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Frederick Deunison Maurice was an Anglican clergy-
man who lived in England during the nineteenth century.
(1805-1871). He was part of a generation which was
experiencing acute religious uncertainty. During that
generation many abandoned Christianity entirely, some
retreated to more traditional religious beliefs while
others attempted to reformulate Christian doctrine.
Maurice was among the latter, but although in many
ways his reform was along the general lines of liberal
and rational reinterpretation, the theology he even-
tually formulated was not typical of nineteenth century
liberal theologians. This thesis attempts to explain
the forces which contributed to his religious doctrine.

In studying his intellectual development I have tried
to avoid the kind of narrow concentration upon his
opinions which has been common to previous studies of
the man. These studies have consisted of a purely
intellectual analysis of his opinions; no previous work
has attempted to explain why he came to hold the opinions
he did. His Unitarian background has been noted but
not explored. In studying this question I cameto the
conclusion that, while Unitarianism undoubtedly did have

a strong bearing upon his ideas, equally important was
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the intense evangelical religion held by other members
of his family.

The theology which Maurice eventually formulated for
himself was essentially a radical protest against out-
dated aristocratic assumptions about society. In his
early years he had been a part of that society and he
rebelled against it. He was a classic representative
of the narrow, puritanical, work-oriented outlook which
characterized the "middle classes" in Victorian England,
and his theology was an expression of this background.
It was the expression of a "middle class" Protestant
mind protesting against privilege and irresponsibility.
More importantly, it was a mind convinced that through
education men could reach moral perfection on earth,
and while he did not formulate a clear theory of his
doctrine he paved the way, partly through the publicity
associated with his dismissal, for the acceptance of

more liberal opinions within the Church of England.
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INTRODUCTION

Victorian England has sometimes been labelled an
atavistic age. The values and beliefs which dictated much
of the political and social structure of the period were
becoming increasingly incompatible with the demands of a
technological age. The need for educated workers was
producing concomitant demands for greater social and polit-
ical freedom and democratic tendencies spread through
Victorian society while men still embraced the vision of
an autocratic age. This is particularly apparent with
regard to religious ideology.

The early Victorian era was essentially a religious age
and Christian values coloured most social issues of the
period. By the end of the century religious doubt was‘
commonplace and disbelief no longer considered a social
disgrace.1 Frederick Denison Maurice was ordained to the
priesthood of the Church of England in 1834 and remained
within it until he died in 1871.2 He lived during a period
in which men were experiencing acute religious uncertainty
and his writings reflect in rather a curious way the dilemma

facing most Victorian intellectuals who made any claim to



Christian faith. The profound dislocation of the tradition-
al structure of society caused by the Industrial Revolution
and the advances of scientific and technological knowledge
were fed by the example of the French Revolution to produce
"...a nation in general hardened into that spirit of insensib-
ility and blind security."3 While some sought an answer

in retrenchment many intelligent men and women came to
question articles of religious dogma which they had previously
preferred to accept on faith. In this age of transformation
the principles upon which Christianity rested - Divine
Revelation, the immutability of God's word, the changeless
aspects of the world, and the promise of a future state -

were now being called into serious question. 1830-33 saw

the publication of Sir Charles Lyell's Principles of Geology

which demonstrated that the major geological changes had

been brought about by forces which were still at work. The
book forced educated men to question the Biblical account of
the Creation and the changeless nature of the universe taught
by the Church. In 1842 the first English translation of

Strauss' Leben Jesu was published in Birmingham. Four years

later George Eliot produced a much more literate translation

of the same work. In 1859 The Origin of Species appeared

and two years later Bishop Colenso published his criticism
of the literal authenticity of the Pentateuch. Maurice
was one of many clergymen who recognized that they were heirs

to a theology and an institution which was no longer adequate



to deal with these developments.

Within the Church of England the issues raised no
particular anxiety for most clerics. They wished to see
no drastic changes in either the structure or doctrine of
the Church. "We are bit-by-bit reformers," an unknown
country curate wrote to The Times in 1831, "and would prefer
enduring many acknowledged evils to risking the complete
disorganization, or utter ruin, of that establishment which,
in spite of its imperfections, has been the means, under
God...of turning many to righteousness."4 For an increas-
ing number, however, these doubts and questions could no
longer be ignored. Many abandoned the Church entirely,
while others sought to liberalize the teachings of the Church
on the basis of the new knowledge. It was in reaction to
these liberalizing tendencies that John Henry Newman and
his friends sought to augment the authoritarian and rit-
ualistic role of the Church.

Maurice took none of these paths. The theology he
developed was moulded not only by the age in which he lived
but also by the environment in which his personality devel-
oped. It was basically a combination of Unitarian rational-
ism, evangelical piety and personal need. On the one hand
he recognized all the weaknesses of the Church's position
with regard to the new spirit of enquiry because he had been
grappling with these problems himself for many years. At

the same time he possessed that need for knowledge of a



personal God which was not uncommon in early Victorian
England. No extensive work has yet been done on the source
of Maurice's ideas. His Unitarian background has been
noted, but not explored. What did it mean to be a Unitarian
in early nineteenth century England? More importantly,

what did it mean to Maurice's father, who appeared to have
been a singularly unorthodox Unitarian?

Little mention is ever made of another important com-
ponent of Maurice's early life, the intense evangelicalism
of his mother and sisters which to a large extent he shared.
In common with all Unitarians he was vehemently opposed to
the idea of an elect body of men who alone were destined for
salvation. He did, however, accept the Calvinistic view of
the sovereignty of the Divine Will, because he had recognized
early in life that Unitarian faith in the supremacy of the
human intellect led only to doubt. He could not believe
that this Divine Will was retributive, his Godhead being the
Unitarian Godhead of Pure Love. Sin, therefore, became a
concept which Maurice found extremely difficult to explain.

It was upon this issue that Maurice eventually clashed
with orthodox Anglican belief, although it was neither his
wish nor his intention to become a critic of the Church.

The nature of his opinions led to a controversy and eventually
his dismissal from the position of Professor of Divinity
which he held at King's College, London, in 1853, He

remained a clergyman but did not obtain another living for



seven years until he was appointed to the chapel of St.
Peter's, Vere Street, London. His quarrel with the Church
authorities rested upon the question of eternal punishment
and revealed uncharacteristic sensitivity on the part of

the Church. Traditionally, extreme latitude was given to
the clergy upon the question of interpretation. As long as
a priest payed external homage to the official formularies

of the Church he was allowed enormous freedom in the exercise
of his faith. During the eighteenth century such laxity
had thrived in the midst of a general atmosphere of theolog-
ical complacency, but by the middle of the nineteenth century
comprehension was lost as Tractarians and Evangelicals

fought over who would preserve the traditional Church against
the inroads of science and rationalism.

In such an atmosphere, Maurice's opinions were not
likely to receive a sympathetic appraisal. For one thing
he was a convert; and, moreover, a convert from Unitarian-
ism, a sect whose Christianity was often questioned.5
Moreover, Maurice's ideas seemed to imply the acceptance of
antinomian ideas of freedom from moral restraint. The
specific charge for which he was dismissed was that his
opinions inclined "...to convey a general notion of ultimate
salvation for all" which to Dr. Jelf, the principal of
King's College, suggested that sin was irrelevant. Belief
in the existence of sin, together with the assurance of the

possibility of salvation was, however, fundamental to



orthodox Christians. Within the Anglican Church Evangelicals
and Tractarians may have disagreed over methods of combating
sin but they were united in their assurance of its existence.

One aspect of Christianity has always been the implicit
amount of social control which a doctrine of original sin and
the threat of everlasting damnation is able to exert over the
underprivileged and discontented. The Industrial Revolution
and the Napoleanic Wars were creating extreme hardship for
a substantial section of the population and it is no coin-
dence that religious earnestness revived during the period
of most intense hardship and discontent at the beginning of
the century. Dr. Jelf's concern over Maurice's opinions dem-
onstrated that he considered punishment of the unrepentant
sinner a major deterrent to anti-social behaviour. He was
typical of many who believed that if the Church conceded
that all sinners would be saved then the established author-
ities would lose much of the power which they exercised over
the moral and social behaviour of the people.

Belief that large numbers of human beings could be con-
demned to a state of wretchedness became increasingly incom-
patible with nineteenth-century middle class experience. By
the middle of the century the self-confidence and prosperity
of the middle classes had become manifest in a philosophy of
progress and improvement which carried a desire for reform
into all areas of life. Maurice was one of the first theolo-

gians to attempt a redefinition of Christianity in terms of



this new philosophy. His ideas were symptomatic of the
developing rejection of the idea of original sin, what one
historian has referred to as "phasing out the Inferno."
He was not a democrat, however. His idea of Divine

Love was not intended to be a levelling doctrine. He pre-
served a strong belief that the Church must act as a govern-
ing force, using its formularies and an inspired ministry as
mechanisms of control. Within this network of controls he
believed further restriction upon the minds of men was un-
necessary. He had infinite confidence in the power of edu-
cation and advocated the pursuit of knowledge, without limi-
tation, for every man, believing that the study of economics
and physics would do more for man's moral welfare than insin-
cere, artificial theological teaching.6 This utilitarian
attitude was noticed by McLeod Campbell who equated Maurice's
understanding of sin with ignorance. "Those who, like
Maurice," he remarked

regard Christ's work as only taking away

our alienation, by making us see the

Father's eternal good-will toward us, as

this only and no more, they take no account

of the sense of guilt in man. According to

their view there is nothing real in the

nature of things answering to this sense of

guilt. The sense of guilt becomes a mistake

which further knowledge removes. All sin

is thus reduced to ignorance.7
Maurice sincerely believed that education was the elixir which
would save mankind from damnation. In pleading for an end

to religious faction within the Church he warned Lord Ashley

of the dangers to the lower orders which a failure to communi-



cate religious faith would bring. "It is not a question
about eclectical schemes for reconciling warring opiniong:
he wrote,

. « « o it is a question of life and death -

a question whether the people shall be

educated or left to perish., If the Catholic

and Protestant principles can be brought to

work together, the former alternative is

possible; if they cannot, the latter is

inevitable.8

Maurice's religious beliefs were middle class. He

rejected the autocracy of Calvinism and wished to replace
it with a democratic theology held firmly in check by a
competent and efficient ecclesiastical structure. Like the
Utilitarians' ambitions for the state, he wanted to make the
Church both democratic and strong. He believed that Protes-
tantism was the religion of the middle class. In the same
letter to Lord Ashley he declared "The intercourse into
which your Lordship's benevolent labours have brought you,
with the middle class of our countrymen, must have made you
sensible of the very strong Protestant feelings which pervade
it."9 Moreover, he felt that the essence of Protestantism -
individualism - had been projected into the whole nation by
means of the middle class. "The truths which constitute
Protestantism," he wrote,

those I mean which concern man as a

personal being, which assert his indi-

vidual responsibility and relation to

God, and provide that this responsibility

and relation shall be realities and not

dreams, have been the cherished heirlooms

of this order. Through its influence
Protestantism has wrought itself into



the mind and character of this nation. . . 5
While he professed to hold the Unitarian belief in a God
of infinite love, his terminology suggested that his actual
perception was clouded by a paternalism which owed more to
social position than theological doctrine. He identified
God as "Divine Charity":

The Bible and the church speak to me of

charity. My consciousness responds to

that speech, and so, I imagine, does

yours. I hold this charity to be the

ground and centre of the universe. I

believe God himself to be charity. He

desires me, as I think, to be like Him,

to have His charity.11

Throughout his life Maurice was occupied with the

question of reforming society but not, however, with its
practical aspects. Like all Evangelicals reforming society
meant bringing to the awareness of all men an understanding
of God which would result in the creation of a truly Christian
society. He was therefore equally concerned with the refor-
mation of all men. For his purposes he did not distinguish
between one class or another, feeling that all men were
equally in need of reformation; his concern was for a spirit-
ual reformation and he never identified himself with the more
general movement for social reform. He had a very limited
understanding of the poor and was always reluctant to do any-
thing in the way of practical work. His one short experience
as a country curate was a dismal failure, and even his involve-

ment with the co-operative movements of the Christian Social-

ists only arose as an unpremeditated response to the specific
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crisis aroused by the revolution in France in 1848 and the
imagined insurrection planned by the Chartists in London.
He was never an active force in the movement and disassoci-
ated himself from it in favour of the Workingmen's College
at the first opportunity.

In refusing to participate in practical work Maurice
revealed his essentially conservative attitude toward soci-
cty. IHe did not seek to initiate or encourage change. His
prime concern was to eliminate human conflict and only in this
sense did social conflict become of concern to him. He re-
flected the common assumption of many reformers of the Victo-
rian era in believing that social conflict was merely a mani-
festation of individual human error which could be eliminated
if men would lead Christian lives. He did not seek to alter
the structure of society nor to change the social relation-
ships within it. Society was already perfect as it was, and
to convince men of this fact, ". . . by proclaiming society

and humanity to be divine realities, as they stand, not as
12

they may become . . ." was his primary purpose in life.
Conflict, particularly human conflict, was an obsession
which Maurice could not dismiss. "The desire for unity)' he
wrote in an autobiographical fragment late in life, "has
haunted me all life through; I have never been able to sub-
stitute any desire for that, or to accept any of the differ-
13

ent schemes for satisfying it which men have devised.," In

attempting to reconcile all conflicting opinions he inevitably
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gained a reputation for "mistiness" and "obscurity" which
thoroughly exasperated many who were favourably disposed
towards him. Leslie Stephen was perhaps typical. At one
time he did hope that in Maurice he had found someone who
could present Christianity to him in an intellectually satis-
fying manner but he finally threw up his hands in despair.
"Grasp a definite proposition," he wrote,

pin it down by rigid logical tests; and

it either resolved itself into mere empty

verbiage or had an uncomfortable tendency

to become inconsistent and self-contra-

dictory. Reluctantly enouwgh you slowly

come to the conclusion that you were

wandering in cloudland, and beguiled by
mere mirages and shifting phantasmagoria.

14
Maurice's obsession with conflict lay to a large ex-
tent in the experiences of his early life, in a home where
religious controversy had caused not only intense emotional
anxiety to all the members of the family but also the pro-
fessional ruin of his father. He could not help but be pro-
foundly affected by this domestic tragedy. He projected
the dissension which he had experienced within his own home
to represent the dissension which he saw in the whole reli-
gious community. Consciously or unconsciously he saw all the
conflicting opinions and bitter antagonisms of the various
shades of opinion, both within and outside the Anglican
Church as an extension of the conflicts which he had wit-
nessed as a child at home and he desired to reconcile these

differences under one domestic roof, the Church of England.

Maurice never appeared to recognize the paradox of his



el

position. He did not seem to understand that his primary
religious message, i.e. rejection of the notion of sin,
threatened to undermine not only the existing religious
order but also the social order. It was a reasonable doc-
trine for the Victorian middle classes, but it was not a
doctrine destined to maintain the existing social order.
By encouraging the rejection of the notion of sin Maurice
contributed to the destruction of acceptance of a hierar-

chical structure of society.
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CHAPTER I

"All things are working together for
good for the upright in heart."

I

On January 26 1834 Frederick Denison Maurice was or-
dained a priest in the Church of England. He was then
twenty nine years of age. The decision to join the Estab-
lished Church was not taken with a great deal of enthusiasm,
being mainly predicated upon feelings of personal failure
and disillusionment. Upon leaving university in 1826 and
after a desultory effort at studying for the Bar, his in-
clinations had been towards a career in journalism. To-
gether with friends from Cambridge, the most notable of whom
was John Sterlingl he became involved in a number of journal-
istic enterprises, none of which proved a financial success,
His professional failures coincided with serious financial
and domestic difficulties at home so that in the autumn of
1828 he was faced with the practical problem of finding a
means of supporting himself.2 During the winter of 1828-29
he began to turn his thoughts towards the Church. That
this decision was quite unpremeditated he freely admitted.
In a letter to Michael Maurice, his father, dated February
10 1829 he remarked "The notion you allude to of my becoming
a clergyman has often occurred to me as a subject of con-

sideration within the last three months, before that very
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3
seldom indeed and never with any seriousness," Reluctance
and lack of enthusiasm to take this step are also revealed
in this same letter:
All, therefore, that I have ever given
those who asked me to understand... is
that I might possibly adopt that new
course at last, if I discovered no new
reason in any interval of six or seven
years (during which time I might be
holding a fellowship, taking pupils,
etc.) to disapprove of the profession,
and did discover many new reasons to
think that I might be a worthy member
of it....I have no wish that my friends
generally should mistake so loose a
speculation for a confirmed intention.4
The Church, then, he decided, would be his choice only if
he failed to establish himself more successfully in an
academic career.

Maurice's choice of universities is further evidence
of his desire to pursue an academic career. He had origi-
nally entered Cambridge but did not apply for a degree be-
cause, having been brought up a Dissenter, he had no desire
at this time to declare himself a member of the Church of
England. According to the senior tutor of Trinity Hall with
whom Maurice communicated on the subject, "he was convinced
that he could never conscientiously fulfil this requirement."5
Circumstances obviously caused him to reconsider the matter,
however, because two years later he was seriously contem-
plating entering the Church of England, and to prepare him-
self for taking orders he returned to university. He did
not, however, go back to Cambridge, perhaps the logical

course for him to have taken. He claimed he had loved Cam~-

bridge, and was in fact strongly urged to return by Julius
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Hare, who at that time held a classical lectureship at
Trinity College and had considered Maurice one of his
favourite pupils during the latter's undergraduate days
at Cambridge.7 Instead, Maurice chose to go to Oxford,
in spite of the fact that he had no great respect for that
university. Moreover, at Oxford he would have to enter
as an undergraduate again, a situation which might prove
somewhat humiliating to someone as sensitive as Maurice.
The reason he chose this course was not, as he later

claimed, merely an exercise in self-discipline.8 When
Maurice had his name struck from the books of admission
for a degree at Cambridge he knew that by so doing he had
exempted himself from the possibility of ever being pre-
sented with a fellowship. Therefore, upon his change of
heart and in view of his avowed aim to seek a fellowship,
he had no alternative but to apply to Oxford. He admitted
his motive and revealed his opinion of Oxford in a letter
to Julius Hare written in December 1829. He told Hare he
had no great desire to be subjected to the "mere barren
orthodoxy" of Oxford.

The truth of your remarks upon the

superiority of a bachelor's life at

Cambridge struck me very forcibly,

and if I had not cut myself off from

the chance of a fellowship by removing

my name from the books (a measure which

I adopted in consequence of some

scruples, since entirely removed,

respecting the profession of faith

required of graduates) I should

certainly have acted upon them.9
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Maurice never lost his predisposition towards aca-
demic and intellectual activities, and throughout his life
was more comfortable in this environment than in the rough
and tumble of parochial work. This inclination towards the
sedentary and detached life of an academic was counteracted,
however, by a conviction which grew stronger as he grew older
that he had a special message from God to convey to his fel-
lowmen. As early as 1831 he was beginning to articulate
that sense of mission which was to determine his role in the
future. "I can only look' he wrote to his father,

at the strange providences in my own

life with wonder as to what they were

intended to fit me for; some state of

circumstance, as I cannot help think-

ing, very new and surprising....I have

had lessons taught me of the way in

which people are now-a-days trying to

get out of the government of God, and

establish themselves into gods.,...If

I could but make my brethren feel what

I know...it would be joyful indeed.lo
Sir Edwin Strachey, an early pupil of Maurice's who be-
came a life-long friend, later recalled noticing this same
prophetic inclination in Maurice.ll By the end of his life
Maurice had a clear conception of his role, and in an auto-
biographical fragment to his son was able quite confidently
to write "I was sent into the world that I might persuade
men to recognize Christ as the centre of their fellowship
with each other...."l2 This sense of destiny was to a large

extent his reaction to the circumstances surrounding his

early life.
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Maurice always insisted he had come from a singularly un-
usual background. Born at Normanstone, near Lowestoft, on
August 29 1805, the fifth child and only surviving son of
Michael and Priscilla Maurice, he had three older sisters:
Elizabeth, born in 1795, Mary, born in 1797 and Anne, who
was born in 1799. Two more sisters closely followed his own
birth: Emma, in 1807, the sister to whom Maurice was most
closely attached, and Priscilla, born in 1810, Still more
girls, twins, Esther and Lucilla, completed the family after
they had moved to Somerset in 1812, From about 1806 onwards
two cousins, Edward and Anne Hurry, also made their home with
the Maurices. In addition to this large family Michael
Maurice, who was a Unitarian minister, took in about fifteen
or twenty boarding pupils. Such was the reputation of
Michael Maurice within the community that these pupils came
not only from Dissenting families but also from Anglican
households. Robert Southey, the poet laureate, sent his
younger brother Henry Herbert to Michael Maurice to be
educated. The reason for this lay partly in the tolerant
temper of the times but more particularly in the nature of
Michael Maurice's personality and theological position.
Maurice's father came from a background of orthodox
English Presbyterians and was sent to Hoxton Academy, one
of the major Dissenting Academies, in 1782. When the Acad-

emy was forced to close in 1786 he moved to Hackney College
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and finished his education there, leaving the next year.
Hackney College had been established to fill the need left
by the dissolution of Hoxton, but it was much more doctri-
nally Unitarian in its teaching than the old traditional
Presbyterian college had been. Michael Maurice emerged
from Hackney "sufficiently zealous in his Unitarian opin-
ions to abandon a considerable property which would have
been left to him had he been content to adhere to the
faith of his forefathers."14 He became afternoon preacher
at the Gravel-Pit, Hackney in 1792 in company with Joseph
Priestley the scientist, who was also a Unitarian minister.
Michael Maurice was never a particularly close colleague
of Priestley, however. Soon after the latter left England
for America in 1794 Michael Maurice married Priscilla
Hurry and settled as a Unitarian minister in Kent.

In spite of his professed Unitarianism and his asso-
ciation with Joseph Priestley, Michael Maurice did not con-
sider himself bound by any rigidities of theological doc-
trine. As a result he was a minister of some complexity.
Frederick Maurice repeatedly refers to Michael's adherence
to the "old tolerant Presbyterian tradition" as opposed to
the dogmatic Unitarian doctrine being preached by Priestley
and Belsham at the turn of the nineteenth century.15 The
theology formulated by F. D, Maurice cannot be understood
except in relation to his father's opinions and the influ-

ence which those opinions had upon him. It is therefore
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necessary to discuss this "old tolerant Presbyterian tradi-
tion" and the Unitarian doctrine which Michael Maurice chose
in preference to it.

The English Presbyterians had never been willing Dis-
senters. They were moderate Puritans who believed that fur-
ther reform was needed within the Church of England but they
were totally opposed to any ideas of separation from the
Anglican Church or separation from the entire body of the
parish congregation. Committed to the idea of an inclusive
church with a united, undivided parish congregation, they
held that all were eligible to receive communion except those
who excluded themselves by grossly scandalous living. "A
credible profession of faith" was the only stipulation de-
manded from their communicants.16 Presbyterians were also
far more tolerant of unorthodox doctrine than other dis-
senting sects. "We abhor an over-rigid urging of uniform-
ity in circumstantial things..." wrote Edmund Calamy in
1650, "...duty to hold communion together, as one church, in
what they agree; and in this way of union mutually to toler-
ate and bear with one another in lesser differences."l’
Presbyterian toleration did not, however, extend too exten-
sively into church government. While they sought a modifi-
cation of the traditional episcopal government of the Church
of England they did not condone either democratic self-gov-
ernment or autonomy for the individual Presbyterian congre-

gations, insisting that each congregation was part of a
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larger community of churches where ministers retained control
of the administration of the churches in association with
each other and selected important lay members, not in asso-
ciation with the congregation., Affinity with the Independ-
ents with respect to their mutual desire for a closer regard
for Puritan principles, therefore, was largely offset by dis-
agreement over questions of church government and degrees of
toleration.

The Presbyterians disliked enthusiasm, intolerance and
dogmatism of all kinds. As long as church government and
discipline remained in the hands of church ministers then
toleration with regard to religious interpretation was not
only permissible but desirable, because above all else
Presbyterians insisted upon the necessity of employing
reason, "the inalienable badge of humanity which no man could
surrender and remain human) in the study of the Bible.18
As a result of this conviction Presbyterians always demon-
strated a strong aversion to the antinomian tendencies
common to many of the Dissenters. Their faith in the power
of human reason made it impossible for them to accept that
man's will could be of no assistance in striving for eter-
nal life. Although reluctant to concede it at first, by
the beginning of the eighteenth century many Presbyterians
were prepared to admit the acceptance of Arminianism into
their beliefs,1?

Their position was clearly stated in 1719 at the his-
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toric Salter's Hall debates. They were held in order that
Dissenters could decide whether or not to give assent to a
document outlining orthodox doctrine which was to be sent to
the Dissenting College at Bristol, the scene of recent con-
troversy. One of the points at issue, which it was decided
to include in the document, was adherence to the Trinitarian
doctrine. Many Presbyterians refused to give their consent
to the inclusion of this principle. By failing to subscribe
to the document they were mistakenly believed to be demon-
strating their rejection of the doctrine of the Trinity,
whereas in fact the majority firmly repudiated this the fol-
lowing day by signing a paper in which they declared their
loyal adherence to Trinitarianism.20 They insisted their
opposition had nothing whatever to do with their own partic-
ular beliefs, but was merely a disavowal of dogmatic asser-
tions about a subject which had been and continued to be

the object of much controversy and debate. They insisted
upon the right of every individual to continue to use his
reason in the pursuit of truth unencumbered by doctrinal
rigidities.

By the end of the eighteenth century English Presby-
terians had acquired a reputation for tolerance, rational
enquiry and enlightened reading of the Bible, tempered by
a comparatively rigid church government structure. Dis-
trusting enthusiasm of any kind, they were sceptical of

persons who claimed to have had an emotional religious
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experience and tended to be critical of the irrational basis
of much evangelical fervour. They were, therefore, little
affected by the evangelical revival of the middle and late
eighteenth century.21

In many respects Michael Maurice displayed character-
istics of this older Presbyterian tradition, particularly
a practical Arminian attitude towards religious enquiry.22
He rejected all doctrinal dogmatism both in his own chosen
creed and in the creed of others, following a policy of
studied avoidance of all discussions of doctrinal contro-
versies both among his own family and students and with
his congregation. His sermons were completely devoid of

23 He took his toleration

any doctrinal element whatsoever.
to such lengths that he eschewed articulation of any senti-
ments of toleration, arguing that such an attitude implied

a spirit of condescension and patronization which denied the
true spirit of toleration.24 Nevertheless, in spite of these
reservations, Michael Maurice considered himself a committed
Unitarian. He had, after all, accepted real financial hard-
ship in order to remain loyal to his chosen creed. Unitar-
ians had many points of similarity with Presbyterians and
continuing scepticism over the doctrine of the Trinity at-
tracted many Presbyterians to the meeting houses of the
Unitarians. Nevertheless the latter did not develop out of

Presbyterianism and there was no logical reason why Michael

Maurice should have felt compelled to declare himself a Uni-
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tarian unless he had a strong reason for doing so. There
are a number of reasons why he thought it necessary to make
this commitment in his early life.

Partly in response to the increasing pressures of popu-
lation, partly in response to criticism of worldliness and
material ambition which were being directed against the
established clergy, and partly in response to the criticism
of orthodox religious teaching which a generation of rational
dissent and the social and political turmoil of revolution
had produced, there was a general increase in Dissenting
activity towards the end of the eighteenth century. Metho-
dism and itinerant preaching were the principal components
of this increase.25 The Church of England was unable to
cope with the new pressures. To many concerned and devout
people, cooperation between Anglicans and members of Dis-
senting sects in combating these problems through the spread
of the Gospel came to assume more importance than adherence
to any specific doctrine, and Anglicans, Methodists, Baptists,
Roman Catholics, Independents and Presbyterians all worked
together for the promotion of such enterprises as the Sunday
School movement, called by Ward "the great triumph of muni-
cipal Christianity."26 These successful attempts at practi-
cal cooperation were proof to many that doctrinal differences
could be similarly eradicated.

A reaction against such liberality inevitably emerged.

Within the Church of England this reaction did not gain
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moment until the 1830's, but amongst Dissenters a move
towards the aggressive assertion of dogmatic principles
began to occur at the end of the eighteenth century in
conjunction with these tentative steps towards mutual un-
derstanding. In such an atmosphere Presbyterianism was
doomed. Pastorally it faced the same problems as the
Church of England. The conservatism and rigidity of its
church organization made it difficult to cope with the
increasing size of congregations, and itinerant preaching
was not a practice encouraged amongst Presbyterian congre-
gations. Theologically, the passive toleration of its
doctrinal position was unacceptable to those who, impatient
for change, demanded a more aggressive assertion of beliefs
and principles. Although not an outgrowth of Presbyterianism,
Unitarianism offered itself as a far more attractive alter-
native.

As a distinct denomination Unitarianism had only come
into existence at the end of the eighteenth century; it was
established by a small group of Anglican reformers who had
resigned their livings chiefly in protest against the inflex-
ibility of the church in the face of their demands for church
reform. Theophilus Lindsey, the dominant force behind the
movement, was an orthodox Anglican who wished to liberalize
church doctrine.27 A new chapel, set up in Essex Street,
London, was established as a rational model of an Anglican
place of worship with a reformed Anglican liturgy. It soon

attracted not only Anglicans but all who were dissatisfied
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with orthodox Christian teaching and who wished to see the
establishment of a positive creed based exclusively on
rational principles. They adopted the name Unitarian as a
symbol of their new assertiveness, the central feature of
their theology being a repudiation of the orthodox inter-
pretation of the Trinity together with a denial of the
divinity of Christ.

The Unitarians were, therefore, like the English
Presbyterians, reluctant schismatics. Their exodus from
the Anglican Church was principally the result of the
Church's refusal to carry rationalism as far as some men
wished with regard to religious enquiry. Consequently, the
Anglican Church nursed particular suspicion and hostility
towards Unitarians at the same time that most Unitarians
claimed a close association with the Established Church.
Intellectually and socially the sect endeavoured to remain
closely identified with Anglicanism and while there was no
communication between the ministries there was a great deal

of transference amongst their members.28

Unitarian places
of worship were frequently designated "churches" and their
architecture often rivalled that of the Established Church.
They retained the liturgy, although it was subject to frequent
modification and renewal.29

Anti-Trinitarianism, however, was only one aspect of
their theology. More important was their conception of

the nature of God and of man's place in the universe.
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Joseph Priestley, who became the chief spokesman for Uni-
tarian theology after the death of Lindsey, wrote of their
belief,

The connections that all persons and

all things necessarily have, as parts of
an immense glorious and happy system (and
of which we ourselves are a part, however
small and inconsiderable) with the great
author of this system, makes us regard
every person and every thing in a friendly
and pleasing light. The whole is but one
family. We have all one God and Father,
whose affection for us is intense, im-
partial and everlasting. He despises
nothing that he has made, and, by ways
unknown to us, and often by methods the
most unpromising, he provides for our
greatest good. We are all training up

in the same school of moral discipline,
and are likewise joint heirs of eternal
life, revealed to us in the gospel.3Q

Unitarians had a positive, optimistic view of life and an
equally positive, optimistic view of God and the future
life. They believed in a God of "pure, unlimited benevo-
lence" whose ultimate design for man was a future "glorious
and paradisaical beyond what our imaginations can néw con-

ceive."31

Whilst they did not reject punishment of the sin-
ful, they would not believe the punishment could be ever-
lasting. The ultimate end for mankind was pure, unlimited
happiness.32

Michael Maurice was one of those who found such a doc-
trine extremely attractive. Essentially he was a Protestant
believing that the Bible was the only valid authority for
religious truth. "The Protestant professes to receive the

Bible as the only rule of his faith and practice" he wrote.33
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His son recollected "I was only recommended to read the

Bible regularly and many discussions about it went on in
my presence....He believed in it more strongly and passion-
ately than most of his sect."34 Throughout his life
Michael Maurice always baptized in the name of the Father,
Son and Holy Ghost, a practice which would seem to deny

the very foundation of Unitarian theology, but Frederick
Maurice defended this practice on the grounds that he
obeyed the word of the Bible before he obeyed any human
authority. "Before all things Michael Maurice desired to
obey the prescriptions of the Bible, and a specific text
was sufficient authority to him for doing what apparently
conflicted most completely with his avowed tenets.?35
Beyond this, however, he shared the Unitarian rejection
of the doctrine of the Trinity, although he did not deny
the divinity of Christ. He outlined his opinions clearly
in a work published in 1817. "I believe him to be what
the Scriptures dedare him to be - the Son of God:;" he
wrote, "sent by the Father of mercies to seek and save.

I regard him as the author and finisher of my faith; the
publisher of glad tidings; the teacher and perfect example
of righteousness."36 He conceded all the claims for the
divinity of Christ made by orthodox Christian opinion,
only denying that Jesus was equal to God.

He [ the Unitarian] does deny Christ
the titles and honours which those
creeds confer upon him which call
him God of gods, very God, etc.
These are appellations the Unitarian
cannot employ, for the Scripture
hath declared of the living and

true God "My name is One, and my
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glory will I not give to another.“37

Michael Maurice shared the Unitarian conception of
the nature of God, objecting strongly to the Calvinistic
theory of election, "the form of belief which was most
offensive to Unitarians and to my father" wrote F. D.
Maurice.38 "From Divine Revelation the Unitarian learns
to regard God as the Father and Friend of all," Michael

Maurice wrote,

He addresses Him as the God of
Love, without respect of persons;
full of mercy, long suffering,
forbearance and forgiveness., He
has therefore no fear that the all-
powerful and all-wise Creator will
select some of his rational off-
spring for felicity, and doom
others to eternal misery....39

More significantly, from the standpoint of his son's
religious convictions, he shared the Unitarian's opti-
mism, "...all things are working together for good for
the upright in heart," believing in ultimate salvation
for all men.40 Maurice himself recalled of his father's
teachings "I was brought up in the belief of universal
restitution: I was taught that the idea of eternal pun-
ishment could not consist with the goodness and mercy of
God."41 Michael Maurice believed that such optimism was

asserted through Jesus Christ:

Life and immortality are not only
taught, but confirmed, by the
resurrection of Jesus.  Herein

is the love of God manifested, in
presenting to us a living testimony
that "although in Adam all die, in

Christ will all be made alive."42
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Unitarians were not only in the vanguard of religious
criticism. They were also generally recognized as the
most politically active and intellectually advanced of
all the Dissenting communities during the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries, being particularly mili-
tant in protesting their own social disabilities., They
were the "dissenting elite" and demonstrated their
leadership most conspicuously in the movement for the
repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts during the 1790's,
a movement which led to their being the principal target
for attack during the "Church and King" riots of that
period.43

Unitarianism was essentially a religion of the mid-
dle classes. It appealed to the successful bankers, mer-
chants and industrialists of the developing industrial
age who were more prepared to trust their reason than
their emotions in committing themselves or their money to
a cause., It appealed to those who were finding it diffi-
cult, in the light of their own success and affluence, to
believe that men were essentially corrupt and could be
destined to everlasting damnation. They found it much more
comfortable to believe that God smiled benevolently upon
them and that eventual salvation could be assured without
too much effort on their part.

Michael Maurice shared wholeheartedly the political
and social enthusiasm of the Unitarians. He came away
from Hackney College not only a confirmed Unitarian but
also "heart, soul and spirit an enthusiastic political

Liberal" and he maintained this enthusiasm throughout
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his life, long after he had compromised his religious
convictions.44 In the 1790's, like Priestley, he too
was a victim of harrassment and intimidation by local
authorities.45 Later he took an active role in the move-
ment for the abolition of the slave trade and in the sub-
sequent anti-slavery agitation. He petitioned for the
removal of Roman Catholic disabilities, and was a member
of the Bible Society, the Peace Society and the British
and Foreign Schools Society. Throughout his life there
was hardly any scheme for the improvement of the moral
and physical condition of the poor in which he was not
actively involved.46
His family were all equally enthusiastic Liberals,
Maurice recalling of his childhood "Sir Francis Burdett
was a great hero of my elder sisters. His going to the

Tower and the watchword of his supporters took hold of

my fancy and remained in a memory from which many worth

ier things have departed."47 Michael Maurice set up a
Sunday School in the village in which his son assisted,
while his wife and daughters busied themselves with the
clothing club, soup kitchen and sundry other charitable
activities.48 In all these activities, however, Michael
insisted upon maintaining his impartiality with regard
to religious doctrine., The Sunday School which he set
up was entirely non—dénominational. "As far as I can
make out" wrote Frederick Maurice, "there was no doctrinal
teaching of any kind. It was not in any sectarian sense
a Unitarian Sunday School, but was open to all children,

without fear that any attempt would be made to bring them
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over to the opinions of the chief conductor of it."49
Maurice's father displayed the same reticence within
his own household and amongst his other pupils. "In the
long country walks which both father and son enjoyed,"
wrote Frederick Maurice, "and in which others of the
pupils often joined, Michael Maurice was always inclined
to throw himself with zest into the discussion of public
questions - political and philanthropic - and to avoid
touching on distinctions of creed.“so
In such an atmosphere Maurice spent his earliest
years., On the one hand a serene, confident, optimistic
vision of life and the nature of God in which doctrinal
controversy was studiously ignored prevailed; on the
other hand there existed a counter current of deep
evangelical piety, manifest in a commitment to good works

dominating the lives of every member of the family.
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CHAPTER II

"The secret that the self-will is itself
the burden...dawns upon us at times."

Unfortunately for domestic tranquility, the Uni-
tarian minister's reluctance to air his religious opin-
ions was not shared by other members of his family and
as Maurice grew older domestic harmony became more and
more strained., From around 1815 when he was ten years
old until he left home to go to Cambridge in 1823 the
Maurice household was the scene of almost continuous
religious controversy of a particularly intense nature.
The two oldest girls, Elizabeth and Mary, were extremely
strong-willed and independent thinkers with intensely
pious religious opinions and none of the toleration
which characterized their father's faith. At first they
were fierce, dogmatic Unitarians but as they grew older,
partly as a result of outside influences and partly in
response to a need for a more personal religion, they
gradually became dissatisfied with Unitarian rationalism.
Maurice's third elder sister, Anne, did not possess the
same aggressive personality as her sisters; she was a
"very earnest, solitary thinker," a disposition imposed
in part by chronic illness, but she too became dissatis-
fied with the impersonal nature of Unitarian faith. Be-
tween 1815 and 1816 Elizabeth entered the Church of Eng-

land while Mary and Anne remained non-confirmists but
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became members of the Society of Baptist Dissenters. It
is significant that the girls were able to find satis-
factory alternatives both within the Church of England
ané in other Dissenting sects., They were not rebelling
against non-conformity; they were rebelling against ex-
cessive rationalism, which cut across sectarian differ-
ences.

In spite of his apparent indifference, their father
was shocked and dismayed by their actions, particularly
as he seemed to have been totally unaware of his daugh-
ters' feelings.1 The tension within the family because
of these differences was extremely high.2 Moreover,
Maurice's sisters continued the controversy amongst them-
selves after the family schism, and "battles of the
fiercest kind soon raged on the subject of the Establish-
ment and of Dissent between Elizabeth and her sister
Anne."3

Priscilla Maurice's role in these decisions is not
clear. She had, according to Maurice, "a far clearer
intellect than my father, a much more lively imagination,
a capacity for interests in a number of subjects, and
an intense individual 5ympathy...."4 His assessment
suggests that he considered his mother the more dynamic
member of the partnership. Although sharing her daugh-
ters' dissatisfaction, she did not finally renounce Uni-
tarianism until 1821. Her hesitation in taking this
step, she claimed, was entirely due to the unhappiness
and embarrassment which she knew such action would bring

to her husband. Nevertheless, she finally wrote to him
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in 1821 confessing that she could no longer attend Uni-
tarian services and defended her action with the argu-
ment that it had beeﬁ the inevitable result of his ex-
cessive toleration.

She identified two of the major weaknesses of Uni=-
tarianism which she claimed had caused the defection of
herself and her daughters. In the first place, Unitar-
ians and Presbyterians placed ultimate confidence in the
words of the Bible and in the ability of human reason to
interpret them correctly. Such a position assumed enor-
mous self-confidence and rationality on the part of each
individual, and Priscilla Maurice found this expectation
impossible to meet from her own unaided resources. She
complained, "From my own experience, I can say that I
am driven to read books which continually introduce
doctrines that I cannot discover in the Scriptures...."5
Secondly, the Maurice family were obviously deeply com-~
mitted to good works and Mrs,., Maurice in particular stands
out as typical of those who needed some material endor-
sation, perhaps approval, of these activities., "I find
so few Unitarian publications," she wmw te, "that make an
impression on the heart, influencing it by forcible mo-
tives to right conduct.“6

In the face of this controversy Michael Maurice
maintained his qguiet passive toleration, although these
events proved the ruin of his professional life. 1In
1812 the family had moved from Normanstone and settled
in a small Quaker village called Frenchay, four miles
outside Bristol. The reasons for leaving what was appar-

ently a very beautiful and spacious home in Kent were
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in part financial, but another thriving boarding school
was soon established in Frenchay and Michael Maurice
very quickly acquired the same reputation and esteem he
had enjoyed previously. The religious transformation
of his household, however, had repercussions upon the
community and in 1824 he was forced to leave Frenchay.
Never again did he become minister of a Unitarian congre-
gation. According to a close personal friend, the con-
versions of his wife and daughters "prompted them to
make such efforts in support of their religious views
as practically interfered with his ministerial useful-
ness..." and "the decidedly Trinitarian tone which pre-
vailed in his family" made any further attempts on his
part to obtain a ministry futile.7 He did not open
another school and he and his wife did not settle again
permanently. For short time they stayed at Sidmouth
but moved to Southampton in 1825. Ten years later they
moved to Reading, where their daughter Mary ran a school
and in 1845 they moved to London. There they remained
for the rest of their lives, Priscilla Maurice dying in
1854 and her husband following her a year later.

During these latter years Michael Maurice continued
to be an active supporter of the myriad benevolent soci-
eties to which he belonged, although at least one of
these organizations, the Committee of the Southampton
Bible Society, asked him to withdraw his name from their
society in view of his family's activities and refused to
allow him to address their meetings again. He busied

himself performing casual religious services, filling
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in for absent ministers or relieving overburdened col-
leagues, but never again enjoyed the same social and
-intellectual pre-eminence. It was felt by his friends
that he had largely brought trouble upon himself through
his excessive toleration and refusal to dogmatize. Such
calamities as these, it was claimed, were inevitable
when the head of the household neglected to exercise
the authority over religious opinions within his house-
hold expected of him. His Unitarian friends condemned
him for associating and cooperating too closely with
the Anglican Church. At Normanstone he had always
scheduled the time of his services so as not to con-
flict with Anglican services and in Southampton, after
the conversions of his family, he was condemned because
"he attended Trinitarian services," a practice which
brought further accusations of disloyalty and "a want
of fidelity in the open profession of his religious
faith."8

There is no record of Michael Maurice's reaction
to these charges. Not being inclined to sympathize Qith
intolerance, he could no doubt easily afford to ignore
this aspect of the criticism of his friends. He did in
fact argue that he felt he could do more good by mixing
uncontroversially with his family's Trinitarian friends
and by "softening their prejudices and liberalizing their
minds" than he could by an openly dogmatic action on his
part.9 But the social ostracism, and his failure to re-
establish himself in the kind of work with which he had
been involved all his life, must have hurt him deeply
and caused inestimable anguish to himself and his son,
who was a constant witness to these events dquring his

youth.
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It is equally impossible to establish exactly how
Maurice reacted to these events, Frederick Maurice re-
marked that many times his father had tried to write his
account of these early years, but the effort had always
been too great. This incapacity was evidently inherited
by Frederick Maurice himself. In his biography he does not
deny the turmoil of these years but he does tend to mini-
mize its importance, and in so doing inevitably entangles
himself in contradictions., For example, he tells us that
there is a wealth of material concerning the circumstances
of these early years due to the family's unusual habit of
communicating by letter, yet the actual account he gives
is extremely scrappy, brief, and disjointed. He quotes
very little of the actual correspondence, restricting him-
self to phrases or sentences taken from a letter which is
"too long" or "too tedious" to quote in full. Victorian
biographers were admittedly addicted to such practices,
but nevertheless this does not minimize the significance
of their actions, particularly in a case such as Maurice
where evidence is so restricted and speculation is so
inviting. |

In the biography there is only occasional reference
to the dislocation experienced by the family during the
latter half of the 1820's and the little reference there
is obscures the origins and distorts the causes of their
troubles., Michael Maurice's personal tragedy is not
mentioned at all. From an obvious wealth of detailed
material the biographer has chosen an extremely small,

selective sample. The whereabouts of the family letters
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is now unknown and therefore almost the only source of
information concerning Maurice's early life is this inter-
pretation of the events by Frederick Maurice. He devoted
forty-four pages of a two-volume work containing a total
of over eleven hundred pages to these early years, a
stylistic device which in itself is an unconscious at-
tempt to minimize their importance. The brief and un-
satisfactory nature of this account leads one to suspect
that much has been left unsaid, which in turn suggests
that the events were of an even more personally distress-
ing nature than is admitted. The biographer does, however,
unwittingly reveal probably more than he intended when he
reproduced an autobiographical sketch of Maurice's early
life, originally written to one of his sons, in 1866.

The letter concludes "These years were to me years of
moral confusion and contradiction. I had none of the free-
dom..." and here the document ends. Whatever Maurice's
shortcomings may have been, loss of words was not one of
them, and although it cannot be documented Maurice's
silence and the equivocations of his son are eloguent
testimony to the unhappiness and confusion of these

years.

i1

Maurice must have been affected by the developments
within his home. In the long hours spent in company with
his sisters many of their thoughts and ideas must have
been communicated to him, in spite of the fact that after

the domestic schism Michael Maurice insisted that his
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son's education be placed entirely in his hands. The
boy did not, however, possess the same self-confidence
and single-minded determination which was so characteris-
tic of his elder sisters and although he too became
critical of his father's teachings and impatient with
what he considered his father's lack of conviction his
reactions were much more complex. More confused as to
where his primary loyalty lay Maurice retained a latent,
if at this time submerged, loyalty towards his father.
"As I grew up," he wrote in the same autobiographical
fragment,

I became far too sensible of what
seemed to me his narrowness, and

of a certain incoherency in his mind....
I have since come to the deep prac-
tical conviction that this insen-
sibility was a sin against God....I
held that thought while I was with
my father, but it was not a firm
belief in my mind which could with-
stand a certain pharisaical conceit
that I knew more than he did and that

I was therefore in some sense better. 11

Other writers have commented upon the Unitarian background
in which Maurice was raised but they have failed to note
that the family were not united in their religious con-
victions, and at this stage in Maurice's life other
influences overshadowed the passive toleration of his
father's opinions.

The dominant forces influencing Maurice at this
period were his sisters' religious convictions. Although

uninvolved herself a younger sister Emma, to whom Maurice
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was very attached, was in sympathy with her older sisters
and during the years of domestic controversy exercised
considerable influence over her brother. Only two years
separated them in age and from her childhood she was an
invalid. Consequently a great deal of her time was
spent in her room and here Maurice passed many hours
listening to reports of the family differences.12 No
record of these conversations exists, of course, but

after Emma died Maurice published Memorials of Two

Sisters, a selection of entries from the diaries and
letters of Emma and Anne,

In publishing the Memorials Maurice demonstrated
that he and his family possessed all the earnest anxiety
and curiosity towards the dead and the dying which was
typical of devout Christian families. The two girls
were confined by their physical disabilities to a sed-
entary, contemplative life. They suffered from chronic
pulmonary disease and both died young, Anne in 1826 when
she was twenty four and Emma in 1831 when she was twenty
three. In both cases the last four or five years of
their lives were spent in almost constant pain and dis-
comfort as their constitutions gradually became weaker.
To the witness of these declining years Maurice attached
a great deal of importance.

Death loomed large in the lives of men and women
living in the early nineteenth century, particularly the
slow decline associated with respiratory disease. For

earnest Christians the interest displayed towards it was
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not merely morbid curiosity. There were moral lessons
to be learned at the bedside of true Christians for
those who were searching for signs of immortality. A
good Christian died happily, confident that "real" life
was just beginning, and parents were encouraged to let
their children witness a "good" death as a practical
opportunity to demonstrate proof of Christian faith.

In Compleat Duty of Man Henry Venn, a well-known

Evangelical clergyman, advised parents that

If an opportunity could be found

of bringing your child to the bed-
side of a departing saint, this

object would infinitely exceed the
force of simple instruction. Your
child would never forget the composure
and fortitude, the lively hope and
consolation painted on the very count-
enance of the Christian; nor his warm
expression of love, and gratitude to
the Saviour, for a heaven of peace
within, and assurance of pardon, in-
stead of gloomy thoughts and fore-
boding apprehensions, or stupid insen-
sibility to any future existence, the
general case of dying men.13

Moreover, the deathbed was the closest the living could
approach to what lay beyond death and therefore the
thoughts and feelings of the dying at this moment held a
special siénificance.

The Memorials were a testimonial to the devout lives
and Christian deaths of the two girls, in which they were
portrayed as two perfect examples of Christian godliness;

beings who had lived a life of absolute purity free from
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any material ambition or hostility towards their fellow-
men and had died confident in the assurance of their
salvation. The final illness of Emma had impressed
Maurice deeply. He believed that as she came nearer
to death her purity increased and her doubts disappeared.
He remarked on the superiority of her writing as her
illness progressed, until "Her joyful and beaming
countenance on the day of her departure shewed that
there was rising upon her that sun of glory, which will
no more go down....Her deathbed was a wonderful scene
to all who were privileged to witness it, The spirit
seemed more and more enlarged, as the frail tenement
which held it was crumbling away."14

Not only Maurice but all the family exhibited great
curiosity over Emma's thoughts as the successive attacks
of her illness increased in intensity. She was ap-
proaching the gates of eternity and returning - they
wanted to know what the experience meant. They ques-
tioned the sick woman closely about her feelings and
thoughts during these experiences. Did she feel joy?
Did she now have any doubts? Did she feel the presence
of Godz The replies were always confident. Maurice
documented all this information in the Memorials to-
gether with a detailed account of the gradual degener-
ation of her physical condition, devoting thirty pages
to descriptions of his sister's decline and death.

Such public exposure was not characteristic of

Maurice. In a literary review written at approximately
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the same time Maurice expressed his disgust at the
general public's insatiable curiosity over details of
the lives and personal thoughts of the famous. "There
is something revolting," he wrote, "in the idea of
Byron and Wordsworth making a public communication of
their mental history."15 Yet he appeared to show no
comparable sensitivity in making a public communication
of his dead sisters' mental history. Perhaps he made
a distinction between the genius of the two poets and
the only average intellect of his sisters. More
likely Maurice felt, like Henry Venn, that lives so
pure and free from corruption were admirably suited to
teach those lessons of piety and holiness which were
considered necessary for devout Christians. Henry
Venn would have approved the long documentation of
Christian suffering in the Memorials wholeheartedly.
The book demonstrates clearly Maurice's strong commit-
ment to traditions of evangelical piety and religious

earnestness,

Maurice learned from his sisters that the security
of faith depended upon the degree to which an individ-
ual was able to deny his own will. "The secret that
the self-will is itself the burden...dawns upon us at
times" he wrote much later, but it is probable that
this insight first began to dawn upon him at the bedside
of his dying sisters.16 As he watched them struggle

to combat their own doubts through a completely self-
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abnegating faith, a total rejection of the reason and
the will, he began to realize that the resolution of
his own dilemma did not lie within the realm of ra-
tional argument, He began to realize that if he were
ever to find a satisfactory religious doctrine it
would have to incorporate other considerations besides
the intellect.

Frederick Maurice declared that the sisters became
Calvinists, that is they assumed

the existence in the world of a
select body who are known as the
"elect"; and assumes further that
every one in the world can deter-
mine in his own mind whether or no
he possesses a certain testamur which
is called "faith", by which he can
decide whether or no he belongs to
that select body.17

Moreover, he claimed that "each of the sisters quite
willingly gave the accredited proofs of their posses-

» Perhaps this is

sing the testamur in question...."
true for the earlier years when the older girls were
voicing their objections to Unitarianism, but the
Memorials do not reflect such an exclusive attitude.
The younger girls harboured no theories of election
whatsoever, inclining instead towards an evangelical
universalist belief based upon faith in the person of
Jesus Christ and rejection of all human speculation.
In particular their later writings are full of their
determination completely to trust in Christ, denying

any suggestion of election, When she was twelve years
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0old Emma wrote "It is not by being good and obliging,
or anything that you can do, that you can be saved;

it is by resting solely on the free and finished work
of Christ....Christ must be your only hope."19 By

1826 she had arrived at a more clearly univérsalist
position and scolded a friend for harbouring any doubts
whatsoever,

You say happiness is not for every-
one here and you do not expect it.

Oh! how truly I can tell you you

are mistaken; yes! for every person
in the world; there may be for you

if you will only reach out your hand,
and open your heart to receive it...zo

Anne, too, eventually found similar consolation in
a simple belief in the Bible and faith in Jesus Christ,
although her intellectual journey was more erratic.
Initially a member of the Society of Baptist Dissenters,
in 1818 she "became converted to the unity of the God-
head," declared herself a Socinian and attended Socinian
meetings. Eventually she abandoned this position of
extreme rationality and returned "to a belief in the
Trinity", rejecting rational speculation as fervently
as she had previously embraced it., Like her sister
she came to adopt a universalist belief based upon faith

21 "Jesus Christ"

in the atoning grace of Jesus Christ,
she wrote, "had overruled Adam...by his obedience we are
made righteous, by his death we are freed from the
punishment due to our transgressions, and by his blood

we are cleansed from all sin.22
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The two women had found their father's explanations
unsatisfactory but they do not appear to have rejected
them quite so completely as Frederick Maurice implied.
They did, however, endorse the Calvinistic rejection of
the human will. For them it was the only remedy for
doubt. "While I see so many of the excellent of the
earth wandering," wrote Anne, "in the barren unprofit-
able roads of speculation, and see such an inclination
in myself to follow them....I can only 'trust in the
Lord with all thy heart, and lean not to thine own

understandingl'"23 They became afraid of paying too
much attention to "finding out truths of religion" in-
stead of working "to draw us near to God."24 Confined

as they became to the insularity of their sickrooms
such a resolution was not impractical.

Maurice's mother, however, did appear to have
adopted some sort of belief in election. It is not
clear whether or not she believed it was pre-ordained,
but she did believe that there was a body of elect, and
also that she needed a sign, or experience, which would
signal to her that she was a member of that body. The
letter to her husband in 1821 had made this clear, and
in another revealing letter which she received from her
son in December 1833, a month before he took orders, it
is apparent that she still clung to this belief. What
is equally clear is Maurice's vehement denial of this
belief, "Now, my dearest mother," he wrote,

you wish and long to believe yourself
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in Christ; but you are afraid to

do so, because you think there is

some experience that you are in Him

necessary to warrant that belief....

Does it grieve you because I say

'with every one', as if I put you

on a level, as to hope, with the

most vile and unbelieving?25
Maurice tried to reassure her that this was not.true.
"You have this warrant for believing yourself in Christ"
he assured her, "that you cannot do one living act, you
cannot obey one of God's commandments, you cannot pray,
you cannot hope, you cannot love, if you are not in Him."26
He wrote again in the same vein in 1837, remonstrating
with her to disregard "all notions about sin or faith
or holiness, or works" but there is no evidence to
suggest that he ever convinced her.27

Maurice felt very strongly about this issue. He

denied vehemently the Calvinistic theory of election and
shared his sisters' rejection of the fundamentally sin-
ful nature of man, believing with them that Jesus Christ
had atoned for the sins of man through his suffering.
Emma and Anne had argued that justification came from
faith alone, all intellectual speculation being merely
human vanity. As they became progressively more
isolated from the outside world, as the sickroom in fact
became their world, such a position was not only under-
standable but also perfectly acceptable, Like medieval
monks they were living a perfectly passive existence free
from any of the trials and temptations of human society;

it was possible for them to believe that doubt and anxiety
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were unnecessary.

Maurice adopted a similar philosophy. In the
letter already quoted he had tried desperately to
convince his mother that she must cease worrying and
content herself with passive faith, "Christ is in
you" he urged, "submit yourself to Him, Say 'Lord,

I submit.' Not now, but at every moment of your
1ife.“28 But he could not personally reject all intel-
lectual speculation upon the nature of man and God as
his sisters had been able to do. For one thing, he

was not confined to a sickroom. He was forced to con-
front human society with all its foibles and imper-
fections. Moreover, he was a born academic and intel-
lectual speculation came to him as naturally as breathing.
He found it impossible passively to receive the standard
theological doctrines with all their ommissions and
contradictions.

Instead, Maurice formulated a theological doctrine
incorporating the desire to achieve complete self-
abnegation, and the letter to his mother contained the
outline of this doctrine, He accepted the existence
of sin but would not accord it any influence upon man's
destiny. Christ, he believed, was a force in every
human being. Sin consisted in not accepting this fact.
"Some men believe this," he wrote,

some men disbelieve it....They do

not believe this, and therefore they
do not act upon this belief, They

do not think they are joined to Christ:29

Nevertheless, Maurice wrote, even though hundreds of
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thousands insist upon not believe "we are forbidden by
Christian truth and the Catholic Church to call this
the real state of any man." On the contrary,

The truth is that every man is in
Christ; the condemnation of every
man is, that he will not own the
truth; he will not act as if this
were true, he will not believe that
which is the truth, that, except he
were joined to Christ, he could not
think, breathe, live a single hour.
This is the monstrous lie which the
devil palms upon poor sinners.30

Maurice saw sin as the individual self-will of man
which refused to accept the guidance of Christ. But,
he insisted, irrespective of whether or not man accepted
the fact, Christ rested in every man, woman and child.
This Platonic theory of human existence was developed
during the years of his sisters' illnesses, When not
at their bedside he was at Cambridge and subsequently
in London, devoting much of his time to journalism.

He writings were full of Platonic assumptions and, more-
over, although ostensibly literary criticism, reflected
the moral earnestness which pervaded both his and his

family's life,
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CHAPTER III

"Those dark shadows and solemn damps chilled
the course of my blood! The whole of my
existence among them was a vain and purpose-
less dream!"

Trinity College had close affinities with the legal
profession and was the usual choice of those intending
to study for the Bar. Residence at this College was not
mandatory, however, and the question of why Maurice del-
iberately chose to attend Cambridge University, which was
after all an institution of the Church of England, des-
erves some consideration. Although Maurice deliberately
declined to satisfy his father's expressed wish that he
attend the University of Dublin, where no religious tests
were demanded of students, it is unlikely that at this
time he had any notion of joining the Church of England.
At Oxford it was necessary for every undergraduate who
entered to subscribe to the Thirty-Nine Articles when he
matriculated. Cambridge, on the other hand, required
no subscription upon entering, and only when he took his
degree did it become necessary for an undergraduate to
declare himself a member of the Established Church.1
Consequently it was possible, and not too unusual, for
Dissenters to attend Cambridge with little conflict of
loyalty. They merely left the university after completing
all the required studies but without taking a degree.



-5]1-

The dissension at home made Maurice reluctant to adopt
any formal religious affiliation and it is probable that
at this time he intended to pursue this latter course of
action and become a lawyer.

Conflicting loyalties at home, however, were only
part of the reason for his choice. Although Dissenters
did not suffer any real political hardship in England by
this time, they were technically still harrassed by dis-
criminatory legislation and practices. Until the Test
and Corporation Acts were repealed in 1828 they were
committed to annual acts of conformity if they wished to
hold political office in England. They were forced to
submit to being baptized, married and buried under the
auspices of the Church of England and, most objectionable
of all to them, they were forced to contribute, through
the local church rates, to a church to which they did not
belong. Moreover, the universities made things at least
a little uncomfortable for a conscientious Dissenter to
attend.

This latter disability held implications of some
consequence because, while the educational importance of
the two universities was not particularly great when such
institutions as Edinburgh, Dublin and Leyden stood as
viable alternatives, their importance as social clearing
houses and centres of influence was unparalleled. A
degree from Oxford was not only an indication of academic
and theological merit; it also signalled "the habits,

education and associations of a gentleman."2 If Maurice
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entertained social pretensions of any kind it was al-
most incumbent, given his social situation, upon him to
attend either Oxford or Cambridge. He admitted his
dissatisfaction of his present position in an auto-
biographical letter written in 1871 when he wrote,

I had a great dislike to the thought
of being a dissenting minister; from
conscientious reasons partly, but
also from something of disgust from
what I saw of the class, mixed, I
doubt not, with a great leaven in my
mind of vanity and flunkeyism.3

Moreover, his initial reaction to Cambridge confirmed
that the social attractions were at least as important to
him as its academic merits, "You may remember", he wrote
to a sister, "how I raved about Cambridge before I set
my foot within its walls, talked about the perfection of
all its places, the excellence of all its tutors, and the
fine gentlemanly spirit of its resident men.“4 Confident
that he had made the right decision he eagerly defended
the university at first. One of his mother's Dissenting
friends made comments to which he replied that her friend's
criticism of the narrow focus upon classics and mathemat-
ics must have been acquired through acquaintance with
"the regular northern plodder" whose studies at the uni-
versity were "not interfered with by any hankering after
objects of taste or genius," Such a man, declared
Maurice, was not typical of Cambridge men, who

unite a very large share of what is
strictly university knowledge to an
extensive acquaintance with modern
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languages, great facility in English
composition, and a general acquain-

tance with books and men, including

an utter absence of all pedantry and
a correct and elegant taste.s

Such was Maurice's general assumption of the merits to
be gained from university education. He obviously had
ideals which he felt were practically denied him by his
Dissenting background.

Disillusionment inevitably followed, of course, and
by April 1826 Maurice was writing to his mother with
very similar criticisms of the university to those which
had been expressed by her friend three years earlier,
"conceiving it to be very ill-calculated for the objects
which it professes to answer.“6 He applauded an article

by Macaulay in the current Edinburgh Review criticizing

the two universities for their narrowness and parochialism,
declaring that the essay "gives a more complete view of
the evils of the system than anything I ever read.'“7 He
was equally critical of university society. Little is
known of his social life at Cambridge or of the experi-
ences which led to disillusionment. In later life he
claimed to have loved Cambridge, while at the same time
admitting he had learned little within the formal education-
al framework. He had learned more, he declared, from the
society to which he was exposed and in particular from

the Debating Society. Time, however, has a fortunate
tendency to blunt the sharp edges of past experience and
available evidence does not support such a rosy view,.

While there is no question that Cambridge played an im-

portant role in his intellectual development, there is
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one source of information which suggests that his experi-
ences there were not all positive.

During the autumn of 1828 Maurice, Sterling and an-
other friend Charles Chapland Whitmore decided that they
should each write a novel. Working steadily on it for
the next two years Maurice completed his early in 1830
and after some difficulty was able to negotiate its pub-

lication in April 1834, Eustace Conway is a very medi-

ocre novel about a brother and sister, orphaned in infan-
cy and raised by a distant relative. When they grew up
they left home and took a house in London. The novel
focussed mainly upon the experiences of the young man

and traced thé development of his ideas from his early
disillusionment with university life. The novel had

all the ingredients of bad Victorian fiction - melodrama,
intrigue, violence, adventure and romance -~ and concluded
with the young man finally realizing at the bedside of
his dying sister that his real enemy was the pride of the
human will. He came to accept that the most important
conflict in life was the struggle against this demon and
that victory could only be achieved through complete sub-
jection to the Divine Will. The novel was clearly auto-
biographical and it is reasonably safe to assume that the
opinions expressed in it are genuine reflections of
Maurice's own thoughts during this period.

In the novel Maurice displayed enormous hostility to
society in general and to university society in particular.
Whatever love he later entertained for Cambridge, the por-
trait presented in the novel was bitterly critical and

sarcastic, referring to the university as "...the most



- -

withering, benumbing influence ever exerted over a human
spirit! Those dark shadows and solemn damps chilled the
course of my blood: The whole of my existence among them
was a vain and purposeless dream!"8 Towards the political
societies at the university his tone was equally vicious.
He sneered at their futile emptiness and vainglorious pos-
turing.

And a fine illustration they furnish
of the spirit of the place. I be-
longed to one of them, and was about
as attentive to the spouting as most
of my neighbours; and yet, though I
heard the most vital questions dis-
cussed every night, so ridiculous
seemed the mimic fighting, that I
could never bring myself to believe
it had relation to any thing real...
I believe they pursue declaiming
chiefly as a manly exercise which
opens the chest, or else as an
amusement for killing a portion of
the time that hangs so heavily in
that Castle of Indolence.

Maurice's own castles had probably c0m2 tumbling
down as his vision of the ideal Cambridge man gradually
crumbled before his eyes. In the novel Eustace com-
plained that the students were not particularly intel-
ligent or concerned, but rather occupied themselves with
questions which to him appeared to have very little real
importance. "Such as, what were the names of the first
class in such a year? Whether the Queen's or Trinity
boat was successful in the match half a century ago?...

or perhaps their wisdom, adapting itself to their new

situation, would discourse about all they had observed
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in their tours - the excellence of the wax-tapers at
Florence - which of them had descended first into the

10 It seems clear that Maurice

catacombs at Paris...."
found university life very alien to his own experience
and not having the self-assurance to ignore these dif-
ferences in social background he became very bitter.
His criticism also reflected a very deep puritan moral-
ity which found the frivolity and unashamed hedonism of
the undergraduates shocking.

He was not allowed to remain a critical onlooker
for long. During his first year he made few friends be-
yong the small circle of acquaintances inherited from
his parents, but in the autumn of 1824 a real change
occurred when John Sterling entered Trinity College.
A friendship was established between Maurice and Sterling
which was terminated only with the death of the latter
in 1844. Sterling was an outgoing, quick-witted, impetu-
ous personality, "a dilettante...of life and art and
letters."11 He had a gift for extemporaneous rhetoric
and quickly became a regular and enthusiastic partici-
pant in the Debating Society.12 Maurice,}on the other
hand, was quiet, abstruse and reserved and had few
friends. It was Sterling who drew him out of his iso-
lation, introducing him to the wider university commu-
nity and encouraging him to join the Debating Society.
This reserved man from the quiet village in Somerset
had no experience of the social life of a community of
wealthy young men, and had he not been drawn into the

larger circle of Cambridge undergraduate society by
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the more self-confident and exuberant Sterling, Maurice

would probably have led a different undergraduate life.

L1

Utilitarianism was the most radical political ide-
ology of that period and very popular in the debating
halls of Cambridge. Maurice and Sterling naturally be-
came familiar with it and for a while found these ideas
very attractive. They soon gained a reputation for poli-
tical radicalism and were often to be heard heatedly
defending social change in Ireland, reform of the uni-
versities and the establishment of a new university in
London.13 Sterling was the more radical of the two.
He was reported to be

...a Radical, a Utilitarian, an
adorer of Bentham, a worshipper

of Mill, an advocate of vote by
ballot, an opponent of hereditary
aristocracy, the Church establish-
ment, the army and navy, which he
deems sources of unnecessary na-
tional expenses....Morning, noon

and night he is writing whole
volumes of arguments against them....

While these observations are probably an exaggeration "
of Sterling's position they do convey the earnestness

and excitement which no doubt characterised Sterling's
initial reaction to Utilitarianism. His criticism of
established institutions often shocked even the recep-
tive minds of his fellow undergraduates. During one
debate on the subject of superstition he cried,

The Church? Has not the church
a black dragoon in every parish,



-58-

on good pay and rations, horse-
meat and man's-meat, to patrol
and battle for these things?15

The two radicals soon reacted against Utilitarian-
ism, however, and out of this reaction was born the new
Society of the Apostles. It was probably through the
initiative of Sterling that the Apostles were reborn
at Cambridge. Leadership is usually attributed to
Maurice, but he was far too diffident to have taken
the initiative in such an enterprise. Sterling must
have been the motive force behind it, which would ex-
plain the comments of A, H, Hallam in a letter to W.

E. Gladstone in 1830, in which he remarked,

the effect which he has produced

on the minds of many at Cambridge

by the single creation of that

Society of the Apostles (for the

spirit, though not the form, was

created by him)....16
The Apostles, as they became generally known, was a
very loose association of young men of diverse politi-
cal persuasion, whose primary purpose according to
Maurice was "to defend Coleridge's metaphysics and
Wordsworth's poetry against the Utilitarian teaching."17
They did have other purposes, however, of a less eso-
teric nature. 8

Both the Utilitarians and the Apostles were con-

sidered radical by orthodox opinion because they were
critical of the existing social order and wished to
introduce profound changes. Early nineteenth-century

England was a mess. The most fundamental manifestation
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of the Industrial Revolution had been profound changes
in production techniques and the social dislocation which
these changes caused. By the 1820's large urban communi-
ties were developing on a scale previously unparalled
outside the city of London. The fluctuating economy
of the developing industries and the demands of the
Napoleanic Wars had created considerable economic dis-
tress within these dependent urban communities, and
dissatisfaction in the cities combined with agricultural
unrest to cause an extremely volatile situation by the
end of the second decade of the nineteenth century.
This social unrest reinforced the demands for politi-
cal and social reform voiced by a powerful middle class
which was growing dissatisfied with institutions cre-
ated out of earlier social conditions. There were
many observers of English society who were convinced
that drastic changes were necessary if England were to
avoid the kind of disaster which had overtaken France
in 1789. By the 1830's and 1840's this concern had
developed into a whole literary genre as innumerable
novels, essays and tracts attacked traditional insti-
tutions and expressed general concern over the "condi-
tion of England." The Utilitarians and Apostles were
in the vanguard of this attack with their outspoken
criticism of English society in the 1820's. Utili-
tarianism most accurately reflected the growing con-
cern over the guestion of reform.

The Philosophical Radicals, or Utilitarians as

they became known because of their adherence to Bentham's
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principle of utility, believed that state planning,
efficiency and the elimination of privilege would to-
gether solve most of the major ills of society. In
their eyes, the ultimate test of all institutions, lay
in the degree to which it contributed to the greater
happiness of mankind. They shared a common hostility
to the aristocracy, whose privileges they felt did

not contribute to this concept and believed the most
effective method of achieving it was through an effi-
cient and economic government administration operating
on uniform standards throughout the country.

Convinced of the perfectibility of mankind, they
felt it was preferably to be achieved through the en-
lightened self-interest of the individual members of
society. Consequently, they were automatically great
advocates of popular education and contributed signi-
ficantly to that Victorian belief in the powers of in-
vestigation and the accumulation of "useful" knowledge.
They believed it was only necessary to expose abuses
and injustices, to reveal the adverse effects which
such conditions had on society as a whole; the basic
humanity and rationality of man would then produce the
necessary measures to remove the abuses.

The Utilitarians' plans for political and admini-
strative reform were equally far-reaching. In his
Constitutional Code Jeremy Bentham had envisioned the
establishment not only of a "purely representative demo-
cracy" in terms of electoral enfranchisement, but also

an administrative system modelled upon France's central-
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ized structure, a system he thought eminently prefer-
able to the "English system of aristocratic self-govern-
ment." He was not opposed to the idea of a State reli-
gion; he recognized the important role religious could
play in the establishment of ideology, but the formu-
laries‘of his church would have differed fundamentally
from Anglican practices. Bentham's religion "would
teach the elements of social morality, of political eco-
nomy, and of constitutional and civil law, to the accom-
paniment of music and dancing."19

Maurice and the Apostles agreed with the Utilitar-
ians that much of the social misery in England arose from
enormous inefficiency combined with the irresponsibility
on the part of the ruling classes, but they opposed mech-
anistic plans for reform. The Cambridge students were
less pragmatic in their approach to society and its
problems, believing that reform was essentially a per-
sonal, individual experience which could not be achieved
through public administrative reorganization. Many of

their opinions can be found in the Metropolitan Quarter-

ly Magazine, a journal established in the latter part

of 1825 which Maurice and Charles Witmore jointly edited.
The Apostles and other undergraduates were the primary
contributors and the journal reflected their attraction
to Utilitarianism at the same time that it demonstrated
fundamental disagreement with the levelling tone of much
Utilitarian philosophy.

It was basically a literary magazine but throughout
its pages ran an underlying criticism of the values and

practices of modern society. The editors desired to see
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a reformation and they believed this could be achieved
through exposing the weaknesses and errors of men.
Through satire and ridicule they intended to expose

what they called "the follies of the age." In parti-
cular they directed their attack upon the aristocracy
whom they felt were particularly delinquent in not
bearing the responsibilities of their position. They
hoped to expose both the intellectual and moral poverty
of the rich, "to dispel for a moment, the dazzling mirage
which envelopes greatness and display something of the
arid desert hid beneath."20 Their tone was patronizing
and supremely self-confident. "By ourselves we shall
stand and fall, and if the world does not read us and
admire, we shall only think still worse of their taste
than before, if this be possible," wrote Maurice in an
introductory essay.21 Their radicalism, however, was

not of a democratic nature. "In literature," they
proudly proclaimed, "we are aristocrats to the core....
Every scheme which tends to diminish the distance be-
tween the nobility of genius and the...canaille of

Grub Street...against every such scheme we are resolved
to wage an unceasing and exterminating warfare.“z2
The journal only published four editions. Its failure
was partly due to its radicalism but more probably to

23

the general inexperience of its staff and contributors.

Eustace Conway again provides an insight into

Maurice's attitude toward the Utilitarians. In the
novel he recorded a conversation between Eustace and
a German philosopher to whom the former had become at-

tached, in which Eustace expressed his disillusionment
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with the prospect of reform. He had believed that all
of the ills troubling England were the result of out-of-
date, oppressive institutions which stifled good and
"encouraged ambition, feebleness, baseness."24 He had
been convinced, he declared, that these institutions
should be destroyed, or at least reformed. He had be-
come completely discouraged, however, on discovering
the extent to which these institutions were supported
by general public opinion. All efforts to destroy this
support by pointing out their shortcomings had received
little or no encouragement whatsoever. The German's
response was to attempt to argue Eustace out of his
feeling of inadequacy and despair. Arguing that it was
not futile to attempt a reconstruction of society, he
declared it was first necessary to reconstruct the indi-
vidual. "It must not be exhorted he urged,

to pull off the gravecloths, even
though the skeleton is beginning
to crumble under the weight of
them; but you must first restore
life to it; you must then bid it
come forth; and, last of all, you
must loose it and let it go....
Can you call to mind a single

hour in your whole life when your
will was released from its bondage
by the removal of the mere outward
force which controlled it? When
it was gone, did it not continue
to live in the habit which it had
created?

25
The human will was the obstacle standing in the way of
an ideal, in this case the regeneration of society. He
rejected Utilitarianism because he could not accept its

solution which he considered merely manipulated external
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forces.

Both Maurice and Sterling attributed their re-
action against Utilitarianism to Coleridge. Sterling
in particular was an ardent disciple of the poet until
the end of his life, After leaving Cambridge he became
a regular visitor at Highgate and after Coleridge's death
in 1834 Sterling became one of the most ardent defenders
of his works. In spite of his radical criticism of the
Established Church Sterling continued to search for a
new and revitalized religion. In Coleridge he felt that
he had found a source of inspiration and acknowledged
his debt to the poet. "To Coleridge I owe education"
he wrote.

He taught me to believe that an
empirical philosophy is none, that
Faith is the Highest Reason, that
all criticism, whether of litera-
ture, laws, or manners, is blind,
without the power of discerning

the organic unity of the object.26

In very similar words Maurice too acknowledged his debt

to Coleridge, but his praise was always tempered by some
unspoken reservation towards the poet. He recorded this
reservation while expressing his indebtedness to Coleridge
in the preface to the revised edition of Kingdom of
Christ (1842), which he dedicated to Coleridge's son.

Nearly every thoughtful writer of
the day would have taught us, that
the highest truths are those which
lie beyond the limits of Experience,
that the essential principles of
the Reason are those which cannot
be proved by syllogisms....The
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atheism of Hume had driven men to

these blessed discoveries, and

though it was your father's honour

to reveal them to an age and nation

which had not discovered the need

of them, he certainly did not pre-

tend, and no-one should pretend,

that he was the first reviver or

expositor of them.,,
The implication was that Coleridge was only one of a
number of people who were developing similar ideas,
whereas Sterling's testimonial stated quite specifi-
cally that Coleridge was the source. These differing
opinions were, perhaps, not surprising. Sterling came
from a background in which religion was not very impor-
tant. Coleridge's axiom that "Faith is the Highest
Reason" could then have come as quite a novel, and,
in Sterling's case, refreshing new approach to the
question of rationalism and religion. For Maurice,
of course, this was not a new idea. He had been
raised amid religious debate, and in spite of his
father's diffidence, religious opinion within the fami-
ly had been so diversified, that Maurice must have been
well acquainted with all radical religious theory.

Moreover, during Coleridge's undergraduate days at

Cambridge he had been attracted to the rationalism of the
Unitarians. David Hartley, the doctor and theologian
whose ideas contributed significantly to the development
of Priestley's Unitarianism, influenced Coleridge to
such an extent that between 1795 and 1796 Coleridge con-
sidered himself a Unitarian.28 In 1795 Coleridge edited

a journal called The Watchman in which he developed his
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Unitarian ideas, but the journal failed and Coleridge
gradually moved away from the strictly rational and
materialistic theology of Priestley, although as late
as January 1798 he was still considering the idea of
becoming a Unitarian minister and throughout the rest
of his life Unitarianism was an important ingredient
in his writings.29
Coleridge's ideas were not altogether unfamiliar
to Maurice. He never actually met Coleridge, although
he must have had ample opportunity, given Maurice's
closeness to Sterling and the latter's obvious famili-
arity with Coleridge. Although Maurice claimed he was
not introduced to Coleridge's writings at Cambridge,
the most popular of the poet's narrative works, Aids to
Reflection and The Statesman's Manual, did not appear

until 1825 or a little later.30 It is probable, there-

fore, that any serious study by Maurice of Coleridge's
work took place at Cambridge. This would explain why
the former was always considered by the various Apostles
to be the "spiritual leader" of the society. To most
of them, raised as they undoubtedly were in orthodox
Anglican surroundings, Coleridge's ideas were radically
different. Maurice, on the other hand, was already
familiar with both the questions Coleridge was asking
and the general direction of his answers. As a result
he would have appeared to his colleagues in a very
superior light, displaying insights and contributing

opinions which must have appeared inspired but which
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were merely the result of many years familiarity with
the topics under discussion. This would perhaps ex-
plain the special reverence in which Sterling held
Maurice, describing himself as merely "picking up
pebbles beside the ocean of Maurice's genius."31
Coleridge was not a primary influence upon the
mind of F.D. Maurice. He read and admired the poet
and always defended him strongly, but his mind had al-
ready been propelled along similar channels of thought
by other influences. Coleridge merely reinforced al-
ready existing opinions, which in large part were being

formed by more personal experiences within his own home.
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CHAPTER IV

"For glorious as are its creations, they
are motionless and lifeless except when
animated by the inspiration of truth."

As time grew near for Maurice to leave university
he displayed little enthusiasm for his legal career.

It is true that he had passed from Trinity College to
Trinity Hall at the beginning of his third year, spent
the Long Vacation of 1826 in London doing preparatory
work in a lawyer's office, and returned to Cambridge

in the autumn of 1826 to passout in civil law. But a
letter to his father in the spring of 1826 he had re-
vealed "I certainly do dread most excessively becoming

a mere lawyer, unfit for any higher thought and incapa-
ble of any better feelings than the study suggests."1
Perhaps, some of his reluctance stemmed from the fact
that John Sterling was considering a similar career with
equal misgivings. Early in 1827 Maurice moved to Lin-
coln's Inn but when his friend joined him in London soon
after, law studies were often forgotten.

The close association which they had enjoyed af
Cambridge did not continue, however. John Sterling's
father was by now the editor of The Times and had a‘wide
circle of literary friends. Upon leaving university
Sterling fell naturally into this society. He did not
join Maurice at Lincoln's Inn but instead took rooms in'
the more fashionable Regent's Street. Maurice made the
same acquaintances but he never moved in this society with

quite the same freedom which Sterling's background per-
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mitted him. Moreover, Sterling was becoming increasing-
ly sceptical of organized Christianity. In the 1830's
atheism was considered a social stigma upon a man's
character and Sterling's "problem" was kept discreetly
hidden by his friends. Maurice and Sterling remained

on intimate terms, becoming brothers-in-law when Maurice
married Sterling's wife's sister, but increasingly they
moved in different circles as Sterling's alienation from
Christianity progressed.

At first, however, Sterling plunged into society
with his characteristic exuberance and, with Maurice in
tow, intermittently pursuing his law studies, they were
soon enthusiastically involved in radical political de-
bate again. They became regular participants at the
London Debating Society, an elite gather of young in-
tellectuals largely dominated by Utilitarians such as
John Stuart Mill and John Arthur Roebuck. Their usual
role at these gatherings was to defend Coleridge against
the combined attack of Utilitarians and Tories.2 In due
course Maurice abandoned law studies entirely, and possi-
bly under the influence of Sterling and his literary
connections began to turn his attention once more to
journalism. During the spring of 1828 the two men be-~
came frequent contributors to the Athenaeum, and in addi-
tion Maurice became part-proprietor and editor of another

new journal, the London Literary Chronicle. The Athenaeum

had been founded by James Silk Buckingham in January
1828. He was quite a literary entrepreneur, independent,

outspoken and inclined to sympathize with the Utili-
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tarians, although probably too astute a businessman to

make common cause with them. He had been involved with
a number of other radical journals before launching the
Athenaeum, none of which survived long.

The bulk of Maurice's contributions to the Athenaeum
took the form of a series of essays on current literary
personalities entitled "Sketches of Contemporary Authors."
Because he used the "Sketches" as a vehicle for social
commentary as well as literary criticism, they reveal
the direction of Maurice's thought at this time. Still
very concerned about the state of contemporary society,
he felt that journalists had a very important responsi-
bility in this regard. By their ability to mould public
opinion they were in a position to wield enormous power.
He felt it was important for them to use that power wise-
ly by offering moral and intellectual guidance to the

public. "Traditionally," he wrote,

the poet and prophet (preacher and
teacher) had been the priests of
mankind. Now, a third voice, that
of the periodical essayist, had
arisen to direct thought. These
men had proclaimed themselves mouth-
pieces for the nation; presumably,
therefore, they were "linguistically
responsible.“3

Maurice did not believe that writers were living up to
these expectations. Irreponsible journalism, he wrote,
was one of the major evils of the times; in particular
he deplored the rise in "puffery," a current jargon for
journalism which grossly inflated the virtues of a cause

or person.
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One of the first "Sketches" featured Thomas Jeffrey,

the editor of the Edinburgh Review. Surprisingly, in

view of his family's Whig loyalties, Maurice was highly

critical of the Edinburgh Review in general and of Jeff-

rey in particular. Attacking the open partisanship and
personal bias which he declared was apparent in all
Jeffrey's writing, Maurice reserved particular criti-
cism for the editor's moral irresponsibility, insisting
on the need for earnestness and moral guidance from one
with such enormous potential influence.

The only virtues which have been
much insisted upon by Mr. Jeffrey,
as far as we remember, are good-
nature and family affection. These
are doubtless excellent things...
but how small a portion are they
of all which is demanded from us
by God, our consciences, and soci-
ety....Humility, self-denial,
vigorous unceasing exertion for
the benefit of others -~ these are
duties imposed upon every man. ,

He complained that Jeffrey took delight and every oppor-
tunity to suppress any attempt at serious moral discus-
sion. The journal'scarcely contains a page which does
not attempt to depress, either by contemptuous silence,
grave argument, or flippant ribaldry, every emotion and
principle that spreads itself beyond the narrow circuit
of our external and personal interest.“5 He criticized
Jeffrey for not being "an instrument of any wide and per-
manent good" and concluded by dismissing him with per-
sonal abuse. "He seems to have a mind as hard and dead

as the nether mill-stone to the impression of that highest
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order of genius, which alone offers us a subject of
study uniformly pregnant and inexhaustible.“7

In Maurice's opinion men of genius represented the
key to the reformation of society. Through them, he be-
lieved it was possible for ordinary mortals to glimpse
that "Ideal" which alone represented a truly Christian
existence. As he indicated in a piece on Southey "The
masters of ideal creation have doubtless given us in
their writings either a fragment of that universe,
which with all its mysteries and complications, lies
so much brighter in the mind of a man of genius than
before the thoughts of society."8 He was convinced
that in contemporary English society men had fallen far
below this "Ideal." "In the imperial England of 1828
the seeds of self-destruction were being sown. The
responsible writer, the poet-prophet, saw; and, seeing,
he soared to the refuge of the Ideal. What, indeed, was
their reach for the unattainable but a lamentation for
their world turning from its heaven, for their people
wandering from their God."9

To be considered a genius a man had to transcend
the merely mortal and reveal "the eternal and the uni-
versal". Perhaps the most important attribute of these
men of genius was their possession of "Imagination".
Anyone lacking "Imagination" was incapable of compre-
hending essential truths. Maurice attempted to artic-
ulate his conception of "Imagination" in these "Sketches"
and the definition is worth quoting in its entirety for

its illustration both of his intense earnestness and
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his Platonic idealism.

It is a faculty that can only exist as
the organ and interpreter of deep
feelings and much-embracing thoughts;
it is denied to ribald levity and sys-
tematic dogmatism; it is like the
allegories of ancient mythology...a
rich treasure house of symbols for
things infinite and invisible: it is,
as was sinless Paradise, a garden built
of the bright relics of former beauty,
and fruitful of the types of yet un-
existent perfection. It is like the
body that was destined to be filled with
the informing breath of the Divine
Being: for glorious as are its crea-
tions, they are motionless and lifeless
except when animated by the inspiration
of truth.

Maurice's men of genius weriothe Romantic poets of his
day. For Wordsworth, Coleridge, Southey, Scott, Shelley
and Keat¢s he had almost unlimited praise. He praised
Southey for his initial consciousness "of the germs of a
higher state of being than the actual, moving and growing
in his own mind."11 Similarly, Wordworth's genius lay
in his ability to express universal truths in simple, un-
pretentious language, He was a man who had "laboured
unceasingly and earnestly to make them [&ords instruments
of ideal art and moral truth, creators of the beautiful
and ministers of the good.“12

Searching for Truth, however, was not an end in
itself. His Platonism had a practical, empirical
motivation. He believed that searching for Truth would

lead not only to a greater understanding of God but also
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to a greater understanding of society. In studying
men of genius, he believed, "we arrive at a deeper and
more living knowledge of the epoch in which we belong"
and would learn more accurately "the general and per-
manent causes which, even around our daily paths, are
moulding and inspiring the whole mass of that society
whereof ourselves are portions."13

Maurice wanted to use this knowledge to reform
society, but his perception of reform was not the com-
mon nineteenth century attitude. While most reformers
in Victorian England had as their fundamental goal
moral regeneration, the majority conceived of achieving
this through some practical measure. They were con-
cerned with widening the franchise, overhauling the ad-
ministrative and legal structure of society or improving
the material conditions of life for the poor. Maurice
had shown no sympathy for political or administrative
reform, and in one of the "Sketches" how little real
sympathy and understanding he had for the poor.

William Cobbett was perhaps the most well-known
and articulate representative of lower class rural
society during the early nineteenth century.14 Notor-
iously critical of the aristocracy, he denounced their
irresponsibility and lack of leadership continually
both in Parliament and in his newspaper. He eulogized
the working man, claiming virtues for him which he de-
clared the aristocracy lacked, and looked back to a

"golden age" when all classes had shown greater respon-
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sibility towards their obligations and duties. Maurice
should have expressed some sympathy with such opinions,
but in the essay he wrote on William Cobbett the tone
was far from sympathetic. It was, instead, offensively
patronizing. Ridiculing both Cobbett and his writing,
Maurice arrogantly belittled the former's abilities
both as a writer and as an intellectual, calling him
"...the politician who with the largest fertility of
talent and the most unwearied industry has failed in
everything he has undertaken....the most characteristic
of his distinctions undoubtedly is that he never wrote
a sentence which is not intelligible at the first glance.“15
Predictably, the younger man found Cobbett's major
failing in his inability to transcend immediate prac-
tical issues, and in a sneering tone Maurice declared
that Cobbett was unable to generalize or reduce anything
to basic principles. "He never...attempts to compress
into his robust and homespun sentences any guiding or
standard propositions" but displayed "a sort of over-
bearing clownish shrewdness such as is nourished among
fields and farm-yards, speaks the language of the
country market, and savours of crops and cattle."16
Maurice did concede that Cobbett's concern for
the poor was genuine. “There is not a page of his)
he wrote,

that ever has come under our notice,
wherein there does not breath through-
out, amid all his absurdities of
violence and inconsistency, the
strongest feeling for the welfare of
the people...a living and vigorous
sympathy with the interests and hopes
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of the mass of mankind...17

Sincerity, however, was not enough. Cobbett had
no "Imagination" -~ for Maurice an unforgiveable
shortcoming. He had applauded Wordsworth for por-
traying the poor with "sympathy and understanding",
for praising what he considered were their simple
virtues - honesty, integrity, contentment - virtues
which Maurice thought were lacking in the upper classes.
But there was no applause for Cobbett's realistically
material representation of the condition of the poor.
There is a distinction between Maurice's appraisal of
Wordsworth's "simple, unpretentious language" and
Cobbett's writing, which was "of the earth, earthy, and
would chain his readers to the clod of which his own
soul is a portion."18 Cobbett acknowledged no higher
state than the immediately discernible. Because of
this, and because his writing was not intended to be
morally uplifting, Maurice could see no value in his
work.

Maurice was essentially a conservative and had no
inclination whatsoever towards political or social
democracy. While highly critical of existing society,
his solution lay not in altering the material conditions
of life but in altering man. He was a classic evan-
gelical in his desire to transform men in order to
improve society. This was not a new attitude; most
of the reforming zeal of the early nineteenth century
was based upon this primary objective of moral improve-

ment, but whereas many were convinced that practical
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improvement or political reform could achieve this
goal, Maurice believed that moral elevation could be
achieved through intellectual effort, Thus he crit-
icized the irresponsibility of journalists for not
using the opportunities available to them for guiding
and instructing the general public. and applauded the
moral example set by men of genius, but had no sympathy
with the rural pragmatism and levelling tone projected

by Cobbett.

11

Apart from the personal satisfaction gained from
these literary endeavours, Maurice was not happy in

London. Once again Eustace Conway offers insight

into his thoughts at this time. In the book Maurice
poured out venom and hatred of London and its society,
criticizing its shallowness, vulgar materialism and
hypocrisy. He hated the aristocracy for their lack
of principles:

a young gentleman nowadays, who does
business in that [?olitical] line,
laughs as much as you and I can do at
what are called Whig principles. He
reveres them as cant, which his father
canted before him, which stood them in
good stead, and may be useful to him:;
but except at an election dinner, or
when he is in the company of some old
clergyman, who left Cambridge during
the American Revolution, and has talked
ever since about the rights and con-
sciences of men, his boast is, that
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he is not encumbered with any
principles whatever - that he sails
with the wind, and, like a reason-
able man, never looks before or

after.19

He criticized the middle classes for their grotesque

pretensions and lack of originality. Speaking of a

new housing development in Regent's Park, Eustace

remarked on the superiority of another, less fashionable

residential area.

There was truth in that dirty

yellow, in the sharp-edged bow-
window, and clipped box. You

saw the inhabitants in every part

of 1k, But what is there 1like

this in the new park, as it is impu-
dently called? All imitation, same-
ness, unmeaningness, impertinence;

no word but the obsolete one, genteel,
expresses my full sense of its vul-
garity. The houses are nice genteel-
looking houses!zo

As for the working classes, he despised them for their

ignorance.

I have no aversion to dirty-shirt
sleeves,.,..but I have a great one to
persuading a set of mechanics that I
am giving them knowledge, when I am
exciting those great enemies of know-
ledge -~ the passions. I have a
great aversion to fattening them with
the husks of truths, which they can
never take in....I have a great ob-
jection to telling bare, direct,

wilful 11es.21

Maurice rejected intellectual pretensions with equal

vigour in the novel, and despised the Radicals for their
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shallowness, Of an evening spent in their company

Eustace declared,

I did not expect to be entertained
with so many petty qualifications -
such a little fiddling minute-ness -
SO many solemn commonplaces - soO
many roundabout journeys no whither,
or to have left them after an hour
and a half's conversation, without
bearing away a single thought or
phrase which it is worth while or
possible to remember. And then the
absolute sameness, the unity and in-
divisibility of the whole set -
there seemed no earthly reason why
they should have been spliced into
separate bodies.

The cattle are grazing
Their heads never raising

There are forty feeding like one.,,

He found organized religion equally barren and dis-

honest, dismissing it as merely a means of social organ-

ization.

"London religion, my dear," she said
in answer to my question, "is more
completely managed in partnerships

and clubs than any other business or
pleasure whatsoever. Its duties are
arranged in clerical consistories

upon a nicely graduated scale of per-
missions and prohibitions; the sphere
and quality of its operations are
determined in committee-rooms after

an accurate examination of the ledger,
and its consolations are bespoken at
some spiritual Gunters adapted to the
number of the guests, and handed round
after tea with the other liqueursl"23

Against this background of general disillusionment
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Maurice's fortunes suffered other, more personal,
setbacks. In June 1828 Maurice and Sterling had
taken over editorship of the Athenaeum, amalgamating

it with the London Literary Chronicle, but the new

journal did not prosper and subscriptions began to
fall off. Although admittedly the work of one of
their principal rivals, the impatience conveyed by

the comments of the London Magazine was probably not

untypical of the general public reaction to the new
journal.

It has passed...from the guidance
the acute, enterprising matter-of
fact person who established it into
the hands of a set of dreaming,
half-Platonic half-Jacob Boehmite
mystics, who hate all useful arts,
think it vulgar to talk of free
trade, pay no attention to literary
novelties, and consider education a
disadvantage.24

Early in 1829 Maurice returned to his home to
review his plans for the future. Here he found no
relief from his gloom. Emma, his favourite sister, was
becoming steadily weaker and it was obvious to all that
she could not live long. Following his father's resig-
nation from the ministry the family had moved to South-
ampton and here their problems were exacerbated by
financial difficulties. Michael Maurice had invested
heavily in the Constitutionalist government recently
established in Spain and when that government was over-
thrown in 1828 the money was irretrievably lost.

Frederick Maurice hinted at other investments which
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failed as well, with the result that "Almost his whole
income for the time being had disappeared."25 The
family was forced to move from the large "well-
situated" house in Southampton to "a small house in

a more out-of-the-way part of the town."26 Here

they found that many of their former friends neglected
them. Frederick Maurice attributed this social
ostracism to the change in the family fortune.27 He
made no mention of the religious controversy but this
no doubt contributed to their isolation,

In June 1829 Maurice formally handed over editor-
ship of the Athenaeum to John Sterling.28 He spent
that summer at his parent's home, at the bedside of
his sister Emma, tutoring his sisters and spending a
great deal of time with his mother.29 He did not con-
sult with his father a great deal, no doubt because he
knew his father would be deeply hurt by the course of
action he was considering. By that autumn he had
decided to return to university, and was writing to
Julius Hare "Being desirous to fit myself for orders...33o

Maurice's conversion to the Church of England
thus came as a direct result of pressure from his
family, particularly his mother. There was nothing
unusual about this. Many young men entered the Church
of England without experiencing any serious call.
Converts are often received with suspicion, however,
and when that conversion was from Unitarianism to

Anglicanism there was cause for especial resentment
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and hostility. There is no reason to believe that
Maurice's conversion was viewed with any less distrust
than that experienced by others. "The Church acts
upon the scattered and disunited ranks of the Unitarian
body, wrote a despondent Unitarian in 1839,

with a more absorbing influence
than on any other class of Dissen-
ters, because a large proportion

of its members are brought by their
birth and connexions within the at-
traction of that magic circle of
fashion and rank, whose fascination
the aristocratical constitution of
English society renders almost
resistless...as the only effective
bulwark against the encroachment of
domestic barbarism.

From the other side, Anglicans viewed3énitarians with
particular concern. Although Unitarianism contained
many who, like Michael Maurice, still maintained the
doctrines of traditional English Presbyterians, as a
group they were identified with rational philosophy and
their doctrine was considered by many to be only a
disguised form of Pelagianism.

Some of Maurice's previous acquaintances were
also disappointed with what they saw as his desertion
from the ranks of enlightened free thinkers. John
Stuart Mill's comments were typical of those who felt
that Maurice had betrayed them by submitting to the
restrictive doctrine of the Church of England. Mill
declared he was reluctant to criticize Maurice at all

because he had enormous respect for the latter's
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abilities, but felt bound to admit "I have always
thought that there was more intellectual power wasted
in Maurice than in any other of my contemporaries...."
He went on to say how disappointed he had been that
Maurice had not put his talents to better use; instead
the latter had been content with attempting to justify
"the worthless heap of received opinion on the great
subjects of thought" by

proving to his own mind that the
Church of England had known every-
thing from the first, and that all
the truths on the grounds of which
the Church and orthodoxy have been
attacked (many of which he saw as
clearly as anyone else) are not

only consistent with the Thirty Nine
Articles but are better understood
and expressed in those articles than
by any one who rejects them.32

Mill attributed Maurice's actions to "timidity of
conscience" but he was probably unaware of the con-
flicting forces bearing upon Maurice when he made the
decision to enter the Church. Maurice almost had no
other choice. There were limited opportunities avail-
able to young men in the nineteenth century who had no
socially influential connections. His options were
running out and the Church offered a secure, sometimes
lucrative form of livelihood for an educated man. It
was perhaps unfortunate that he entered the Church at
a time when it was undergoing a period of enormous

internal stress. While his opinions were not radically
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outrageous, they toiiched Church doctrine at a par-
ticularly vulnerable point and he became a victim of

circumstances which were largely beyond his control.
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CHAPTER V

"The desire for Unity has haunted me
my life through; I have never been
able to substitute any desire for that,
or to accept any of the different
schemes for satisfying it which men
have devised."

Maurice's entry into the Anglican Church was not
entirely a negative decision. During the 1830's the
Established Church was experiencing a period of such
intense public criticism that many felt could only
result in disestablishment. This was absurd, of
course. Through tithes and patronage the Anglican
Church was firmly embedded into the social and econ-
omic structure of English society. A social revol-
ution similar to the upheaval in France would have
been necessary to usurp its position, but in the un-
settled atmosphere of the early nineteenth century
there were many who feared that such a revolution was
imminent. Both the Church and the aristocracy were
under attack, but the close association of the former
with the House of Lords, particularly during the passing
of the Reform Bill resulted in bishops and clergymen
alike being subjected to almost unprecedented verbal
attack and abuse from the public.1

Hostility towards the Church came from many gquarters.

Some of the criticism was the result of indignation over
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immediate issues, while some was the result of more
longstanding grievances. Reform fever extended to
the Church and it came under attack for continuing to
tolerate many acknowledged abuses and for its refusal
to relax its monopoly over many political institutions.
Many within the Church were not opposed to change from
within but refused to support any attempt by the
government to interfere with the privileged position
it held as the established Church of the land.

Commitment to the Irish Church was one key to the
Anglican Church's conservatism. The latter had an
enormous investment to protect in the Irish Church and
its disestablishment and the reallocation of its funds
to Roman Catholic institutions became the issue which
repeatedly created political crisis in the 1830's and
184O's.2 The majority of bishops and many Anglicans
vehemently opposed the repeal of the Test Acts and
Catholic Emancipation, whilst there was a general fear
of popular representation which, if it did not lead to
repeal of the Union, would at the very least "mean that
the Irish members of the House of Commons were elected
by Roman Catholics, the Scottish members by Presby-
terians, many English members by Dissenters, and then
where would the Church be?“3

More long-standing grievances, however, underlay
popular hostility to the Church. The manifestos which
circulated around the countryside after the news of the

overthrow of the French monarchy in 1830 were written
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by men protesting against a clergy who, they claimed,
insisted upon taking an unfair share of the often in-
sufficient resources of agricultural labourers in the
form of tithes.4 While the threat of widespread insur-
rection was not great, the majority of people were con-
scious that the Church had enormous wealth and did not

have to read the Extraordinary Black Book to be con-

vinced of the gross inequalities in income which ex-
isted within the Church.5

Moreover, practices which a century before had
caused little stir now became the subject of intense
criticism. Clerical absenteeism and pluralism were to
some extent inevitable in a Church which assumed juris-
diction over the entire population, but the practice
had been abused, of course, in previous centuries;
for example, Wolsey never visited his archbishopric
in York until he was forced to retire there in disgrace
by Henry VIII. Periodic complaints had been voiced -
by the Puritans, for example, in their Millenary
Petition to James I - but not until the 1830's did the
Church feel under sufficient compulsion to attack the
problem in earnest. In addition to these pressures,
Dissenters continued to protest against restrictions
which, although in many cases they were purely formali-
ties, nevertheless ensured that Anglicans dominated the
social and political institutions of the land.6

The Church's troubles were not confined to external

pressures. Anglican practice and doctrine underwent
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changes during the early nineteenth century which were
little less dramatic than the social transformation of
the country. Evangelicalism spread through the clergy
as an earnest attempt to revitalize Christianity by
emphasizing moral regeneration, and the typical Anglican
clergyman changed from Mr. Gilfil, the "excellent old
gentleman who smoked very long pipes and preached very
short sermons" to Amos Barton, who "talks about nothing
but my sins and my need o' marcy."7

As far as doctrine was concerned, the essence of
the problem lay in the overWhelming onslaught which
received Christian doctrine underwent during the nine-
teenth century from the combined attack of intellectual
rationalism and scientific advancement. For some
earnest young men entering the Church the old scholar-
ship of Paley, Butler, Lardner, etc. was not a suffi-
cient explanation of Christian doctrine, and those who
did not reject Christianity entirely were led to explore
other approaches to the problem. German theology and
philosophy began to make an impression upon English
thought by about the third decade of the nineteenth
century, but even before this many Anglican theologians,

particularly at Oxford, were moving towards a more

liberal interpretation of the Bible, Initially men
were troubled by the 0ld Testament, finding it diffi-
cult to believe the old "eye-for-an-eye" retributive
moral code presented there.8 They found some justi-

fication for claiming the error of this code through a
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greater scepticism of the literal authenticity of the
0ld Testament.

Alarmed by such developments, and moved by the
prospect of political freedom for non-Anglicans,
reaction moved towards greater emphasis on Church
authority. The movement reached its peak when Tract
XC demonstrated that the Thirty-Nine Articles were not
incompatible with Roman Catholicism and Newman's defec-
tion to Rome was merely the most spectacular manifes-
tation of this growing concern over the doctrinal
move towards rationalism. For the next twenty years
Church of England comprehension was lost as royal and
governmental sympathies towards Evanyelicalism and
liberalism caused Evangelicals, High Church "formalists"
and rational liberals to squabble over doctrinal dif-
ferences and political appointees.

These events were in the future, however, and in
the 1820's and early 1830's Tractarians and Evangelicals
could find common cause in denyiny any extension of
membership in the established Church. Liberals such
as Thomas Arnold wished to broaden Church membership
to include Dissenters, desiring

...a Church thoroughly national,
thoroughly united, thoroughly Chris-
tian, which should allow great vari-
ety of opinion, and of ceremonies,
and habits, and tempers of its mem-
bers, while it truly held one common
faith and trusted in one common

Saviour and worshipped one common God.lo
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Earnest churchmen were horrified at such a prospect
and, on the contrary, deplored the fact that "all the
rogues and villains in the kincgdom belong to the Church
of England....so that England is literally teeming with
future Angels in such redundancy that you cannot go
anywhere without meeting them," and Newman declared
"We must make a stand somewhere - things are rolling
downhill so gradually that, wherever we make a stand,
it will be said to be a harsh measure...."11
It was in this climate of opinion that Maurice
entered the Church of England. He was personally
convinced that disestablishment of the Anglican Church
was imminent, and he welcomed the idea. Writing to
his father in March 1833 he said, "That as an establish-
ment it will be overturned, I know not how soon, I am
nearly convinced;

yet I would rather be a member of

it now than in the days of its
greatest prosperity, even if clergy-
men should become as much targets

to shoot at in England as they are
in Ireland.

The Church was not disestabliiied, however, and Maurice
was left in the anomalous position of being a member of
an institution which represented much of the privilege
he had criticized so severely in the past. His reli-
gious opinions were such that he came increasingly
under attack, particularly from the Record, the extreme

Evangelical newspaper, and was finally publicly cen-

sured by the authorities of King's College in 1853 for
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his unorthodox opinions. Yet the Anglican Church was
not intolerant of unorthodoxy and the fact that
Maurice's opinions were received with such hostility
is indicative of an uncharacteristic sensitivity on
the part of the Church.

Controversy had always existed regarding such
questions as the true identity of Jesus, the nature
of God and the Trinity and the literal authenticity
of the Bible. These issues had been the subject of
debate since the founding of the Christian Church and
the Anglican Church did not pretend to have resolved
any of them. Subscription to the Thirty-Nine Arti-
cles, acceptance of episcopalean Church government
and a commitment to the Protestant principle of free-
dome of the individual conscience combined with faith
in the ultimate authority of the Bible, were the legal
demands made of clergymen. Acceptance of orthodox
Anglican opinions on the areas of controversy as
outlined in the various creeds contained in the
Prayer Book, i.e. the Apostles Creed, the Nicene Creed
and the Athanasian Creed, was also expected but could
not be rigidly enforced except through constant sur-
veillance and severe censorship of opinion.

The experiences of the seventeenth century had
done much to discourage such intolerance, however.
The Puritanism of the people, the Popery of the court
and the traditionalism of the episcopacy had all been

found guilty of the same intolerant appeal to an
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authority which had proven susceptible to error,
leaving only distress and disillusionment. The Civil
War had, therefore, helped to create the extreme
aversion to religious enthusiasm which became the cen-
tral feature of Anglicanism. Comprehension in the
Elizabethan sense had been lost, but a school of
scholarship developed around the notion that passive,
undoctrinaire Christian faith was more desirable than
rigid adherence to any theological system, being ex-
pressed by Chillingworth as a desire "...to believe
the Scripture to be God's word, to endeavour to find
the true sense of it, and to live according to it."13
The Bible became the only remaining acceptable ob-
jective authority and during the eighteenth century
a demand for reason and rational enquiry in its in-
terpretation emerged to the extent that reason became
the orthodox yardstick for theological enquiry.14

No particular hostility or apprehension was
raised against such an approach within the Anglican
Church, because no tension had yet developed between
scientific enquiry and religious belief. Scientific
knowledge was still too immature and too imprecise to
be of any real threat to religious teaching and theo-
logians were confident that science would eventually
prove received truth. Both Dissenters and Churchmen
contributed to doctrinal debate, orthodoxy cutting
across sectarian boundaries, so that within the Church

of England were Arians, Arminians and anti-Trinitarians
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while at the same time many Dissenters held perfectly
orthodox religious opinions.15 Deism and Socinianism
were too radical for the majority of divines, but at
least one historian believes that by the eighteenth
century "In the Anglican ranks...Arminian sentiment
was all but universal" and many testify to the preva-
lence of Arianism both within the Anglican Church and
amongst Dissenters.

Church toleration did not imply an indifference
to unorthodox opinions. The introduction of succes-
sive Blasphemy Acts (1698, 1721, etc.) were serious
attempts to enforce orthodoxy. Many outspoken Angli-
cans were persecuted and occasionally imprisoned.17
Restraint over opinions, however, has ultimately al-
ways proven impossible to enforce, and the domestic
tranquility of Georgian England was fertile ground for
the development of unorthodox opinions. Debate often
emphasized the problems as defenders of the Trinity
exposed their own confusion in attacking Arians and
Socinians. Controversy continued throughout the
eighteenth century and Anglicans found it increasingly

difficult to find agreement on these issues.

II

Unorthodoxy, then, was tolerated within the Church

but it received no sanction, and Maurice was astute
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enough to realize that his Unitarian background would
be received with suspicion and hostility from orthodox
Anglicans. Initially accepting the curacy of a small,
neglected parish at Bubbenhall, Warwickshire, it was
not long before he came to the conclusion that he was
"not well calculated to enter into the little con-
cerns and businesses of the poor as a great many(?ré}"lg
On two occasions at the end of 1836 he let his name
be considered for positions at the universities; as
a tutor at Downing College, Cambridge and as Professor
of Political Economy at Oxford. He was unsuccessful
on each of these occasions but in 1840 was appointed
to the Professorship of English Literature and Modern
History at King's College, and in 1846 added to this
the Professorship of Theology. Twice during the
1840's, however, he rejected opportunities for advance-
ment within the Church. Both the principalship of
King's College and the Preachership at Lincoln's Inn -
the latter considered a "stepping stone to the epis-
copacy" - fell vacant in 1843 and Hare urged Maurice
to apply for both.20 He refused, his reticence being
probably due to a realistic assessment of his position
within the Anglican Church.

Much of Maurice's writing was dedicated to demon-
strating his loyalty to Anglicanism. Antagonism
between parties within the Anglican Church was acute

at this time and Maurice entered into the controversies
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not simply as one who "rejoiced to place himself
beneath any shower of bombs raining upon a friend",
although he undoubtedly did derive enormous satis-
faction from such acts of selflessness, but also
because he wished to make his position within the
Church clearly understood.21 The pamphlets he wrote
during the 1830's and 1840's were largely political,
intended primarily to plead for an end to sectarianism
within the Church but also to argue in favour of free-
dom of religious conscience within the framework of a
Protestant church organization.22 The first of these
pamphlets is perhaps the most revealing not only because
it is a clear statement of these objectives but also
because it explained the terms upon which Maurice had
finally found it possible to enter the Anglican Church.
In 1834 a Bill was introduced into Parliament -
the Universities Bill - proposing to abolish sub-
scription to the Thirty-Nine Articles as a requisite for
attending Oxford or Cambridge. In response to that
Bill, and to the charges that subscription discriminated
against Dissenters, Maurice wrote Subscription No

Bondage.23 In the pamphlet Maurice argued that the

Articles were not a confession of faith, but that "they
were primarily intended for instruments of education",
created in this form by the reformers as rational safe-
guards against mysticism and superstition, the obvious
reference being made to the situation which had existed
in pre-Reformation England.24

They [?he Articleé] are the inventions,
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the innovations of that intel-
lectual age. Wherever Protestant-
ism prevailed, logical propositions
prevailed likewise.25

The Oath of Allegiance and subscription to the Articles
were each demanded of clergymen at the time of their
ordination; "The first," declared Maurice, "is the
pledge offered by the ministers of Christ that they
will not be disloyal teachers; the second, that they
will not be superstitious teachers."26 Similarly,
universities impose the Articles as "conditions of
thought" upon students which do not impede learning
but rather define a structure in which the young mind
can develop in an orderly but Christian fashion.

Maurice also argued that the Articles were funda-
mentally important to the pursuit of unity. "We are
torn with divisions," he wrote, "we must have unity;
any means that will reconcile men - anything that will
bring them together and make us once more a people at
one among ourselves - is desirable...." Disunity had
come about, he felt, because

There I see a set of men stoutly

maintaining the Calvinistic hypo-
thesis, and here is a set of men

stoutly maintaining the one which
is opposed to it....Unwilling as

I am to be half-hearted and inde-
cisive, there is yet something

in each which commends itself to

my spirit, and something in each

which continually disgusts me. .

The Articles of the Anglican Church, he believed, were
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one of the only remaining pillars of stability, "...one
of the best fortresses against the powers of division
and disunion and hatred which are abroad in the earth.“28
He maintained that if men would only observe the Arti-
cles then "they would be the greatest helpers to unity,
not only among ourselves, but also with those who have
been separated from us...."29
Maurice addressed himself in particular to the ques-
tion of reunification of the Anglican Church with the var-
ious Dissenting sects, arguing that if Anglicans attempted
serious communication with Dissenters they would find be-
neath the "bed of sectarianism - shorter than that a man
can stretch himself on it" a greater degree of common
consent than he felt was generally realized. Doctrin-
aires, he declared, constituted only a very small seg-

ment of the congregation of any sect, and

the more we become acquainted with
their meaning and spirit...the more
we shall be able to meet each per-
son on the ground of the doctrine
which has been revealed to him, and
shew him that this doctrine forms
an integral portion of our own

falth.30

i 1R %
The pursuit of unity was the central theme of his
most important theological work of this period, The King-

dom of Christ, an imaginary series of letters to a Quaker

who, dissatisfied with the theological doctrines of his
own sect, nevertheless found himself unable wholly to

accept any alternatives.31 This book has been called
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by one historian "the apologia of one who had passed on
a journey to his present haven" because Maurice himself
had experienced similar difficulties. By demonstrating
that positive elements were to be found in all theolog-
ical opinion Maurice attempted to reassure the Quaker
and help him find faith. The kingdom of Christ, he main-
tained, transcended and pre-dated all religious doctrines.
"The light of Christ within, as God's gift for man's sal-
vation, is the root of the goodly tree of doctrines, that
grew and branched out of it."32
Maurice's criticism of Quaker theology was typical
of his criticism of all religious systems. The sub-
stance, he maintained, was fundamentally sound but the
form, the system, created by the Quakers had stifled the
truths which the first Quakers had discovered. The most
important of these truths was the "inward light," which
Maurice recognised as the same Platonic idealism that
he sought. The "inward light" was a "higher influence"
which urged Fox to reject the earthly, those "desires
which drew him down to things which he saw, and tasted,
and handled;" and to seek instead "something above him-
self, a real substantial good."33 "Must not that power
be in truth greater," he asked,

though the contrary might seem to
be the case, than all which were
resisting it? Could he not obey
that higher influence, and, by
obeying it, obtain life and peace?
he felt that he could; that he was
meant to do so. The light was
stronger than the darkness. He
was privileged to dwell in it.34
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Maurice believed that the Quakers were right in
asserting the importance of both the "inward light" and
spiritual influences. "He only was a true teacher, who
had been called by the inward voice."35 Fox had dis-
covered real truths by which all men should live.

He had actually discovered a law

to which he himself was subject -

to which every other man was sub-

ject....The language of the preach-

ers and of the books might be about

something which concerned him and-

all men; but he had discovered the

very thing itself; he had a fact

to proclaim, not a theory or a

t .

system 36
However, it did not follow from this, Maurice argued,
that it was right for Quakers to formulate a system out
of Fox's teaching. Each generation had to discover
these truths for themselves, to acknowledge and believe
in them emotionally as well as intellectually. He be-
lieved the Quakers had been wrong to create their own
formularies and forms. "Without wishing to be unchari-
table, or denying that there might be good men who did
not belong to it, yet they practically looked upon it as
the Church of God on earth - the witness against the
world."37 The Quaker system was failing, he believed,
because they had made themselves into an exclusive sect,
formulating doctrines on the grounds of what had been
individual, personal experiences.

Although Maurice rejected Quaker attempts to set

up a religious system, he defended the formularies of

the Anglican Church clearly and unequivocally. He
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attempted to show that the Ministry, the Creeds, the
Eucharist and the Sacraments, were a structural frame-
work through which the Kingdom of Christ was revealed.
For Maurice, Christianity was inexplicable unless the
existence of an unseen power was acknowledged. The
Kingdom of Christ, he argued, was a spiritual kingdom,
a kngdom which existed now, not in some future state,
and the Anglican Church was the secular agency for this
spiritual kingdom.

In defining the character of the Anglican Church
Maurice demonstrated his distinction from Roman Catho-
licism. The Ministry, he believed, had the power of
absolution, offering the strange argument that "every
person who says that the sole office of a minister is
to preach the Gospel says so because he believes this
is the way to absolve."38 He defended the episcopacy
with the argument that it was "one of the appointed
and indispensible signs of a spiritual and univeral
society," and the Apostolic succession because "...a
certain order of persons first received the sacramen-
tal elements, and...a certain order ought to administer
them now."39 The Eucharist, he felt, was an important
defence against excessive rationalization. "Now in
this nineteenth century," he wrote,

not a few persons...have arrived

at this deep and inward conviction
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