151.
(9) ibid Vol.l.p.l44. Tondon 1886.
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been made it-allows man to accept those items which tend
towards self-evident truths and to reject those which appear
to be the result of distorted sense perception. The poss-
ibility of distinction end choice in its turn is dependent

on three assumptions which were, for uaurice, self evident.
These are that there is in every man the capacity to apprenend
and to recognise truth; that truth is continually within the
grasp of évery man; and that this truth is alwsys distorted
by what he describes as the "phantoms" which are preseated

to hils sense. 1Iwo elements can be traced in the »process

by which man apprehends the "truth" and rejects the "rhantoms"
which are represented 1o his sense. One factor is int 11-
ectual. TIntuition slone is ﬁot ususlly sufficient to zresp
the trutn. iian must use ais intellegence to make the necessary
distinctions. Heither, however, 1s infellect alone ca‘zble
of performing this operation. A morsl factor is also iavolved
The point of view which ilaurice would se:m to hold is that
virtue is only virtue "as it becomes formed in a men."(10)
liaurice s<ems to infer that there is no such thinzy as virtue
or goodness except as a quality of human life. There is an
ideal state towards wiich man may strive; the stete of oeinz
Idezl, or perfecily like God. This state implies the attain-
ment of goodness or righteousness since God is good and

righteous. Now man, in llaurice's view is part of a morsl

(10) p, D. iaurice. Social Lorclity. p.18. London 1872
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order. He is also part of a natural order. The morel
order relates to such gualities as zoodness, jJjustice etc.
The naturél order relates to the physical and intellectual
well being of man., Just because the moral and the physical =a
are fouind prese_téd in man one cannot separace morals from
life; nor, therefore, can one scparate moral and intellectual
activity. The mor:l, however, llaurice reg-rds as the aizner
form of humen activity. The intellecitual capacity helps -
man ;0 understcnd the truth. It is not essential for the
undertaking o good acts., Since the moral order is so
importent iaurice regards all "purely intellectual" exercises
as irrelevant and merely playing vwith words. It may be
interesting but unless 1t siieds Iight on the nature of 1 fe
and ecvourages & closer apnroximation to the perfect Bein:,
it is of litcle vulue. Unless men are prepared to search
behind words for their latent meaninz the words themselves
ere useless. So long as words re resent some rezl experience
they are of inestimable value.

Thus laurice says that Plato was right to use the
dialogue form in pres.ntinz nis th.uzht. kot only so but
he was p.riéicularl, right to introduce real peonle into
his discussi.ns. Indeed flaurice looked upon this as one
of Plato's greatest insizhts. Mo explanation could be given

in writing wnich could equal the insights which the Dialozues

&t
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provide. "His dialogues are literally an education, explain-
ing to us how we are to deal with our own winds, now far
we are o humour them, now far to resist them; how they are
té resist the gliupses of light which sometimes fall upon
them; how Tney are to mske their way tarough the complications
and darkness in which they so often feel themselves,"(11)
liaurice believed that much could be learned from tae
ordinary conversations of ordinesry men. It is from such
coanversations that eternal truth is likely to emerge. X
himself presented some of his work in dialogues usuzlly
with himself as ore of the speakers, ‘'then men explain tneir
own experience they are in some degree explaining the truth.
Jrom the point of view of its influence on Haurice's
own political thought it is interesti .g to sece how he reacted
to Flato's use of the Dialectic method in the Republic.
~aurice regarded this book as z study of the relatioanship
betwern the mind of man and the constitution of society.
Ifaurice puts nis polnt thus "--- {there are eternal priunciples
involved in the constitution of society itself, to which
the individual members conform themselves, not because fhey
are content to sacrifice their own personality, but because
tney have no other way of asserting it."(12) In the Republic
Plato is trying to understand the nature of tne dignity of

(11) P.D. Haurice. Horal & Metaphysical iiorality. Vol.l. p. 142.
(12) ibid Vol.l.p.161 London 1886.
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individual man but he finds that this can on y be done in
terms of each men's relationchips with nis fellows. .an,
in other words, ccn never exist .as an indiviiual avart
from the network of social relationships in which he must
'find himself. The base of society does not lie 1a the

crounr. Por ifaurice, of course, tais

!

individual but in the

group was thé family, as vie shéll show in a subsequent

chapter. The source of man's individuality is to be found,

not in a justice which zives each man his due, But rather in

a justice which explains the rclationship bet.ecn mei,

ilevertneless the coacept of jistice as a social or politice:

vhenonmenon is not separate from thai of justice as & ruli::

principle in iidividual men. The nane justibe which describes

man's Gealin s with h&s fellows, describes the harmony

within the 1ife of an i.dividual, Justice is, ia feact,

the meeting roint between individual and political etnics.
liaurice se«ms to me n by Jjustice that "evernal principle

involved in the constitution of society itelf" of which he

writes in the passage guoted above. This principle he re arded

s far from being utopian. If one looks at society one

sees it at work. Plato recognised it in the necessary

principle of the division of functions within_'anj social

orgenisation. Lian is not individually self sufficient. In

the case of sup.lyiaz his  ohysical snd material needs he

must necessarily cooperate with his fellow-men. Different
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needs arise and men have different caracities to deal with
them, From this comes the :rinciple of the division of
functions which in its turn gives rise to the need for distinct
ogcupations and thus to the natural development of order
in soclety. Just as some men have more aptitude for making
shoes than others, so some men kave more ability to rule
tnan others. The concept of order in society is, therefore,
not an artificial pattern prescribed by some men simply to
ensure the continuance of power in their owa hands. It is
much more a "natural carrying out of the intentioans of
providence." This point of view is of fundamental importance
for an understanding of llazurice's attitude towards democracy.
He had a fear of democrzcy, at least in the clas ical inter-
pretation, based on the possibility of the wrdag men being
given, pblitical power. Tor him the rule of the majority
was anathema, mainly because it controverted the iatentions
of providence. The existence and continuance of society
depended hpon the continuance and existence of the prover
clases in society, but only in as much as these classes
represented not priviliege but the divinely ordained order
and hnarmony orf society.

ilaurice séﬁ mucn to be praised in the threefold class
struc%ure of Piato's republic. Each.class illustreted a
fundamental principle of social order. The philosovhner

kings or magistrates as laurice calls them represent ‘liscCorm;
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the lower Guardians represent Portitude; and the lower classes
represe:at Temperance. ZFurtner each class carried out
certain duties in society by virtue of its own special
understanding. The uagistrates are zes onsible for superin-
tending and arranging the af:iiirs of the staie; the zusrdians
are responsible for sustaining and defending the stzte; and
tne other classes have the task of suppl ing the iecescary _
econom’.c and ma%erial needs of the stzte. This last clascg,
seing the most namerous, illustrztes the need for s.1f -
restraint, by accepting their place in the orders of society,
thus showing that degree of submission and témperance which
is necessary for the maintenance of order.

Now the three classes in society represent certain
fundamental moral grounds upon which societj is based. These
grounds of wisdom, fortitude, snd- temperance arec not e¢ntirely
separate and independent of eech oither. Indeed, if society
is not to crumble under the pressure of internal dissension
they must, to use aurice's own phrase, inberpenetrste each
oter. ITf this is the case some other, coordinating, principle
needs to be postulate; a principie, or a ground of society,
which will refer not only to the pesrticular, serarzte clisses,
but to society as & whole. Plato illustrates tais from the
principle of tune divisicn of functions, but it is the concept

of order itself which is the fianal grouhd oi sociciy. It
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equally refers to harmony within the individual in whom the
three elements of Xeason, knergy or Jill, and Cupidity
parallel the classes in society. Further, the harmonic
principle in both society and the iadividual is what Ils to
calls Justice. It is this comcept of justice, (or Order to
use l:aurice's terminolozy) which ex:lains the aprarent
parzdox that only in his social relationships can the indiv-
idual man achieve the fill expression of nis »nersonality.
lian is at one and the same tize an iﬁdividual, anc & member
of socieiy. As an indivicual he needs to satisfy certain
psycholodceal needs, iancluding a sense of achievement. The
demands of vnersonality, however, intermingle with thoée
of society.

lan's reliance on social support is by no means confined
to the field of economics., He 8lso depends on hiéman inter-
action for the satisfaction of his psycholo.ical needs.
This precess of interaction represents, for ‘aurice the
working out of the principle of Order in society in so far
as it is concerned to uphold the common good, rather than
than the winecessary privileges of the i-dvhdual. liaurice
did not by any means suggest that his coucept of Ordersshould
require &ne abolition of all vnrivilegze. The criterion w:s
the comuon good, nof egalitarianism, Advaantages, deriving
from either na .ural tilentsd or social status, exict and

should be used for the common good. The existence of orders
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especially as represented by an aristocracy) was therefore
quite acceptavle to liaurice's political thought. The over-
riding factor wss that of harmony. VWhen individuals are
seeking the com:on good within the framework of their society
they are able to satisfy both their own needs and those of
%he_social group. liaurice, thus, rejects a philosophy of
individualism. He also rejects a politically static society
since he mai “tains the necessity for a continually increasing
political role for the classes at present underp.ivileged.
Indeed hié perfect society would se:-m to be one in which the
roles and functions of various groups were dependent not

only on birth and economic st.tus but also on inclination

and ability. The opportunity, in the ood society, nmust
exist for tae individual to satisfy nimself by service to the
wnole comrmunity.

Within every society there is s hint of the idezl; an
“indication of what society ougat to be. Iaurice believed
that Plato saw this far but was unable %o go on to analyse
this in detail. While he was de:ling with the problems of
an actual nation in the Laws, he used the aormal relatio:s
" between humen bein_s as a source of socieal conesion. In
the Republic where ne deecls with an ideal state he can not
sec¢ now distinct relationships, such as exist inlnormal
family life, can be possible, at lesst for those cherged

with the hi.hest functions of political life. Thus, in the
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Republic, "rerfect community seems the law of its (the state's)
being; whatsoever interferes wiih this seems to frustrate
its intention".(13%) It would, therefore, seem that Plato
was unable to move from a nationsl, existent society to aa
ideal universal soclety. And this, iaurice sug:ests, is his
main limitation. However, it was a limitation which was to
be removed by the Hebrew and Christian doctrine of society
which was later to show how the relationsuips of the family
could grow into the relationship of the nation and finally
into the relationship of the Universal Society.  Plato saw
through the glass darkly, but at lecst he saw somethinz.

One problem which both i uurice and Plato had to face
was the incompatibility of a perfect socieby with the
fact of the selfishness of nme:. Botn found a solution to the
problem by declaring that the self-centred sspect of man's
life is a deviation from his true nature. aurice refines
his discussion by reference to a Christian thaeology in which
he suggesis that rigiteousness rather tahan sin is the tzue
nature of man, but he takes frowm Plato the belief that self-
ishness in man lecds to deswruction of order and is, therefore,
nov the source of a true rolitical system but must lead to

the confusions and disorders which deny the sense of social

(13) FPF.D.Maurice. ioral & i.etapnysicsl Fhilosophy. Yol 1. p. 167.

life. "There is," he sap "something nizher which is not
\
Loncon. 188w,
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satisfied with iteelf, but which secks after converse with
the Good."(14) In the organisc.tion of the stake tais is
represented by.the-functions of “the Philosopher Kings. The
philosopher would be conce.ned only with tfue ends, with
substance, not with shadows. He glone cen find the Good by
use of nis resson, Other men, however, are also seeking the
sood, althouza they are unable, because of their limited
ability and eduvcatioa, to attain it fully. The philosopher
nust try to leacd them towerds the truth. The adoption of
such an attitude explains some of liaurice's own activities.
Certainly it is reflected in his work in the field of educetion,
and in nis writings he seems to lay perticualr stress on the
need %o iead people to the point where they can see the
truth for themselves. He certainly tries to bring out nis
belief in tune Dialectic méthod - "wnich directly leads to
the contem_lation of truth as truth, of zood as good, in its
pure esseice."(1l5) If a nation can be guided by wisddom

of this kind then it will ac:ieve the true end of society,
and its members their full stature as individual rersonslities.
If this is so then the existence of selfishness does no%
prove the impossibility of tine true society. It uay urevent
it from coming into existeace at a giﬁen point in tiwme, but
it does not necessarily mean that the itrue society can not

2

exist in some other place, at some other time., The eventual

(14) P.D. Haurice. iLorsl & letaphysical Philosophy. Vol.l. p.168

(15) ibid.Vol. L. p. 168  Tondon 1886.

|
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end of history, with men made perfect will result in the
perfeciion of soclesy., rrom his study, aind his interpretation
of the Bible, liaurice adopts a philosophy of history, which,
as we snell see in a later séction, could envisage Jjust this
happening. The forces in soc'ety which prevent a nation
reaching the perfect state are just those which are sometimes
wrongly regarded as the mainspring of social action. The
motive of self seeking, wheéether in man as an individual, or
in society,.fesults in disruption of the Divine order in
nature and in society. Forms of government such as Tyranny,
oligarchy and democrz.cy are deviations from;the true forms,
and these deviations are conunected with degeneration in
individual men. 3ut they éxist becaus: men have not under-
stood the original model of the true Republic, rather tan
beéause the true Republic is not attainable.

The elements of Platonic th:-ugnt waich have been out-
lined, form a besis for much of !laurice's own writia-s.,
He accepted Flato's approach as a2 generz1 method of anslysis.
From it ilaurice derives his great fear of systems and narties.
They interfere with the dislectic necessity to seek tne truth
even 1f this meens disczrdias many previously stronzly held
views., OSystems seem to have a2 huilt—-in defence mechanism.
Perhaps parties have this characteristic even more strongly.

llaurice's fear inat he would be regarded as an "au hority"

o




is no doubt due to this deeply felt need to lezd men to

see the truth for themselves rather than to accept nis words
with blind devotion. He also seems to ahave accented the
Platonic concept of a nierarchy of being into nis own ap~roach
to the problem of the relationship betwesn man and God. e
does, of course, take the matter further by refering to Cod

s the ground of men's existence, transferring the discussion
to a rather different plane. Hevertheless underpinning
llaurice's Biblical approach is the methnodology which he found

in his study of Plato.

=3

THE T#FLUENCE Of THE BIBLE ON LLAURICE'S THOUGH

‘Above all else Laurice re .. rded himself as a theologzian.
If Plato taught nim to dig rather than to build, the 3ible
became the gro nd of his excavatio.s. For Maurice the
Bible Wwas a source of knowledge of God's revelation ol Hiumself
t0 mankind., He regarded it as illustrating a Divine educaticn
of the human race., This education liaurice considered to be
the one hope of humanity. The whole ~oint of the scriptures
is lost unless one rezlises that they are a record of the
undolding by God of the relationsip betveen Himself and his
cresture, lan., YA Divine educati n then, is assw:ed ss Tne '
regular basis of human life and huwen fellowsnip. 3od
' teaches man what he is, Lan tnows what he is; he fulfills

i (16)
as he receives this instruction "’

i

his appointed tesk Jjust so fo

(16) P.D,Maurice., Jorcl & l.etaphysicel Puilosopay. Yol.l.».7.

o
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lfaurice sees God's revelation of Himself to man as

the normal, even necessgary, condition of humaa life.

But the revelation is pregressive, not sudden. It

began witn the creation and it will finish with a "complete
day of revelation when everything that has been hidden
shall come forth; every creature shall be made mehirfest

in God}s sight."(17)

The process of mela ion requires not omly.that Jod
should revezl himself but also that man sheould have the
capacity ﬁo accept and acknowledge such a revelation. That
God could do this without creatinz a capacity in ' cn to inow
and to communiéate with his arc .etype seemed to Liaurice to
be a contradiCtion. It would be eouslly so for God to cre. te

men without giving him the capacity to resch the zoal intended

(o]
+h

for nim. Lan must therefore be capble something more
than the s-1fish use of wmaterial objects. PFrom the 3ible
iaurice derives the belief that 3od acts in history to draw
men towarde his real ends. He finds considerable ev'deunce
in the Bible to support thia contention., Indeed one of the
most important influenceslwhich the 2ible had on his thought
was toﬂprovidg a fremework for his philosophy of history.

It would be true to say that, for fcurice, aistor; is
the continulng revelation of *od's will tc iian., Histay then

becomes not only a series of events but an educaiionsal process

7 ] - s L o~ . s - -
(17) P. D. Laurice. Doctrine of Sacrifice. dedication p. XXXIV

London 1879.
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In his book "Theories of the Poli.ical System": William T.

Bluhm writing about St. Augustine noted thet "--- to the
Christiean, reason and natural experience alone could provide

no complete and fully satisfying answers to the great questions,
for ne believed that God had intervened in the 1ife_of the
empirical world to communicate directly, in & specizl way

with nis crea.ure man. And it was to this Revelation thei

the Christian politicul thedrist naturally turned for a

frame of reference and starting point; or as we would put

it oday for orienting concepts. To think significantly

aboi.t politics or about any large quesiion, he would nave to

'Tj

see what God Himsclf had revecled, which might open up a
path to the gquestions puzzling wim., And the record of this
fevelation was to be found in the extensive body of writinzs
wnich we call the Judeo ~ Christian Bible.l8) In this ense
one could say that F. D. Kaurice forms part of what “m. Bluim
has called Augustinien Bridge, for certainly l.aurice used
the revelation of divine will as shown in the Bidle as a
frame of reference. But he goes further then this and it
would be more accurate to suy that Biblical Revelation was
one element in his frume of reference, since he rezerds
secular revelailon as equslly importaant., 3500, in ofther words
reveals Hims-:1f not only in tha: record of mainly Hebrew
nistory wnlch we know asithe Bible; he reveals himself in
all nistory. idis revelation is available universally. In

(18) y.m, Blunm Theorieg of olJtchl Syetem p.155.
1 l ° “ e
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the introduction to his lioral and lleraphysical Fhilosophy
he writes "All nations .ave been engaged in this searcn for
wisdom —--—- Buildings, roems, pictures, mecnanical arts,

abome all Politics, have indicated the direchion wnica

|—i)

different periods, countless individuals have taken in the
pursuit.”(lg) In his Preface to the seond edition of tThe same
book, he sa,;s that even heathen philosophers have zad an
actual Divine guicance, and that insofar as they Dllow ilis
guidance they assist in the process of Divine Revelatiion.

The purpose of history is to bring men graduall. to
a fuller understanding of God's nature, and, since man is
made in God's image, of their own nature. This raises the
guestion of man's éssentkil nature. [aurice's interpretation
of the scriptures drives nim to the conclusion
that original sin is not the essence of man's bein~. He
can not deny that sin exists., But he denies thai evil is
more powerful than goodness. One need only l:ok around
the world to see evidence of the rower of evil. It derives
from a tendency in man to put himself in the centre of exist-
ence. But righteousness is stronger than sin. God is more
powerful than the devil, and since man is made n0T in the

Devil's ima e but in Goa's he is "origzinally ri:zhteous"
o

L9)

not "originally sinful", I% is clear that aurice is not
thinking of "originzl" in terms of time, but in te.ms of

(18) p.D.uavrice, :oral & iletapysical Pail:sophy. Introduction
r. XLV Tonddn 1886.
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the nature of man. Even, then, if there is evidence thet
man has always in the past retained the genius of evil
within niuself, 1t does not follow tuat this must always:.

be the ca

4]

€.
This argument raises another funcamental issue in
kaurice's philosophy of hisfory, Truth existe whether man
discovers it or not. If this is so, then, even if man never
realises that the human race is essentially good, its goodness

still exists. Evidence to the conirery is simply part of

[=te

man's imperfect understnding. From this sort of discussion
laurice derives the concept that study of the past is only
valuable 1f 1f thurows 1lizht on the oconditions of the present.
If truth exists whether or not man realises it, it is also
the case that truth therefore rests upon eternal Ffoundatio=s.
These efernal truths have somethin to ssy for men of 11
a:€es, past, present =nd future. Prom this l.aurice con argue
that taere has never been a "Golden Age of lan's Existence."
Hlaurice is careful to differentiaté "eternal! fro: any idecs
coacerniag tiwe. Eternal truths are those which are hased
pon what Thouwas Aquinas would have described as universal
law. That is to say they are éternal by virtue >f being
ordained by God. They are, it is true, valid for zll time,
but it is God's ordi:ation, and not tize, which makes them

eternal. Thus although Haurice is prepared to say that there
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has been no evidence of a Golden Age he does not go on %o
claim that such an agze will necessarily come at any time in
the future. . anaand society are Divine Realities“as they
are now, not as they may beco.e in the future. Christ,
..aurice would say, speaks of eternal 1ife; not of future
life. This of course, is not to say that present society,
or the preseut moral state of man are perfect, bui they_are
images of perfection. In the Platonic sense they ars shedows
of the idesl form., Waat the Bible tells us is not the condition
which man is’ ;oing %0 achieve at some future unspeéified
date, but what man is capable of ac.ieving nov.

There is, however, an appsrent contradiction in laurice's
philosophy at th's.point. Clearly he regards the 3ible as
a gradual Hevelation of God's nature to man. This would
seem to Infer a pfogression towards better and better states
of understanding until the perfect condition is achieved.
Now then can we say That man can be perfect now, and presumably
at any time in the pact. The answer seems to lie in the |
suggestion that what men could achieve is not neceséarily
what he does achieve. There are.two sides to men's nature,
thé true, good nature, and the false, evil nature. ilan is,
unlike the other parts of creation, capable of self direction.
He must choose to accept the truth which God reveals to him,

By his own nature God has restricted his own powers over man,
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God can only snow men how they may achieve »ne fection. The
decision to do so is a matter of will. Kaurice believes that
man is to some extent free to choose good or evil, His
essential nature should make him choose gvod buf that other
part of his nature, which liaurice regards as an aberration,
inclines him towerds self centredness waich is tae main
source of evil., Illan is tonereiore always faced with & choice.
The r.al difficulty is that man's imperfections result in
the choice beiﬁg blurred. God's part in the process is,
then, to assist man by giving him indica'ioné of the right
co .rse, Man is imperfectly seeking the truth. God guides
him towards it by a series of reveiations. Thus in anistory
God has chosen the Hebrews to act as the main source of
inspiration in man's qﬁest for knowledge of nis rezl na‘ure,
altho gh other nations may also have glimpses of it. [lan

is potentially good, he has the capacity to choose the right
road. But God can not mske the choice for him.

By study of the Bi:le man mey achieve an uﬁderstanding
of those laws on which the whole nature of the universe ié
founded. iwmurice treces the development of society throuzh
the revelation to the Jews of the universal laws. Thus the
Jewish nation has its roots in the siriving of Abraham to
grasp the reclationship between God and ilan., Abraham is

called out from his father's house to go into a foreign lend.
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de feels that God is speaking to him and he learns tue first
lesson when he rea.ises thai he must obey the czll if ne
is to retain nis ability to become like God. The real point,
for Maurice about the story of Abraham is that he lescrns tne
le;son ol trust, He is faéed continually with situations
in which he is forced to have fzith in the God who cells him.
The barreness of his wife - and the eventual provision of a
le,itimate heir; the orde: to sacrifice ais son and the
provision of an alternative are examnles of tue proper
relationship between God and an. Bubt this story is not
only the story of an individual; it is also a metaphor of
humanity's relationship with it's crestor. Abraham founded
a family, and on that femily the whole of the Chosen Dace
was built. Thus, says lLaurice God's covenant im not only
with the individual. It is a social covena.t. 3But even
in the 0ld Testament God ades not restrict aimself to comaun-~
ication with the Jews. Goé spea:s slso to Pharaon (2@)
and to Abimilech.(21) |

The Jewis, howevey, have learned thelr lessons only part-
islly and they continue fto commit the sins which are peculiar
to a fairly primitive tribal nation., =ut gradually out of

the punishments vhich the Jews bring u»on themsclves, the

Jewish family develops into a Jewish nation. The same princile

a-ply to the Covenant betwe n God and the nation as ar lied
(20) Ge.esis. Cn. 41.
(21) ibid Ch. 20, v2,.
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between God and the family. God shows hims:1f to the Jews.
If they can respond by choosing to make their will conform to
God's will all is well. If they allow “heir will to become
separate from God's will the uation suffers. Iliaurice, how-
ever, does not draw the cozclusion that God is deliherately
punishing the Jews because they have been disobedient. The
reason for the sufiering is that the Jews have broken one

of the laws of men's existence. Not to live in conformity

to God's Will and therefore to their own true nature, automat-
lcally inducés evil results. 7The sufferinz which results
from breaking the coﬁenant was not scen by ilzurice:.as the
direct action of an angry Zod. In his book the Doctrine of
Sacrifice .aurice shows thet aitempts to placute God by

rerings of gilts and sacrifices are characteristic of the

w23
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heathnen reli_lons which h;; a fzlse conce-tion of S50d. The
true nature of sacrifice was that it was a toien of men's
realisation that they were made in God's image. I was a
way in which they could express their acce tance of fe
revelations which God had given them.

Ore other important lesson which liaurice draws from the
earl, books of the 01d Testament is that the nation grows
out of the family. It must preserve tae distinctioans of
personalities which are found in the femily - a coicept which

is central to much ol what laurice had to szy about politics.
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The nation, however, is not merely a collection of individual fem-
ilies vound together by some rmufual contract of agreement.
. The Jewish nati.n wes & witness to order in society. It stood
against all forms of disorder, The nation, as much as the
family or the individual, represents the relationship in which
men stand to God. God has shown men & more adv.nced educ:tion
than he could give to Abraham. The social concern, tae need for
an acceptance of social responsibpility is indicated by the laws
which the Jewish nation accepts. The Decalogue'lays dowun in
formal language a new order, or rather a development of an old
order. In one sense it is positvive law: it is laié¢ down. 3ut
it is essentiall, a moral law .ecause it states the . .1inciples
on wnicn all othe: legislation is to be besed. liaurice saw in
the Ten Commandmeﬁts & law revealed to e nztion. They were, he
would say, :trictly a2 ne :ioaal code revealed %o the Jews nok
as incividuals but as 2 nation. The adovtion of the Decalosue as
the basis. of Jewish political culture marks z ster in the
Divine education of man. In the Commendments the Jews find
a code which takes them a stage further in their understanding
of the social asture of humanity. ot only are the - to belonsz
to femilies, they a-e also to belong to a wider group of which
the family is the seed. The Jewish nation of 01ld Testament
times illustrated for:iaurice that part of Divine educethion

a

whereby God led men to uaderstand their rel:tionship to Himself

<
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and their relationsaip to each other in a wider context thanm
iiad been showa to the esrliest Patriarchs. Here 2 sociael
concern was expressed beyond that which one might reasonably
expect to be shown to those related by family ties. This
concern is shown to go out to people because ithey are members
of the nation. The aréa of social responsibility is widenéd.
It is extended to people one may never mect and certainly would
not know intvimately. It was however, still kept within the
bounds of the nation. The Jews, as a peoivle were .eing set
apsrt to recei&e God's education. They must ‘therefore recognise
themselves as a distinct national enitity. In laurice's political
writings he stresses the il.portance of nati ns values. Just
as individuals zre different from each other, yet related to
eacn other, so nations have individuszl characteristics, yet
may also be interdependent. <“he members of a nation are bound
together by com.on experiences, by common laws, by com.on
language. Each in time develops its own culture vhich is
expressed in its politicel in:tituiions ané attitudes. hat
God wés teacning the Jewish nation was o common regponsibility
for the care of the poa , the value of the idividuzl within
the comnwon good and above all the common acceptance of tle
- proper relationsﬁip between God and man fom which 211 other
regponsibilities. spring.

From the 01d Testament® llaurice derives the concept that

God is the "Grest Actor" imhistory. The laws which man uses




to govern his social releations . ips not only reflect God's

will., If man is to achieve his full stature he must understand
that they are giveinr directly by God. The covenant which %od
establishes with the Hebrews is initaiszted bs God. In other
words Go¢ gives the law, It is up to men to act according to
that law 1f tThey are to gain social harmony. PFor fheir
institutidns‘the fdebrews could claim no novelty. The
Bgyptians had 2 similar set of institutions. They hed priests,
sacrifices, Temples, laws. One might even argue tuat the :ews
imitated the ins:icutions of thne land is whicn they had been
aeld captive. They might just as ccsily have rejected them as
idoletrous. ‘hat [.oses had done for the Jews, however, was 1o

analyse the relationsh’'p between men and God in a way which was

quite different to the Egyption Beliefs. The Egyptians regarded .

their instiftutiois as bribes inteded to convert God's will to
ilan's will. lioses proposed jus" the opposite - tnet huunazn
institutions should be derived from what God has shoin nan
of Hié will so that human will could be led into co _formity
with Divine Will.

lLan was aot left in the dark, groping for the right taing
to do. He was shown how fto act. In the Erodus, natural a’ents
in the:brm'of pla ues are shown to obey a.moral law, in whnich
a rignteous Being punishes the tyrant and Gelivers the opiresscd

people. God is seen here as the real deliverer of the Hebrews.
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" He is the source of their 1ihertj and his actions sets them free.
‘The Egyptians could see law only as the dictates of the monzrch
wino took on a Divine personality. Thus their laws were either
totally irreversible or else could be changed only at the will
of the monarch. For the Jews the lew was totally irreversible
only in as much s 1t could be seen to represent the Tiviie
Will as expressed in God's covenant with the nation. 3Bearing
in mind kaurice's belief in the gradual revelation of the Divine
Lew to men it is clear that tizurice did not believe that the
laws revealéd to the esrly Jewish nation encompassed the total
kowledge of Divine Will, len ﬁere, and are, continually
learning that changes in our understandingz of the Divine Will
bring about new interpretations by society of the Covenant
winich God made with the Jew.

In Haurice's scheme Divine Will is eternal ané immutable.
Whut changes is man's grasp of it and therefofe his grasp of
the proper relationshins between man and Jod. Ilcurice's
philosophy of history is always looking for new understanding

of the unchangable Divine Will and God is always active in

=

nistory to lead men nearer to the situation in which the
human and the Divine will shall coincide.

There are, then, tnree elements in ihe history of man.
One is %he unalterin: and the unalterable Divine Will. 1In a

sense this cin be regirded as similar to the Ideal forms of Plato-
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A second factor is man's will which is, in many ways, a shacdow
of Divine will but which also represents man's tendency to
self centredness. These two wills, coul¢ coincide, and in
a perfect state shold and ¢o coincide. Th's means, of course
that liaurice is to a large extent optimistic. Since he
believes in essential rigjateousness, and not in originsl sin
as the nature of man hé is bound %o be an optimist - at least
in tne long rﬁn. In the short run, however, man is liable
50 be extremely destructive of the order wanich God has ordained
for both the natural and tne social worlds. laurice is
therefore facéd with a dilemma. i.an's nature is good, there-
fore his will must also be good, when in its perfect st:te;
but equally man's nature is evil, and thaerefore his will must
be evil, waen in its imperfect stcte. If man is to reach
his eventual goal of harmony between his will and God's a
third element must be found in history. This third element
is, of course, Jod's intervention into humen afiairs. .an
is thus faced with certain evidence placed before aim by the
deliberate action of God.

God, of course, does not force men o act upon the evidence
woich ne produces. He merely states a case. The Egyrtians
did not act upon the evidence of God's will. Therefore they
perished. In the Bible, time and time again, kaurice sees

the intervention of God throwing lizht on how men ought to

I’
A
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The Jews cisobey the Lavs and are runishcd; the Fhilistines

orpose God and they are Gefexted. Xqually tae Jews follow the
comuends o. the covensni and they nrosper. Iistory teaches men
tnat conformity with ®the Divine will bri.-s certai: resuliss -

non-co.uformity briajs others. I.us aurice faces tne Trollem

of free will and dete.mi .ation. Lo ask wnether or not acn is

. free is, ia & sease, to ask the wroa, guestion. Iliere is no

'dOubi that min is free to izake & cuno.ce bet:een obedieice £a¢

01sobedleacc to Cod's 7ill. ©Th rovlem comes down to ine

[¢)]

question of winether or not man i. capable of acceptin® the

o)

evidence whica Fodé ploces before him. ihether or not ze does
50, will depend upon whether men's real nature is suca zs to

By

incline him towards co.formity with Sod's Jill or towards

total self-satisfaction. Iaurice recosnises that a dilemma

exicts. waan has an evillstieak in .:im, of that he is in no

doubt. He will tend, unaided, therefore, towards self-centredness
but this tendency i1s ia opposition to, not in conformity .ith

his own true self. A paradox e:icts whereby men, when he

seeks only to satisfy nimself, as =i indivicual, i: actinz
cdntrary T0 his own real sclf as a crecture of ~od. However, if
man secks not ais own iadividual self rretifics vtilos, tut coaform-~
ity to God's will he finds hi.celf actin. i- such a wey as to

atiain his ‘nis will

proper place in 50G's creatcd order.
result in the rijateousness waica Liaurice reogarcs &s bein, .

the consequence of wan's creation in Z0d's own itaiaze. Only by
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acting in this way can man be "free". This councept of freedom
is the result of iaurice's accertance of a teleolo:ical view
of man and society. i.an's purpcse is to be like God, but ne can
not be like %od unless ne is free to cnoose otherwise. Yet
if ne chooses otherwise he is deunying his real self.

What .aurice seems to say is thuat God gives ren a frame
of reference against wﬁich to mage his choice. That fraome of
reference is to pe discovered by the ssudy of history, which
shows man, not the power of GoC to force man to be good, Hut
the.criteria by whicn he can judge how near or far ne is from
understanding u’'s owa nature., _istory, therefore, is useful
precisely in as uwuch us it illustrates tne wresent. In this
contexi man perceiﬁes the truths, which are themselves imnmutable,
more and more clearly. Since these truths are eternzl, and
siﬁce God is coutinually illustrating nis, and therefore

man's real nature. Je must be expected to provide some finzl

—

means by wihich man can come to & recognition of himself., For
liaurice th s meens is, of course, p.ovided by Jesus Christ.
Through Christ, Fod gewé man & link with Himself. 3ut Chrict
was zlso the ovond whieh joinedmmen to each.;other. "It wes the
great witness to them and demonstration to them that they were
spirits havin: bodies, thet they were'not boGdies, into which
a certain ethereal particle, called spirit, was inlfused. 7.zt
whalcn conversed Wwth God was not sometaning accidental to them,

but their substance. And this too was that by which they held
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converse with each other. Yithout this there was no possibility
of their feeling together, suffering together, hoping together"(22)
Here llaurice is speaking of Christ's relation with his discizles.
The point which is so clear to him is that Chrisiien Gospel
as much as the older Jewish history is part of the Divine
Education. 3But a new element has been introduced. In the
past God had bro ght his message to the Jews by, as it were,
contact with their leaders, but with Christ God hzd himself
come into the world in & human form.

for Maurice this had several important imylicatiouns.
In the first place it meant that God's specizl educatisn wrs
no longer confimed only to the Jew, Ore of the mosi: important
features of Laurice's theolozy is his universalism. The
Divine education is of’ered not to one special nation but to
all men. The whole human race wasthe object of God's inter-
vention in the world. This did not mezn that all nen were
equal or even that taere were not great and important Giffer-
ences between nations. Ilaurice's view of politics reflects
. a view of theology in which order rather than uniformity was
the basis of human society if not the whole crestion. flowever
the Incarnation meant that God and humenity were beinz brouzht
together in such a way that Zod was uniting man to men, 4
bond of fellowship was being crested greater than any bouads
‘of.race, class or uationality. Tais bond :iaurice saw as the

(22) P. D. naurice, Theolozical Estays. p. 264. Loncon 1853
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Universal Society wnich represented the comson humanity of

man and which was essentially typified by the Churcn. This
universal society was spiritual in nature, based on that part
of man's natﬁre wnich seeks superhuman signs of Divine
guidance. These signs; however, are never to be found in tae
twonders and signs" that some men look for., Instezd tney arec
found in those aspects of human society which scem to endure.
In fact there is evidence in history loug before Christ, that
fhe Divine educafion wss universal. The Incarnation o.ly made
thais more apparent. Thus in the Kingdom of Christ, lfaurice
wrote: "The Greeks and Romans were remarkaply distinguished
from each other. 3But they were boi.. alike distinzuished from
the slaves and burbarians of whose existence we became awvare
chiefly througn tlem._ Wherein lay the difference; Apart

from all intellectual superiority it is quite evident that tney
had a clear sense of certzin great landmarks and boundaries

in human society, the violation of which was an evil; tnat
they believed these unseen landmarks to nave been fixed by

an awful Unseen FPower, and to be preserved by that nower." (23)
The ancient classical states were the objects of Divine
education, although they only partially understood what it

was all about., 4And in modern societies men still find evidence

of the Divine education. Certain Jewish idess and ims titutions

(23) F.D. lizurice. Kingdom of Christ. Vo.ll. p.l74. Toncon 1959

~.
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o

resv at tae end of the veek

1y

such &s tne ordering of a day o
have becowe pert of mode.n social culture. The institutions
of modern society, such as property and marzage, are generally
found to be widespread in all Christian Societies. The
Christian understending anduse of these institutions which
form part of the structure of social anc¢ political life are
evidence of the wideninz of the education originslly siven
to the Jews and now passed over to the ﬁhole human race,

A secorm result of Christian teaching for Naurice is
tnat the secular vecomes just as iuportant as the szcred. In
this case, however, we nave ©0 ve ceref.l to reslise that tae
Hew festament does not suﬁpede the old., The laws given 1o
woses on iount Sinai were of the s: me general chsracter as
taose 1n the sermon on the.ﬁount. Thus the Laws of the 01d
and the few Testaument are complimentary. Abo.e all they are
not intended to nelp man to forget his secular and build up
nis spiritual life., Ilaurice rezards the Ten Commandments as
referring particularly; %o secular thin-s. Clearly they are
in some sense rational laws given to the Jews to help them
build a zood society. Equall: clearly they represent a
recognition %hat the earthly characteristics of men's existence
are important, that because man is both body and spirit, he
has to care for the body as much as for the spirit. The

realisation of the Incarnation of Christ is vitally important
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for.getting away from lanicheism. "Above &1l they are eble
to rid ourselves of the llanichaean notion (waich it should
be remembered has been zlways connected with a low notion

of the 01d Testament), that the outward ané visitle universe,
and ordinary social relations, are the creastion of an

evil spirit, to be esteemed 1i3ht1y by a1l wvho have atbtsined
Lo the berception of a higher econouy."(24) This accentance
of the va]ue of worldly as wvell as splrwuuel vulues is the
source of Laurice's political conce n. Once you start to
value secular abilities and funcfjone their pzoper orderin;
becomes an essential point of your fremework of tnousht.

for Lasurice, &s for all the Christisn Socliel Reormers wno
followed him, the distinction between s cular snd sxirituel
disappears. It is not so much that he regards one as nore
important than the ofther as that he sees 10 releveince in the
distinction. ilaurice regaidea nimself as both Caristisn end

b

Socialist and he rezarded nimself as & socialist beczuse he

was & Christiasn., This is the result of his underst.ndia - of
the Scripbtures. There are two strands in :lzurice's thougnt
in this field. The first is his belief thet the Christian

doctrine creates a fellowship. A bond ve-.veen %od and an,

>

Y, .
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and between men, necessitetes a cooperative rather -

competitive base for social relationships., 3ut equally

(24) F.D.Maurice, Xingdom of Christ. Vol.ll.p.178. London 1959




(77)

important is the belief that the Divine is essuntially iauvolved
in the seculr.

Although :.aurice secns to deny the distinction between
the splritual and the secular there is also a sense in wiicn
he accepts that there is a distinetly secular and distinctly
spiritual world. If the secular is regerded as the zorrupt,
then 2 clear dinhotomy exists betwecn that world znd the
spiritual. The laridean heresy is a Heresy precisely vecause
it claims that all secular activity is the result of evil,
not Jjust vecause it is different from the spiritual as
"absorblns all influence into one paramcunt, transcendant
influence"(25) The secular world exists &nd will continume
to exist. What Christé did was ndt to destroy the secular
world but to bring it under an eternal law. Christ's cla'm
to have fulfilled the law should be seen as & clzim to have
freed it from the formslising effects of the Scribes and
Pharasees. In the sermon on the lount, Christ is heard to
say " -—- except your ri-hteousness shall exceed the rirht-
eousness of the Scribes and Fharisees, ye shall in no way
enter the Kingdom of Heavan".(26) ilaurice argues in the
Kingdom or Ghrist that this can be interpreted in two ways.

It can mean that righteousness can bé either different in
degree, or different in kind. Iilaurice believes thet if the
(25)
(26)

"=|

‘. D.iiaurice Kingdom of Carist., Vol.ll. p.l92.London 1959

spel Accorcéing %o St. lLatuew. Ch.5.v.20
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2y and

bl

former cuse nolds then Christ has altered the [‘osaic
replaced 1t by a new Law. In wiich case his concept of the
gradual unfolding of a Divine pur_.ose would collapse. ‘The
co:cept would now simply be one of replacing a sirict adhnerence
to the letter of the law, by an even strict adnerence.

This, to liaurice was quite unaccentable. If, anowever, what
Christ meant was a guite aiilerbnt kind of rigshteousness to
that of the Scribes and Phariseses, whet he would be ¢oing

was to lead his disciples back to the original intent of the
Diviae Bducatioa, and then to show men now they coulé build

on to the hosaic Law, by obiaininz a deeper iugsiat into the

spititual nature of ..an, vhile at the same time gresring the

-~

reality of the relationship between the spirituzl anc thoe
secular. Because man was spiritual he had to accept resgon-

1

sibility for the bodily needs of his fellows. He ned, in

other words to love hie neighbour as hiuself.

eh
s

The third, and in some ways most imnortant imglication

of the Incarnation, for liaurice, was the belief that the

Kingdom of Christ was not a happeningz which was to occur at

some ‘ndefinite future dGate. It was in existence now. This has

important consequences for uaurice's beliefs. In some ways his
politics can be described as utonian. His ideal wes certeinly

that of a perfect society, in wnich the inhabitants of tais
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worlad would'seek each otner's good, and in wiichn persoaal,

-and even national, agirandisesnent woulcd (is appear, e did not,
however, see btanis as depencin~ on the perfecting of human

nature througn historical time, not tarouzn the discovery

of some natursl paradise in which men was tzken back 'to his

pre—fali condition. He bhelieved that %od was not only ziving

man a divine education but through the incarnation had silven

man an instrument for personal and social regenerztion now,

The perfection of man's nature was not derendent o: 308 takinz

the initiative and fihdimg his true nature by searchin~ for

the clues whi.ch Goéd m7zve in the sceriptures ané i: humen
w

,.

history and by accepting the Divine power whicn 3Zod na

CD

given in Christ.
Thus ilaurice's wnole approach to the Bible was apily

descrived in & p

L")

ssage in his Theological kssays "For the

Bible is & book in which Goéd is teaching nis crertures induction,
by setting them an es<zmple of it. totdn , is ¥here tauzht as
it is in the Kor:n by mcre decreee; everyta.n. by life and

surest testy of its own cred-

(‘:

experi.ent. It offers us the

-

ibility. It meets the facts of human life znc the difficulties
of human speculation; it undert. kes to iwierpret the one, a2nd

t0 show us the source of the other."(27) Ilaurice is sure that
fhiere are clues to be obtained from study of the scrictures as

- to the nature of 1life. But man hes %o loox for then further,

2 T T s e . —~ ] g
(27) ¥.D.liaurice, Theologicel Essays p.13%9. Tondon. 1853,
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‘man has t0 create the good life and the good society to some
extent by ais own actio's, He can not expect %od %o do for
him that which ae is capable of coing nimself. It was this
cbncept whicia coavinced llaurice of two th'ngs. In the first

) “ilace it brougnt him to the belief that he must fifst wnd
foremost be & t.eologian. And that being = theologizn he musf
not construct theoretical structures and models about the good
life but must rather dig into the foundation of human existence.
Allied very closely to this is his second belief that the
function of wne theolozien, if not of all.Christians, is not

to discuss ideas about God but to try to-know Him. This, for

']

llaurice, was possible because he believed in God rather than

1S

believed theories about God. In much of his writing there is
evidence of his belief that truth was aviilable if only man
could rescn ou# and tcke it. God is continually nesr to man.
lian has a capacity to find Ei.. And belief in Chris. as
Being was the link which man found so elusive. [laurice,
however, was ia no doubt t.at such a link exicted. It was thae
vasis of ell mor.lity, social and personal. It was, moreover
the difference between modern men's octportunity and ancient
man's perplexity. 4“he ancients coulé only refer to soue
process of thought in their search for the ;004 life. Iaurice
wrote 5Aristotle's was an imperfect treztise, a treciise

coitvaining plenty of errors.. But if it were a verfect treatise,
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one in wanich there were no errors a% all, it would not be

the standard I wanted; still less would it enable me to follow
& standard. The standard must be a LIPE., It must be set

forth in a living PERSON. If it is to do me any gzood his

life must in some way act upon my life ---., If {the Bible was
merely a boox, though it might be the best of all books, though
it might be a book without a flaw, I could not hope to find

in it that which I was seckingz."(28) Vhat ijaurice believed

was that the Bible led him beyond the writiten page. It zave
him reason to believe in God's action in the world ané in

the existence of Christ, but it was only one means of doing

so. It was authorative but it was not autherity itself.

In face lisurice was Influenced by the Biple in a sis'lar way

to that in which he was iifluenced by Plato. e saw in it
evidence for trutns whica were verified from inductive reasoning
and from experie nce.

The Bilole, as it were rei.forced and acded weight to
Platonic Ideas. But it perha. s did more taan that. It gave
substence to the philosophical approzch. It illustrated for
kieurice the idea that words themselves mean nothaing unless they
embody some truth which is based on experience. In it the
connection betwecn the social and the individusl is made clear
by reference to the Eternal truth of God's existence. In it

God is trying to show man niw his normal human relatisns in

(28) F. D.Meurice. Epistle of St. Joaa. v.5. Toadon 1833,
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family and state are dépendent on the rclation between 3od

an man. In the first lecture of the Epistles of S%. Jo 1
l.aurice discusses his use of the Scrivtures, "I use them because
I thiﬁk they will show us what is the ground of those affections,
of that conscience, of that reason and will, which we have to

do with because vie are uuman beinzs, and which we nust nhave

to do with supposing there were no scriptures at 21l. I do

not use them becauss I look on them as substitutes for t
affections, or coascience, or reason, or will., T use them
because I look upon them as 5od's revelation to us of ourselves,
who are made in His image, and of Himself, wao nas nade us

in Lils image. I do not use. them as if they would meen

anything

5o us, or be of any wort? to us, supposiig we vere
not ipade in His image, s.pposing it were not ﬁossible for us
t0 be acquainted with Him. I use them because I coiceive
they set forth Christ as the Son of Zoc, and the Lord of
every men, I Go aot use theimn because I thin they s:i forth
some standaré for a set of men called Chritians who are
different from other men, and who have not the same 50éd with
other men. I use the Scriptures to snow us wnat I believe

is the Law and life for all of us, that law and life of w.ich
that law and life of which men in the old worldé had onvy a
partial zlimpse. I should not use them if I thouszht then
less univers:l and wmore psrtizl that the books of heathens

or of later moraslists."(29)

(29) ®. D. lLizurice. Epistles of St. Joan. p.l3. London 1893,
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Tt would appear, then, that aurice's ideas were very
greatly determined by the influence of the Scripture. Indeed
the Bible was probably the major framework by which he was
led to undérstand the social nature of man. This was so
because he regarded it especially a teaching librery. It
was the record of God's intervention in human affsirs. As
such he could use it to dig for the foundations of society.
From it he learned the necessity of connecting the past with
the present and the future, of connecting the Divine with
the secular, of connecting the individual with the socizal.

It was on these three relationships that the whole of lizurice's
social and politicel thought was founded.

MAURICE AS A FOLLOVWER OF S. T. COLERID3E

If laurice owed much of his thought to Plato and the
Bible he equally owed much of his.method of social pailosonhy
to Coleridge. As C, R. Sanders has pointed out, however, he
did not simply accept Coleridgean thousht in its entirety.
He accepted certain basic methods and modified them as and
when he tnought necessary.

Pernaps Coleridge's main contribution to laurice's
thougnt was the distinction between Reason and Understanding.
It was fundamental to all Naurice's writing on Ethics, heolo:y
lletaphysics and Politics. i:an has two quite distinct capacities

One is represented by the functioning of his Understandinz.
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This refers solely to man's intellect. By Understending,

man is able to perform logical deduction, and is thus able to
anelyse and discover means of achieving a given end. Under-
standing allows man_to create logical systems of thousht.

It is basically a mental exercise. As sucn it is of course
useful in helping man to understand his environment and, in
some measure, to modify it. Yel the powers of the intellect
were of limited use to man 8o long as he confused them with

the powers of Reason. It was into just such a confusion that
the supporters of the rights of man hagd fallen, and ilaurice
accepted Coleridge's separation of the two powers as an

essential starting point for his polivicel thousht. 1In the
moral and Ilietapkysical Philosophy izurice, referring to
Coleridge, wrote. "That distinction explained, he tnouzht,

the confusions into which the amthours of the French declsration
of rights and their Lnglish admirers nad fallen. They had

mixed togzether the unive-szal and the particular laws of

Reason and the deductions of the Understandinz:. The mexins
belonging to the one spnere, wnich were local znd temporary,
were invested vith the sacredness and largeness of tae other".(30)
This waé reclly the essentizl difference between the Understanding
and tne Reason. The former was concerned with the locszl or

the temporary, certainly the temporal, aspects of 1life.

(30) @ D. iizurice. i:oral o Metephysichl Pnilosophy. Vol.ll.
'P. 666. London 1886,

Id
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The Reason was concerned with the permanent, eternal trutas
of existence.

A further distinction arises from the consideration of
experience. The understandiné is the wak of thou ht which
man uses to rationalise his experiehce. As such it refers to
the experience of the individual. Just because of thais its
use is particularly vulnerzble to the danzer of eclecticism,
ien are teipted to accept such evidence as fits into their
Iparticular theory or system, rezardless of the Truth; equally
they are tempted to feject evidence and experience which tells
agalnst their sysftem. Here we have one inportant source of
iaurice's feears of systematisin.., It was not taat he taougnt
any particular system wrong so much as that he believed that
they rested upon a purely human mental activity. Suca
products of tne Understandingz were liable to severe 1imitatio£s
because men would be prepared to defend tnem for the sake
of the system, which was a parti.:ular element in human affairs
relevant only to the attitudes snd beliefs of particular
‘achools of thought at the expense of the universal princinles
walch underlay all existence.

liaurice, was much iafluenced by Coleridge's concept of
Reason as the faculty which could set man freec from the
dictates of Understanding. In the Dedication of the Kingdom

of Christ to Rev. Derwent Coleridge Hzurice wrote that the
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former's father had taught him to distinzgu’sh "that which is
factitious ana accidental, or belonzs %o our artificisl nebits
of thnought, and that waicn is fixed and eternal, wnich belongs'
to man as man, and waich CGod will oneq tne eyes of every
humble man to perceivel(3I) It was tne function of Reason so to
open men's eyes, Reason; is at it were the nechaniesm by wnich
men are able to a nrehend truth even when they can not compreunend
it. Clearly for lizurice Reason was not solély concerned with
intellect. 1ts working diG not depend on the ability to
construct.loéical systems or o analyée particular systems.

It was the faculty which a2llowed man 0 nake direct contact
with a higher Being. It facilitated the link between mea

and nis c estor. Illaurice Gid regard Reason as a feculty of

C;

. staze further than Coleridge.

S\

human beings - thas going
Its metiod was ;erceptive rather than intellectual. In an
interesting passaze in the Xingdom of Christ, (32) laurice
elaborates this theory. "There is an orgen in man wvhich
specks of that which is absolute and éernal." Furiher this
organ "is distinct fro:: thé one thet merely forms notions and
afiirms propositions". In this discussion rest: the nub of
Laurice's attitude to Reason aznd Uaderstanding. eurice is
here suggesting that Reason and Understandainz Lch"i‘or"fxs tneir

-separate functions in quitc differx 1t weys. Reason is ot
(31) P. D. liaurice. Kingdom of Carist, p.10. London 1959,

(32)P. D. Ilzurice. Kingdom of Christ. pp 178/180 London 1959

'!)
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concerned with propositions, as is the Undersicuding. It
is concerned with sometnin: vaich is in one sense externsl

to the person wno is usiis his Reason. It 3raszs tals exierncl
xistence "as tne eye affirms an object" - in other vords,
as we have already noted, by 2 process of perception. 3ut
vhat is it that Reasdn perceives? It perceived trutas, or, as
Laurice variouslj puts 1it, principles or the ground of man's
being. These truths were eternal snd referred to0 every as:ect
of humen existence,

A necessary feature of these trutans, arising from man's

perception of them was that they had to be in existence

before man could perceive them, In other words the truths were
antecedentito expericnce. Thus, althougn the Tive senses
of man percelved his physicel eavironment as it eristecd the
efernal trut..s perceivea by the Reason are revealed to man's
Reason by & scurce which 1s above man yet n0Tm0Zenous with ai..
Pnysicel senses reveal an externsl world wanile Reason revecls
sometning waich is part of man's existence. It reveals tact
which transcends space and time. This is whet ll2aurice mneans
by eternal. The Reason exposed man to something homozeneous
with himseli - jn other words with an Absolute Reason. Jor
liaurice tals meant ex osure not to an abst action but to
another Bein: of a ni hner order. Reason coulé not exist on

its own. Heither could numen Reason exist wibthout connections
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with that Higher Absolute Reacson which is iteself required

t0 be embodied in a higher Bein:. The resilt of Resson is

then the revelation of the livin - God. Reason does not just
divulge abstract principles., 'The principles wnich it does
divulge are nothing less than the Will of God. Since obedience
to the Divine Jill was, for lLiaurice man's priacinle end,

Reason is essentially concerned with éiscerning enas sndé not
means. It would ap:ear that the Reason and tiae tnéerstendting

re quite independent. Yet for ilieurice this is not quite

Ay

fo]

true. Problems only arise when the Understandinz is used in
such a way as to usurp the prerozative of Recson.

The Understanding and the Reason both have to do with
fact., - God reveals himself to lian througsh the Reason but often
ne has to do so by mcens of facts. Since the revelation is
one of a living Being, events in history are not nurely
accidental. "Facts may be only the drepery of doctrines; but
~they would seen to be the only =ossible metiod of manifestation
for the Being, the essen:ial Reason."(32) How tais revelction
of facts may present itself to the wiole man. The Reason is
one faculty of man but it is not the on'y one, It would bhe
strange if the BZein:, wno can trenscend srace and tize, limited
nimself to only one faculty in ﬁan. "/And secing, by the
hypothesis, tais Bein of vaom the reason spesls is one who
transcends the conditions of syace and time; seeing that tais
one faculty in nan nas the power of benolding thet which is

(32) P.D.Laurice, Kingdom of Christ, pn. 178/180 TLoadon 1959
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not under these conditions, bubt that all tae other faculties
are subject to them, it would be nothins stranre or coatrad-
ictory if the facts which embocied the Revelation, should be

ne faeculties whnich we

1,

such as at once presented him to all t
now possess, and enabled thet highest one to realise its own
peculiar prerogative of looking throush them. In this war
one micht perhaps discover all nope of reconciling the law of
~the affections and the law of the reason, without thet contrivance
of separating them under two departments and supposing tnat a
mere scholastic boundary could keep them really apart."(32)
From tols passage 1t would appear that laurice believed thaci
while the Reason was capable of direct contact with the Divine
Will it normally works througn the other human faculties.
Thus he seems to suzzest that Recson had some controlling
effect on the Understanding so that waile one mizht senerate
them in terms of their functions hoth ver. essenticl 4o man and
had the effect of cowbining to _ive man a full sraswn of Tivine
Revelation.

Haurice saw men anC society as part of 2 unified order..This
order was connected to the Divine Will by Reason. I’an as
an individual wﬁs only in a perfect state wien his perticular
individual capacity for intellectural atteinment was working
in conformity with his universal capacity for communion with the
Divi-.e Being. kEqually, society was only in its perfect

condition when thne 1 .dividual was follouing the scme reth as
- (B2)®, D, Maurice. Kingdom of Chwrist. pp. 173/180. London 1959,
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the society, in obedience to tne same Divine Vill. It was
Reason, following the Revealed 1ill of 3od, which allowed
man to attain sucn a concition, simply because Reason was 2
universal principle built into human natufe. Thus éll the
faculties of man, social and personal, demoﬁstrate that his
nature is unitary and scial and, tnrougn the functioningz of
Rezson is also a unity with God. |

This approach vhich i.aurice develops from Coleridge's
distinction betwe;n Reason anc¢ Understendin: is clearly
associated with the two other influences, Plato znG The Lible,
wnich have been discussed in ecrlier sections of this chapter.
He is here discussinz the 1inklbetween the snadovw and tne
ldeal which is so'mach the concern of Platonic philosoray;
ané equally he finds a means of support for his Biblicel
Interpretatiqn of the relaiionship between men and 5od.

llanrice used the distinction as the basis of his ersuments
in the dispute with d., L. liansell over the nature of 2evelciion,

about twenty years after the publication of +the Xinzdom o

ly

Christ. In this lznsell had arjued that man's knowledse of
God was limited by the rinite nature of humaa intellect. It
was imgosslible, therefore, Hr man to have sn direct knowledse
of the Divinity; Taus all we could have was knowledge about

30d derived frow the critical faculties of iatellect. This

knowledgzge clearly only. comes from the standard sources of

o~

ortnodox Chrisiian teachins i.e. from the Bible and the
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Church Fathers. Iizurice argued tnet Reason enabled wen t0 have

o0 cell out from

o

a more direct Tevelation; that God was able
ian a response which required the whole man to come into contact
with Him. Maurice's position about the relationship between
Reason and Uaderstanding is illustrated by a passcze in als
"Sequel to the Lnquiry: VWhat is Revelation?: "It is tais
im_osition of the Lozic of the Undersi® uding upon tne Conscience

from 2 dis belief in thelr distiict

[}

and the Reason, arising
objects and obli_ations, which I think we are bound to resist
to the utmost. It was cgainst this I spoke; not czainst ony
application of what is tausnt s Logic at Oxford, wéithin

its own sphere."(33)

-

As R, C. Sanders hes pointed out (34) taurice ajreed with
Coleridge in lelieviag that the value of tne Understcuding nad
been too hipghly rezted. T hus he felt that the exmriricisn
and rationzlism of the eigniteenth century, as well as tnat of
the Utilitarien school was not suf.idently counterbalanceé by
a transcendental approacin. As & result he reachel £3zciist the
power which the theories of John Locke seemed to holc over
many of his contem_oraries. TLocke had Cetermineé to besin uis
situdies (In the ssay on Zuman Understendin:) not in & siudy
of the concept of Bein; but of understandéi.;. Locke belie.es hat
to attemyt to stuay problems of Setng befowr siuayia The
(ES)F.D.ﬂaurice. Sequel to Whctv is Revelation. p.198. Toa. 1330

(34)C.R...8anders. The Jroad Church 'oveuent. p.p.219 London. 1379
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limitiations of the Understantinz is to let oue's thouzats

"wender inco the dentas wiaerein they cen finé ao sure Footins."

Hy

thet 1+

-

haurice appreciated tuis point of view but fel

¢ felt the:

oY
[1)]

nexlected the traascendent nsture orf man. e al
laying emvhesis on the sense—pérceptioa aspects of neture
limited the objectives wnich man might gain.' Perhans even ore
importent it resulted in the siructure of Lockean sytems,

even though Locke himself was not zvilty of thism The

B
O

problewms arose because Tocke wnsd becn rezerded Ly his Followers

L)

dogimus hve beccue pert of ou:

[47]
l—J

as beyond rerroach. i
habitual faitn; they c:re acce ted wisnoutb study te g trocition.!
fuis was toc trap into waich any rhilosownay waic.. storted

froa the sup, .cition of experience as tn¢ bese of auuwsn

[w]

nature wesalways liable fto fell, It was Colevidgze's sres

nerit that ane nad brougat British philosopny in a way ou
this dileuna,
lizurice recognised, of cou.se that Coleridze 26 taxten

mucn of his tnougn® from :ihe Termen thiakers, cespécially

Xant. 3ut ne Had been able fo aprly it to a particulsrly

1

Sritisn situation. Th.re hed becn :

&

. tendendy in Ze.luca
Fnilosgovhy uo creahe absiractions snd éresus; Cole.idwe did
no suci tning. In spite of the complications of his lcn us. e

he wes, in laurice's terms a practicel philosopher. Inste:d
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of creating an abstract Avsolute Law to which all thinzs are

related he had led men to see the possicility of makin_ coniact

[¢ -)
(J)

with alliving Being. Probably l.avrice was impr ed by

Coleridge's apoarent desire to investigcte rather then to
build th ies., It was this same characteristic wanich elso

attracted him to Socretes., leaurice saw in Coleridze's writings
the possibility of reconciling the "experimental wiscon for
which Burke coatends in his Reflections, with deep morcl
convictions respeching nucen rizats", It was in tals

seiise the t liaurice was inilucnced most by Coleridie rat’er

C’)

than by the Jermsn Romantic ohllbsonh

m

Celeridze ned been regerded b, soune &8 gn uapractical
tfanscendentalist. Jhet lsurice adaid wes to clain theb uis
transcendentalism was practical because it set wen in uis

proner plzce in the Divine order., ilaurice used “oleridy
to connect man to his orizingl source, ané to relate mca's
incividual erristence to his social naiure, -Ee cl iaed to

have learned from the Statesmons lanucl the idesz tast the

Prophets and {in_.s of Israel were in : 11 resvects woliticcl.

-

They were concefned with the continuance not only of ihaeir
reliion but also of their nation. They saw thet the two wcre

inextricably interwove q. "Now I hed leernt, portly fron
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Coleridge's "Statesman's MNanual" to consider the TFro hets of

Israel especially Politicians, as men who ﬁere proféﬁndly

concerned .in the well being and continuity of their netion;

wiio watched with intense anguish the influences which were

detacning its present from its past, andé both from its future;

who believed it would be held together, throuzh all generations,

amidst all its criues snd follies, by Him Who is, anc waé,

and is to come."(35) laurice was, then, able to see tie neqessity

of nistorical coatinuity in the existence of nations ané,

like Coleridge, he recognised the political importance of the

religious institutions in society. Thus he seemed %o accept

Coleridge's concept of the Clerisy, thoush with some modification.
Maurice and Coleridge botn believed the state to be a moral

unit, with a life of its own. Thus the state was an ors:nic

whole which consisted of closely interelated parts. Coleridge's

construction of the Proprietage - i.e. the landed gentry and

the commercial interests - and the Clerisy, is not quite the

sanie as MHaurice's cbncept of orders in society wnouzh there

are ome points of comson interest. Even so leurice was vrepared

to say that those who were able to support themselves mizht

well perform the same fuanctions as the Clerisy., In ofther

a

words they should form a source of hizher learninz for t

e
D

)y

the population at large. Ilaurice was concerned that the

()

£00C ©

(3%) F. D. Laurice. Prophets and Kings of tne 01ld Testement
" p. X¥1 Iondon. 1879.
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that the National Church should accept responsibility for
.education within the state since only the Church could

keep a true perspective between the spiritual-and the secular
aspects of human life., Maurice's concept of the role of the
clergy was broadly based on notions similar to those of
Coleridge's Clerisy. They were basically educators, but not
solely teacheré_of the religious beliéfs of the Caristian
Church. Indeed Maurice's position made the se aration of
religious and secular teachinz impossible. If man is a unity,
the religious and the secular must interpenetrate. The one
complements the other, but since man is a spirit with 2 body,
and not simply a body with a spiritual content, and since it
is throuzh the spiritual that he is able to meet the Divine
Being then the spirituazl institutions in sbciety snould be
charged with man's educution., For ilaurice this was merely
an extension of his belief in the process of Divine Educetion.
Maurice was at one with Coleridge in the belief that man
needed mystery. There is something in the constitution of
man winicn makes him look for a meaning deeper than his own
immediate experience. TFor lNaurice this expression of the
mystical was not confined to the religious éense. In his
novel; BEustace Coanway, he makes his hero see 2is faith being
expressed in a very wide range of science, philosophy and

the arts. Ilan's will appears to be free; he can choose
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between many interpretations of his feelinrs., 3But

I...h

t is most
free when it is united with a higher Deiny., Nowtthe function
of education is to nelp men To reacn tauis latiter level of
freedom. kizurice's own life was largzely svent in Educatios,
an¢ as we snall see in a laser charter his views altered
somewnat during nis lifetime - but onl; insofer as ne wes
concerned with who performed the function of education, znd
not in so fur as ne was concerned with the purpose of ecucaiion.
On one fundamental point liaurice parted company with
Coleridge. He could not accept Coleridge's distinction beiween
the subjective and the objective. He felt that such a2 distinction
could not e neld alonzside the view that man's nature was
in some way connected with that of the Divine Being. For him
the word subjective was irrevelant if not misleading. He
was concerned that the use of sucn terms would result in the
idea that the individual man was quite separzte from the
principles on waich his existence was founded. If, &s ilaurice
believed there was a set of universal principles of 1i'e
connectin: man to God, sud if sl1 men were cawnsble throuzh
thelr Reason of apprehending tnese principles, then the
polarity of subjective -~ objective was not a true distinction,.
That which is within men and that which is outside man eare
ndt two separate principles but are one and the sime. Truta
could not be grasped by tae use of ebstract princirles and
distinctions It was found by reference to facts. I[aurice

found Coleridge's work deficlent in tuls resrect. In a

S
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letter to Edwaré Strachey he wrote "But I believe also that we
are coie upon an age in waich truth.withogt facts will be as
impossible as facts without truths; ané that the attempt %o

set up either exclusively nust be concucted in quite a dififerent
spirit from that wh'ch animated Coleridge or the good men of

the preceding aze, however the results may at times correspond"(36)
For this reason much of Mauricefs work is councerned with history.
He tries to assess nistorical processes in terms of the Divine
Education of Revelacion, In a sense, howeve:, ne is much more
concerned with tne principles which lie behind the facts.

Facts of themselves are of very little value. Thus he tends to
see the develonment of history as a series of events wrica
illustrate certain fzcts. ?he facis, for lLaurice, become not
the events thems:1lves so much as fie revelation which is embodied
in them. What he appeass to be doing is to deny the possibility,
or at least the value, of a.strect speculation. Iietarhrsics for
its own sake is nonsense. The only true metaphysical invest-
ization is that which relates men's experience, and this nust
include nis feelings, to the Reality of a higher Beings. Racts
and Philosophy are not to ve set in opiosition to each other.
Cnly by combining the two can a ime understanding of man's
nafture be discovered. liaurice iudeed regarded man's intellectual
and moral progress as dependent not upon the creation of new
fects and ideas but upon the discovery throuzh the relation of

facts and philosorhy of pre-existent principles.

(%6) Life, Vol.l. p. 251.
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CdAPIE: 3

CONSERVATISL, AXD .ARTQ ALISIH

b

. D. Maurice's veliefs about dationslisu aie wmore v:iin to
the political tr:iditioans of Conservatism, than taney are to throse
of soé¢idlism. TFor liaurice, Jationalism stems from the exist-

e for a com.on brotiaernood

ence of & netional spirit. The desi
of meﬂ, breaking down the barriers of nationzl bounéaries has

no place in Haurice's politics, dGespite his belief in tne
universality of the Divine Education of lian. Inceed lTaurice
sees tae Hational boundary as the limitinz case in the formefion
of social and political organisms partly because of his iater-
pretation of Febrew nistory as described in the 3idble. For

nim the nation is part of the Divinely instituted order of
society. In itself it is complete - but of itself it is sense-
less., IF ‘taxes its place i. the order wnich Zod has ordrined
for human afrairs. Such a tneory secs the nation as tne iatural
result of auman relatio.s. It is n t created artificially by
the will of men, but grows out of previously existing social
inscitutions. Ilen do not opt to join it. They simply fiad
themselves born into it, accépting the inherited culture orf
their nation, which answers the social and politicallneeds of
their own ftime and place. Thus nakbions are organic eatities.
The organic state, a phrase wa'ch llaurice tends to usc syaon-

omously with the nation, may best be considered as the
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political expression of ¢11 the social forces, political and
iion-political, which are -art of the netional sririt.

The stase, in liaurice's view, is a naiursl product of
particular patterms of develorment of the social relationsnips
found in the fawily, the Church, and tae folk lo:e of the peonle.
As such it is the result, rather than the crector, of social
forces. WNevertieles:s it is not by £ny means a passive entity.
The nation has a 1life of its ovn, taking up the history of
the past and linking it with both the present and tne future.

In this liaurice is at one with Burke, w20 wrote in nis

Reflections on the Revolution in France," --- it," (the

original contract and thence tne nation,) "becomes a rartner-

ship not on y between those who are living, but between tnose

wno are living, tnose who arve dead and those who are to be born", (1)
In this icurice kept to the traditionalist theories of society.

His .concept of the State stems in short,-from nis own hilosophy

of History.

MAURICE'S PHILOSOEHY OF HISTORY.

"As was su;zested in a previous chapter, l.aurice sav
history as the unfolding of a divinely orcained plex. Iistéry
is the gradual -rocess by which man comes 0 a clecrer uider-
sta dinz of God's purpose, cnd which brings to men & knovledze
of the Laws by wnich the Univérse_functions, so thet a study
of the past is useful only in so far as it helps m&n to understand

(1) E. Surke., Zefleciions on b Revolutim ia Frinéde,
p. 84. liethucn. London., 1965.
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the present. The truths woich aistory'receals'are relevant

not only to the historical occasions ia waich they oceur; they
have eternzl and absolgte meaniags., .iistory is, therefore ..
concerned not so much with particular facts or events as wWth

the relationsuips which men have.with God and with other men.

At any given time in history man has to accept nis conditon
and to use the knowled.e of the past to learn the }esaon relevant
to his own time. Eacn age may add to the total knowledze of
humanity but the leszons of the past are the foundation of the
knowledge of the present. In this sense laurice seems to adopt
Burke's beliefs about the continuity of the "social contract".
In iiaurice the coﬁnection between rastv, present anc future lies
in his acceptance of history as the confinuing revelatioa, by
God to man, orf the Divine purpose of human life. In the first
caapter of his lioral and i.etapn sical Philosophy liaurice says
"A Divine education then, is as‘u.ed as the regular basis of
human life and human fellowship. i.an knows what he is; ne
fulfil%s als appointed task Jjust so far as he receives this
instruction. The insiruction proceeds from an invisible Seinz,
and is acdressed to something else in man than that which
connects nim with the visible world, He is al.ays ready to
forget God, to bow dovn before visible th'a_s. So far as he
does this,.he becomes & slave and an animal., So far as ne
does this, the society in which ne lives becomes corrupt and
untenable."(2) It woulc appear, then, thak there is an element

(2) F.D,l:aurice, liorcl & etaphysiczl Paillosophy. Vol.l. ch.l.D.7.
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of strugsle in human history. The Divine education is not
always readily acceptable to wan. 7The element of tension betwecn
tne worldly, self-ceitred pert of man's nature, and tae nced
to seek truth, to realise his spiritusl self, is part of tne
history of thehuman race.

The main enquiry of histor7, for llaurice, was concerned
with the relation between the huxan and the Divine. "Assuni g,
as ve have assumed throughout, thet man is under a ai;aer
teaciing than nis own, ané that no question respectinz the
visible or invisible worlg, respeétiﬂg nature, or .imsslf, or
God, would have been stirred in .im if it had not been so,
we are bound to submit this doctrine, from which so meny will
dissent, which few, perhaps are willin_ @ to apply to the whole
course of human history and inquiry, to the same tests wiicn
were deemed necessary in the esrlier portion of our sketen.
Ve are bound nou to separéte the debates in tane schools frou
the business of the world. ‘Je are bound to seek in the progress
of events for something.answering to that wihica passed in the
nearts of men. e cannot hope to uncerstand the man who nes
scorned the profane vulgar end kept them at z &1staace, except
by comparin_ aie speculations with the feeling and inspiration
of that very iwulgar, by learningz wahat iw-ulses in them were
also working in niwm, and which he was Hrying successfu’lly, or

or unsuccessfuly, to satisfy. If we look upon God as the guide
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df our race we nust looik unon the race as more zrand and imp-
ortant than the particular men who have faithfully or unfaitn-
- fully acted as his ministers to it. "4 aistory wanich shouls
exnivit the relations of.one to the other in fair and reasen-
able proportions would car. y its own evidence witn it. The
thinker and the doer would each interpret the othe.. "hat
is called thg spirit of the age would be se:n in each of the
individuals belonging to that age. A hizner spirit than tais
would be found to be workxing in a2ll ages and to the uniting
them."(3)

This souevinat lengthy quotation contains the wain sirands
of iaurice's philosopny of history. The uafoldin; of the
purpose for human existence is aot to be found oaly in the
tainking of tine ohilosopher. Jor is it seen only in the Geeds
of the sctivist. Each plays his part. 3But the parts-are
complementary. <The truth, thereforé, does not l:ie in tae
realms of larxist economic determinism (l'aurice, incidently,

s not seem to have any knowledge of, or contact with,

(g3

0

o

ijarxist writings. He nowhere refers to any of :‘arx's works

and appears to be singularly ignorant of this side of socialist
thought.) Equally, nowever, the truth is not secured oaly by

the pnilosopher. Economic activity and metephysical specu lation
are only relevant to uan's, and therefor: to society's, eiis

(3) P.D.laurice. .orcl & fletaphnysica® Pnilosoray. Vol.II »nere.d.
London 1886,
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in as much as they suppurt each other. It would arpear that

;:,.-

naurlce, accerting the original premises that the state, as
much as the individuzl, is under a divine education, 1looks
for his evidence in the aistorical development éf political
and national structures, in patterns of social behaviour, and

1 the pnilosophical explanation, or solution, of ihe problems of
society. His objections to the atomistic philospphies of
the Utilitarians are very similar to those of Coleridge.
Such philosophies deny the divine education, destroy the idea
of order and harmony and disavow the supernatural and eternal
purpose of society. They are mechanical, artificial contrivances
setting aside the his storical evolution of soclety and
discounting the orgznic nature of politicel and socicl entities.,

The evidence of history was for liaurice, able to illusirate

the growth of social relationsnips., Xach age has its own

contributed to the swniriv of

d—

"spirii". But each age's spiri
sacceeqang ages, laying down _rinciples on waich future é;es
could build. raurice's politicel thousht in this field falls
into the cata agory which Crane Brinton has described as that of
out a consistant and timeless genera ations applying to

the bensviour of men in politics. The defails of ris scueze
must vary witn the politicel concitions to which he applies it.

tane Philosophical Conservative. "He is the man who works
|
But the central point is The same. The philosophical conservative 1
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distrusts his fellow men. Fe is therefore on the side of
authority as opposed to liverty. Since any ziven authority
usually has its founcations in the past, ne is comuonly a
defender of the past. But it is not resistance to chanye so
much as the conviction that any change will destroy authority
and free the way to untrustworthy individuval desire: that maris
him out as a conservative."(4) Mamrice's authority stemied

from God. True to one element of British conservative tuourat, -

T

je=te

ne saw religion as a fundamentel part of politics. 3ut
would be unirue to say that he subordinated politics to relizion.
dis problem was now to avoid "sinking the divine in the hunan"
or "crushinz the huwman under the divine". As a result he saw
the religious and the poliiical as inextricably intertwined.
fis history was the history of tae divine revealin itself
to, and becoming part of the seculz. This was the only cure
for man's selfishness. Yet. llaurice was no simple adwuizer of
the past. As we have seen he rejecsed the idea of a ”Golaen
Age". He wants %0 learn the lessons of history, as a means
vo progress in the fubure.

Such lessons as nistory feaches, however, cannot slways
be accurate guides to necessary inmediate decisions. In a
recent article Arthur Schlesin:er Jnr. makxes the noint that
"l.ost useful historical genefalisati&ns are stetenents about
wassive social and incellectual movements over a considerable

(4) C.Brinton. En_ lieh Political Fhou.nt In khe 19th Century.
New York., 1962
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period of time., They make large scale, lon' term wredictions
possible. But tney ¢o not justify small sccle, short-term
prediciions."(S) It was in this lignt that aurice interrreted
nwstory. The lessons ne derived from the study o uistory
were 1argé scele, and long term., He saw in aistory tae slow

regression from fauwily to tribe to nation. Yet . aurice would

3

not have been satisfied with 2 philosophy of history whica
wae sainly concerned with prediction of events. The lessous
which he drew from the study of nistory were concerned =ore
witn the appreciation of human relationships than with the
adopfion of particular policies. rhe events of history illustrste
the relationships which exist betwecn wmen, and between men aad
God. These relations are embocied in the social and political
institutions of society. The improvements in the understaniéing
of them are illustrated by the chan~es in the nature of political
and social orgenisation. Thus llaurice saw human society devel-
oping througn patriarcnal and tribal organisations to the-natiOn
state of the nineteenth century. His iﬁterpretation of tnis
development by refereance to the suiding hané of provicence
relies, ©0 a large extent, on his belief in the essentially
social nature of uan.

o

Soclal relatiousaips derive not from the need for wcn

to defend nimself from atiacxks b; his neighbours, nor froa thc

desire to improve his natierial wealth. They arise beccuse nen

(5) Ai“Sénbsinger. On the Inscrutability of History, Lncounter
XXV1l No. &,
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nesd them in order to be men. Because of this llaurice sees
political systems as growing rafther than as being mede by men.,
Tn this he follows a line of thouzht su~zested by Coleridge

in a letter to Lord Liverpool. " In the letter Coleridge

sugiests thnat tue troubles-of the time (i.e. 1817) were

caused by a false, mechanistic philosophy. "It is high time,

iy Lord, that the subjects of Christian Governments should be
taught that neither historically or morally. in fact or by right,
men made the Stare; but that the stalke, and that alone, nekes

them men; a truth thait can be opposed by those only who confound

the State with the few individuals who have taken on thnemselves
the troublesome and thankless duty of gfuarding it ageinst any
practical exunibitions of their new found dtatecraft, that the
name of the cowntry is but a sound of it be not true; that

the flux of individuals in any one moment of existence is there
for the sake of the state, far more than the state for tnen
though both positions are true proportionally, tnat thne just
divinum of the supreme megistracy is a tenet that nas been
discredited only by a gross perversion of its sense; lastly
that stabtes and kingdome grow &nd are not to be made; anc that
in all political rcvolutions, whether for the wesl or caastise-
ment of a nation, the peorle are but sprigs and boughs in a

forest, tossed agalnmst each other, or moved all in the same
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1

he least

2}

direction, by an agency in which their own will hss
snare,"(6)

In the paragreoh from his Horal’and etapanysical Fhilosonhy
previously quotied, :laurice draws 2 rather similar coaclusion
when ne writes, "If we look uron Z0d as the guide of our race
we must loox ypon the'race as Jore jrand end imzortent than
the particular men who have faithfully or unfaithfully acted

s nls mialster"., Both writers appear to make the voint that

¥}

the state, or atv least the Christian state, is the medium %od
uses to develop particularly human, as distinct ffor aninal,
qualities. Tne state is superior to the individusl in thet the
individual needs the siate, and cannot be fully humen withowithe
state, This cau.not, however, be interpreted as cn apresl for
absolute power for the state. IJeither [‘aurice nor Colericge
are in any sense htotelitarian, ‘he state can not control all
aspects of human life. 1lor Go men exist in order to save tae
state. There is a peradox in this aprrozch to the state since
the state is voth superior to the individual. This can be
explained by sug_.ectinz that men has two comdemenatary sides
to nis nature - the privataénd the public. In their orivate
life indiwvidual ..en seck to know 3od and to attain s cegree
of rezlisation. The shate ma.- act in a negative way by abolishing
obstacles to tnis process so that man may work out his own
éalvation. On the other hand man's public life is concerned
(6) S. T. Cderidre. Letier to Lord Liverpool. quoted in

R.d.Jhite. Folitical Thousznts of S, T. Coleridge. p.215. Ion.1l938

- o . [
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with his relationships with other men, waich take the form of
relationships betweemrngrouvs or orders in society. To nmaintain
end foster such relationships the state may take & more positive
part by controlling thne institutional arrangments waiclh become
necessary in complex societies. But such ianstitutions are not
created by man. They grow from the reiationshi;s which underly
thenm. The institutions represent natural orders in society,'
_lving rise to a degree of hierarchy. :‘aurice, however, does

ol.-u—

not regard the hierarchy as static and eternal. Iew orders
appear. from time to time and these must be itaken up into tae
structure of the state., They must not, however, comnletely
supercede the old orders, As new grours show their competernce
%0 counsider the good of the whole rether then their nerrow self
interest, so they can be safely incorporated into the body
politic. 1Indeed if they are not incorporated they will tend

to become dangerous to the life of ‘he state. This side of
ikaurice's thought will be considered at greater lengih on the
chapter on Democracy.

Maurice's politics are coaservative in the same wa: that
nis -nistory is conservative. At any given time society will
heve learnt certain lessons, have formed certain institutions.
In so far as taese lessons are part of the Divine Education,
they are to be held dear. But they are not the end of the VaY .
They form the founi.tion for-future revelations of the Divine

ill. Similarly the institutions of the state enshrine divinely
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ordained priaciples. Vhat has been received from tie past must
be preserved so lonz as it has real meaning for the present
and promise for the future. This does not mean that every
insfitution from the past is autometicelly upheld . Some

institutions may be superceded, but those which hold relevant
truths concerning humen relationships can not easily be replaced.
Thus iaurice's pnilosophy of history can be seen to :rovide a
basis for both Counservatism and change. Change in the politiceal
sphere is necessary because of the growth of society. Groups
which had previously beer inarticulate, irresronsible facetions
develop social responsibility and may become genuine orcers
in society. They tnerefore become entitled to a place in the
government of the state., But they are addiftions to, not
replacements for, the old orcers.

ne«rice has an evolutionary concept of aistory. Iis
evolution follows well defined lines, There is & rulin: princinle
in socilety, tne princi_ le of cooperation. He believes this to
be nistorically demonstrited by the lessons of the past. The
relationsips in winich men find thnenselves to each other are
those of dependence and interdependence. Econoﬁic produc ‘ion
as well as social improvement can re&mslt only from cooreration.
Struggle and competition betwe.n men appear Lo laurice as a
contradiction of the socisl nature of uman. Competition renre-

sents man's self will. Since this is onposed o the Divine
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Will it is not of the true nature of man. The nrocess of
evolution muet be a movement towards greater desrees of
cooperation, towards the acceptance of responsibility for

the good of tne whole rather than the desire for the benefit

of self.

Hdow Maurice also believes that man cen grasp the Divine
Will intuiti#ely, In Coleridges terminology, Reason, the capac-
ity to intuit moral stendards, is surerior to Understanding,
the capacity %o see logical relationships. Since, for [ aurice
politics is essentially a matter of morals rather than of lozic,
the process of political improvement is a matier of intuitions
ratner than of rationality. He necescarily, therefore, lays
stress on such factores as loyalty, tradition and -natural
order of society at the expense of philosophical radicalism.
Yet it 1s not so much his morality as uis belief in an e~ternal
"Guiding Hand" which places him in the renké of Conservatisn,
At the same time his accentance of the role of human bein:s

as the lunstruments of the Divine Till gives nim the caance

o
o .

adept a radicalism which can probe deerly into the nziure
of political society. His desire to change society by changing

the princi les on which it seemed %o work in the nineteenth
century, was conservative only in 2s much as it brought man
vack to the "true order". MNaurice felt that the economic and

social forces of his day were wrongly associated with the
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competetive rincivle. Such a principle destroys the relation-
ship between men and between the orders in society. I% is
contrary to the lessons of the Divine Education, waich lead men
towards a closer relationship of cooperation and infterdepencence.
It destroys the past and by its insissence on imimediate gain
ﬁfevents the proper development of future soc'al relationships.

Within the context of lMaurice's philosophy of history the
economic competition of the mid nineteenth century is an example
of man's rejection of God's teaching. Ilan is showing his self
will, refusing Divine Guidance and stressin; the self centred,
corrupt »nart of his nature. The result of such humen stubtorness
will be, as 1t has been in the past, social disruption and

shtrife until men somehow are brought back to accevtance of the

iy

true social principle of cooper:tion. The nation, instezd o
belng a uaity will be a group of warring fati ns. 3ut even so
the sirife caused b; the spirit of competiiion was seen by
liaurice as a chastisement by God. It is nowever the natursl
conseguence of man's self centred action not a direct interference
by God. Fart of the Divine Education brings man to realise that
he must accer® the cousequences of his actions snd in doiag

s0 learn from nis mistakes. Devictions from the naturel order

' in social life, ¢s in tne world of nature, are destructive.

wan ¢. - only create satisfactory societies when his will is

in accord wita the Divine Will. VYhat faurice secks fto do is

to counserve those asvechs of social orgsnisecion which are in
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line with the revelation of God's purposec and to chenZe
recically those which are not.

LATIOUATICL

tlaurice seeks to encouragze the crcaiion ané main-
tensnce of & national unity. Tnere is, he velieves, 2
national spirit walch stems from the historical . rowth of
particular nations._ Each nation has its own cdistiactive
gqualities of law, language, custom &nd government. Jecause
of the unique nature of the history of every steie, no two
states are alike. Iilen ought to recognise this fact, and
accept the gqualities which eacn nation produces in'its
members, in much the same way as society recognises and
uses the particular qualities of iadivicuals. This rart
of Maurice's work gives rise to an element of patriotism
in nis political thougant.

In a chapter on War in ais Social pLorality, :‘aurice
wrote; “We caanof forget that every nation now existing i+
Europe becaine & nation tarouga war.,"(7) Ie saw war es tne
instrument by waich indistinct wasses of peo le becaine
or;anic uwa'te. Thus laurice rezarded the Saxon wars as
the source of new life for the Znzlish FYation. Previous
to these wars Bagland hed been a mere collectio.n of feuding

grours., T he result of the Saxon conquest was a more stovle

(7) P.D.liaurice, Sociual iorelity. p. 174. Londoa 1372.




(113)

society, capable of producing Law and CGovernment. HNot only
did laurice regsrd this as true of Englend, it applied
equally to all the other European Nations. Jationnood is

an essential part of the Divine Social order, Social powers,
such as the Roman Empire, or the Hedievecl Church, wkich

seek to impose an innasural" supernational order by deayi.g
the life of separ&ate nations can run the danger of creating
conditions of violence. IHations have to rebel agains®

such powers, and since persuasion is not usually efiective
in such conditions armed force is the only possible solution.
Supernational systems attack the moral basis of society.
They are artificially created, binding together units of
éiffering qualities and histories. They rely on force
eitner of a military or a relizious nature. They restrict,
if they do not prevent, the growth of nztional spirit.

"There may be a Civilization wnich is destructive of Social
Horality, of soc¢ial existence. WVar may be - so far as we
know, has been - the only means of reforming it. There

may be a Civilization wnich, like that of Rome, means 2

huge camp, an enormous militcry Sjstem. The digplution

of such a system, however effected by whaterver hard hands,
may be the road to a truer peace as well as to a truer life".(8)

Vlar becomes a justifiable action only because it is a protest

(8) P. D. Lizurice. Socinl iorality. p.176. London. 1872.

o
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ageinst the destruction of Divinely ordained Social liorality.
Because naticnnood is part of God's order - in liaurice's

view the netion appears as the largest, final organic

social unit in which man may express his feedom and his
individuality - men have a duty to protect it. ‘lar may be the
only protection when naiionhood is a.tacked either from

above by supra-national bodies, or from the side by other
naticas,

The only justification for war is, therefore, a morzl
justification. It is allowable if it defends the Divine
Order of society; The only Jjust war is a war of priaciples.
Yars must not be fostered to rrotect or to increase trade.
Taey may on.y be waged to defeftid: thne inheritance of the
nation. A just war is one in which men protect Law against
force, and this only because the life of a nation is expressed
in the lLaws, the Government, the custom s of a aation.

These are peculiaf to each nation. Attempts to im osc a
foreign law, a foreign will muét be oprosed. laurice thus
justifies the military profession, and honours it, only for
its defence of the national morality. He recognises the
brutality of war and regrets it, yet he regards appeasement
and peace at any price as a greater sin. The Sermon on the
liount can be easily misinterpreted waen national zood is
seen as a phhntom. TFor iaurice the national spirit is the

moral basis of social life, and taerefore a reality.
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The blesiings of the preacemaker are due only to those waose
peace produces a moral benefit. Submission to an iaveder
wnose aim is territorial expansion, the advancement of h's
own trade, or even the upnolding of a religious priacirle
can ‘never bring recl peace. |

In his attitude to war, and in nis historicel rversrective
of it, waurice consistently holds teo his philosophy of
history - that men is under a moral oblization to urnold
the God-given order of society. Having be:n tauznt by the
Divine Education that national 1life is essental to nis trume
nature man must teke care to foster and protect it.

THE DETERKITANTS 0f SaTTOJAL COHCIQUSWESS.

There are two oroad schools of thougat on the questdon
of national cheracter. One scaool may be described as tne
naturalist or objective school., Writers of tais catazory

ontesqguieu. In :genersl,

include, for example, Bodéin &nd

they explain netional charecter by reference to geozrarhiceal

)

and climatic factors. The other school which mar be termed
the Romantic or subjective school attributes national
character to the orga .ic, historical development of societies.
ljaurice clearly falls into the latter school. 4 significanf
difference between the two ap;rdaches is found in the fact
that while the former recognises that natural coaditions

lead to a similarity of benaviour and outlookx in member
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of tae nation, the latter explaits netional chearacter in
~terms of natiunal consciousness, resulting not only in a
similarity or outlook but the reco;nition of the existence
of the nation as an ixdependant organic unit of society.
Por the Romantic explecnation of nabions, similarity zives
way to psychological uaity. The nationzl character is thus
explicable only in terms of tne natiounel consciousness.
rhe lifé of the nation is nistorically deterwiined, and witn'n
the boundaries of the state, it derives from the develorment
of the languaze, tne religion, the law aad the forus of
sovernment wiich are both thne institutional rerresentciion
of the national character at a yiven time and tne ceterminants
of its future develoiment. In effect, .aurice implies thet
the nationel character is innerited from pest generztlous
and cannot be snaken off,

eurice aevelops his nabionelism from his councept of
of the family. 'haen a nation cowes into existence ik coiues
froui the growtn of the femily. In some ways he seems t0
regard the nation as an extension of tae femily. OCerteinly
the relatiounsnips which he saw in tne family, such as
Autuority , Trust and Consaﬁguinity, are equally; represented
in the nation. He procceds, of course, by anolo y ratier
tnan by direct extension. To say that the nation ensnrines
the same princiyles as the fumily is nof to say that zll

mempers of the nation are pnysically ~elated. The im ortcut
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point is that in the navion, as in the fimily, it is tae
relationsihips within the soé¢ial unit, rather tnan the
exlstence of individusl human bein>s, which gives the
community its distinctive character. The family is the
basic ualt of society but man craves for wider associations,
They may be found ian 2ll kinds of social units such as
schoois, cluos, churcines, business. But for i‘aurice the
limiting social orgenisati.n is the nation. 3Beyond that
contacts take a siullar form to that between individusls.
Beyond tne limits of the nation organic unity is impossivle
becauge ezch nation has acnieved its naiional spirit by
differeni historical development. £ach nation has its
own natlional couasciousness.

Netio.ality exgressed in such terms is neces:arily
exclusive. 4 com.on feature of certain types of nati zalism
is the desire of one nation to demonstrate it s superiority
over ‘the other nations by conguest and dozination. I iaurice,
however, carefully avoids this trar, His comcept of natinsnzl
consciousness, tnoushi 1t is exclusive, des not denmsind,
indeed it flatly rejects, & uelief in the superiority of
one natidn over another., In his Social lorelit, he wrote,
"If I, being an Eng}ishman, desire to be thorouzaly an
Englishmen, I wmust respect every Frenchman who strives to
be & thoroughly & Frenchman, every German who strives to

be thourouginly a German, I mush learn more of the worth
and grandeur of his position the more I estimate t.e worth
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and grandeur of wmy own., I can not shift my colours to please
him, I skall honour wuim for not salfting ais colours To

please me, If I retain uy aist inctive char ectcristics, ne

may learn something from me, If he tetains nis, I mey

leérn from nim. Parting with them we become useless %0

each other, we run in cach other's way; neither brin_s nis

quota to tne coummon treasure of humanity. --- I cennob

deny that my country has bounderies; that my speeca is not

tne speech of Spaniards or Frenchmen or Italiesns; that my

lews are in me :ny respects different from their thnat I

am under 2 Queen who is not their Nueen., But this very

exclusiveness forbids the‘desire that tueir nation features

should be the same as ours. I abdicate all riguts to

determine what is best for those who have tneir own baitles

to fight, their ovn zround to maeintain".(9) Jusc because each

nation nas its own territorial bouncaries, its ovn lcngus ‘e,

its own laws, its owa form of zovernment the exclusive

nature of national consciousness exists, | And vecsuse of

this exclusiveness ilaurice counceives thne nakion as thae

final organic social unit., 4ny agreements between natioans

is thus an

OJ

zrecment between morally equal but sevcrate
entities. To go beyonc this is to crecte Empires winich
derend on force and not socisl conesion., It is interesting

that liaurice had little to sey about the Britisa Empire.

(9) P.D.liaurice, Socizi ilor:lity. p.106. London 1872.
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At the time of the Indian Mutiny he wrote to J. ii. Ludlow,
"——— I do feecl fthat those unsgpeakable horrors are more a
message to En_lisamen than even to An.lo-Indian. Ve, who
send out our young men and youns women have immesurably
more to answer for than they have for any failures taey
mzy commit. They are suifferiag for us."(10)

i‘aurice's atbtitude to the exclusiveness of natioans
is entirely consistent with nis general concepts of social
order and cooperatiou, His definition of social orders
includés the aecessity of a morality which places the zood
of the community as a whole above that of particular sections.
Thus a social zroup must accept a responsibility for tae
wider community i1f it is to be cousidered capable of political
part.cipation within thenation. Purther such a group
must have an or_anic life of its own within the wider
community. Clearly iiaurice applies similar criteria to
nis definition of nationhood. To reverse the order, a
nution must be an or.anic unity. As we have seen it is the
final organic unit. 3But as such it must recognise the
organic unity of other nations., It must not rlace its own
illegitimate desires for territorial or economic exransion
above the le;itimate claims of the iaderendence of other

nations. As witain a nation, power involves resrponsibility,

tne same rclationsatiy nust exist between 1ations. iHow aurie

(10) vife. %ol.11. p. 313.
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concelived this responsibility as bein: expressed by the
principle of cooyperation, as much in infernational as in
intra-national afiairs. The bonds of international assoc-
iation in iaurice's politics are moral bonds, wnicn stem from
the comizon Humanity of mankind. This theme will be discussed
in greater depth later in this chapter. ILieanwhile we must
consider the sources of nfional unity waich nhave alresdy

been mentioned,

(a) GEOGRAFAICALL DBOUNDARIES.

Earlier in tais chapter we noted that llaurice consicered
that most modern nabtions had been created as the result
of wars. He scems to accept this historicel fact as nart
of -the process of nation building. Ikach nation;,, &s we
have seen, gewvs its national coasciousness from its nisbkory,
The territorial bound:ries are yartl; the result of tne

struggle for power of the ancestors of the existing memberss

"of the nation, and partly tne consequence of phenomena as

mountain rages, rivers and sez coasts. In any case as far

as contemporary politics were concerned he takes for

granted existin_. bouncuries: and does nok concern ninself
with the problem of the geogreaphical limits of nation states,
beyond the statemeat that a nation is coafined by territorial

limits.

(b) LANGUAGE.,

One of the most important elemeats in the cultural
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mixture which goes into the c:eation of & national coascious-—

ness is a xom.don language which is used sy all wembers of

the commﬁnity. In a lecture on langzuaze, ilaurice wrote

"The distinction of Hations is represented by the distinction

of Languages. L1l attempts to overthrow the distinction

of nations have been accompanied by attempis to iniroduce

some common language which shall efface the national language.

fhe use of Latin in the Niddle Ages, tne diff.sion of Freach

in the aée of Louis XIV, indicates the weakening of nations."(11)

Communication is impossible without a common languaze.

It produces the pwer of making oneself undersio 4 znd of

understanding other people. UHow, purely on the level of

a means of communications lanzuege allows the individual

to express his convictions and his :eliefs. In other words

language is & soclal phenomemenon. As Laurice put it,

Weee it ought to be the bo.d of intercourse and comiun-ion

5etween citizensM12) The existence of a common lanzuaze

not only idicajes a comuwon ancestry smonz tne people, it

actively encourazes the development of common interests.
aurice infers two processes in the use of lan:uege.

~n - )

Tne first is part of the process of socialisation of tne

individual into the particular culture and vslues of nls
society. He writes "All this nmight be merely a peculier
(11) P.D.iiaurice. Social Liorality. p. 134. London 1872.

(12) ibid. p. 137
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family jargon, certain signs of intellegence between brotaer
or sister, the mother and the cailc. 3ut others, not of tne
family, appear. they utter the same kind of speech, taey

give a sense to that which they hear from us. ‘ Somehow or

other all who dwell within that circle, larger or smaller,
which we oall & neighbourhood sneak - not in the s-me toneg and
inflection of voice, not always in the sae order - yet on

the whole the same VO:L ‘ds; we xnow wnat they meam , or at
least a 1little of what ﬁhey meazn; they know wnet we mecil
aore or less. It is the ssae wilth thosc who ccme frowm any
city, London, Liverpool or Ixcter, not shtrictly in our
neighbourhood. It is so with women &8 r1ell as with men;
with children as well as with the yrovm up."(13) At the
level of pascing on information we accepi our lenzucie
without thinking ebout it. Taurice compares this blend
acceptance of languagze to & men who has never suffercd

from indigzesbtion - he hardly recognises his zood dizesthtion,
The individual siuply asccepts this langusze ané uses 1t to
disseminate thoughts and idees. It forms a joundary betwcen
one nation ané another simply by making it difficult to
transfer such thouznts ané ideas into diffe ent len uares.

Maurice does not pursue tnis side of the quesitios &t

any great len_th. Yhe socialising efice SNANe S

(13)P,D.Maurice. Social Morality. p. 135. London 1872.
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are more or less accepted at face value., .oreimportent in

in his political philosoph; is the second process by which
lansuage contributes to the development of a national
consciousness. Language is a national symbol. It represents
a psychologzical urge towards unity within the nation's
boundaries by encompassing some form of nationai sage.

lir. Ko Re. Minogue mskes the point in his book Iationalis.:.
“Anation necds a lite.ature - includinz some anoaymous

saga from bygone days anc a gal}ery of telentea write.s

of more recent times. The centreriece of cultural nati.n-
alism is some dGominating figure who cen ve cest in the role
of the grest nationzl poet ---. It is no douibt best if

your natvional poet celebrates your national virtues but,

in this field, distinction has to be taken wvhere it is to

be found, &nd, naticnelism takes the form of loppinz off
unsuitable sentiment here and high-lighting convenient

ones there."(1l4) iiaurice's approach is considerably less
cynicul than this but the issuc is the same. Within tae
context of a national languaze and literzvur

are developed which have the force of social myths. ¥Yaese
myths_are greatly strengltnened if the nation has 1its own
language. The existence of the language, as well as exer-
cising the function of internal communication witnin
society, also acts as a barrier to external culiural pressure

from other nations. If a nation nas a language dif "erent

(14)K.R.Minogue. Uetionalism. p. 118. London 1967.
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from tunat of its neignbours 1t is in a nucan sbroazer wsition
to repel attacks on its national culture.

In addition to the effect lan,uzage has on a nation's
cultural nerite. e, it also sives the arpezrance of a more
natural boundary if the netvion is linguisticelly as well
as diplomaricelly separated from its neizhbours. rhe
exis tence of 2 language, comi:on to itne nation but different

from ‘that of neighbouring nations, lizurice tends to rererc

=

as evidence of hisuorical develorvuent of 2ll ihe perts o

-

tne nation. Since the lan_uaze is woth the veiicle oi

o
L

culturzl contiauity asnd thne instru.ent for- exnressin new

idezs 1t 1s esseatial that 1t must .e clearly uaderstonzd
wvithin the uctioa. lizurice, howeve:, is councerned mo-e
that 1t sagould be possible for members of fhe sane netioa
t0 understiaad esch othér waen they cre ewmresszing tne besic
sociél ethos, rather then that there should be & comnon
syntax. Clearly =llowance must ve umade for locel varicthions
of dizlect. lievertnelesz, ne nolés to Thae view Thet a
nationls lansucze is a concoete ex:ression of the meto-
physicél s:irit of tne wnation. ‘Yhe greutest noets gnad
'writexs aie tnerefore concerned to errréss, for exan le,
whal liaurice cells "The English iznner".

Eaurice's rosition on the question of the imrortance

in line with

n

of language &s a determinant of nati.nnood i

that of the Jermen Zowantic writers of the late sizunteentn

®
[©]
"
l_,
Ou




and early tventisth centuries ia cg far zs ne secs len ucge
as an expression of national s:irit., Ir, E. Xedouri puts

an almost icenticil poiut of view in nic boor "Notvionalism!

suage is not only a vehicle for rationcl

)
~

when he woites "ILan
propositions, it is the outer expression of an inner
experience, the outcome of a particulsr history, tae legszcy,
of a distinctive tradition™.(1l5) Laurice agrees witn tne
German writers that national society has z 1life of its own.
In th "Conscience" he speaks of Fichte as the philosopaner
of Individualit; par excellence, yet a philosopher for waon
individuality depended on the fact of belonging to a naiion,

Y,

WaFional 1ife, and national languaze as the expreccion o

T
that life, was for Fichte thne only possibility milieu in
wnich indivicdual men could be free. The importance of a
national lengsuc.ye for the con:sinuance of the "Volkszgeist!
had been fully demonstrated by Herder. Ricute, Schellin_
and tae pther Jerman philosophers had exranded the Dropos-—
ition into a tneory of nationalism which was to have revol-
utionary consequences waich laurice could never ..oandone.
Altnough &he concept oi lan.-usge as a bond of culturcl
unity is common to llaurice and the Germzns, the diverzence
of viewpoint comes With the interpretstion of :he function
of the nmational spirit and, one misht say, the corruvtion
of the origineal Germen Zo-.antic position ind a cult of
nationsl superiority.

(15)E. Kedouri., fatioailism. p.62. Loudon 1960
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The difference between the two points of .view is more
than one of the emphasis. #rom Herder's original concep® of
the Volk the Germen Romantics developed a political theory
in which the national spirit became oelx—deueimnnlnz. ot

only was the nation a socizl organism, it was a sell controlled

5

cosiel orgenism. As such the nation mey become & source of
political instability within an intérnational system. The
coneep: of nationalism in which the self determinings
spirit of the ¥olk becomes the sole criterion of vpolitical
activity, or is used by politiciens for their own purposes
in ;he strugzile for pwer, ignores one essential elément in
Maurice's theory. Illaurice believed, with the Romentics,
that each nation ﬁad particular attrivutes of it own which
gave it an orgenic nature. He also believed that len uaze
wes an ilmportcnt element in the creation and development
of & nationesl spirit. He did not, however, believe in the
oncept of tetal self-détermination. IHis beliéf in the
"Divine Education of Lian" forbade this., While he accented
the differences between nations his tneologzicel explanction
rested on the assumption of an exte.mal control over human
affairs. Nations could itherefore no more be entirely self
determiniig than could individual men. To claim sucn a
powerewas to deny the divine order of society. ZIlanguage

z=nd culture may well represint different nistaies and

different attributes in org.nic nations. It Goes, not,




(127}

nowever, follow that nations could attain the fullest
expressions of thelr own existence by acts of collective

self will. In haurice's admitiedly theocratic view of
politics the national spirit, illustrated by separated languages
and culture, could only reacn its full self realisation

by o.edience to the exfternzl will of the Divine crestor

and controller of life. The lezders of a netion mi.ht

justily a@g?essive action on the score of & specicl Divine
mission, but laurice rejects this on the gounds thet, woile
national 1life may be'exclusive, men o7 a2ll nations arve jrert

of a universcl soclefy under & Divine “ule. In tnis se:xse
Haurice was & universalist. Taticnhood may be the fincl
political goal. It is not the finel social or txzeologicel
goal,

Langusze is a determinant of national consciousiness in
as far as the need for a common medium of coumunicaiion
and the express.on of His :toricell, developed socicl e¢nc
cultural norms are ovotn met by the use of & periicular
lanjuage common to the people of a navion. The Zermen
Romantics or &t lecst tweir followers, cerried tnis £ riher
and claimed that all the people who spoke the suie lenrue e
should be members of the szme naticun. This was not% carried
out in practice so that when Sermany was unified undew

i sma rk, e large proportion of German speakers were o.aitted

Sy

from the nation by the exclusion of Austria. The recction
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to tinis becane apparent much laiter in tae 1930s wnen Hitler
used the spirit of naiicialism as part of nis arguaent

for the annexation of Austria. To say that a lznguaze
illustrates a national spirit, nowever is not necessarily
to say tanat all peorles speaking taat lenguaze will be
members of the same nation., Ilaurice's writing is noéb

clear on this subject, but it is quite consistent with ais
ideas taat the same lanzuc.e or at lecet variations ol the
same langue e may enshrine sligntly different national
spirits. Thus the Americans are distinct from the Zritish

though they speak more or lesc thne seme langus e; thelr

by

e similar to but not the same as tae

[y

social nabits
British. Sterting from the sime source they nave ceveloped
in rather diflierent ways so that eventually even their
languege will vaeke on different characteristics., [eurice
therefore regu.ds a comwon lanzuage as an essential part
of a nation's spirit without at the same time inferrinz
that 211 who speak the s:tme lan usge must be membe: s of
the same nation, |
(b) LAV

If lan;unage is one determinant of the ﬁoundaries of
national spirit, Law is another. Iaurice believes thet all
people who live in any form of society must exist under
some condition of Law. Indeed it is a condition of civilis-
ation for him that social relationships are based on Law,

Law is incentified rather tnan made. It derives froxm tae
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social conditions of the community. The fact that men
live together in societies is the source of tue Law which
governs them. Since a nation is the optimum organic
social unit and since Law is the source of order in a society
it follows that the retionsl Dboundsries co-exict with the
area of obedience to & ziven Law. "inen we contemplate
inen in a Nation, we contemplete them aé u der a Law, Tae
expressions are interchaageable."(16)
maurice seems to consider Law in two ways. JFirst there
ie law as a morul and political force, eaznating from the
'social relations..ips with the society. Second taere is
a law as & series of regulations waich arc impossd on tne
comuunity by some leglslative body which is itself sovereim
but whnich voluntarily suomits to the Laws which it passes.
The former type of law appecrs in .laurice's scheze as
a part of the .atural life of & nation in the sense thai it
is not created by men. ‘e heve mentioned the idez thnct
law is identified, not made. This is the core of ilcurice's
bellef in Tthe power of law. In this sense the talks not
so nuch of legzgzl procedures as of moral and social imperatives.
In Soéial liorality he writes "There may be a grest many
theories about the makinglor unméking or remaking of laws;
who are to be the agents in meking or uamaking or remaxing;

wnat principles employtthe: agent:. Dut apart frow all

(16) P,D.lizurice. Socisal Lorality. p.1l19. GLondon 1872,
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these disputes, there is for each of you and for me th's
fact. There is a Lawy; it claims us as ifis subjects; we
learn oy degr.es that we are subject to it. That is a

very great discovery. Yle are slow in arriving at it; very
slow in confessing the full force of it. Just so far as

it is brought home to me I know that I am a distinct verson;
tnat I must answer for myself; that you cannot znswer for
ne., I perceive also that eacn of you is a distiact person;
that each of you must answer for nimself".(17) The point
here is that waurice distinzuishes between the meking of
positive law =nd the discovery or identification of namaiive
law., Tae relation betveen the two we shell discuss latexr,
Ndmaulve law, as maurice explalins it, rests ou an ultinate
morel command. The problem is to discover who issues tne
the command. Certcinly liaurice does not sece Law &s the
Will of the majority. The ue jority could be wronz. Sulposec

the majority decides to abolish Law and to live in & stote

o]
Fb

znerciiy. "And if in the midst of that Anarcry some two

or thfee should proclaim the dignity of Law and say e

at least will obey it,' those one or two would consiitute

a State and till the _ajority Joined with_them, the - jority
would be no State at all."(18)

Haurice gives a clue to his answer to this rroblem in
an article in the "Tracts for P:iests and People"(1861.)
(17) p.D.iiaurice.Social iorslity. p.119. Londoa 1872.

(18) ibid. p. 123. |
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He is discussin: the guestion "Do Kings Relgn by the Crice
of God?" ‘he sovereign doesnnot reign by ais own seli-will,
nor by the will of tae people but by the grace of God. If
a.power is held by grace then it cannot be zn inclienabvle
right. It can only refer to some superior power. In ef.ect
maurice éays that the power to rule i.e. the power o

enact posiiive law stems from & more basic law which he
equates witha tae Jill of Jod. Knowledze of this will is
not given to only one men, or a group of men., It is discovered
by the process of nistoric revelation o the peorle as &
whole. If it is ignored laurice sees "Ho hopre ol grovtn,
notaing but endless vicissitude; a continual returm to the
point from which we started; republics succeeding monarchies;

4

eapires swallowing up rcpublics; thaeories tr-ing o do
guty for facts;: facts overwhelming taeories; umen crying

for liberty of thought then crying loudly for an iron
despotism wnicn shall crush all thought."(1.9)

If, thg, the law docs no. come Irom ine will o7 the
majority ov from the will of a sovereign, where does it coue
from? u zlce'enalswer is that it comes from & Divine
Revelatio: of God's 7ill., It comes from an u:derstaiding
of the nature of huuesn relationships. Ve saw ia an earlier
chapter that laurice places gr:at empnasis on the role of
the family as & soci:lisin. ajeancy. There the reiationsh'ps

(19) #.D.lizurice. Practs for Priesis sné People. To¥ Tondon 1361
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between individuals are seen as revelations of the nature
of man as & social animel., As society becomes more com;lex
the family éan no longer be the a_ency waich imrels men to
act in a social way. At this stage law "stamps an obligation
on the Relationship." The law nas to coasider ot only
the individual but also the relcotionsnip whicn e ists
between individuals. Ia the fo :mily the corrorate ties ;re
apperent. In the larger socliety law brings out the nature
of these ties. It shows tnat human life is different from
other forms of life. It extends the recognition of the
corporate responsibility of men from tne obviows responcib-
ilities of family life to the less obvious:responsibilities
of the wlider society.-

aurice seems to suggest that the process by wa'ch all
this takes place is a form of social morsl intuition. Along
with development of z social orgenisation more complex
than that of the femily goes the development of & system
of social control in which Law tates the pace of the
authority of the father. The particular form which Law
tekes in a nation depends on the particular form vhich the
national life tikes. I% is, ther.fore, an essenticzl part

of the totcl force waich moulds the nationzl spirit. Since

[67]

questions of property are thnose which are mout liable to
disturb the peace of = nation law is most often concerned

with the regulation of property. This is not to say that

property upholds and conditions law. For liaurice Law is the
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force which regulates the economic forces. It is beyond

the control of property because it represents the Divine

Will which determines tne nafure of all social relatiounsnips.
It is es;ecially concerned with'proyerty oniy because the
ownership of property is the most significant differcince
betwecn nationesl and family life. Jormative law renresents
normative justice. It makes men aprrecialte their own failings

ctions but it aleo

[¢4]

and greed. It deters men frow selfish

-

shows that tThere is no wrong if there is no rizht.

In tiuis sense Liavrice looks on Law as & moral force.
It is a force which protects tne stabilitj of the organic
éociety by recognising the social coherence of the comuunity.
Law must be maintained not for the benefit of the iundividual
or of any épecial grow:s in the nation but for the nction
as a wnole. The community verceives in Law sometnin< wrich.
stads above all teundencies towards indivicualism. It taxes
no account of tne individual's wealta or status. If it
is to pe a true repfesentativelof justice, toe iaztituiions
of the staie must come-under tre state's authority. If
Law, is not upheld, the state iftself is liavle to codlapse.
In effect il.aurice .aianteins that Law is a natural »henomenon
of social life, by wolch men arc led to recogn'.se a seuse

of obligation to the society in which they live.
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Law; though it is both a naturcl consequence of the
social ow ler and & force which may determine the particular
forms of socicl llfe in & ne:ion, does nof rectly affect
men's character. It can only regulate ac¢ts, not beliefs
or feelingzs, In otbier worcs by tne acsion of law men mey

feel the need to act in particular ways towards their

|‘|,

ellows, thouun Lew cezn in no way cause %nem to lixe eacn

Hy

otner. As languagze helps to create a feeling of social

unity, Law nelps men to act as 1f They were socially united,

The process by waica Law is implemented is the enactment

Hy

by some aubhoritative body within the state of a series o
regulatio.s. The normative law demands somc fOrm ol afuin-
istretion to .ake it ef.ective., ..zurice does not exrlicitly
discuss the Drm which this tekes, but onc point is cleer

from his seneral political ideas. Since the orgenic political
unit is the nation, the autnority waich applies the lcw is

the institutionalised power structure of themtion, in otaer
words, the state. The Laws ﬁhich a stote aduinisters are
exclusive to tThat staie. Because this vositive 1éw is dne
embodiment of the s. ntiment of the ation the application of
the law is resiricted to the vound:ries of the nation.

Thus a feature of zn; nation is the existence of an exclusive
law within the nation. The positive law applies o0.ly to a
particuluer natlon and ihe positive law ol an - otuer nation

is not applicable within if. ilaurice takes the case
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further by suggesting thet witain tae natioﬁ law rmust be
universally applied. There can be no exceptions to tae rile
of Taw, -The state itself is under the poiter of tue Law.
This is so because tne positive Law should be as 3ood an

aprroximation as posible to the Revealed or iicharal few,

wnich itself is tue universal regulater of social releciionsniva

within the nation., The administrators of thne Law witiin a

ation are under the s me comuund Lo 6bey tne law as are
the ordinary ieorle simply because the law is intended to
vpaold the:national sririt of Justice. Any attempt to use
it to forward the claims of particular sections of tne
comnunity denies its universal nature anc¢ must lcad to
discontent within the nation. For Haurice the ILaw is ziven
to men from several mein soﬁrces. The origin is Divine
Will, waich is entirely immuteble and wiich man must obey
if he is to become his ideal self. i.en can not, in ta's

4

world at least, fully comprehe:d the Divine Law, but he can

grasp paryt o. its mesning from Scripture, fro.. the u.cer-
stadiag of wise men, anG from & skudy ol the nistory or
nztions. yaﬁrice velieves 1in the Divine Education in Law

as in other fields. From this education, iancludiny tne
intuitive resvonses waich men make to their social conditions
men can understand the revezled or nsiurel law. And from
this they must contrive to crez:e regulations in tne form

of .ositive law to regulate bpehaviour.




Positive and normauive-law are, tnerefore, essenticlly
responses ma&e to Divine Revelatio=. 4As such they fall iato
particular pnatiterns depedding on the exneriences of the
national soc.ety. They zlso may very from place to place

egture commox to all —atious

I~y

and from time to time. The
is that taey must have some law, both nommative and wositive,

e snirit of the nation.

by

and that law must represent ©

(c) GOVERWLENT

There is a close relationsnip between Lew and Zovenuent
in iiaurice's nathonal tueory., Phis relaniousaip comes fron
The natvure of positive law. Such law is put into ef ect

[

by the process of administration by & sovereizn body. At

£

t of re ulctions

lql

tais level law is not an abstraction wut 2 s
which demand obedience. fhus lew requires a degree ol loyelty
to a governing sutnority. In other words the law requiives that
the people ol a nation vbey iheir government, wao nut tae

law into effect, has one great denger., It threateas to

mneke Law the servent of the goverament®, tnus ziving rise

to despotism,

How naurice discusses tials rrovlem in terms o whet

nhe calls Loyalty. His concept of Layeglhy is in fazet similar

to the modern concent of le itimacy. Inere are, he suz ecsts

three major forms of government. dis typolozy of zoveranment

s the Hraditio.sl one of tonarchy, Aristocracy and Democracy.

i~

These are 1ldeal Lypes and ia prociice mosh governuenis are
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a mixture of the three., Laurice sug-.ests tnat each type
cen bring to vear its owa Form of loyalty, which ensures
its continuance, buf also tanzt each form ;uffe_s from its
—

own dangers. In some ways this aspect of liaurice's work,
though it is extremely fragmented and not at all worked
out in detail is quite similar to Max Tecer's idecl typolo.y
of Charismatic; Traditional &and Lezal Authority.

Maurice's concept of lo,alty is interesting because

it suggests. souetning more.than a personal onalty between

one man and another. In effect he seems to believe tnzh
loyalty is to a type of governuent rather than to & personal
leader, except in fhe case of i.onarchy where loyalty uay
be to a peison or to ftneinstitution of Royalty. Loyelty
to the form of zovernment is the political ééuntexpart to
the feeliﬁg of volkazeist witain the nation. It represents
& bond between the.fulérs and the ruled. ilithout it the
governument would be separctec from thé mass of the people
and would have to rely on force to maintain power. In other
words. without Toyalty a a:ction is i1 a state of disequilibrium,
liable to rapid andé violent political urheaval. Toyalty
is the force in society which forms a bulwark agsinet
revelution. Hiow Loyﬁlty is a ccmplex psycholo~ical panenomenon
by which the memvers of a nation justify and internalise
the political values of the society as ex.ressed by tue
Gov ernment. ifaurice expresses this in terms of reverence

1

for law. This, of course, is reverence not for legal
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institutions but for the naturel law as it has arveared in
the customs and ways of life of tneir socieity. A zovernment
is, therefore, accepizble to & nation on.y in as much as it
aprears to the citizens to be in accord with Tae natiomsl
spirit. The degree of loyalty waica it can comiand tous
veries with the de_ree to waich the peo.le believe it
represents the spirit of national unity. Loyalty as thus
represenied is a rrocess of reci.rocal trust between rulers
and ruled. Syeakin: of the actions of the Eanzlish Parons ot
Runnyuede laurice writes, "It was an act of aprarent
rebellion; it was in the strictest sense an act of Loyalty,
Joun had beeﬁ disloyal. He had undermined the foundaiions
of his own anthority; he had behaved as if choice and sel
will were thne gound of it. Those who reprezented the old
families of tne ation - those who kept alive the t:zd8"tions
of its pcrmanence sald that it could not be. It was a
subversion of Royalty to rend it ssunder from Law."!20)

One might object to :laurice's assumption of the imvartiality

i
AT

of the Barons, but his point illustrates his ccse well enoush.
Law, or the reteation of customary -~ractices, jusiificd tuae
action taken azainst tae Xinz. Joan had broien faita,

lost %he loyelty of his people and was lesitimziely brou at
0 heel, by tie extraction of rromises hican i lustre ted

the dependence of nis right to rule on the leritiiation

of his powecrs by ais subjects.

In the cha, fer on Gove.nment, in his Socizl ‘orality,

(20) ®.D.laurice. Socicl iorelity. p. 157. London 1872,

§<:
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liaurice discusses the stress on loyalty in the three me&jor
types of Government., A feature of honarchial governument

is the attachnment of loyalty to the person of the King.

In such a case the people ma, be loyal to the King because
he repressants the law of the mwtion. In genersal, veople

can not understand law as &n abstraction. The monarch

may embody the ancient traditions of the society. It is

the institutioﬁ wnich demands and gets the loyalty of the
subjects. HNevertheless loyalty may be more easily achieved
under such a government bécause it is psychologicelly easier
to be loyal to the individual who represents tne law then

to a set of principles. OSupport for tae individvual may be
more easily engendered even if the occupant of the role of
King has percsonal failings which would be condemned in other
men. Thus loyalty can be diffused throurshout society by

the acceptance of the role of the King by the educated
classes on rational grounds and by its acceptance among tne
less well educated on emofional grounds. In effect the monarch
is seen as representing the national spirit. So longz es

he retains this spirit he may retain his power to rule.

The nature of the :ionarchy, and especially the institution
of direct descent has a stabilising effect. Honetheless

problems of succession may arise. ‘here rival claimants
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t0 the throne exi:-t political instavility wmay zrise. Such
circumstunces usually result in the attacnoment of loyslty
absolutely to the persons of the rival claimants. Or such
. loyalty to individuals, rathner than to the monarchy as such
may arise even wnere a monarcn is lejitimately in power.
If this nappens then loyalty becomes social suicide. The
society will be torn apart by political conilict which will
inevitably result in a crisis in which the personsl rule
of the monarch has to be mainiaincd or overthrown by force.
Similar attributes of loyalty mey be found in Aristocracies.
The o0ld and poweful families in 2 society may act as a :rake
on the personal ambitions of monarcns. “hey, as much as
the monarchy, may embody and »rotect the ftraditions of the
nation. They may force the ilonarch to zct only within tae
established Law. Rule by the members of the old families
may vvell be an acceptable form of _overnment within ¢ netion,.
Aristocracies may engender loysdl ty by acting dr the :ood
of the nation. But the aristocratic form of zovernnent is
liable to the sane dangers as tne mcnarch., Aristocrets nay
destroy taeir -ower to demand loyalty by internécine
strug-les and by the creation of privileged classes within
society. Thus the French Revolution was a reaction cgainst
excessive privileges. Tanose wno rebel may be seeking
similar privile_,es for +t .emselves, but the rebellion is

justified if it seecks to destroy wivilege. If one privileze
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is simply re:laced by another the resuli may ve a serics
of rebellions.,

In the case of both ilonarchy and Aristocracy, Laurice
takes as his criterion of loyalty tle acceptance of a rule
of law. He seems however, to use tuis term in two wa,s.
In tae first plcce he uses tne term Leaw to represent the
generél concensus of opinion in the society particularly
about politica affairs. It is the netional ethos with
resgect to the form of government encompassing thne values
and norms of the society - what we misut today call t:e
political culture. This set of velues and norms zre
related to, and may come froim, tne more gcneral socisl
culture of the nation., It is the ol tical side o: tue
volksgeist., It is, ther?fore, necessary for tue soverwuent
b0 represent the historiczlly develored pattern of life of
the nation.. Yhe form of jovernment is thus essentizlly
a national uactter znd uay v.ry ffom one nation to another.

The second use waich lzurice mekes of the term Taw
iuvolves a coacept of equelity. Te maintains “thubt loyalty
to overn..ent devends u_on the universal'ty of the ""ule
of Law" 1In tais sense the legiti.ccy of the governmeat,
and thus its clai. to loyalty from its subjects, denencs
on wne equality of ¢11 mcn in thc legal nrocesses., Social
and economic privile_e may be acceptable. Le sl privilege

is not. Thus llaurice says that Democracy, egui.lly with tae
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OuPeV two foruas of government uey demand Logalty. The
strenztn of a democratic government de“*ves from its relection
of priviiege. Its danger lies in the fact that it is es .ec-
ially »rone to control by demz o ues who may tﬁist_the

people into accepting decisions which are only the will of

the majority, waich Faurice cin not necessarily equate witn

the best interests of tihe peorle. The Democrat is liable

£

bl

to define law as the will of the majority, wherezs l‘aarice
sees Law cs innerent in the social 1ife of the nation., Ie
does no. consider the two as necessarily the same, Dewocracy
can demand loyalty inly if it acts to curb the illegzitimste
demands of sectional interests. The majority itself ney

be just such a sechionsl interest.

-

llaurice, however does not clsim thai all forms o
government are equally zood for all societies so thai the
best government is thue one waich is vest administered.
Referring to Pope's couplet:-

"for forms of Sovernment let fool contest,

That wnicn is best administered is best."
he wrote, "It is a latitude to szy tuat if 2 lonarchy, za
Aristocracy or u Democ.acy s well aduinistered it is tne

- ~

vest rorm of Govermment., That is merely to af’irnm that

whatever couwitry is well _overned, is well governed. t 1s

a falsenhood to say that a ilonarchy, Aristocracy, or a2
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Democracy is cqually adapted to every-éountry; that any
country under any one of these forms would be egually well
administered. The principle which I thinx Pope would nave
expréééed in some sxquisite sentence if he had not bveen
perverted by a passion for epizram --- is that those who
dispute about forms of CGovernment are not éware that tae
forms are determined for them; that tne forms effect their
arguments and are not the least affected by them. Taeir

inds have been moulded by tue order under which they have

=]

grown up; they may be deformers or reformers but they must
confess a form waich they wish to break or renew belore
they are eitaer., They may labour that that form shall be
well and n.t i1l adminictered. To ar:ue aboui the adventage
of some other is child's play not men's work. That doctrine
I deem to be very imzortant to Hazfional iorality."(21)

What liaurice infers in the latter part of this quotation
is that there are particuler forms of government esrecially

o

suited to psrticular ty_es of

society and that the best®

form of govérnment can only be determined by tne development
of-the society. "Best" Fforms of government can not be
discovered by a purely intellectual processes, they are &
function of the social structure of the national society.
This is quite in line with liaurice's concept of social

organisms. If fthe mtion has a life of its own it will
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develop 1its 6wn forms of control. There is an element of
Social Darwinism in this site of ileurice's tﬁought. A
nation's government is btae result not of theories of zovernment
but of the evolution of the social organism. Just as a ren
can not understand his own body by readinz a medical treatise
0 a nation cun not determine its best from of government
by'reference to books on constitutional law. The form of
sovernment is the result of the socie®y adavntin to ifs
own needs. ‘fhus different nations adapt the tharee mejor
forms to suit their own situetion. The pure form need
not exist.

MAURICE AS A [IATTOATLIST

maurlce s discussion of e .ionalism is dépen to 21l the

arzuments against the concept of the national spirit. One
may protest that nationalism is & dangerous theory.

Certainly it has been the source of many dreadful conflicts.

Yet in nis hancs the concent is not oren o tais misuse,

ul
-4

e does not exelt his own nation a:ove others. His taeory

)

is specifically based oa Tne concept of eguality in diversity.
What he sugzests is that each netion has a conftribution to

make vithin the framework of co-exicience., Thus ne woulc
say that part of being a _ood Injlishman is to Tecognise

the existence of yood Prenchmen, zoo¢ JFermens good Auericans.

Difference doeb not necessarily involve anta:onisim. Just




as indaividuals within a nation differ in their particular
abilities, nati ns do likewise. The reasons for the differ-
ences are matters of témperament ana sociélisation. l.aurice
sees cooperation between nations as an essential festure
of z00& society. He recoznises the need for a un fying
force. Jetween nations tais is found in the atural order.
God nas oraained ﬁaﬁion&l life as the supreme political
form but order dGemands coaformiity to Fod's laws. Obedience
to God' Will, requires obedience to the law of coowerztion.
wurice thercfore sees Hationalism noi as a source o7
milltaristic expansion but as a hulwark egainst it. Iis
réasons for adopting a nationalist point of view are essent:
ially philosophicel. They are the outficome of his understanding
of the nature of social force. The socielly cahesive fo-ce
an not e tend veyond the national boundary simply because

the prospects of organic growth are not vresent. Fe was

L)

to some extent a prisoner of his own time. The means of

communication waicn he knew, precluded the development of

o

L]

soc.al organism beyond the appirently nasural rang.e of
gocial culture.

Pne political aititudes which laurice adonted towards
“the problems of nationalism slso made him appear o be a

political counservaiive in many resrects. Thus he defends

the institutions which sunport the development of a netional
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spirit. He could not accert the necessery clasih of interesis
on wilichh socialism is often conside:ed to be based. Hever-
theless ae.could not eiivher cccept the weintcnance of

class privile,e. In us much-as votn _aticuslism and
Conservatism have the szme roots in tneiy comuwon recosnition

of the organic nature of society, the two are vound tojethner

in Naurice's politics.
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CIAPIER 4

D= 0CAuTY
lost of lizurice's ideas on Democracy are %o be found

o

in uis book "The Representetion end Lduceision of the

People" publisned in 1866 durinz the debate on the wiceulng
of ©The francaise. The oPportunify to perticivete in politics
is not, in his nind, an inalienable vi nt conferred on :ien

by virﬁue of their humenity, Instead, 1t is the culzination
of & history of xrowth and develo ment. "nen the conditions
are ripe polivictl participation, ané tius the rizat © _overn,
or at leastv to voic for a government, ctn not be <caied.
Until then it mzy even be wrong to allow the frencaise to

ce widely srread.

CITIZENSHIZ? £y ME. DOLI

5 )

liaurice is concerned %o distinguish between the Totrl
nuisber of peonle in ihe staie and those wio ncve Moliticel
righté enG wno ney, tnerefore, be cellea citizens., Iis Iirst
tesk in discussing deuocrecy, is to define the novwion oIl
citizenship. A nuuber of criteris could be used. For
example the owieresaip of lenG or prownesrty mi i be consirucd
as that which confers tue rizii of citizensa'p. ieurice
geeus to accent this &s one, Lut nou Gae only, criteroil.

a_ .. -

He refers to Roman Citizensiair &s anis example. It w

mie

(J)
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[a¥
(v

b




(148)

- = 1. P T ) o

that tie Patriclans wino neld lsnd were clirizens il vae
the Pleveiens wno dia not, we.e not. Ownersanip of lenG
zave a stake in the country., It mezat that one aad an
economic reason for waiantaing the couatry's best interecis,
Further it produced tae rrcat families who passed lanl owner-
ship from pencration to zencratiou, D :mlitwu- e contiauing
social framework to cxict. Yet it was not the rcel vasis
of civil rignts. One further con.ivion was necesser,.
Maurice descrives tais as Freedom., In Ronman socieby the
citizen was a Free lian. To sae extent the tcrms of freedonm
and citizenship aprear to be interchangeable in I'aurice's
writings. The ranks of the citizens coulé counsist only of
free wen.

Rut liaurice's concept of freedom requires carerul
consideration. In the First place he distinzuisnes bvetwecn

freedom ané waat he calls savage independence. The lctter is

®

self centred. It's a2im is the preservatbn of the incivicuval's

211 athacks., The only log waicn
J

0

life and 1nterests acinst
is of any value is thet of the vurvivel of tae fittest.
In such conditions indenendence su;sests tne non-exicilice

society. Or to put it another way, it sug ests t-ot

I~

0
society consists solely of a group of individuals, each
ssriving for uis ovn eads in a Hobbesian existeince. Ior
lisubice such a vicw was utterly untenable. This kxincé of

inGependence nus’t result, not in the creation of a better
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society, but in the total destruction of society. He thus
sees freedom as quite distinct from purely personzl indevendence.
Preedom, ne claims, is not to be equeted with the leck
of control over individual, not even necessarily witn tne
minimisation of such control. It is concerned with what he
descrioves as law aad discipline. Ail free wmen are uaaer
a law, Further they are all under the s:ue law, .Jow tals
law, wanich biands all citizens, can onl - be effective if it
is acceptéd by all of them, and tnis applies equally to
those .who declare and administer it as it does to those
whose only duty is to obey it. A4s lleurice put it, there
must be a "Living sympathy between those who obey it and
those whno administer it." In a previous charter we heve
examined liaurice's ygiew of the imporiance of Law in society.
The point to note here is that he consifers tne Laws as &
social force, counteracting a tendency %o selfishnes: in
numan efrairs. He seems to zive law the fuunction of judging
between men so that men do not have to judge theuselves,
This is not on.y a judgement in terms of litigation., It
is & form of control. The unfree man is one who is under
tie control of snother men vnile the frec man is unaer the
control only of taue Law. The free man is thus one wao can
act freely, without the need for soimeone else's nermissioa,

Fe is the sole judge of uis own actions, provided slways
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1,

that he does unot break the rules of the Law., Hence MNaurice's
desire of a living sydpathy between the law maker, the lew
administrator and the peonle, Without such sympathy the law
woulad degenerate into an instrument of control in tne hands
of some elite grour. .If this were to happen freedom would

be lost and along with it the possibility of democracy.

Yet another factor necessary for freedom is what laurice
describes as discipline. If freedom means lack of externsl
control and if one recoznises the value of Law &s a force
to restrein selfishne;s, the concept of discipline fits
in as the link between Law and Freedom. ‘'Jithout discipline
freedom reverts to mere independence. The Law can aprly
sanctions but these have to be accepted if society is ©o
continue. Under tne Law the free man learns the value of
service and ovedience. The discipline waich revolves rounc
service and obedience gives rise to the feeling of member-
saip of a commnon pody.

The free man is the man who imposes upon himself a
discipline which puts the _ood of his society above his
own uwersonal gain., I3 is this which nakes the free man a
good citizen. The stability of a politicsl regime thus
depends on the people respecting the generclly accepted
values of the society. Indeed liaurice seems to infer tnat
such a respect is the major qualification for the status

of political perticipation. He thus recognises the possibility
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of orivilege in society. ‘nere freedom is no% tempered by
discipline inequality of political right§ is mt only acceptable
it is necessary.

Believing as he does in the evolution of the political
integrity of a peoplg lLaurice lnevetably demands the gracdual
incorporation of the various sections of society into the
bpdy politic. Bui he would refuse the status of citizen-
shi? to any group which has not acnieved a figh de Tee of
‘responsivility for society as a wunole. Vitnin the oversll
structure orf éociety groups exist, whicn hazve some ao0re
resiricted but jet v.lid interest of their own. To these
groups laurice gave the title "Orders". In nis book "The
Representation and Education of the People" he conirasts
Orders with what ne calls "Pragmenis". TFragmenfs are aistin-
guished froi. Orders in a aumber of i.portant ways. In tne
first place & Fragment is a section of society which is
concerned solely with its own ends. An Order seeks i$s own
ends but only within the context of the ends of society as

a wnole. A Fragment is, therefore a potentially revolutionary

force., Clearly wmaurice cou'd never suppori suca a zroup
in Order on tue other nand, is 2 group waich can be integre ced

into the larger society. An order is itself za arganic social

)

unit, with & life of its owm ané capavle of coniri uting
something to the life of the community at large. 1In [‘exeral

-

the members of an order nuct have mme common core of uvelief
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and soie comsion aim or purpose, ihe members of an order
have some kind of comnon cultural heritage. Iformelly tais
is reflected in a common code of behaviour and a comion
system of valﬁes. This gives rise to a cohesion within
tne order so that i4s members can be TeCOTdLoed as belonging
to the same social group. This seems to ve what Laurice
neans by"the Lond of fellowship" a phrase which he Frequenfly
uses. The internal cohesion of tne group is further strengt-
hened by the use of z common lanzuage, or to be moreaccureie
a comgon veriation of the nerional lanzuaze, tuough laurice
rezlises that tihnere may be regzgional' lanzuage variztioans
within the order. In sanort, from the cultural point of
view toe idea of an Order is very similer $o thet of tue
nationel spirit which we nave al.eady discussed.

An Order represents some farm of sub-culture within
the whole comuunity. As a zZeneral rule suchn sub-cultules
are functional. In an earlier chapter we saw now .igurice
accepted Plato's belief in the division of functiouns witain
society. His concept of Orders is his expression of tae sane

idec., for not oniy is the internal structure of the “Toun

important in deciding whedsr it is an Order ar a Fragment.

So also is the function it performs within the totsal soctiety.

O

llaurice does nof explicitly dGiscuss any perticuler Iunctions
vaich might lead to the creation of an Order. Nevertneless

one may draw certzin inferences from his writinzs., Certainly
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an economic function‘is one poscibilit . Ve heve setn thet
tiue ownership of property is an tuportent social phenomeaon
i even falirly primitive society. Clearly then one fuaction
which can be perfomed by ax Order is the coatrol .of property.
Any landed families nust therefore be cunsidered part of
an Order. Similérly it would seem that any group wuica can
have coantrol of property, as distict from ownership, nuss
also have a rizht © the title of Order. Thus laurice would
support tne claims of lledieval Suilds. Ievertheless if
the control of property is undertcken by a groupga fairly
sophisticated organisation is necessary. Altaough ‘aurice
aoes not maeke it clezr it may ve assumed that the necessary
level of sorhistication reguires at lezst rudimcatary
social and political institutions. Referring again to
ancient Rome :i.aurice says that The Flebeians could not nave
shown tuaeir common mind except tarough the voice of their
elected rerresentatives. He lecves 0_en the question of how
these were elected, but is in no doubt that they did represent
the legitimate demands of tneir fellow Plebeiané. A fe:ture
of an Order 1is thus its c.pacity to crec:e for itself
satisfactory institutions to channel its demands into tle
political s, /sten.

e nave t.:erefore a num.er of criteris by which an Order

can be identified. There must be a degree of internal
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consistency within the Order. This implies that the group
must be a continuing association; it must persist thrdugh
time and not be merely a temporary ascociation for tne
satisfaction of & single oi;jective after wnich it will
disintegrate. It must be able to creszte instiftutions which
can répresent tue will of its members. Tt must perform some
necessery function in society. Because of these criteiis

an order must then be iitself intesrated into thne ° :st tutional

b

1

framework of the wnole society.

Tais lass coﬁdition is one wnich liaurice rejards cs
viial if tne society is to retain its equilibrium. If an
Order is denied its rightful say in Governumen: it is licble
to become a danger to the society itself. ..curice poses a

dellcate halance between zllowing an unruly mob the reclity
of -power and refusing the lezitimate demsnds of an Order.
Both sit.ations a:e'liable to result in the revolutio.cry
overtarow of the existing political institutions. If é
government refuses the proper political demands of & section
oi the people it must risk chanzing an embryo order iato a
mob. In doing so it will lecve the way open for demazo_ues
and rabble rousers, thereby endangering the political
stability of the whole society. The mon begins to Geme:d
its rights by non~constitutional means. AAd,in so doing it

is likely to sweep into its orbit not only the le-itimate
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demands of the embryo Order, but the ille-itimzie demznds of
other fragmenbs of societ, A wise government will the_efore
see tnat the dewsnds of those groups whicn have aitained

ratbiy

]
.3'

the semblance of an Order ave deelt with by incorpo g
the grou.g in the body politic. Indeed it mizht be wise for
governmenis tO crec.te conditiohs in which zroups wuicn have
uot yet attained the status of Orders can be gziven fhe
necessary educetion to help them to develop satisfactofy

e

institutions. Political stability requires thet all aenmbers
of the society wno nave & contribution to mcxe, saould be
brougnht within the scope of citizenship.

In '"the Renresentation and Bduceztion of the Peoplc"
liaurice gilves an outline of the de . elopment of liberty end

citizenship in InglanG, The origin of the Briiisn systea of
representaiive ,overnment goes back to Saron ftiwses, waen the
unit of society was the extended femily,., ilaurice noies

tnat sucn femiliec wede up the significant socizl unit beccuse

¥

they recogaised & common law, had similer religious rizhts,
were led by comson leagers and adopted a close relationsnip

freedor., Thoursh slavery exicted,

[«N

between lané owmership and

the nature and character of the society was determinec¢ by
the conciticn of the free men. Tals freedom was nevertieless
exercised within tae 1linits of traditional anc customary

practises. Tiberty within fthese limits war recozuise¢ as tue
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proper concGitioas of man., In generzl these limits too:

tnree forms. In the first place liberty was restricted
by certain traditionzl modes of benaviour, wnica laurice
believed, originated in the femily siructures. Secondly
1liberty was restricted by the needs of the state. knd tairadly
liverty was limited by the perconal ties vialch exist between
the Kin, and nis subjects. Loyalty to the Crown was seen &s

a personal 1oya1ty owed by tne subject to the perton of the
Kin_ in rebturn for fthe dusy of p-otection. All of thae e
idews originabe in ..surice's view of t-e role of the fruily

in society.

After thé Jorman Conguest tue notion of Fingship was
extended to include the idez of a territorial limitation to
sovereignty, but it re.azined the conceph of ties of wersonal
feudal loyalty. - The ﬁorman Xings brought tane Grest Zarons
into the system of Govermment but in so doing cresied & sociclly
divided nation, .This division, :‘aurice claimed, was illustrated
by the exis.ence of two languazes. Yet the existence of &
unifying lanjvaze within the sections of society allowed t#ne
developient of rudimentzry forms of politiccl representatious.
Under the Hormans the comron people kept btheir tr:ditionecl
forms of repreﬁ::taﬁion_by jurors and rural chieftaias., It
was this which aede it possible for the Earl of.Leiqester to
introduce them into the sybem of English Government. This,

ffaurice claimed, was .possible only because the com:ions nzd
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the elementary form of zn Ordcr, end was more than just a
crowd.

Under Lenry IIT Parlizment becazine a leyltizate instituiion
witnln our sistem of Governaent. 4s et toe Comazons werc of
only minor imwortance. TThen fhey did obtain rigkts to graat
supplies tuess were won for tuem by the noblcs. Tarou rout
the early pert of Enjlisn Conctitutional nistory llaurice
sees a strug le between Tie three orders in Purlizuent. Jud

tuese ofdefw, ne says, revreseatea t:se parts of tae society
wnich had a legitimate right of representation. Their rizat
consicted solely in tne fact that t.iey were importeat, orgenic
units of society. They were, in fact, Orders.

"Tne peorle® cun only be those who are represen.ed, Thne
others ia 1n the socliety are not truly membess of tne 7eo le.

1,

There is always a tende.icy for those units, or orde.s, wkich

sgre organised to attempt to exclude those grou s who ar. not.
“ne nlstory of the Gevelo.ment of our government systew is
a history oi onc group seeking to entreach ifself while
another secks the aid of an aspiring order. Tae mnzlish
constitution apnecrs to [laurice as thc ~roduct of & lon_
alstory of emancipation from slevery - or ratner of'the extenéion
of tne quality of freecdom to ever iucreasing nuiibers.

By tne nineteenth century, Enrlandé had a well devclored set
pft institutions waich vwere an esseahizl feature of our s:stem

of Zovernmeni. These lzurice regorded as a heritesse frow tae
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past which in some sensc séeﬂed to renr. seat tac accuiulaied
wisdom of the race. 4 reorle was not somethia. which existed
gsolely in thé nresent. How could it be, if it were an or;aic
living society? The nast was :vrt of the ethos of the reo le
and its worth wees felt in the insiitutions wi.ich it cé
bequezthed to tue jreéent. Any ettemr® to ebolis: these
institutions was %o be stubborﬁly resicted not becavse they
were tne bastion of vested iatecrest but because they re resented

tne continu’ng life of soc'ety.

THL Ti:PORT.. [CE OF “LU.ALIQT

maurice believed thet educction wes oneof tae ur jor

(9]

factors i1 the cre:tion of new Orders in Society. If co-l

<
O
=]

velticin:

were to be ygiven Ehe responsivilit, ol wolidic: 1
tiais could'ohlj be " roperly used by ean efuccted clecsoric.
The kind of educcition me ard in mi.d wis far reroved fro.
ninéteeut; century srrcac of techniccl cducation. It wee to
ve an educétion for citloeusiig.

gaﬁrice, as we 1tVe see. cons.dered tue stelic ko be &
goral entic,. Dhe sitate, or worc ermctly, taou.n :&euarice
the terms cliuost synonyuously, the anstion nas a corrore-e
responsibility for its actions. The Caurch see.cd to " a rice
to be the .atura} sourcé of norel edicaiion in society. In
Tact it was on the @ducetion question thai le secus to acve

had particulerly stroa’ views of the Churcii's socicl Tunciio...

~

- .~

trously supports thae view t at

pr
[¢]
[0)]
[ ]

-In nis esrlier works ..auri
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it is tne funciion of the Churca =lone 0 educcte tue people.
Lanricc mzde this woint very stronily in nis early bookx

"Hes the Church, or the State, the Power to Educate thne
People?"(183%9) The point waich iaurice tried to meke ias

tnat the Stete needs an educ: ted zonuletio. if it is ©o

becoile a cbhésive social unit, but because of the leaul
nature of the State it is incapable of educetinzg tue neople.
It must, therefore, give tnis task up to the Churca, "mich

is dideelly sitited for the purpose., it this sta,e of nilg
raument Faurice uses the concept of "the Church" ia a ncrtic-

le

-4

way. To licurice the Church was the human sociely

<

reshored to its proper relationsni: with Fod. "Tae Ca.rch is,
thereforc, human society in 'ts normel stzie; the TJorld thaf
same soclety irreguler and abnormal, TLe World is +tac Cnurca
with.ut F0d, the Churca is he world resiored to its relction
with %od, teken vack by uinm L -to the sis atc BT which ae

cre. ted it."(1) Clearly !*urice is not here thinikin - of

the Church &s an institution., Tais is hig vision oI vhat

he calle@ the Universsl Church. At the same time he recornised
that every netio:i would nave & Church renreseantative of thiet
feeling of .le .dional Spirit %o wuich we referred in tne cacpter
on Natioualism epnd Conservatism. The Universal Cuurca, in
other words, would be nerticularised in nerticuler situatioas.
Taus ian BEn land thc educationzl function of the Crurcn would

be nokt oniy to v.zch the trutis ol tne Christian feitva out

(L) P.D. i.aurice. Theologicel Essays. p.404 London 1853,
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to foster the-specifically English attitude to life. 1In
addition, since all things were port of Zod's Revelation
the-Church was ideally suilted %o wnat micht be called the
non-réligions, non-socizal rarts of education. In performing
%his educs.tional task the Churca should be able to stimulate
a sense of corporateness ané fellowship in the nations's
youtan.,

Jiaurice's policy of Church educetion fell down, aowvever,
on one major point, which he had to admit in leter life. .
If the Church were to succeed in its responsibility for
education it had to be a un.ted Church. The plain facts of
the case werc against laurice on this score. The Churca in
tine real world was divided into various sects, and iaceed
some members of soclety did.ﬁot accept it at &all. 4is &
result the éluca.ion waich the Church secmed to offer was
based on sectharian principles. Bach group was meinly cowncerned
not with the broad stream of education which was co..on Zround
but with a determinstion to instil its pzrticulesr interrret-
ation of Christian cdoctrines into the miné of its ch”ldren.
Whereas ilaurice never intended the Church schools 1o be
centres of specifically religious teacninz the secterian
movements cut each other's throats on this very roint.
Because oi this Naurice was forced to Zetreat, in later

life from the belief in the superiority of Church educction
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end 4o admilt thet where the Caurch has feilceG in iz
ationg the State, tuourh theoreticsllw, second best should
step in to Iill the preacn., Lnus ia 1870 he wrote in an
o, en letter to the Jorkin: ‘en's Zolleze '"Yes ut the
statesman, wnat ouzht hae to Go? I easwer he ougnt to zet
all the force ne can get, all the force which there is

in the land, to struz.le zzeinst ignorance and the crizes
of which ignorance is the pzrent. He ougnt to acknowledze
facts, anad to hope thet if he docs acknowledze ftncm, tae

ext generation will have betier fzcts to deal witn then

;

ne has. He ouznt therefore to clcim ell the bilief of

tine land - the belief of in_lisn Churcamen, tne belief of
Frotestant Dissenter:c, the belief of Tonamiste, the delicf
of Secularistes - to conquer the enemies wnica arc destroying

2 -

us. He cannot conquer thaen by an Act of Perlicieat. ¢
caenadot staap his foob enc raise up & boldy of tescuers

armed to encountcer tuen., e wnust telte those whieh crc

in the land alrecdy. He aust tele thern im-er ieslly,
subject To &ll the contrcdictions which ere impecirin s ieir

efficiency. They will becoue betier &ad less coztensious
if he appesls to the feisu thot is in thew, 10 ne culle

tnat to his cid. They will becowe morc and mors contentious
if ne regquires any of thewn o stifle their

o

recp 1t for BSundays and nolidays, not for the veczicy
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business of ths world and the scnool"(72.), i'aurice's
chanzed point of view did not meen the zbandonment of nis

5

tate rolationshivs. He regarded

(ﬁ

tneory of Church cnd
both as expressions of Divine Revelation. His new pesition
simply recoznised the limitations of the institutions of
the Caurch. The type of educatioﬁ waicn the state snould
rrovide was igdentical to thst whicn ne hcd orizinelly
noped the Chaurch would give, Indced he secms o rezcxd
the state's part in the process as the provision of tae
means whercby btae Caurch could perform its prorer tasx.
Phe Givisions within thae Caurch vrevenicd it froa rroviding
a truly "national® education. It hnac, therelore,
relinquish tac organisation of education to Tthe sietc.
Bach of the denominations had something to offer, none
ould clzim an exclusive imonopoly of rignt thlnzin.

aurice's aim wss thereforc, to prevent inter-denominationcl

)—1

strife causing the destruction of true educe iion and %0
make the best use of the talent available

Irrespective of the insizht which eurice's educei’onal
‘views-give on his idecs ebout the relations:ip between
Church ané stete wney &lsc contain the gern of his beliefs
about the development of democretic inséitutions. Jo group

s 1its

l'n

could attain the distinction of being en Order unle

members had at lecst an elementary level of educetion,

(12)) P.D.iicurice. Open Letter to The Worwiang 'en's Collere.
p. 16. London 1870.
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He nimself contributed to the attainment of tuis idecl by
tne founding of the 'loriking llen's College. Indeed citer
nis disengagement from ine work of the Caristiecn Socielist
wovement in the mid 1850s most of nis time was spent
in the field of education, s wes noted in the firet cheptber
of tanis work,

The iuplications of this attitude to education cre
far reacnin_ for ilaurice's conceni of Ceasocracy. It
implied that ne could not envisage democracy derivin:
merely frow a changed set of social institutions. Thus,

the widening of the francaise wa: not, of itself, nccesserily

[}

(e

a good taing. If it resulted in otrin;in. en uaseducsté
irresponsible mob within the framewori of the body nolitic

it could do as much narm as 200G to the whole socieiy.

liaurice therefore reguraed education as & pre-condition

of democreacy, thousn he does not s.em to be on record &s nolding
it %o be a werecquisiie of the francnise. He doss noi,

that is to s.y, sugzest an cducctionsl test as necesszry

to the 5raating of tne vote., Tais may, perasps, be due

to nis regirding political responsitility more =s tne

function of groups tnen of iandividuals. Indeed, s we

'LJ.

shall see, he did not coasider democracy to be &lther a

o_f\
Lo

[

necesssry or & sufficient con 't101 or a satisfaciory

political regime,
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Accordinyg to eurice ‘onarcaicel cndé Aristocratic
government can exist turousznh adhereice of both types to
the p.inci;les of ihe law., 3ut whes of & denocracy? Can
it elso existv oa th. seme basis. ilanurice sees no reaéon
way 1t saoulu not. "The meibers of sucu & socieby mey
confese The supreaacy oL law over them one and all”.ﬂ?) They
mes eleet juages to Ceclere wnal law ic. TYhey mey —rofess
loyalty to tnose wao adzinisier tuc Law. They wary clect
and proress Loyalty to tne Hezd of State., DIni- loyelty
ney engulf tae wWaole people (ué so earich the netioad]
life. This indecd is = true deumocracy!.

Nevertneless, a denocracy nes very srecial temntations
tc remove such loyalty. It may arzue that it crcetes tae
law by virtue of the "sovereli aty of the peoplc". A4Are
not PFresideats and Judges elected by & peorle, theé

servant of the peo:le? liay thnese winisters not be diswissed

0]

1f in any sense they offend the people? The result ncy be
to turn loyclty to tnc law into loyzlty #o tac wneonle.

The result of sucu course .ust clweys be to (eztroy

€

governauat &nd to produce, firei anerchy, tunen des~otis.i.

1.

=6 in Rone, aud in France®"? airices cske.

)
4]
o
b
=
o]
purs
mw

F. D. Laurice was not o» 0seG Lo deuocrscy &£s sucC:i.

Ze hea a niju reg rd for the Zritis: iastitutions o.

-

(3) P.D.liaurice. Social iorzlicy. p. 158. London 1872.




Government of his day. Inesmuch £s these insiiiuiiong gove

en expression to the organic orders of soclety tney were

gooG institutions. In so far es they tended to excude

« o,

nose orGers waica had zrown frow belar were frignents

o

into belin; sectioas of society with feelin s of loyalty
to law anc tae capacity of exrressin taelr minds garou, .
represenvative insvitutions they were uam triovic av on
a course of self destiruction,

iuch of ,aurice's wribin_ on politicel iceeas relaics
to his orposition to any pnilosophy which urholds tae
General Will or the will of the mz jority. As we nave noncd,
o cdemocracy ancs to face the special temptation of scceriin-
the will of the peo.lc as the source of lew £n¢ hherefore
as soverei.n. Iaurice repucdisies this idex with considercile
veneimence. "Ihe sovereignty of the peojle I repulicte as
at once the silliest ané most plas nenous of ¢ll contrcdictioac,
Provided aemocracy wes of such & anoture that it rerresenied
tie mind of an orgunic sociesy ccting uader ‘lew, it wes,
or coulé bec a ;006 form of govern..ent. The rroblca lics
in defining what is the mind of a sociciy.

gousseau ceclares thot the uing of socieiy is o ve
found in tac Feneral 7i1l. vhe Zenerel Will is in soue
sense derivea from the fact that nmen, individusl men, not

-

lienrice's organic orders, nave ri-ks ané povers of taeir



o, These: rizats exist a_crt from £11 social or enisection

ant apert frow «ll legislation. ot only so but if men
are to break the nold of cryivificial societics end form
socleties in accord witn aziure the, must clein those
riguts and cexert t .ose powers. aurice agrees rita cergin
parts of this stencroint. "raere must be', 2e sovs,
"somewaere oi sowehow a recoqmivion of thne truth thot eccl

nan nes a distinet sacrcaness, waict GOCS noi Gepead on
ais notional position, waicu is nov crecsed by low Lad
cunnot be cdestroyed by it." In tois stoicemens lcurice
seens to 0 soue way (o zccestin: losseau's coneepv ol tlie

rijnvs &n powere of men. .en's sacred noturce is not
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In ef: cct, -eurice paxcs Qousscau to . task not ou iae

uniqueness of incividual aen but ox the meanin: of nedire.

n

nousseau seceus to see in netur. an abseance of res ' riction,
an absence of law. Tue only law wnicn Toussesu could

the pe

(@]

~recogaise was tne sovereijaty of o.le. There wes

celerec., How

o

no contract in the sense waic:i Locke ncd
coula there be for there were no verties to crecte suca o
contract? The veosle wes soverei_n aud could not e uwro.: e
its soverci_ inty. A&ny ruler tucy ni kb choose mer sneweroble

e o
)

L0ILs 0%

:i.

onily %o Tncm., The Tweorlc could cuoose difer:n

sovernment to sult tuelr need - but the only lew wce ¢iely
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will. Hauvrice rewnlics tact Hc nolis lev 0 e © delivererce
fro.. nature. fo awholish law is Lo return From civiliccsion
to war.arism, o jive ur freedois in retvurn for slovery.

tesc tloic, 'Mhe lovw

[ 9]

Ana yet ne ezroes tact low ce .10%
is necessary rfor tne 1'fe of the stoie cnC frce .en cra.ob
exist ouvside civil society. The will of tae pconle =ilenl
Rousseau base: on individual rigats':hr‘LEELs lew:. L eurice

couniers this by scying thav whaile lew is the besiz ol 1l

force waicha is =i _licxm

Q]

socicl ties i1n btue stobe, tThewre is

tais 2iad ol law. Rousseru's counceni 07 Nature ue

—b.
0

v
ja
ct

describes as ¢ Cistorted caricature of suisz otaer fo:ce,

n

nav canuot stead zlone., Withoutbt law tae cen be 10 suete,
but there is ¢1lso sowmetnin. which is move universsl thcn
tne state. This force ilaurice recoznises as a spiritucl
constitution waich cen be idenwified with the Tniverscl
Caurcu. The purpose of the Lalve.oal Jhurcn is to tecca
men that God can deal wita wnet Poussecau Gefines as ihs

will of men. Self will must be given up or nmoGified :o

Y
2
@]
n
=
=
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conforw to the divine will., =&s
of tals univers:l society zive up thci. serzrsie wills in

onsormnity to thav Tcertain order, waich should

~d
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neke 1% most eflicient for brin in_ iien out of their ¢ 1oish
position imvo this truc and Civiae position". In bhis wa -
men become capable of "earryin_ out the nurnoses ot it ch

tnelr society nes been fo.nded.,"
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Here tnen we see _aurice apnirozcuing a derfinition cnd
ex, lanailon of nls concert oi organic society's ninc. It
is not a will weicn can force its o desires but & will
wnicn czn act upon other reorle's wills to form & mind.
Its result is nov & ruinous couwmpebitvion witn the wille
-of other men but & coopecraiv.on 0 seci tae roo¢ ox zll,.

It follows thut what: is sou_nt is, noé & compubation of

sl
L

M

&ll tne separecte wills ol meny, but & united expression o
feeling.

Just ‘as Lisurice abuorrel the conceni of Roussezu's
general 1111, even more he Getested the idea of wllowing
the will of ths majority %o prevail., Zie mein grzuseat
seems to be Thet a reliance on e umc jority implies the icer
that the nejority is, or ai lecst may be BO Nore taau wle
sum of txue unorganised, inorganie mess of indix
related to ecch pther“by notuin; mors tnan Gesire for their
ovn aggranéisemeant. Ifone of the qualities whaich ~ive nen

-

a sense of htanc responsibvilities of jovernment need be =nresent

in the formatlion of such mejority —ill. Tae cuief of ibhece

guzlities is the sensc bhaelb those perticisyeting ia _overnment
shoulu feel themselves to be the serveonts of those waon

they zovera "If servanis thﬁy cernot be slaves; taey uust

tning and act ¢s Ireemen; tney csn.on BEr.orm thaelr auties

on, any otaer tern',
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The rezl "People"of cny siute, thei is t.ose who ere

itizens, ¢o aof% fora such ¢ wejority fill. They consict,

O

1

a5 we nave s.en, 05 oraers., I.ey uuve the risak to led taetr
voice be nezrd but oaly wirough »roverly elected revresent-
atives. Uatil all seciors of society cecn prove vienselves

to be cerable of eimressing thelr winds in taic way &
are bounG to bde "frasmenis" of society wailen crist vithr'n
the territoricl limits oi the stute snd wiich come uader
the law of the staté L G0 wnicn ere go fer incapable oF
taeking pert in governzent, Until these fragienis becoue
orGers democracy is a daugerous phenomenon. The will of
the majority in such ceses is particulerly dGanserous to
the true government beczuse it puts 0_inion on a ni_aer

plane tunen lew., It will be wro;; because it reprceseaths

orly tne will of the individusls and claimz for nen &
supremacy waica is not rigatl; uis. It denies tac tieo rotbic
nature orf the stebe. laurice rrefers the Drus ofF
winicn "incicote fhat the fishest ruler of tue 1:ad, cnd
-every suoordi.ate negistrote, Cerives nis sut oity
an Iavisible Ferso:r to wvao. ae is under a fescrful res-oa-
sipility for thne fulfiluet of nis dusies", 2 .¢ rulers
cbtein thelr sovereisuty not from the will of tlhe na jorit -
out frow thc ¢ivine ncibure of taeir ezllin . Tais cewiot,

noviever be luterpgroted
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{inzs. The rulcrs thcecmselves should be under tne sa.c 1low

as tnose waoie tney rule., In cacifion those orders of saicisty
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wno have progressed be,ond tne st vein; frogrents
»150 appear 1o .ave certein Givine auti.ority. ITney form
a check 0 tyranaicel ;oveereﬂt. ey even ney roice
coacessious from & kia, or in extreme ccses mey forcc ..is

abaication.

*:l
2

B

L
’

100D SUFFRASE AND UJIVERSLL SUTERZ
Vho arc to be regarded s the orders in sociehy ol
Wa0 e G0 be reg rded s citizens illustrated by a
digcussion w.iichh waurice indroduces 0. tiae Cif "e:ecnce between
manaood Buffreze and Universeal Sufirvege. The t7o rhrases,

L.avrice naeintains, illustrate d.fferent attitules &1 woule

* m

procuce diflereat results if nut i:to edfect. The discussion
ig held within the framework of thc troposal to extend tae
franchise by reducin_ the money quzlification for voters.

1 3 h

ze is o rrotest eggaliast

a3
o
O
C.
-5
H

The call for man
the conviction that possession of oney or prorerty ceternines
the worth of an individual. Thet a man hes must not be
confused with what a2 man is. To deny tals isg both unjust
and imuworsl. The "preciousnese of mennood" canuet be

an wao has been

&

neasured by preciousness of money. A

successful in business may ve rezsrded s nzvin saomn

o
i

nimself ablc to exist withoui depencins on the cherity o

others, to be capeble of nurd work and self restreintw.

P

Heveritneless the money wanich ne nus obbained is tne reveard

IR

for nis strug_le; it is not a mezsure of anis wortuan. It
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aoes not prove thai he is a betbtter men tnan his less
wealthy fellows. ZHis worth mey lie ia what hais oney

represents but Tnere is no real zaruantee tnat this ie

w

necessarily so. Any theory therelore wilchn avarcs tau vote

purely on 1®ssessions is wrdon.. The awaré of a vote 1.2 sust
circumstﬁnces it aa&e two very uaiorsunzte resulvl. In
tine first ploce the noorer . u én iley bpecome Jealous of tze
ricn, waicn in turn may lewc 0 demzn’s for mejorit: rule
and to Wob zction ané violence. In thc second rlace thae
poorer men may feel tnet he aas & swaller intercst® in thae
welfare of nis coun:ry.

In tne latter case tnis mi at result in & fealin -~ of
being excluded from the oriers of societ. waen in rfect
he way be & member of aa order waich is sulte leihimedely
seekkin: recornition and accepiance. ae wi hv feel tasi ais
manhood is noi recojmised, trat e nes tuerefore no nsed
0 seek the welfare ox als counbry before als own personel

gain and the advancesent of uie order. Iliaurice suy ests

waat Toe ons of mennood are when he Glscusses the quelities

O]
(8

reguired of & men wa thy of
Judgement, unhampered by inteations ol nersounal ol clies
gain at the exneanse of others., He must £lso ne 2ble b

show wirdom and discernment in reco_nising the arzusents

oi mob rousers for wast tuey are. 3But nhis orcer musi te




(172)

able to zssi in tais wmrocess by allowin whe grestest

U)

possible opportunities for ea-n person to express nis viewvs

and learn the art of government in the govermuent oi

L.anhood sufirage, nowever, uust not be confuscd wita

univers: 1l sufiree., Ualve.scl suflrage serecly cllows the

vote to «ll wino live witnin Thue boundories of thae siote,

Tnils is anotner wey of o0 enin tac Goors to tne will of &ac
wa jority. Lsurice is speekinyg nere for ais own @1 . Lle
looze forwarde to tne tilme waen :.enhoo¢ Suf rzie ana Universal
Sufifrage sazll be coiacidental., In the "epresentesion cnd
Fducation of tue Pe rle ne scys "I co notbt recuon it a Crecni

to de:ire that 211 wao Cwell in the lend saould, i ©ie

.,

Lo}
H
oy
ﬁl
H
(—l
i
o
0

a
fullest sensce, be citi..eas of thes

=
=

believes that the whole anistory of
the fact thet todis dg waet is nrr—enin.. Sut before

Universal 'suilrz; e beco.cs £ reality, ¢11 men auss aeve

S
reszl freeqow, becoue rzol ciuizens.

Tne GLfSiculty lies in thc f: t tnat aot ¢11 men a ve
been-accepted us citizens. ‘he Zefora Act of 13832 bro'ie
avugy fron tue In-lish tredition of mskia; free iaca inko
real citiznens., It ne@ the rizntv effect, for i% enfrcachised

that very group of middle class business ien w:o acd
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demonstre ted their canceity to be an order. ‘ere not iney
the neorle wao nid made Ein lead grect once iore VY tuclr
exertions? Did not btheir interests coiicide with fthrt oFf
Englanc? i¢d they not theveby binc tnexnselves t0 Hac Jooc
of the nction? The resulbs were in srae me.sure scoisfcetory

se. ‘oney

—

out The umeans of tcnievin_ these results viere fo

ves being re orded &8 tnce direct mcasure of agn's worin

instead of the reverd for iis work, Tae result oi .o tiell

). L}
:

bé to meke the asviring orce.s beli.ve tact tney a:t 1o
nope of becomin  citizens, and thus cllow thcm Lo be sweyec
by arguments in Ifavour of universa’l suflr _e.
If one ¢llows universeal suf.ereje wit.out fir: v ensuring
that 1% coincides wita wcn ool sufircse v.e aim of witaiaing
the grectest queatity of monnood or citizensuhi: re reseatition
will be subordinated to the second aim of cllowin: tuc
srectest nu ber of onvortunities for expressing ecch rersorfs
views. dnils would be coantrsery to the nciure of ool
overmuent. It would result in the estavlishnmeni of te
rule of tne acjority. .anyone wio coull swey bta.votes oy
bribery or by dewasory woull &tvein power anc thawert wae
legitime te rule of those wvio forum tue boly ofi true civizens.
Yotes th..s cast woulc n.ve no veliue because tae srue mind
of tae people coulé noi be exrressed. Tne opinions 0f the
body as a whole woulc never be reilectet in tac lcgislciion

of the dowernﬂent. The convictions of the intelli cat
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‘minorities could nos be teken in%o accouatb by wue lezig-
Lotors becsuse they would not be able 1o elect tlreir
represenis i1ves,

A merc wultitude will never be able to represeat tae
views of the people. Llaurice Goes not resitrict the concept
of a nmultivude tfo thé unlearned nesses of fro _menbel 2lcsses,
It is not a metier of the lack of leerning. Any czultituce
wnich accepts thce temporcry cowminion of 2 leccCer is acving

ne coulc

-5
@]

contrary o tvnc best nation:l interests I

wes an iavercsi -reeter

persusde & zultitude that therc
tuan i1ws own seliishness, thnat it 2ed & responsible mocision
in ociety, &« mworcl ovlisavion, and thari it belon el to zn
order, "tne nobiouns walch 1t acé adnpted in nlind suii’ssion
to some fo.lisa guide woulé be a% one renounced or silenily
forgotten",

imurice lays considerebl: stress on #uc ~oacent of
ooligaiion. Mis is the on'y way in whail-a to on os.
dangerous nofions of privileze cnd rignts. It is cleoww
that muay people Gecline to use tne frincnise ¢ven wie:
taey met 1t. This is indeeds o sad reflection o Hac st te
of tne lend, « stebe walcu snould be corr.cied w.riout

eley, for iu lewds just es mucn cs tue will of thc mojority

J')

O.

to the rule of the temporory lcader secking only aig own
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interests. The dumege will not be rencired by cllowin
the six roundé houseaolder to vo e, instezd of reshtrictinz
the vote to bae ten pound housenolder. ‘heh hond is tucre
.etween iien beceuse tuey Ly tac save rent o ¢LfTerc.t
lanélords? Mone at #ll. Tals renreseuans 10 orgeiic uwaty
in sociewy. It is & meri colleciion of meo; lc wno nLve

of tacirm rens.

M

only one irreleveat fret in cou.on ~ the siz
Ther have :10 €Oo.. on inter.ét, no voacs of fellowshir in

an ovder. heir vent cenaot create eay ol those feclia s
thet muke taew seek represenbation s o voldy of men vould
in the com.on intercst ol the n wion. Tiey may hove suea

interests but it will Se a metter of cuciace waien 2es

9]

aotnin_ to do wita the size of taeir reats.

If tihac aumerical eznc¢ tae finincial sivzanderds arc 2ot
acceptablc, wiuat is to be Cone? For there is no doudt ey
men are clamourin’ Hr tnc vote., The answer wust be to
secxz for some si;n that men cre formin . thcmselves in%o
organic orders; that tacy ov. coanirolliny tacir own ¢ flairs,

that toey are erwmressing 2 comumon wiand. Cne nush pewalc

~

of making concessions o certain classes in order to :cel
tnen quiet. ‘fue quty of the jovernment is to ¢ tenl tae-
vote to those wao arc recc; for it, not to #ry %o Xeey &
noisy class quiet. Sucn ¢ class will oaly be susphicious
of the governuwent's .otives usnless they wre givea souc el

0 eafeewle &1y

d-

say in fovernuwent. IL the incention is




clasg in order to sefe_urx»d ¥thc rosiition ol &ane rulin
classes thay cesulés con only be disastoous. If, nowever,

the franciise is exteunced to cover &ll prger orders so whok

IR

006 govermaent wey be shren_tacncc, tuen tne joverament

will wisn eccn cluss to se as stro1; &s pos~ible so tact
its coaxtricution %3 tne nctlon asy be en iws X .lul,

Certaia classes in 3ritish soclehy of the 13E0s acd

shewn thacuselves to ve promer orders. Iacluccé cron Lucse
were ertain voots of the workin_ cless., Tne ceritel*ste

42}

try haG the voie sn( tile was rrorer slnee Gacy acd

in indu
becowme & real powucr in th: lend, Our country ic Cercaceas
on industry but iadustry ie _oif comnozed solely o7 cariielists.

UR ]

Tae worTraen vere skoLla | thed thcy oo uwerc an orce  whia

& minc ol 1es own. Jhéy nod guonn thet Feature sbove ¢ll

vaich was recized o< citizcas, & feelin_ of .cloa *a fto

the nation an¢ of ucking ¢ cictincetive consribuitlon o

ilationszl life. Jhey o ¢ orscaiceé theamselves 750 cool erative

associations; tacy formed whc Tolunteecr Corrs for ta:

protection of the wouniry. They hid shomciscirlinc rac

the bonds or fellowsaip. They bthercforc vere ricdr "o

receive she uouer wnd tae oblizction t0 vote.
Levrice tuias uis chge.slon in the lesh nc

tRepresentotion cné the Zéueaiion of tac Fconle!" to i

veoblem of clasain_ intercste in whe Zouee ol Couione., i

: e SN T . P—— - . B - - o W A =t e - Y
is true thow if verious ordel's ere TERPresCieG iell Giugy
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uey only strive Ior tuc interests of thaelr own zZroun. Lny
lejiclation which resulis frow suca clasacs muct be of the
seme naturc as the rule of tae me jority., Duf ne clcims
this 1s not nccesscrily thc result of rereseatation of
various orders;. . If ¢11l classes sre rerxvesnted will it aot
be &the casc taat & better understaaling of the probvlius of
eacik and a clezrer rasp of tac interceis of wac nsvica us
& mnole will result,. ‘“ae workers will nor be ia & =rev~

onderence but Thcy will nave a fuir aesrins., Tac rrevious

’i
mn

thirty years' experience nad suown grect -nstionel tencl’
frow the representation of +ihas middle clgsses. Coulc the
next tailrty yecrs not ghow an cven srecier isrrovenens Ly
introduction of %he workin cliss reprecencaiives? 4is e
industrial end landlord clesses ael come 40 & vetser unalir-
standin;; could not the waole neiion be brou_at tozetier
If the best .aen of ine voriin  clesses were repriceiied in
sovernment T.C¢il owder would bc Furbier eductted so wiat vhey
would wore =il wore secx tue n:tioasl rother dvhen vl
owinn interests,

ilaurice reverts to ils :rguuen’ thet [lenhool ghould

enied; .nat ouly t.ose 7.0 reprcesean 2 order

(.)

T L—.

Firet be

_r~

of gocliety snoul? o.era. Only ofter ©hle has becu atth: lnel
should universal represent. tion becowe tne rule., Naly vwien
all tae orders ar: clesrly £a¢ unaisiterxably reco nisedlc,

wnen no fragmeats are lef¢ will ftueie be £ . oaz'nc uliverse:
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CAAFTER 5

CHRISTIAY SOCIALISI:

Christian Socialism was a protest azainst tae ef ects
of the excessive competition of nineteenth cenfury cepitalism,
It took the form of setting up.associations of workmen,
lendinz thenm sufiicient capital to start up in business for
hemselves and allowing the middle class Christiecn focizlists
only the part oi advisors. The movement had got well under

way by 185C but was to come to & nalt some six yezrs later

n

for several reasons., #ob the least of these was Tne decision
by the government to rfuse to grant legal T“OCGCLlOﬂJfOT

the funds of the Associations, or to allow them tae pronection
of the Frienély Socleties. Despite the support of J. S, Uill's

svidence before the Slaney Committec end tae request oy tae

=iy

President o

the Board of Trsde to Tudlow to provide in

<

the Whig Govermaent tookx no steps to hely thne woveicat.x Ia

(?*

all this work laurice, nowever, vias th. provider of intillectual
justificetion rather than bthe lecder of men. In the end he

insisted on giviny up the work of thne Cmrigiicn Sociclist

movement to the care of Executive Coamitiee of tue foomerective
Conference wvihile ne bturned to the :educciion of tne violke

in the Working iien's College. :levertheless muca 07 &t

¥ See "Origin and Tistory of Christian Socialiem 1848-54" '
by Torben Chrlstensca, Universitets for lazet I Aarnus, 1962
and Life Vol.II p.p. 52,53, =znd 119-121.
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iaurice wrote in this eriod remains thne onl - positive writing
on the princirles of Christien Socialism.

COOPERATION, COLPETIVION AID CAPILLTLISH

idaurice was not merely a utoplan visionary. Ian his
eyes Society was not to be made perfect as some future dcte.
There already was in society 2 Divine Order wiaica was being
atbacked by forces ol disseusion. "If I ever do cny -ood
work ——= it wsuet ve in the way I have iadicated, by-'roclaiming
society end hunenity to be divine realities as they sfeac,
not as they way become and by celling upon priest-, fin:is,
prophets of tuc world fo answer for their sia in naviaz nade
them unreal by separatin, them from the livings and eterns]

[

%od, wno has establisned them in Cirist for Tis Slory."(1)
In t.is pass. ge uaurice reveals his real aim fn christian
Socialisw., He nad no intention of re-crfeatin: society
according to & new political scheme., Above all he nal no
desire to creahe a state ruled by the workingz classes,

Nop woulc(. ne acce; kb the identity of Socialism and De ocrecy,
as we have s en in the precedin;; chapier. To do so was %o

go ag.inst the diviﬁe order of Society_in walch the lonercay
and the Aristocrscy represented the rule of the "spilritual"
over the animel aspects of :xn. They are '"those in waom there

ig most of wumanity. They furnish the rules end stancdsrds,

(1) ZIife. Vol.IT p. 137.
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fouwiced on

O]

not the exceptions; European iristocracy i
rinciple." laurice's Icealism is well imlustréted

in this point of view. The aristocracy as it exists at any
time may well fall short of this but there is no doubt in
his mind thas what it enshrines is an important pri-ciple
which must not be forsaken for any men-made political
éoﬂstitution-whioh supplanted it by thae rule of the musses.

~azising up of tne whole nation into

e}

vhat was required was tae
a schneme 0. cooperative enterprise waich could cowbat 2

destructive forces of conpetition. It was on the  riacinle

(o]

of cocperctio , and on thai principle szlone, thai Christien
socialism was to ve founded. |
In order to devclop any trué Socielism, na.ions require

an order oi soclal life, 'Tuis order cen not e acnieved

by the btal control of one section ol the couiunity. dy enotucr.,
It requires a coopecsative understanaing of the nceds of all
pafts of the community. One could not Geny thar there vcre
important divisions within society but the civisioas did
not necessarily senarate men from esch ofther. Ratner,
they rewresented different functions in Society. In eny
real society 304 had given men srvecial callings. O1ly by
attending to these could wmen secrve 3od, Socicty, enG tuemselves

in the most efficlent ay. In llzurice's use; cocielism
was an exteusion of the existing Social order as saown by

En_lish nisbtory. It would result, not in the renlacenment of
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the Monarchy and the Aristocrecy by zn all powerful vroleteriat
but would derive -from an exteision of the ruling powers of

221

these two fbrmer ooaies to include as meny of the working
classes &s were fit to rule. Zcnerations of expcrience

had shown the ‘lonarchy and itne Aristocracy to be arle to
govern. To abolish this rich ueritage wo.ld be folly. Indeed
in doing so the worikkin classes would be sucwiaz thot they
nal not yet reccned 2 maturity wnich woulc Jjustify rolitical

laced I1n tirelr nand

(JJ

[xy]

power being

"

In spite of ais self-appointed title of Socielist®, tuen,
therc was as we heve zlre=dy seen, mucn in Hzurice tnat was
couservative, The political power of the ruling classes
wes not theirs zs a result of any fora oi countract. It was
part of treir naiural rigat, as decrezd by the ILivine orfering

not rega-d tne

joT]

of society. It follows from this thai he i
workin , clasces as having any "rights" to gove.n bhe.selves -
and certail.ly none to Gicitate % their natursl rulers. "ITread
thne sovereign &nd the a.istocricy as noiu intendea to rule
ant gulde the land - and I gntici’ate notnin_ but al:ost

despotism, witn thae

T
o frog

C.'i

:.‘L

accursed sacerdoial rule or & militer
great body of the population, in eitne. case, worally,
politicelly, pnysically serfs, more thnen tuney are ai rcsent
or ever nave been."(2) If laurice uas prepesred to Eject

(2) Tife ¥on II. p. 129.
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revolubionary ove tirow of tue traditional Bris of _overameat

was at the scime time

)
(0]

as a major paert of socizlist poliéy,,

as entirely satisfactory.

o

not prepared o accept tne status quo
There iz more to socliety than & series of orders for ever
salanced snd counter balanced with eacn other. The need for
balances of power oaly exists if the powers are ia Opposition
to each othe.. Society isneld together, hnowever, not uy
opposing forces seeking to coatrol each other, but by tie
force of cooperction tarou:a wiich men seek to become itenpe:s
of a political and sociczl orzenisation wanich caan meet their
need for fellowsuip.

At the root of 2ll socizl structures is to be found

-

man's desire fo:x couon worx cnd coa.on worship witn his

fellows., This _ives rise to the need for social relestio:sirs,

[

w.lch are originally met in the fadilyand build up tibo the
nation or state, where the political nature of man exeris
itself. The forces walci nolc coununities togethner are nokh

those based on the self inter st of the in. ivicusl nmen-e:xs,

nse of commuaity spirit, of belonyin: to the

o
b
e
w
=
a -
ot
>
¢
0]
@

23

group, of needingz :he gro  in .rder to reacan tne full
potential of one's individuvality. ‘lithout & sense of
fellowship any society is bound to be either unsitable or clse
under the domination of some man or group of men, w0 seek

power for their own zlorifice :ion. In sucn 2 cese there will

Gu

certainly be a tendency towards revolution, mainly because
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the society will nct be dynamic., It will contain no eleiments

1

witain 1t wulcn can lookx forvard to the awvakening of pol tical
ideas, and tue only purpose of coorerating iu such a state
woilld be to overtarow the des'ot,

The morsl codes, on waich social 1life is based, are
firmly neld and aot easily destroyed. They represent the
love of God for men., Tunis love is for all men, not only
for the elect. It is suown by the reveaied and naiural
religion which is found in the 2ible and in the crceds.
lhaurice did not regsrd revelation as oppoééd to nature.
Revelation was the .rocess by wnich God snoied men haow Lhey
gnould behave, It was most important for man that ne should
reélise the lessbns which God was tescning him - especielly
the bacic lesson of fellowship as illustrated by the 1life of
Christ. Pellownip between all men was the most import.nt
element of Laurice's Socialism. But it meant thc: pest
forme of fellowsnlp, of cooperating for the national zood
should not be rejecfed in favour Of soue new syctem, It
is the underlying philosophy of life rather than the systen
of government whica, for laurice, must be socialist. ‘here
these moral codes are upan€ld by existin: iastitutions taen
the institutioas must te scfeguarded, not for taeir own scies
but for what they stzand for.

The mystique which liaurice attaches to the dynzuaic

nature of society derives from his Romentic attitudes towcrds
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political life, Thié he has 2ccevted to a very large extent
from S. T.Coleridge for whose work ne had &s We 1ave seen,
a very hizgh regard., In s0M¢ measuré, nowever, he fincs
confirmation of nis own ideas by direct reference %o the
Germéa writers' theumselves., lLessing secws to be favouradly
rezarded by kaurice. In varticuler iaurice appoves of the
German writer's acceptance of the mystery of Society.
Referring to Lessing's Dialogues of Freemasonry, ..aurice

s

wrote "The nints they contcin are even more valuable for

preciousness of civic life; whils:i he shows that its necessary
limitations, end the strifes between netiois, demand some-
thing deeper and wore universcl then itself, whilst he mekes

us feel that this deeper and more universal truth must be

must be a SOCIETY and a I"YSTERY; whilst ne pfoves tohet it
an not be expressed or deséribed in woras - tnat its power
must be manifested in acts - that its power hes been so
manifested in all'periods. Lessing leads us into oné-of
the profoundest problems of political life,into the problem
of it."(3) .This belief that politicsl life has bto be exgerienced
%0 be uﬁderstood and sbove all that God was illustriting
Ais Will for society to-men in every period of history is
fundamentel to laurice's Socialism. That hé sought 'as
not the establishment of a particular form of political
structure but the development of existing institutions to

(3) P, D. yourice. Noral & Hetaphysicel Pailosophy. Vol.IT
p. 616%. London. 1886. '
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take cognisance of new political facts. T.ue source of

Christian Socialism is to ve discovered in Zod's gradual

w
bt
Wl

unfolding of His mystical de
this i1l is man can learn partly by looking &t nistory.

01d Testament, in particular, illustrates-this roint.
The Hebrew nation had been cnosen by God to lead &ll men
into righteousness., But man hes to search for h's revelations.
The purposes of the philosopher, as indeed !zurice resaraed
the purpose for himself, was to dig into the grounds ugpon

which society rests, to undersiand, not to bulld, suner-

o™

structures, All iizurice's researches into this aspecet of
pnilosophy seem to lead him to the same conecl sion - ©act
there was & consistent theme holding huwmen sociedy tozetner,
in mary difrerent forms., This theme was that coorerction
was the force which 2lone could bind sociel orders to eiuer
despite economic or class differsmce. It was Tae only source
of real civiec life.

lizurice, writing to Ludlow mekes an importent issue
out of tue probvlew of sezrchiag Dr the important aspects
of human life which le:d to social order. There is an
important p01nT of method here wnich he nresses home in tre
letter. Ka.rice is all_the time secking for those aspects
of 8001etj whica will demonstrate the true naturc ol soctal
1ife. He wants to show "society znd human nature to be

divine 1"ealities, &8 they stand, not as they ..ay become."(43

(4) Life. Vol.IT. p. 138.
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To rcmake society accordin to "Jhristizn" tezchin  seeiied
to ilaurice to sug_est that neorle could .nl; &nter iuto
fellowship Wy a s ccial acc oF deGication, wherzas ne aela
tnat fellowsnip was of the very nature ol mén.x Tne
eleuent of coopération vnich was so inporicat to [zurice's
positlon hac noi enterced the world wiin the cowin-r of Christ.
It had alweys been there, glthou:rh Carist gave mein tne most
ckear and decisive illustrztion of what Fod was rrep:ired %o
do for man, and guve man grecter hone tact the betier side,
which 1n some ways Haurice reserded as fhe ori incl, of
hﬁman nebure could aad would win the battle for control
of numanity. | |

In mid-ninetce:tn century llaurice suw es.eciclly clecrly
the force of compeitition strivin. for cowtrol of civil
life. Arising from thc flercely competetive neiure of the
capitalist society of the tine, great poverty snd accouzanying
misery wes the lot o; meny wooxin; pcople, especislly ia

large centres of incustry. It vas. this misery waich
aurice &ttt cred terough the Chriscian Socielist movenent.

maurice's attock on the ca  italist system, hovever,
was .0t mounted solely because of the evil resu’t w.ich.
tnat system prroduced. Je wou'd hove rejected the Sjétcm
on otner grounds. The problem wes one oF acce tin; c

proper priunciple on w.ich to case any socieisy., It wss in

rect, the bettle bebtween coopersti - regpresenting the
% See the Origin & Jlstory of Christisn Socieslism br Torben Christensen
Aarhus 1962
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Divinely aprointed order of soc.ety, anG cournetition -
representing the corrupt self-seekin; nature of men. Cne
co..1d see sowething of the nature of compevitive soclety
from results wnica i1t produced.

A careful Gistizction snould be made between capitelism
and whaé ilaurice called the competitive principle. They

were related in thet caritalism is based on tane icez of

conpevition, If by canitelism one mecns the co:trol orl

iy

2,

tne [inancisl resources by & group of ueo~1e exp.xt i1

me

shucn activities as malking nrofits withnin the coufiues of
7

a market system l.aurice has no criticism to make. e uccents
that the skills of the capitalist are necessary uiaCer sucn
conditions. 7hat he objects to is the cepitalist terde.ucy

to Ireat als workers as simnly one of tne tools of procuction

W
:i.
-
o
=
m

coimand. Such an atiitucde peys scant regrzd to tie
needs anG velues of the men who worik in the factories wnd
offices. Thc ovjection whicxa :laurice maxes ©o caritalisn
is that it forces the Wwo sides of tne production process

to compete with each other for the rewards of iadustiry.

In this competition the capitalist by virtue of nis coanrol
of the fi.asnce i7ivolved has an uanfair advantize and sees
the results of =11 lahour as his "hatural" reward. A4s a
result, unnecessary and dangerous compeiition is eagencerred
in society. |

Now iL:aurice's a'm was not the overtarow of canpitilism
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by the workers, but the reformation of the cttitudes of
the cepitelists -so that they would accert the =riacinle of
cooperation in industry bhetveen capitalist ana vorker. e

recognised end accepied a fferentiation of function between
the two but woped for a reconciliation-of aims. Greed and
exploitation ne noped, could be repleced by tae cim of

proauction for the common good. waurice aiiwed his attack,

always, not so much at the instifutions and o zeuiscti.as

£
[¢4]

of society «s at its systeus 6f values,

Tne competitive sjstem of mid-Victoriean En-land, uowwa:,
gave rise o g, mptoms whicn could not be isnored. The
depresesion of wages to & level w.ich woulé not ellow mchn
the comion decencies of life aroused .;aurice's ur:ta,
because such miserj reszulted in degredation waich ru'.ed
the relation betueen men as fellow crectures. Production
of the joods waich are rcquired by a moden commuznity
requires the efforts of many people. There were, uader the
19th eentury conditions, many different sikiile reouired

in industry. These ransedé from the most iaworta:t finsneizl

n

kills of the capiftalist to the humblest skiils of the lcobourer. -
Yet nothing could be produced with-ut the combined worik of

all the people involved. Hevertneless tae capit:list

elements in indusiry, in order to %eep the coét: of »rocduction

as low as possible reduced tae wazes of the wiker: to = -oint
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where they ere abstracting "Irom the »roducer 2ll but a
starvation yrice for nis labour."(5) The syétem of pnrocduction
in the sweated trades w.s cresating a situation wvhere tne
wnole of family life was belny destroyed by mcking a

men's wife and cnild tné most dengerous rivcls for tis on
job. The fimily in which .ien ouzht to be able to lecrn the
veys of civil and social life is veing stranzled by the
prescure of comuehition for starvotion level wazes., This
raised a problewm of zZrect 1100¢taﬂce for society sizce it
one of the most valueble of its own instivion,
il.e., the fanily.

A8 SOCIAL GOSPLL

hau}ice wes disturbed bj’the social conditioas waica
éccompanied nineteenth century 3ritisn capitalism. Te sev
that_it'ﬁas no longer sufiicient to rely on the coansciences
of ﬂL 0 minded iandividuals. Such actions were only suitable
if tne czuse of distress vas inherent in the indivicual.
They we_e useless 1f, as he believed, the cause of dishess
lay, not in the individual but in the societby.

Paupers wcre veiny cared for, as for os poseible oy 1idiv dual
" - £

&

cts o cnerity. :Iut tais YSs nownere ne r enou _n. In
fact suca incividual acts o7 socizl welfare could have

no efiecits on the »roclem at all. 3Beccuse the cause 0.} the
misery was not some unersouel dcfect in tae neuner ainself

but & serious rfault in the sociesl system in wiaicn the peurper

l

s on Christian Soclglism - Hec:zons

'5) P, D. kaurice. Irec
for Coo erciing. pell. Tondon 1850
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had to exist. Even if one could raise wages, by the work

of individual welfare visitors, one could not exvect

anything elSe in the existing condition but that the increasse
would go such thinzgs as do the poor people more xsrm then
Zood. Besides, helping - paupers and rrisoners was & compar-
ecively easy tesk., They vwere uader sanctioas ap+lied by
gociety. It was very much nore dirfficult; yet also much

more to the point B help those over whom society hod no
immediate control The recal answer to the troblem of torerty
could not vce found in indivicdusl action. It could only bve

found in a socicl rejuvenation. The way to solve soc.ety's

6]

provlems was by tackling them at their social roots. Thi
meant attacking the competitive principle wherever it aprezred
and reglacing it by the coowverstive swirit. In short,
althougn Haurice's Socialism was mo-e conce.ned with neonle
than with institutions he éid not bLelicve thai indivicuels,

by their own _ood works, could rescue ithc 00T ITOom LuEeir
pre.icament. In @ Trzct for Christian Sociclists icurice
~argues nls casze on severcl grounds. In the firet place if

the poor peorle could be urged to work wiil each other cs
"frieads and brothe.s, they would be more likely to feel

as friends and brothcrs to the uembers of 211 clesses,

tnen while escu regcrded the man professins his creft cs

a rival and a foe, end 211 remembered wno hoé bheen thc
instruments in awai -ening this feelir 12."(6) If for no other

(6) P, D. iiaurice. Tracts on Caristisn Socislism - Reasons for
Cooperating, p.l19. London 1850,
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reasoiu then sell »reservotion, then it would be wise o
upper cleas: es 0 encoura_e & brotnerly fecling in tae
workers ana to allow them to develov into an order in society.
This could best be done by lending the poor what they had
most need of i.e. money, so that they would be able to

apply 1t in thelr own business and repay the loan with

T

interest out of their profits. The lending of money wa
of infinitely greater value than simply siviay help oy

of &ln

=
1¥i]

charity. &econdly, in laurice's eyes, the ziving
was & self-lerretuating ftask. T.is is pcrticulerly bdbrought
out in aurice's attitude to the way in waich de Jontelenbert
(wno in 1849 came to power in PFrance zlon. with Louis
Eapoleon.)_treated tie proslems of poverty anc sociclisw,
lsaurice vas .itterly oprosed to tae ripat wing policies

of the Frenca winisters., He wrote to Julius Hare, "I cau
thini of nothing wore terrible then the coubinziiois of
Louls Ilapoleon, tne regresentative of tane. triumpu ol :money
and che sword overlthe'law,_order anG¢ feith, with .omrlcmdert

a L]

and tne whole priest perty.(7) ® aurice atiscied the

w

-

¥ Charles Porbes Renéd de nontalem.ert - son of sn In:lisn
mother and & TFrencn Emigre father was born in London in 1805
He"died in 1870. He was t.e lezder of the Roman Catholic anti-
socialist arfj in Frence in tae nicd nineteent . century. "It
is necessawj to make wer upon this evil (i.e.) soc1u11<m) waich
" increases daily,such war as is permitied by tae Constitution -
by all meaus saunctioned by Jjussh 1ce, honour cna the lews waich
govern us." Jor an accoun® of his life see "lleiwiolr of the
Count de iontalembert" by ;_s Ollbnc t,.m. Blzckwood cnd Sons,
Edin, 1872.

g

v

Y

(7) Life., Vol.II p. 97.
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Romanist point of view as expressed by de lont& embert on

the ground tunat it did not recognise men zs men., "He

loves the poor as poor; as e meaas that is to say ol callia~
fortn and exhibiting the virtues, the self sacrifice, the

saintship of the rich. Although, therefore, ’ammon worciin

iy

is naturally neteful Ho hii, he Junt aLljllmsel to tabse
wno are possesczed oy it, because he sees shat they, in
tneir fear for tieir idel, arc willin; to secic help From.
traditions in wnich they Go not believe."(8) laurice is
suggestin, that the beuevolent Cuu_ltj of sone Christiens is

equally as dameging to the ralationsalp existinz petween

the poor and the other closses, as is the snirit of coupeiition
in capitalist Znaland. The reﬁson is the szie in bota ceses.
The capitalist treats the workers a2s cous in & nachine;

tne Catinolic treats theu as a mcans of'producing seintlinesr
iJeitner treats th cﬂ 28 men. One can not anrply remedies
suitable for thne Aze of Caivalry to -the 4ge of Industry. Jne
problems &re dmmeszsurably more couplex. This means not only
that there are more peo_le but thei treir relatioushin is less
direct. It is, therefore, useless in tne lon_ 1u;, Haonoa 1t
mgy nave short run e.fects, to provide individuzl help for
individual people. As we have glready nofted this is ony

atisfactory when the individual is at fault, noi when fthe

w

socizl system is wrong. Yhet 1s requ'red is some form of

(8) P. D. laurice. Trects for Christisn Socialists Io.l.
Dia lo”uebetwecn_. Somebody & obody. p.9. London 1850
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assistaice as a social level. 3ut :aurice ana the Christien
Socialists do not setm to have grusned the full implications
of such a policy. They made no rezl effort to chunge the
gtructure of soclety except by advocating fhe opportunity

-

for groups of worimen to help themselves. They could offer
no salution (but aeither did anybody else for about &
hundred years) to the proslem of structural unemployment.

It woulc appear that :aurice's version of so¢ialism'is
based'on the assumption that a morgl obligation is sufficignt
to produce fundamental social chaage., Speaking of tae
clzsh between Cagitalism (which he here seems to cquete
with the ownership of property) he wrote: "Let it once be
seen thet property is conaected with order in the true
honest sense of the word, that it does not merely seck
to preserve 1liself but to preserve the physicel cnd moral
well-being of the wanole land; then there will be a r ¢l cad
solid no.e of recomcilictio.. T conceive tact o Gemead of
tiuis kind the working classes nad a full right to meke wien
they had first snown an ezrnestness to do something for
themselves and to reform themselves. I conceive tnei tre
owners of properfy have the most direct interest in meeting
this demand, becuuse the present systen of trzde is not
more deswruchtive to the morclity of the lovwer clas. then
of the higher."(9) He enviscged a society in waich tae

(9) P, D. Maurice. Trazcts on Christian Sociclism Reasons for
Cooperating. p.l4..London 1;50.
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institutions of Cepibelism were not dectroyed but were
given a ratner dif.ersnt function. Therc wes 20 necesrry
conflict between ¥the Capitelist sud Lebour provided botn
cccented tuelr responsibility to éocicby. 3ota uust accert
es tneir goel the velf.re of thc whole o7 socicty, ritaer
than the exploitction of power for iadiviaual ov cliss
henefits.

The Sociel %ospel reflecis a preoccupation witn the
worsl predicament as it 1s el pressed in socicl znl roliwicel
life. In effect this iz rerreseanted in Izurice's thoaihis
by tle'position he save to the Church ia the social orler.

It is the fuaciion of'th€Church, as an in: titutiox, %o iastil

a seuse of res, onsibility for the wh.le ol socieiy iato

its members, and indeed into £11 tue members bf Gue n tion,

Tne Churcih, however, does not try to abolish socisl ins-i‘utious
such &s the ownersnip of rroperty. It only atfenris to
encourzzse thc use of the power which derives from taen in
respounsible manner, stressin: the inportaace of coununel
benefit over private gsian. .aurice's atruuuae towerce Church
and State may be seen in a letter writtean to Ludlow in 1849.
"The Stete, I think, cazn not be Communist; never will be;

lew Conserveisive of

fl
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?

never ougnt to be., IT is by net
inGividual risnis; indivicdusl possessious., To upnold taenm

it .ay be co.pelled (it must ve) to recoznise enotier
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principle tiacn tuet of itadividuvcl rijate end prorcity;

but only by ecciceuat; only by going oub of its own sriere,

.,

.
&g LG 8

o

u

rigetly did 1a the casc of the fictory cnilerea.

Aut the Churcy I hold is Comauaist in priaciple; Conscrveiive

of nroperty snd individuel rights only by accident; bound

to recognise tnem but not as its owa specicl ork, not as

the chief onject of nunan soviety or existcunce. Ihe unton
tue Church znd Stete, of Bodies existing for osposite

enGs, esch necescery to the other, should accomplisi the

fusion oS the p inciples of Comnunism sné property.(10)

In this way aurice recoanciles & rospect for iae

-

ownership ol property snd o ceumeid for Socislivm. This 1is

possible becuuse he reg:rce the state, not as the source

(i

of coercion on beunslf of the economicelly stron: but es tuc

gource of recoaciliztion betweea two or more eguclly iu ortent

But the stabe does not et t in order o protect scny
siagle iadividual, or, more important, any group or cliss

of reople. It is tnere to r.alise & bglence, or &

iy

+

between them. Vhen izurice is using the vorc staie, ¢s in
nis lebtber to Iwmdlow, e is, of course referria; to tne
constitutional orginisation of a nation, It is t:.e purrose

. -

of thais orszniseiion to ricca as nizh a dejree of ncrmony

&.)‘—

(10) 1ife., Vol.II. p. 8.
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as possible,  Laurice considers the state as narmonizing

the forces of soclety, so that, far frou onposing eacn
other, they would tend to move towards a ccimon objective.
Thus each of the .any zroups or classes whnich make up 2
community nave to be brougnt iato the r.alisation tnct wnat
tney must seek 1s not tieir own sectional intérest, but

the interest of the society as = whole. Tney will, in

fact onl, really stiain taeir own best énd, in?so far as

o

they abtiain the best total end for their society. Th%s
being so 1t also follows that the capitalist ought to consider
the goorer meinbers of society as navin- & share in ine
property o the community. Thils will roise the poorer

classes to the status of & recl order. It will also cllow

14

then to recognise that the, also must consider the total

] )

beneflit of thne country and not their own narrow inter:sts.

I-=1y

They should frel that they have a stake in the weslih o

]
3
om
©
e

- the nation so that they can be sllowed = share in the
duties and responsibilities of civil life. This, agzain,
develops the theme that the proper motivati .n for society
is cooperation &né noi c.mpetitioas.

aurice goes on to sug est that property is “avourable
to a true order of society because it does not scek to
preserve itself but aims at the improvement of trc physicel

and moral well-being of society as & whole. Tais, he seys,

way be thne key to a reconciliztion between cerital and lebour.
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The principle of cooperction seeks to re
ship between mester and servant. aurice e rees tuch taere
are 5ood.masters enC zooc servants in incustry. Tut ae
cleims tnat thej tre 80, inaswmuch s taey disouvey tae
ruling tendency of c.m:e.ibioa. "That doctrine ulktes it

+

iupossible for t.e master to look upon his servant except cs
one wno is wanting wases whica he is not disvosed to give, or
the servent upon tne master, except as one wio is offering
weses upon waich ne canaot exist."(1ll) Tais, says laurice,
destroys any rcal relationsaip o7 hermoay waich cpuld exi t

between them. This is not to deny that there arc dif’erences

w

of function in industry bvetween lebour and ca_ ital, but it
su .ests toat it is the function of industr; not oaly to
maixe aoney, but also to impove the conditions of 1life for
all members of the society.

Fo D, LAUAICE 4.0 d, S5, 3.I0L

aced an attzck on Socielism winlica said

i

l.avrice also
that Socislism was opposed by the whole history of trade

end the views of ‘tie modern politicsl econoaists. .ie Cenicad
the validity of such an attack by pointing out that tae
ori.ia of trzde in England was to ve found in the aucient
guilés and corporatioas of towns. These very bodles cziae

into existenice because the laudowners nzd wmisused prorerty.

{

(11) #. D. Liaurice. Trscts on Caristisn Socislism. Recsons for
Cooperating. p.7. London 1850.
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be used for their selfis
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fuscal terms frous the Xing,
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nad onl, neld the lznc i
in return for du-.ies ead sevices. The Kin’ in turn held
tae land not as the ultimate proprietor but as the vassal
of God. In fzct, says l‘aurice, this is the cGoctriae of
progerty neld by his form of Socialism that 211 property
ownership is held not to be absolute but dependent upon
its proper use. The trading bodies znd tne corpporatio.s
whica rose up to countersct the lancowners were cooperative
bodies, Irade therefore hes it oxi. ns noi in compesitio:
but in cooreration.

In tiwe, nowever, the treding bodies whicn beran s
cooverative enterprises, becane narrow, selfish snd ~0zcerned
only for the preszervaiion of thelr own ri_hts, ané p.operty.

Seceuse ol this it became apperent that they were restriciing

'y

1

tane froedom of their fellows. 4t tnis _taze the rolitical
economists asserted a aemand for Ffrecdom of trcde. 'The

eas snould be removed znd men :z=llowed

;"J

old Testricitive id

to take port in trade who hed previously been debserred.

In principle, said Maurice, ihis was a z02d thing because
1t brougnt into the political snd trading srhere & group of
men whno were ready and eble to accept the respounsibilities

involved,
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Unfortunately the early political economists had used
the word competition in connection with their demasnc for
freer trade. They claimed taet men heve & "rizni" to
con.ete for trade, o5 .laurice rather testily pointec out,
"an uwncoubted rih:, like the riéht cf a mzn o cubt n's
ovn t.roat, waich must, excent iz cerici.: ceses te cciceded
to an En_lisuman, but which he mey find it inconvenie:t, on

many accounts, to use."(1l2) ilevertieless, lesser writers

(‘;

accepted Tthe idea of cormpetition witmous grasrinz its rezcl
meaning, uatil political economy begen to be little more

then an advocacy oil coupetition. [auiice, however, hce

4+A

still some rezerd ij econonics  for ne comniinues ais cuotatioz
But this miserable mtion of & great science hes beca ..0re
and more renudiacted by zll the eminent tezchers of it ---.
And the most comprencasive c¢nd lo.ical of £11 tae writcfs
on the suvject is the one who nov only (oes not re»uc.icie
cooperaticn as contenptables but hes ubtbtered some very
memorable vords ian co uendation of it." e wes, oF course
referring to John -Stuart Iill.

In his Autobiogrzphy iiill wrote,"our ideal of ulsiucte
improvements went far beyond democracy cad would class us
decicedly ua&er the gezeral Cesignation of Socizlism."(13)

The aim of 1iill"s socialism was thne incresse of hunc: velizre.

(12) P. D. laurice. Tracgis on Christian Socialism. Reasons for
) Coopersting. p.22. Londoan 1850, -
(12) J. 8. Ill. sutobiography. p.l62, Hew York. 1960.
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"Poverty, lixze mosi social evils exists beca .se wmen follow

fheir brute insc¢incts without due consideration. DBut society

is possible, precisely vecause man is not necessarily a brute."(14)
iian, in fact, can nelp .imself; he can improve nis own sociéty.

Certainly, the complexrineteenta ceatury industrizl society

requires more orzanisation thedt that of vihe niddle &zes.

Two factors heve to be borie in mind., One is thab an opvi
degree of frcedon uust be attained. The otaer is thoth the
optimu% freedom must #o0 along with the "common ownersain
in the raw naterial of the zlobe and equel marticipstion in
all the beneiits of combined labo.r."(15) iiill reco_nised,

nowever tnat this could not be achieved by a sii le reorzan-

tioa "We saw clearly that to r.nder szny such socisl

[N
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transfornation eituer possible or desirable =2n equivilent
chan.e of cheracter must take nlace both in thne urccultivated

herd wgo now compose 1lie labourin:
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me jority of tuelL employers."(16) iiill was thereforec very
close to _laurice in some of ails »pol tical taiurinzg., He
recognisew the value of suc. activities as the coorerciive
movement not oanly becavse it helned the "labourin- messes" ia
LPlT misery but also for t eir activities by thc workina -

classes ~ & point of view similar to that neld b, lsurice.

Por lLaurice i% was only in such cctivities as orzamisinag
(14) J.S.1il1l. Frinciples of Folitical Economy. Vol.I p
(15) J.S.Mill. Autobiogrsphy. p. 162. H.¥. 1944. Lon

(16) J.8.1ill. Autobiography. p. 162. #.Y., 1944,




¢202)

cooperative efforts thot the workers could ceese to be
individuals at war vwith eacn otner and with otner classes
and could become a dynamic uni® of society, with the ri-ut
to some say in civil life.
At the same time 111 also thouzut that one of tae

causes of the exi:iting state of affeirs, in thne middéle of
the nineteentn century, was the lack of opportunity for unraid
public service. This ;ave rise to & great enphasis on
selfisuness, waich was illustreted in the lack of intercst
in the public good comwared with the vast amount of enerzy
employed .in the acquisition of private vealtn. In fact this
was not to be wondered at since the wnsle instcitusioncl orgzan-

is: tion was based on private gaia., A chHange ol neart accon— -

I-l;

anied by & chaaze of iastitutioas woull be rcguired to efrfect
a real improvement in social welfare,

The change of heart i1l also would heve regarced as
requiring a change in the rclizious, moral andé intellectual
climate of public opinion. "The old opinions in rcliiona,
morsls and wolitics, are so much discredited in the more

their

H

intellectual minds as to have lost the greater pert o

effi

icacy for good, while the. still nave enouzh 1 fe in then
to be a powerful obstacle to the - rowin: up of betfer opinions
on these subjects."(1l7) This is the point at which .curice

would have to part comrany with Xill., {ill's socialisa uas

(17) J. 8. 1#ill. Autobiograrhy. p. 167. llew York 1944,




a matter of arranzing necesstry social orgsnisations and

educating the people to undersicnd what it was =11 zbout.
saurice's was a necessary inference from the accertance of

Christienity. iill's socialism was a product of the nineteenth

in socialism was not. "The rrinciple

E)

centurry. [aurice's veli

l_,)
=

coualends itself 0 us, not ee a new one but 23 one 0. The
oldest in the nistory of the world. If we nave lecrne
cnywhere but in the Bible it is from our En:lish _lstory

and English Coastitution.'(18) ﬁot only is socizlism necessary
to combat the evils of nineteenth century knglend; it nas
always been so, iill speaks of man being more trat brute;
l.aurice would agr.e. The nature of man is sucan thod
he ig belng true to naiself he needs the fellowshkip of

of other men. This ap lies to ¢1l pests of life, ecowowic

es well as social. ‘'*hen msn, anovever, iznores his ifrue relf

ne inevitably ends up in coniflict, self c:.randisement na

produces uise_y for most if not &ll men.

1. ..

comretition., Thi

4]

All thaat socielism is doing, ilaurice woulcé claim, is zething
back to originel rizhteousness. Tae individualism of the
ninefeenth ceniury may well heve corrunted Christisnity;

it did not invalicate it. Waat liaurice was seeking was now
a "new opinion in reli_ion morals, and politics", as I1ill
demanded but a return to the original Gos;el of Chrisfticnity.
It is the nature of nis interpretation of this. Zosrpel nicn
makes aurice a Socialist.

(18) ¥. D. lLaurice, Tracts . on Christisn Socialism, Rezsons for
Cooperating. p.7. London 1850.
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Tk MATUDE Of SCCIALILBL

waurice nad to face the criticism that whet ne was
advocating vwas nou socialism &t all snd that real socialict

would reject nis jdeus. The fiarst criticiswm waich he had

face wes Tthat there i1s no connection vetween Chrisiianity

Socialism., Laurice's ansvwer was tnat what the socialist

reject, ana weat many Caristiisns seem t0 bvelieve, is nok

Christianit; at all. TIeverthcless there is a sound Cnriguiznisy

whichh is not the result of the interpretstion of Chrict's

s tai

[N

words by licurice, or any othe theologian., It

(P

hristianicy waich is The source of rurice's Socialisi.

God =né «aul enG vetween llan and mzon,

e}

and

.8 sound

Christianity ccn be falsified ia a nunczer of werys. In

the first place it can be iuserpreted for seliils. ends ilen
caan claim taat tueir »narticuldr iantervretetion is the only,
the true inter retation, The result of this is to procduce

givisions betwe.n men., ilaurice angalyzed four movemenths To

show the provlems walch ¢rise. The Eveangelicsl Union .in

-~

not e a booy for accerting all men, not even &ll Chriciiesns,

- l..

into unity. I is too exclusive. It demands a perticualr
interpretation of scripture. In fact, though it ftrics vo

produce a wetter state within the Church, it resulis only

narrow section:lism. The Union has no or_anic life of its

It is sound because it is the sruth soout the relesion Zetiwecn
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no coniection with the past, no D1v1ae callinz. nat then
of the middle way. The Church lovement tries tuls vath but
algo finés Gifficulties. Ilen unite in it not as men, 20§
even &s Churchmen but as men wita a parficular common view
of the Church, Within even such & wide body as the Churcih

J_

of England, taen, there are differences oi what Christianity
neans. As for the Roman Cataollc Church it is Universsl

in the sense of being greater'than eny one nation, But it
is exclusive of all wno do not accept its views. Vhat tuen
of the Humanists. Are not they too exclusive? They nave as
much bickering and excumiunication as any Church. If there

re such flsgrant uses of the Gospel for purely perzoncl

Y

recsons within the Churcn, it is no wonder that outside the
realms of theolo;y men hcve interpreted the Gospels to suit
their own selfish ends.

tianity ccn be falgified by beln. inter

4]

secondly Chri

sreted

s a purely personal religion, concerned only witn the iadividual's

;-J

need to save nis own soul. God can be so ercluded by ilen
from any thing else that tuey fail to see the connechion
betweecn God and the whole order of soclety. One m2n cch so

nis fellow: .

p.:
@)
1~y

use 304 that he can not reco nise the nee
Mot only is this so but the result of sucn attitudes is to

completely miss the most important part of the Christian faith
"feacefullcooperation, & liviny brothernood oi fellow-woriers

demands the recognition of a great elder brother, who is one
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with tnat invisible Lord, and one with his crcature and
servent. A broitherhood to ve real demaonds a FPather. There-
fore it is that we speak of Christizn Socialism."(19) 3y
concentrating too heaﬁily on personal »uquUlOQ one can miss
wnat could be callec the social gespel, but waat for laurice
was simply The Gospel.

Thirdly, men cen uexe Christiémity into & scheme of
cospetition. It can be so interpretec that, for exanrle,

m

success in business may be rezsrded s asign of %od's favour.

-

is ag.in peing Cenrived of its full
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ralue. -God 1s concerned aot only with the thinzes of hewven,
it is true, but neilther can it ve said tact od's reyarcs
are to be lnteryreted by tne success wiin wiich & e collects

ealtn, especislly if 1t is collected &t tue eilense o ale
fellow wen. In tnls cose couxpesition between men is taou nt
to be the true'principle in Society and in religion,

As a result of ®kis conception of Christizaity by wuicn

it becomes a support of the cowsetitive system iien becoiie

coniused., In fact com:etitioun re resents gelfisn rivelry.

p-‘
o
-
oy
[
[6)]

Curistlianity represents the love ol man for F0C &2
fellow men. Yet, these two o pogiite points of view urve
become indentified for the cowmion man. The Socialist believes

ntified, if

(D;

a

-

thet since comuetition ana Caricibiznity zre
one perisanes the otner must perisi elso. The Socialists

(19) P. D. hizurice. Taat has Socizlism to do with 3artisa?
p. 1. London 1850.



(207)

therefore look upon Chiistienity cs, at worst & bitter c:euy,

ox gt best a useless eneciorosisn. They wish There fore o

destroy it. Jowever if tuc Sociclisss could sec Tae btrue

neture of Cari. tlanivy, wiva 5ol , turou.. Chrizi oflerin £11

~.en, not only velieving Cnristicas, & tnoiledze o tnc best

form of society and tac rpower to cre: te it, Tney woul sice
with Christians rather thon oxn osc taem. In Fact, by destroyixn

1,

Christianity, thne Sociclists would be rleyiu, 1 to The nri’s

-~

orf tneli enemies, Jor Chrirtienity ncs veen ©

- Y

ne 0le force
waich uas supported tac cause 0 coo: ercthion end onnoscd tac
force of coupetition, since tinc &ine of Christ. Dob only

g0 but Zocd, berore the Chrirtisn era, shoved tne .ower of
cooperation to the Jews, Ie built up & fezily firsy, tecn

a achtion ¢nl fiiclly & Univers:l socicty. In tac 3ivie,
waurice cleims, cre to be found bthe signs pointinx to a true
cpoperating fellowship, cnd in the best Chrisiisn Socletics
sre htie livin_ examples of Sociclisu, the only ones, .2oreover

vmica have proved successful,

It could be ar;ued agai: t llcurice that the Cariciicns
mey suncort the fauily s the basic uiit of society. TZut
tue Socialists do not wo so. Thney often scek to dectroy
fomily life encG replece it with & wore comuunistic orzraisation.
aurice's reply is that the nrincinles on waich the fenily is
besed are tue ground of numan fellowship. ‘nether or noi thae

socialists eccert the fzumily as a unit they besc ticir cociety
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on the saue ;vineipless. Cooperctive enternrise in surport

iy

~

of one's fellow man, the replacin, of self interest oy the
interest of the whole community; these zre The comaon zround

of Socizliem and Christianity. Ioreofer, se.rs -aurice, Nwen,
Pourier and Louis 3lanc ggree with Christianity tnat competition
is divisive breaxiazg Socliety into iaéonsistéat ualts, Iney

are secking somc or er in socilet; waich will op, ose tae tcilency
towards self-will, So aré tne Chriscians.

1%

1

(‘\

It is at this voint thst aurice sew his mosk funde.en
diffe.cence with the Socialists. The socislists nope to te
able to create such an order of society theri tihe cooperative
principle will Dbe eacouraged anc tae competitive one abol sned.
They work on tne principle thabv a2 chau;elin egvironme=ni will
result in o chaage in attituce. Vhat taey therciore seck to
do is to recreate society by destro,ing =ll the institu.lons
wnich have, in ths pest, vreveanted worikin: wen from attaining

o tueir full socicl, econoalc and xwolitical rijats. Tuey
regzrded man &s what dcurice calls "the creature 0o c¢.rcumstances.’
an is what he is because of thc circumstances ia which he

lives and vworks. There have veen wmany aiteupbs to creste

comaunist socicties by rearraazing the cicumstasnces in whiich

pople exist. Rovert Owa's villages of cooperatioa, Fourier's
"Phalanx", the stsite socialisi of Louis 3lenc, 11 have the
same ead, t0 cre.te a cooperative socialist type of soclety.

They also use the sawe basic method -~ a chan:e i. the siructure
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of existin, society wnich would Ctuse_a cnca_e fron the
conretitive to the cooperative ST°u@ﬁ. Thile aurice agrecd
with the aims of such éocialis%a ne felt that they could not
be achieved by the metnods rroposeé. & chanje of aititude
could not be cuused by an alteration 07 physical sac socizl
eavironment., The root problen ol sociely was deepér then
the wretcied circu.stences in which some nmen lived. Thnese

circumstinces were syuptomatic of a social mzlaise, but

ebolishing yhe sympbtonms does uot necessarily ine-n that tae

([‘

disease nzs been cured. Thus .eurice arzued tnat t-e onl

tiective kind-o; social'policy vas one wiicn caue fros ¢
correct sei of social values and ne had no hesitatios in
cleimin- tne necestaly deyree-of correctness for unisc Curistlea
Socialism,., Yhe chauze in social struciures, if it were to
efiect any jeuvinenent cnorge Dr tue sood nust, tuereiore, e
the result of & change of at.itude to socieby. o hore thci

& chane of environaent® would .esuse a chanre ol coi'tuce

ves, for avrice, s'mply the vwron: cethod.

Jow Ilaurice atitrivuted the faillure o~ post Soclialist
scneines to Jjast this point. Past Socielists had not realicscd
that Tthey lecked the one thin_ nece. sary to afrect taeir
desired eunds. They had no moral socizal Zorce wita uniuh to
change peovle's attitude to their society. It was just ﬁhis
very force which Christienity couid briang fo vezr on sociil

problems. In fact .curice seemedbto think that Socicligts znd
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Capitalicts alikc believed in the _ower of chan -ed circu stances.
qriving of the Soclaliswe ue sgaid "All the stoutes: assertors of
competition sgres with them in their-worship of circumstaice.
Theré is nothin_ in uny or tae cexims o the woed corruvt systeins
the world has ever seen to make this tenet unpalatatle."(20)

The supporters of both Socialiem and Caritelism act o2 the saue
principle. They deny man the ability to‘rise above nis
circumétanceé. The Capitalist accepts tae 'sorry concCiiions of
the workingz classes as inevitable; tne Sociclists belicve tnat

1 b

by changing tue environuent they cause & cnon:e in cocizl valucs,
Despitve tneir failiugs, nowever, the socigliste £1dé tle
working men of Enslend procably dewonstrcted =t least = rt of
God's will for socisl life, vy their insistence unon & real
seise of coo.c:. tion., Taey may not have recognised thes tTheir
will was 1un coarsormity with +the Tivine 7ill, but th's Coes nok

at ¢ll invelidabe the poseiipilty thnat Jod hes teen reveeslin:
ils social gospel in their activities, 3y joiniaz the vower of
Divine uidwnce to the crection of new circumstance: men ccn
overcome tue jressures of enviroument. an's will, p.ovided it

coincides witn God's should sllow nim to control aig social

H
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arransements without veiny moulded by the c
hancs. Tais is the prer wn’ch the socialiste neve never
able to find. By rejectin_ Cnriciianit - taey ere risciin: tne
loss of the one power wwich can acnieve their ~ocl. They re

(20) P. D, raurice., Tracts for Christian Socizlists ¥o.l.
D1u1o sue between Somebody and Fobody. p.3. London 1850.
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solely upon the creation of new external circumstences to

utting

N

S T

builé the new Sociéty; Kaurice says tnai this
the cart before tne norse. Lore emphasis on creating tne

right spirit between men, by regulating the social relstion-
ship according to Divine or nsaturzl principles 1s necessary.
One'must, however, note that this is not a gospel of pe-HO'"
salvation. Ieaurice is herc Cescribing  social rclationship.
The reiationsLip between men 1s 10% only a mocter of
rclations it indudes the waole ranze of political anc lejc

sznctvions whicn a society or a netbion can take sgelinse those

fo

iwo offend its laws. In the dedication: of his book the
Prophets and Kings of t::e 0ld Testament. iiaurice wroie w0
to Nr. Thomes Erskiﬁé of Lintrathe:, the "Proclamchion that
hoa dimself is the King of the Lawgiver, the Judye of a
lationy that nis government over fne Jews was not wore cn
acb“”l government than thet which ne exercised over Scoiland;

that Jis Uill is tue only source and ground of =izt will

Froclemation wailch,

m

right acts in Eis crestures; this

waatever fom it may nave tizen, oze2inst wnaitever Tersons

ot

®

jof]
~

or institutions it may neve veen direct whasever may

nave been the immediate or apyparent resulis of »utiiar

it forward, I. cannoi bus accept as true, cenifiicént,,
divine."(21) ‘o matter whet schemes or iastitutions wnich
the sociealist desired eitaer to create or to ueSuroy their
wiork would be in vain unlesc it fitted into the Divine order
by which God nas decreed that men should live.

(21) 7. D. Laurice. Prophets end Wings of the 0ld lestement.
London. 1879 -

33

pP. VI
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Llaurice does not ceny that men's will can create a new
society; nor does he deay that the institutioans waich ftaey
crecate can nelp to make men betier socisl creatures. Thot

1e is saying is that aneither nmen's will alone nor the iaswit-

o]

utions alone can do so. Iaey can only be successful if thelr
wills and their institutioas follow the Tivinely revealea

pattern. In %this ne claims to differ frow the otuer sociclists.,
Tneir aims coincide; to some extent tuelr wetihods coincide,

it is thelr woitivaiion walch 1s different.

m

0 RBEVOLULTCN

THY: DANGER

On the quesiion of tae methods whica have to be used

to introduce Socialisﬁ ilaurice's most inmportant »oint is the

Gility of revolution. Revolution, in the sense of a suclden
overtirow of all previous institutiouns anc tueir renlace.ient
by @ new systea is intolerable to nim. Tais attitude is
determined by itwo fictors in his rolifical thinting. In
the idea of a revolutlion there is the concept of a coupleie
break with the past. Por ilaurice sucn a break is uvatiiniavle
because 1t would mean the destruction of &ll the rovelaition
of His Vill that 3Fod has given to man., 3od, at any aistorical
Cate, nas sinovn mon part of nis fruth. This 1c¢ »nart of an
evolutlonary process by waich mon is being éducatea into tae
secrets of the Divine Will, If one simply rejecis tae zast
then one loses everytaing waich man hes learnt up ©o the

time of the Revolution. It is better, the: if mon can lezrn
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from tane past, but there are times when revolunions are

almost inevitable because of fthe Gepravity of the ruliang
classes. \Vhen this ha nens 2ll need not be lost. The

revolution may be God's way of punishin~ a nation for its
corporate sins; but tnis can only hapren waen ¢ nabion

nas gone a long way along the rozd to corruntion.

Ca

Because a revolution breaks witn the past, in de: troriag

muca of the evidence of 3Fod's teachinz, it clashes with the
second political ideez, which liaurice neld. Societiec arc
net artificiel crecisions wiich man cin meke, tnen desiroy
and remodel. Tney arc livin: entities in their own riznt.

To use _aurice's phrese they are dynamic. Thie meuns that

taey grow with the passinzg of time; that tne lessons ol tne
nast are used as a basls for tae creatiols of tune fuiure,

(5o
O
=
]
[N
=
0
(3
3
o]
ot

How, no livin. thing can just give up it life a

and spring back revitalised the next. The trouble wita

(]

revolutions 1s that Ihis is wnat they want toc do. In a

N 2 —

revolution everytnin,: of the past, irrecs ective of iis

for tne ruturc, is destroyed. The life, wa'ch uwey .eve Leen

corrupt, but yet must have been 2t least particlly ¢ menic,

is crushed. As:aresult demagozues and all manner of irres-

ponsible people may stir up fthe uneducsted mobs, not rox

the scke of getting power for themsclves., £uch ectivities

o

often mean that & revolution o.iginaglly bezun.for tne soic

of tne downtrocden poor znd the underprivilezed exnts in a
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1.

state, for them, which is izore oppressive thon the one tn €Y
sougnt o end. The rcison wny this 1s so ieg thet the uader-~
privileged masses nzve tried to seek pow.r befo:
selves had becoue a dyneamic oréer in thelr ovn socicty.
Tucy are therefore unable to control the forces wiich flow
into the vaccuuwsz caused by the destiuction of the old society.
Sociuliste themselves, were beginaing to recozaisc
the fﬁtility-of revolutioaary action, accordinz to !aurice.

-

de agreed that the Socialist seemed 0 spend much of iheir

=]

energies creating new constitutions to replace old oacs

but this was only a symptom of ‘thelr worsaip of circumstances.
But ne argued that the Soc1 lists after 1848 exrect less,

£
o
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revolutions. aurice pointes out thalk the
outrages of tne cepitaliste systcm are likely no¥ oal to
produce revolutions but to zive them treir vicious character.
Bécause they are genuine protest:c agelnst genuine zrievances,

-

revolutions sometimes can not be avoided.
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remedy is %o prevent the conditions waich sive rise to
revolutionery fervour, In other vwords, allow all the vorious

)
i

sectors of one's society to heve some say in the governingz
of the countr,. This obviously can not be. done uatil zll
tﬂé parts of society are fit to play their part; but once
& group is ready ao time should be wasted in bringinz it

_i1nto the body politic.



CONCLUSIONS

[faurice asserts nis claiw to be a 501ulwsf ratner morc
consistently thasn he proves it. Fuerne s thc only iuporisat

soclelist princivnle in nis political +nouznt iz that of

cooperztion., But bthis by itself is not a sufficient -~roungd

or tie claim o be velid. Indeed by hiz rejection of tae

=

necessity oi democracy anc by nis willin ness to retain thae
ancient privile.es of

cuts nimegell off frous tue meinstreams of socialisi tnoughi

oy

This is not to say thet ne ned no concern over tane fokec 0

<

Ea)

the workin- classec, Zar f.om it. 3ut it coes £llow us

)

to distinsui scciclism on the one nond anc vhmat

(i)
o)
o
(D
(T)
T
[a

ve may call tne Soclal Gos-el on the otner,

The Sociel 7Zospel asscris the nced for o hi o level
of mutucl responsibility bvetween the members of a society,

baged on the assuupiions orf the Christian Teaching of boti

tne OLG and the Hew Testaments 2ut it does not ley Coim

=

the form of the social instisutio.s, though which this

resp.nsibllit, is to be exercised. It may therefore be
equally exercised in a caepitalist as in a socialist systei.
The Social Gospel is thus not reali, a political gospel at

a&ll, It is sinply a set of moral assumplbions walcn cen de

aprlied throush a political medium. Clearly the Social
ospel 1tself nay be better applied in some politiceal
situations thnen in others, 3ut an enligatened desvoi could

guite easily induce a set of resycnses in society whlch
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adiirably fit the Sosial Gosrel. Yet tals coulé never be
called socialicm,.

aurice leaves the cefiniision of coorerciion fer 100

o.:en to be rczarded cs z socialist One o7 the main features

of socialism is an insistence on tne equelity of wmen. Ilaurice,
however, seems to accept only two forms of equality - tast
of eguality in the eyes of Zoé, cnd that of equelity vefore

the law. Heltner of these is adecuste for & socic

._l

dist
tneory. In fact Socislism secns to be bused orn the idea of

the inherent eguality of £ll wmen, at lecst in the sense vact

@

each nan's polivical opinions has equal weilzht with cll

— -

otners. Haurice could noi heve agreed to this,

Jhat; llaurice seems to protest against is the essentially
Liceral concept of laisseg-fcire.politicals in wnilen ceen
man is left o work out his own salvetiocn. 3But such a
profteat nced norn take the form of Socialism. In fact in
Britain the protvest has more ofhten taken the Fform of Jouservati

Thus Conservative tneory is essenticlly collectivist and

i

pluralist — but i%, like "zurice, plecis the empnasis o
the responsipvility of 11 groups and inciv iGuzls in soci ety
for andto Society as a wnole. ‘urther Conserva.ive ﬁheory
lize maurice, also emphasises the great importence of
continuity in social life. {hus the Conservafiive "unon-
rationality" in politics, based on nistoiicil tracitions anc

the need to view the socizl crder as ziven and to iccent
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changze oanly slowly and reluctently contrasis witn the
socialist desire to impose & redicsl set of chan es aac fo
do so0 rationcliy. There iz no doubt thet 7. D. laurice

would zreatly prefer tne former,
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