0 3 q‘ ',’y’

0
in

’* 0"""*‘~ "n ) """v-e

"‘ 129, L)

27 EXEINNND >

*.‘ )

QNN
ERXXNNRN
Nv"’ oA

XKD

nuéu

Q"’ % ,.4 ;""}'

V.H bedae Sy u-n.- Aun

n.i"’n. e '.“'3 ‘..' 4+ z '“'1’

' X 7o) 0, "0.10;

‘VO

)

"-‘t‘t‘n

'-"';‘n A
A0
.. “".,s‘










4 A 1;
' L_f“l ]

¥ Ly o
- sl ¢ L
g - | v

b ¥
=3
- v
" e i AT o










8

Z'l,"[. . '*l‘;."'m:m
\)“l._ . )







FREETHINKERS OF
THE NINETEENTH CENTURY









By permission of Messrs. Macmillan & Co,

FFREDERICK DENISON MAURICE.
From the portrait by Lowes Dickinson.

[Frontispiece.



FREETHINKERS OF THE
NINETEENTH CENTURY

BY

JANET E. COURTNEY, O.B.E.

OF EMPIRE"

WITH SEVEN PORTRAITS

! LONDON
CHAPMAN & HALL, Ltp.

1920



PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN BY
WILLIAM CLOWES AND SONS, LIMITED,
LONDON AND BECCLES,




TO AL v
I i R g
MY OLD FRIEND AND

: TEACHER i

9







II.
III.
Iv.

VL
VIL

CONTENTS

INnTRODUCTION

FrEDERICK DENISON MAURICE
MATTEEW ARNOLD

CBARLES BRADLAUGH

Tromas Hexry HuxLey
LESLIE STEPHEN

HARRIET MARTINEAU

CrARLES KINGSLEY

PAGE

11
65
97
138
171
198
240



s lll'ﬂl ?Hﬁﬁl\”
Lk i
R '*_fir;'.

: L ,',l{ll,
4 i

!
el

M i




LIST OF PORTRAITS

FrEDERICK DENISON MAURICE .

MATTHEW ARNOLD
CHARLES BRADLAUGH
Taomas Hexry HuxLey .
LESLIE STEPHEN
HARRIET MARTINEAU

CHARLES KINGSLEY .

FACING PAGE

Frontispiece

64
96
138
170
198
240






FREETHINKERS OF THE
NINETEENTH CENTURY

INTRODUCTION

A Boox which includes subjects so diverse needs
some sort of explanation—perhaps even some sort
of apology. It was conceived in the autumn of
1918, when the great Crusade of the twentieth
century was in sight of its triumphant close.
The question could not but obtrude itself : Whence
came that passion for liberty which had sustained
us and our kinsfolk through the long war that was
henceforth to make the world safe for democracy ?
No doubt this passion was deep-rooted in our
common history. It could be traced back to
John’s Barons and to Magna Carta, to the Protes-
tant Reformers of Elizabeth’s days, to Pym and
Hampden, to Cromwell and his Ironsides, to those
who won American Independence, or Representa-
tion and Reform at home in the eighteen thirties.
But to all these history had long since paid their
meed of praise. If we of the twentieth century
were to call to mind famous men, were we not
chiefly ““ bound to recall ” the great liberators of
our own time, the young men who left home and
wife and child to free the world once for all from
the terror of German militarism ?
1 B
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But, thinking on these things, it seemed that
the time for that was not yet. It would be hard
to discriminate. Moreover, the great moment of
uplifting had passed. Those November sunsets,
when the wet pavements of Bloomsbury shone in
the dying light like the opening of the courts of
Heaven—when the very judgment of God seemed
to be set and the books to be opened—had faded
into the dimness of human jealousy and been
obscured by the shadow of national greed. Yet
the vision had been there. None who lived
through those days can ever forget the awe with
which they saw the clouds parted and the avenging
Furies in pursuit of the house of Hohenzollern.
Tt was a Greek tragedy and a fulfilment of Hebrew
prophecy in one; it was the everlasting assertion
in human life that man makes or mars his own
destiny.

Tho vision had passed; but the awakening
remained, and the question recurred. Who were
the spiritual teachers and masters from whom the
generation, now grown to maturity, had learned
its love of freedom ? Might it not be worth while
for men and women of middle age to set down
some record of the liberators they had listened
to in youth, before a new world arose, tempted to
forget its debt to the old ? Any selection must
necessarily seem arbitrary. It can but be coloured
by individual experience. But there are at least
certain broad aspects of freedom which must be
represented. Free thought means one thing to
the theologian, another to the poet and critic.
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The philosopher claims his liberty in one way,
the man of science in another, Then there is the
fighting politician—* the Radical freethinker,”
who was such a bogey in our youth, And, last of
all but by no means least, there are the pioneers
of women’s emancipation, Is there any other °
way of selection, except by recalling the leaders in
those different fields of free thought who have
meant the most to oneself So, emboldened by
necessity, I have searched my own memories and
set down here some record of those who served as
beacons to at least one wanderer in the late
Victorian age,
* * * * *

As T write there rises before me a picture of
a little Lincolushire market town on the shores of
the Humber, of a guarded childhood and a God-
fearing but timorous father, whose strongest
desire was to shield the faith of his children by
keeping them ignorant of the existence of unbelief,
A small grey house, in between two ancient
churches—themselves a living record of all the ages
of faith, telling in stone how Saxon gave way to
Norman, Norman to Gothice, simple early English
to the clear high lights of Tudor architecture ; g
garden shaded by beech trees, the sudden glory of
whose spring-time budding was the child’s first
initiation into the passion of love for beauty —
that was the setting of a mental growth, fed by the
reading of Milton, Shakespeare, and above all the
Bible, in the limitless leisure of country life,
where modern literature came but rarely and, to
the children, not at all,
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When no other drama comes to distract, a
child can find infinite satisfaction in the drama of
the seasons. Are not seed-time and harvest,
which never fail, the natural basis of all religions ?
And to the child they were intimately bound up
with the drama of the Church’s Year—Advent,
Christmas, the cold weariness of Lent, the bright-
ness of Easter, Whitsuntide with its soft breath of
summer winds, Trinity with its fascinating mystery ;
and then the pause of summer and the slow on-
coming of autumn, and the fierce winds sweeping
up over the wolds and shrieking their way to the
North Sea. To their roar and reverberation, as
Advent came round again, the child would listen
tremblingly at night, fearing every moment to
hear the sound of the Last Trump which, as she
had just sung in church, was to wake the quick
and dead—those dead who slept in the churchyard
outside the nursery windows, and who might be
looking in at the big window on the staircase if
one did not run past very quickly with eyes tight
shut.

* * * * *

There were few modern books in this Lincoln-
shire vicarage, and even ancient books could only
be read with limitations. Fairy tales were for-
bidden on Sundays; but there were books of
allegories—earthly stories * with a heavenly mean-
ing,” as the children say in Sunday schools. And
there were Baring-Gould’s Lives of ithe Saints
and Newman’s Calliste, and there was 7The
Story Without an End and an illustrated Pilgrim’s
Progress. 'Then there%was always the Bible.
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Every day began with a chapter, read verse by
verse by the children as they sat round the study
table. And there were collects and psalms to
be learned on Sunday, a lesson in beautiful
English and noble thought. There arc worse
forms of education than even an exclusive study
of the Scriptures, and on week-days it was possible
to get at Milton (in queer type, with long §’s), at
Shakespeare, at much of Scott, at Don Quizote and
Percy’s Reliques, even at Gulliver's Travels and
other books of Swift’s, whose indecencies passed
harmlessly over uncomprehending innocence. And
of course there were ° lessons,” old-fashioned
lessons out of text-books with questions and
answers to be learned by rote but varied by
reading of selected passages from the great his-
torians—Gibbon and Macaulay—or from Alison’s
dull History of Europe, Miss Yonge’s brighter
Landmarks, and Scott’s Tales of a Grandfather.

So passed the unquestioning years in an
atmosphere of moderate ecclesiasticism, the faint
afterglow of Tractarian illumination, the * middle
way 7’ so characteristic of the Knglish Church.
Children brought up in it had much to be thankful
for. They were saved the stern terrors of Calvin-
istic evangelicalism, the searchings of heart of
those who must experience an inner conversion
before they could feel their calling and election
sure. But on the other hand they lacked the
symbolic teaching of Catholic ritual, the influence
of action on thought, and they had no very lasting
hold on dogma. They learned by heart the
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formulas of the Church, having no reason yet to
question them; but perhaps the father who
sought to keep them in ignorance of unbelief was
wise in his generation, a generation which had not
vet realised, with Arnold, that to ‘‘think clear,
feel deep, bear fruit well ” was what the unseen
Power required of it.
* * * * *

There was bound to be an awakening, It
came, as it must have come to many, by way of
mysticism. Children growing up apart from the
world are almost instinctively religious, and repro-
duce in their own experience the wonder of the
ages of faith. Certain words and phrases come to
have dominion over them; they are loved, not
because they are incredible but because they are
incomprehensible. “I am Alpha and Omega,
the beginning and the ending, saith the Lord,
which is and which was and which is to come, the
Almighty.” Sentences like these, rolled out in a
beautiful voice to a reverent, if little understand-
ing, congregation, have the soothing effect of an
incantation. But there are others full of the
mystery of terror—‘ where their worm dieth not
and the fire is not quenched.” It needs no
Calvinistic training to make & child’s heart quake
with fear. There were twilight evenings in the
summer garden, when a chill wind shivered through
the beech trees, making the leaves turn their
backs, and the child understood just how Adam
and Eve felt when, in the cool of the day, ¢ they hid
themselves from the presence of the Lord God
amongst the trees of the garden.” She could
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speak of these terrors to no one; but the day
when she first heard of Frederick Denison Maurice
and of the meaning he gave to * eternal death,”
has fixed for ever in her mind a picture of another
garden—a school garden in the first whiteness of
spring-tide blossom on a beautiful Sunday after
Easter, when a disciple of Maurice lifted the burden
of belief in a burning hell off her heart. That is
why, to her at least, he must always be the first
of liberators.
* * * * *

Matthew Arnold came next. He is the poet of
the serious; and who is so serious as a young
thinker of seventeen, making her first essays at
independent thought and drawn irresistibly then,
as always, by beauty of form and expression ? A
petition to be given his Poems as a birthday
present was met with much solemn shaking of the
head ; but the request, though regarded as
‘““ dangerous ”’ in tendency, was not refused. To
the girl who had just made acquaintance with
Plato and the Greek testament and was looking
shyly and eagerly towards Oxford, Arnold was
the very prophet of a religion more deeply founded
than upon formule. She was beginning to be
conscious of dangers. She knew there were other
and more resonant appeals to liberty sounding
in her world. Echoes of the Bradlaugh con-
troversy had reached her. She had heard con-
demnation passed upon his friend, Mrs. Besant,
in a county where Mrs. Besant’s husband held a
cure of souls; and she knew that a too daring
authoress had been obliged to leave Lincoln
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because of the indignation aroused by her published
letter of sympathy.

Radicalism and secularism, in the person of
Joseph Chamberlain, had invaded the strongholds
of country conservatism, and a desire to hear him
speak, expressed in all innocence, had been
characterised by an overbearing clergyman of her
acquaintance as a proof of *“ dangerous opinions.”
She was beginning to be familiar with the term
“agnostic.” She had been told that one of
Huxley’s friends had directed these words to
be put on his tombstone: “I was. 1 am not.
I shall not be.” Matthew Arnold seemed a refuge.
It was impossible to find the way back to un-
questioning faith ; but here was a high seriousness,
a courage drawn from an unflinching outlook upon
life, something to stand between the shrinking
soul and the blank negation, which lay in wait,
like the dead outside the nursery window, for the
unwary looker over the threshold.

* * * * *

Oxford is not a bad place in which to face the
first ““ obstinate questionings ” of a world that must
later be reckoned with. And Plato and the neo-
Hegelians afford a more sympathetic initiation into
the study of metaphysics than the English ration-
alists. T. H. Green’s Introduction to Hume is a
good antidote to destructive analysis. His political
essays are an illuminating corrective of the English
Utilitarians. But one may remain at heart an
Idealist and yet recognise in Spencer’s Synthetic
Philosophy perhaps the chief contribution of the
later nineteenth century to the history of thought,
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Next to John Stuart Mill he is probably its most
widely read English philosopher, just as Huxley was
its greatest biologist. But his manner is repellent,
and for that reason he never gained many devotees
amongst the sensitive. So Leslie Stephen is
here chosen as the representative of philosophic
free-thought.
* * * # ®

Amongst leaders of the woman movement it
is hard to select. Some of the most famous are
still with us, and the time for a full estimate of
their value as a world-force is not yet. Of those
that have gone, George Eliot, by her life as well as
by her writings, pleaded the most eloquently for
freedom ; Dorothea Beale, a disciple of Maurice,
did most to vindicate woman’s right to a liberal
education. But perhaps Harriet Martineau, whose
pen played so active a part in popularising pro-
gressive thought in politics, has the greatest claim
to be regarded as the pioneer woman thinker.

These six, therefore, Maurice, Arnold, Brad-
laugh, Huxley, Leslie Stephen and Miss Martineau,
are here selected for commemoration. There are
many other names which press for recognition.
But it would be presumption to write of the
English Comtists whilst the greatest of them all still
lives, or of the stern upholders of a pacifist political
morality in the lifetime of the statesman who wrote
On Compromise and made the great refusal in 1914.

A chapter on Charles Kingsley has been added,
not originally intended for this book and, perhaps,
rather outside of its scope. But it was suggested
by the study of Maurice and occasioned by the
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Kingsley centenary ; and if Kingsley was not him-
self a freethinker, he was the associate of free-
thinkers and in sympathy with free thought. This
chapter appeared in the Forinightly Review, and
my acknowledgments arc due to the Editor for
permission to republish it.

* * ® * *

Now that the genesis of my book has been
traced, it remains only to acknowledge my remain-
ing debts. I have aimed at no comprehensive
history of English free thought. That has already
been ably written by Mr. A. W. Benn in his History
of English Rationalism in the Nineteenth Century, by
Mr. Andrew D. White in his History of the Warfare
between Science and Theology in Christendom, and
by Mr. J. M. Robertson in his Skort History of
Free Thought.

To all these writers I am perforce indebted ;
their books are indispensable to every student
of the subject. But for the particular aspects of
the problem illustrated by the lives of the free-
thinkers I have chosen, I have relied chiefly on the
writings of those thinkers themselves and on the
biographies of them which have appeared. These
are enumerated at the end of each chapter and
need not be repeated here. My general debt to
the Dictionary of National Biography, the Encyclo-
pedia Britannica, and other standard books of
reference is so obvious as scarcely to need special
mention. To my husband I owe a very special
debt for reading and eriticising my proof sheets.

London, Nov. 1919,



FREDERICK DENISON MAURICE
(1805-1872)

JouN FreEpERICK DENISON MAURICE (he dropped
the John in later life) was the fifth child and only
surviving son of Michael Maurice and Priscilla
Hurry, his wife. His father, a Unitarian clergy-
man, came of a stock which could claim to have
fought and suffered for conscience’ sake for over a
century. He was a descendant of the English
Presbyterians, meaning thereby those ‘ dissent-
ing > ministers who, for refusing to subscribe to
the Act of Uniformity in 1662, were expelled from
their livings, though not, as they themselves
upheld, from the English Church. They were by
no means necessarily opposed even to episcopacy.
They were, most of them, orthodox as to the
Trinity. But they resented the claim of the State
to fetter their consciences by formule, and, unlike
the Scottish Presbyterians who bound themselves
by the Westminster Confession, the one distin-
guishing mark of the English Presbyterians was a
repudiation of all formal creeds. Did they not
in 1719 place it on record that they *saw no
Reason to think that a Declaration in other Words
than those of Scripture would serve the Cause of
Peace and Truth ” ?

But though Michael Maurice came of this
11
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Puritan stock, he was not himself a man of great
force of character. As the son of an *‘ orthodox ™
Dissenting minister he had been sent to Hoxton
Academy, where he came under the influence of
Unitarian professors. There he unlearned the
robust ¢ tolerance > of the Puritan divines, who
would have each man search the Scriptures for
himself and believe as God and His Word should
guide him, and he did not learn the larger * toler-
ance,”’ or charity, which gladly acknowledges the
right to differ. At least he never learned it with
regard to his own family.

Religion and religious discussion seem to have
been the very life-breath of the household. Mrs.
Maurice, the daughter of a Yarmouth merchant,
had brought her husband some KEast Anglian
property. They lived at first near Beccles, but in
1801 they removed to the fine old manor house
of Normanstone close to the sea near Lowestoft.
There Frederick was born. An elder brother,
William, had died of croup, and the mother’s grief
was such that she could never utter his name. But
she cherished with ‘ peculiar tenderness’ the
child who came to replace him—so Frederick
himself records. There were three elder daughters,
Elizabeth, Mary, and Anne, and four younger ones,
Emma, DPriscilla, and the twins Esther and
Lucilla ; and from about 1806 onwards an orphan
nephew and niece, Edmund and Anne Hurry,
made their home also at Normanstone, together
with, as a rule, some fifteen or twenty pupils.
These were the sons of * orthodox ”’ Dissenters,
but also of serious members of the English Church ;
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for Michael Maurice had a considerable reputation
not only for piety but for learning.

The girls of the family were ardently religious.
The Unitarianism they had learned from their
father became with them of a dogmatic and
aggressive type. When not much over ten and
twelve years old they converted a young governess
of more ‘‘ orthodox” dissenting views, who had
come to take charge of their education, and they
continued intolerant of any other creed until,
in 1814, the illness and death of Edmund Hurry
and the influence of a Moravian lady over his
sister brought about a great change. Anne Hurry
had at first refused to marry William Hardcastle,
one of Mr. Maurice’s pupils, because he did not
share her Unitarian views ; but she was now won
over to a belief in Christ and after her marriage
carried Elizabeth Maurice with her. Anne Maurice
followed, and the two sisters, once so staunch in
Unitarianism, were now equally stern and set in
Calvinistic Christianity.

They acquainted their father of the change in
their views by letter, even though they were living
under his roof. Anne was the spokeswoman. “ We
do not think it consistent with the duty we owe
to God to attend a Unitarian place of worship.”
Nor, she added, could they any longer consent to
take the Communion with him. The father
answered, also by letter: ‘ The sensation your
letter has excited in my mind is beyond my powers
to describe. 1 am totally unable to answer it.
May God enable me to perform my duty! I
certainly was unprepared for such a stroke.”
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So true is it that the last to be aware of a soul
drama are they of the same household !

Mary Maurice soon joined her sisters; but an
even more poignant defection was to follow. The
mother, who throughout had shown a finer
perception of the true state of the case and a
prouder independence of the world’s opinion than
her husband, writes to him ten months later:
“Though I lament our children’s opinions on
account of the sorrow you feel, I cannot bring my
mind to regret them, whilst I see that they are
influential in producing good fruits. . . . With
respect to your ability as a minister being
diminished by what has taken place, I cannot
believe it will be so. If a minister has no motive
but the good of his hearers, no persons or circum-
stances prevent his being useful.” Probably,
unconsciously to himself, Michael Maurice really
had other motives. It takes a man of uncommon
strength of mind not to suffer in his personal
pride, when there are dissenters in his own house-
hold. And, little as they seem to recognise it,
men are as a rule far more susceptible to the good
opinion of the world than the majority of women.

A year later (1817) Mrs. Maurice became
“ sufficiently convinced that she had before made
to herself a most false god, and that she had never
worshipped the God revealed in the Scriptures.”
She hesitated to grieve her husband further;
but in 1819, “led by the prospect of death,” she
wrote down a statement of her change of views.
She recovered, and he never saw it. In 1821,
however, she asked him, again in writing, how,
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with least pain to him, she could attend other public
worship than his. The division was complete.

She begged for a reply by letter. It seems
characteristic of this extraordinary family that,
though occupied continually with the things of
the Spirit, they were unable to commune with
one another except on paper. One cannot but
sympathise with Michael Maurice when he ex-
postulates with his wife for not speaking to him,
though one can also understand her shrinking
from ‘a discussion with one * somewhat hasty in
temper and impatient of opposition,” as his son
has described him. Still a household, which used
the post as the ordinary means of communication
between the dining-room and the study, can
scarcely have been an easy one to live in. Michael
Maurice may well have despaired of the future of
his family life.

His daughters seem to have believed them-
selves persecuted, though what they suffered,
except the sight of their father’s gloom and
depression, is by no means clear. He had laid
down certain conditions as regards the younger
children (Frederick was only ten when the domestic
trouble began) ; but he did not interfere with the
elder ones. Here is his own statement to his
wife: ‘“I may be blamed, as I have been, for not
interfering with the elder branches, and when they
were seeking advice from others not inquiring
why I was deemed unworthy of their confidence.
With regard to the younger . . . I will require
their attendance on my ministrations and their
assembling at my domestic altar till they can
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assign a satisfactory reason for their own separa-
tion. I have the painful, the afflicting prospect
from all they see and hear, that they will follow
the steps of those who may one day feel the anguish
I now feel.”

He was right. In the end they all forsook his
creed, and it says much for the goodness of heart
and piety of his daughters that they never forsook
him or his hearth. They continued to help him
in his work amongst the peor and to educate their
younger sisters. Indeed, the trust reposed in
them not to influence the religious convictions of
the younger children seems to have been both
absolute and justified. Frederick’s secular and
religious education up to the end of his school
years remained in the hands of his father.

But the boy undoubtedly suffered ; how could
it be otherwise ? “ These years-were to me years
of moral confusion and contradiction. I had none
of the freedom . . . ;’° he left the MS. unfinished,
but the end can easily be supplied. ‘‘ None of the
freedom of happy unquestioning boyhood ; none
of the open confidence which there should be
between mother and son; none of the peace of a
household at one.” His mother, convinced that
* Calvinism is true,” was yet unconvinced of her
own election to salvation. She longed that her
boy should have the blessing of assurance; she
ardently desired also that he should become a
minister of ‘‘the everlasting Gospel.” And he
felt, and was troubled by, her unspoken wish, by
the conflicting ardours all around him, though
the impossibility of communicating with one so
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inarticulate in her religion threw him back for
sympathy upon the invalid sister, Emma, who
became his closest and dearest companion.

% * * % *

Such was the background of a boyhood spent
in the country and by the sea, yet with a more than
eighteenth-century disregard of the education of
out-door life and an entire absence of any attempt
to awaken and train the imagination. ‘I never
knew the note of a single bird, nor watched the
habits of any one. . . . From fictions of all kinds,
modern or romantic, I was carefully guarded.
Miss Edgeworth’s Parents’ Assistant was the only
story book, I think, which ever came into my
hands as a child ; afterwards, I was allowed her
Moral and Popular Tales. . . .1 took great
interest in a heavy and undoubtedly a somewhat
narrow book, Neal's History of the Puritans. . . .
1 cannot be sure that, along with some dryness
and poverty of fancy, I did not gain in this way a
certain craving for realities.” Still, in later life,
he told Kingsley that he felt himself ‘“a hard
Puritan almost incapable of enjoyment, though
1 try to feel no grudge against those who have that
which my conscience tells me it is not a virtue but
a sin to want.”

It was, indeed, an arid bringing up. It is
impossible not to be reminded, with Mr. Masterman,
of a contemporary instance and to recall John
Stuart Mill’s sad confession: ‘I never was a boy,
never played at cricket ; it is better to let Nature
have her own way.” But the boy, Maurice, was a
born metaphysician ; his proper home was in the

c
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world of ideas. This is the keynote of so much
that perplexed his friends and disciples in after
life. When he was found fighting first on the
side of Pusey and demanding subscription to
formule, then on the side of Ward against the
attempts of Convocation to set limits to orthodoxy,
or when he championed Chartists and co-operators
and then turned round and fought republican
doctrines on the ground of the divine ordination
of kingship and aristocracy, there were many
who called him inconsistent. But what he saw
always was the good, the divine element in every
cause, whatever dross might be clinging to it.
And he could only live and breathe in the purer
air of a higher consistency, where contradictories
were resolved into unity, and debate gave way
to a single-minded passion for the freedom of the
knowledge of God.

He was by no means conscious of his bent to
philosophy until many years later. No boy of
first-rate ability, no budding genius, was ever
more diffident and self-distrustful. His family
were now living at Frenchay, near Bristol, and in
closer touch with social movements such as the
anti-Slavery agitation. His letters to his sisters
give details about public meetings, about the
beginnings of the Bible Society; but there is
little about his own aspirations, though a boy
friend recalls that, before either of them were
fifteen, they had put their names to this resolu-
tion: “We pledge each other to endeavour to
distinguish ourselves in after life, and to promote
as far as lies in our power the good of mankind.”
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But, as he has himself recorded, his chief desire
was for unity. * This has haunted me all my
life through ; I have never been able to substitute
any desire for that . . . I not only believe in the
Trinity in Unity . . . but, strange as it may
seem, I owe the depth of this belief in a great
measure to my training at home.” From the
very effort to understand the reasons for denying
the doctrine of the Trinity, he learned to see in it
the mystic symbol of a greater Unity.
* * * -k *

His first ambition was for the Bar ; his second
for literature. In the meantime he begged his
father to allow him to go to Cambridge, and in
October, 1823, he entered Trinity College. Stiff
and formal in manner, a home-bred youth and
reared in a narrow circle, he had even more of the
freshman’s shyness to get over than an average
undergraduate. And he seems to have been
entirely unaware of the unusual impression he
created. ‘‘The greatest mind since Plato,” wrote
Julius Hare, one of his teachers. “1I spent my
time in picking up pebbles beside the ocean of
Maurice’s genius,” said Carlyle’s friend, John
Sterling, Maurice’s favourite companion in his
college days and the chief inspirer, with him, of
the life and discussions of the ‘ Apostles’ Club.”
His originality of thought made him an acknow-
ledged leader, but this prominence was thrust
upon him. He never all through his life put
himself forward, except when persecution and
injustice had to be fought, or obloquy to be courted
and diverted from others,
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After six terms at Trinity he moved across to
Trinity Hall, the recognised Law College. He
passed out with a first-class in Civil Law; but he
could take no degree without subscribing to the
Thirty-Nine Articles of the Church of England, and,
though by that time he was well on the way to
accepting the Church’s creed, he could not endure
that the development of his opinions “ might be
influenced in the slightest degree by any con-
sideration of worldly intérest.” So he left Cam-
bridge without a degree and betook himself to
London and literature.

His father had wanted him to be a Unitarian
minister; but he felt a distaste for the prospect, not
only because of his changing opinions. He says
himself that it was due to ‘‘ something of disgust
from what I saw of the class,” and that it was
intermingled with: “a leaven of vanity and
flunkeyism.” So little of these qualities did he
ever exhibit in later life that it seems fairer to
attribute the distaste to a dislike of narrowness
and to the drawing he felt “ towards the anti-
Unitarian side . . . because Unitarianism seemed
to my boyish logic incoherent and feeble.” But
he liked no better the tone of the Liberals of the
school of Bentham and Mill, with whom he and
Sterling consorted in London. Infidelity was
contrary to his every inclination, and in his
articles for the Athencum, both as contributor
and later as editor, he combines Radicalism in
politics with reverence for religion and champion-
ship of religious men.

His father, who had put a good deal of money
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into Spanish bonds, was ruined by the destruction
of the Spanish Constitutional Party in 1828. The
divisions in his household and his own failing health
made pupils no longer possible. Frederick was
making little in journalism—indeed, the paper
was not paying its way. Something had to be
done. The family, now in Southampton, moved
into a smaller house. The elder daughters took
situations. And Frederick, depressed and at a
loss for the future, decided to write a novel! It
is difficult not to smile; but he was very serious
about it and, in a long visit home at Christmas,
communicated his seriousness to his sister Emma.
She, very wisely, encouraged the project, chiefly
as a cure for dissipation of energies, and many
of the last months of her brave and suffering life
were spent in studying his illegible sheets, whilst
Mrs. Maurice copied them out for him.

A pre-Victorian novel was no light undertaking.
Did not Clarissa Harlowe extend to nine volumes ?
Maurice’s Eustace Conway finally saw the light as
a ‘ three-decker;” but it was originally five-
volume-length, and took him more than a year to
write. It is an ingenuous production, combining
an intense seriousness with scenes of abduction
and murder, which recall The Mysteries of Udolpho.
But, characteristically, the hero is a self-distruster,
who struggles through error to the light, and the
chief love interest turns on the devotion of a
sister to a brother. Still those who hold that
every one has in him the stuff for one novel, and
that a self-revealing one, will be disappointed in
Eustace Conway. Tt is not a psychological
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document, and it is difficult to understand why
Coleridge should have spoken of it * with very
high and almost unmingled admiration,” except
that it contained the character of Fanny Rumbold,
a weird, uncanny little creature, who might appeal
to the author of Christabel. TFor the rest it brought
its author a welcome £100 from Colburn, the
publisher ; it caused him to be specially toasted
at the ¢ Apostles’ Club; > and it very nearly got
him into a row with Captain Marryat, whose name
he had innocently given to a character, * repre-
sented in no amiable colours,” as that irascible
gentleman complained.
* %* * * *

Before the novel had appeared Maurice took a
decision more serious than his attempt at fiction.
He had long been turning towards the Church of
England ; he now determined to return to the
university with a view to reading for Holy Orders.
This time he chose Oxford, chiefly as a self-
imposed discipline, for, as he writes to Julius Hare,
who had given a glowing testimonial to his scholar-
ship, he believes its ‘ barren orthodoxy ” will
check his own tendency to ‘looseness and in-
coherency ” in his speculations and serve as a
“penance for my self-sufficiency.” He entered
at Exeter College, an undergraduate of very
narrow means and above the usual age; but he
was allowed to count his terms at Cambridge and
so to shorten the period for his Oxford degree.

Oxford seems to have left little permanent
mark on him. The lingering illness and death of
his sister Emma made the period a sad one in his
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life. He was much straitened for money, though
this fact drew out the kindness of his tutors—
especially Dr. Jacobson, afterwards Bishop of
Chester—and proved their appreciation of him.
He made some friends amongst able men—Mr.
Gladstone recalled walks and talks with him ;
but his heart was with his sister, and all his spare
time was spent by her sick bed. Perhaps this is
why he came out, contrary to the expectation of
his tutors, with only a second-class in the Michael-
mas class-list of 1831.

Emma had died in July. Three months earlier
Frederick had been baptised into the English
Church. It was a bitter blow to his father, who,
for all his Unitarian opinions, had himself so far
followed the * orthodox * tradition that he always
baptised ‘‘ in the name of the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Ghost.” ‘ Why, sir,”
retorted a more robust dissenter, * as I understand
you, you must consider that you baptise in the
name of an abstraction, a man, and a metaphor !
Perhaps some such feeling actuated Frederick
Maurice, or perhaps it was only that he wished to
testify openly to his belief in the Three Persons
of the Trinity. Two years later (1833) he went
to Lympsham to obtain his title for Holy Orders
as curate to Mr. Stephenson, the incumbent.

* * *® f & *

Maurice was now twenty-seven, All his life
up to this year had been preparation. Much of
it had been marked by apparent weakness and
wavering, the result no doubt of religious dissension
at home acting upon a sensitive organisation which
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dreaded to be led into grieving others by any
assertion of difference, possibly due to self-will.
But, the decision once taken, there was no looking
back. Henceforth his life was a life of action,
whether in the region of thought or in that of
social reform.

The thirty-eight years of his ministry cover an
eventful period in the history of the English
Church. And he did much to make it more
eventful. The Oxford movement had just begun.
Keble had the previous year preached his famous
sermon on ‘‘ National Apostasy.” The struggle
to revive Catholic doctrine and practice ; the set-
back which followed Newman’s secession; the
efforts of obscurantist bishops and the religious
press, by a series of prosecutions, to define the
Church’s tenets and to rid her of heresy; the
beginnings of the Higher Criticism ; the rise of the
Broad Church party, all these in turn called for
Maurice’s intervention. He was an ardent con-
troversialist with a passion for justice. He was
no less ardent a champion of the cause of the poor
and oppressed. He took an active part in the
working-class movement for reform, and was one
of the first amongst men of his own degree of
education to espouse the Chartist cause. And
throughout he was a teacher with a message to
deliver, and it was his single-minded desire to
. deliver it which led him into conflict and con-
troversy. *‘‘ Judge not,” to him meant, not only
“ Refrain yourself from judging,” but * Strive
with all your might and main to prevent others
from passing hasty judgments.”
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He must be studied under these three aspects,
as controversialist, as teacher, and as social re-
former. But the three are really one, a man
filled with a burning consciousness of the God
whom to know is Life Eternal, striving to bring
home to his fellow men that, whether they willed
it or no, they were born citizens of Christ’s
kingdom, and that to the reality of this ideal
fellowship the Church bears continual witness.

The Church, yes, but not the parties within it.
He had an undying hatred of parties and systems,
which makes it, perhaps, the stranger that his
first plunge into religious controversy was on the
side of Dr. Pusey and in defence of ‘‘ Subscription
no Bondage.” There was a movement in the
Liberal party towards abolishing the necessity
of subscribing to the Articles of the Church at
the universities. The Tractarians were alarmed.
Maurice, too, was alarmed. because he saw in the
Articles an impersonal standard of faith, which he
regarded as a safeguard against the tyrannous
rule of parties or individuals. He believed that
the sixteenth century, which drew them up, was
characterised by greater sanity of judgment in
religious matters than his own troubled time, and
he thought that the Articles should be valued for
their positive quality as a groundwork, a starting
point for thought. Indeed, he went so far as to
say that *“if used for the purposes of study and
not as terms of communion for Churchmen
generally, they might contribute to the recon-
ciliation of what was positive in all Christian
sects.” In a word they were declaratory, not
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exhaustive; a mode of expression, not a binding
limitation. —

The weakness of such a paradox lay in its
interpreters.  Maurice, with his metaphysical
honesty, was capable of so signing the Articles
and yet never pressing them against an opponent.
But what Newman, with his subtlety, could make
of such an interpretation, he was soon to show in
Tract XC. And, indeed, Maurice himself later in
life came to see that the Articles meant to the
majority of those who signed them, not a starting-
point for thought, but a renunciation of the right
to think. The Liberals, he owned in 1870, were
right in regarding subscription as tending to dis-
honesty, if made an absolute condition for a degree,
or a step to preferment in the Church.

He went no further with the Tractarians.
Pusey’s tracts on baptism completed his alienation
from them. To Maurice baptism was an affirma-
tion of a membership of the Kingdom of Christ,
which had always existed, an outward acknowledg-
ment of an inalienable spiritual heritage. To
Pusey the sacrament of baptism wrought upon the
recipient a change of nature, a real regeneration,
which could, however, be lost by sin and needed to
be recovered by repentance. Maurice would never
have denied regeneration; but he pressed the
analogy as proving his view, asking if the infant
at birth did undergo change of nature, and did not
rather emerge into conditions pre-existing for all
mankind. It is only fair to say that the language
of the Church Catechism—* a death unto sin and
a new birth unto righteousness; for being by
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nature born in sin and the children of wrath, we
are hereby made the children of grace ’—does to
the plain man seem to signify much what Pusey
thought it did. But it must also be acknowledged
that Maurice is right when he urges that the fact
of redemption exists independently of the know-
ledge or acceptance of it, just as the Divine Light
lighteneth every man that cometh into the world.

It was the spirit of Puseyism more than the
letter with which Maurice could never have
sympathised, the desire to keep mankind in leading
strings and to perpetuate childhood. He himself
recorded many years afterwards the misery which
the tract caused him, and described how in the
autumn of 1835 he went for a long walk out of
London, carrying it with him, until, as he went
along, it became more and more clear to him that
this tract represented all that he did not think
and did not believe. At last he sat down upon a
gate ““ in the open fields of Clapham > and decided
that here must be the parting of the ways. He
published a tract of his own on baptism, which
concluded, “ We will not in this solemn matter
give place to these doctors in subjection, no, not
for an hour.” And Dr. Pusey dismissed him as a
““ self-deceiver,” who from henceforth was to be
consistently opposed.

* * * . % *

The outward circumstances of his life were
changing during these critical years. Trom
Lympsham he had very soon gone to Bubbenhall,
near Leamington, where he was curate in sole
charge for two years. Thence he had passed on
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to London, becoming chaplain to Guy’s Hospital,
a position better suited to him than preaching to
farmers and agricultural labourers, ‘“most of
whom have not a notion beyond their teams.”
Whilst at Bubbenhall he had begun to write the
article on ““ Moral and Metaphysical Philosophy ”’
for the Encyclopedia Metropolitana, which was to
develop into his life-work. But London would
provide him with equal leisure and a more stimu-
lating environment, and he welcomed the change,
though his natural despondency was deepened by
the sight of so much suffering and by continual
pondering over the problem of its connexion with
sin. In later years he maintained that suffering
was a high calling, an ordination, and that the
sufferer was indeed ‘“ a priest unto God ; ”” but he
could not always in the years at Guy’s lay fast
hold on this consoling faith.

In 1837 he married Anna Barton, whose sister
was the wife of his friend, John Sterling, and her
bright sympathy and buoyant encouragement—
“ making home more delightful than any other
society could be’—had an extraordinarily tran-
quillising and strengthening effect. She seems to
have been a rare spirit, ““the most transparently
truthful person I ever knew,” said one friend, * the
most fresh and informal.” Full of brightness and
humour, yet ‘the most unselfish person I ever
- conversed with . . . one of the truest and noblest
of God’s children,” as the bereaved husband wrote
when, after eight years of happiness, she died,
leaving him with two young children. But whilst
he still had her, the circle of his activities had



FREDERICK DENISON MAURICE 29

extended. He had become Professor of English
Literature at King’s College, and editor of the
Educational Magazine, though he had refused
Hare’s suggestion that he should be a candidate
for the Preachership at Lincoln’s Inn, where later,
as chaplain, he was to exercise so great and
enduring an influence.
* * * * *

In 1844, about a year before his wife’s death,
came the second of his great controversies, that
with Convocation at Oxford on its treatment of
W. G. Ward. Mr. Ward, a Balliol tutor, who
had defended Newman’s famous Tract XC.,
published 7'he Ideal of a Christian Church Con-
sidered, further attacking the Thirty-Nine Articles
and maintaining that he and others were entitled
to put their own interpretation on them. Such
a view was most distasteful to Maurice, who always
upheld that the Articles “ were drawn up by
honest men for an honest purpose.” But when
the Oxford Heads of Houses appointed a Com-
mittee of Doctors to sit in judgment on the book,
and proposed to take the vote of Convocation,
Maurice felt that liberty of thought was seriously
threatened. He felt it all the more because of his
‘ exceeding reverence for the Articles,” which he
looked upon as * an invaluable charter protecting
us against a system which once enslaved and might
enslave us again; protecting us also against
Records and Times newspapers, and Bishops of
Exeter and Heads of Houses. Without the
Articles we should be at the mercy of one or other
of these, or be trampled upon by all in succession.”
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He writes in great anxiety to his friend Arthur
(afterwards Dean) Stanley : “Is it really possible
that all past experience of the futility of such
proceedings is quite lost upon the Heads of Houses ?
Of course there is nothing which Ward would more
earnestly desire than that his opponents should be
betrayed into such an act of madness, His book
will be circulated, his opinions will be felt to have
merited persecution, the ample ground he has for
complaint of England and its Church, will seem
to be indefinitely enlarged.” And again, to Julius
Hare: “1I could hardly believe the story; it
seemed so strange an attempt to give a rather
unsaleable volume circulation and at the same time
so audacious an introduction of a censorship into
our English schools. . . . I do not know any
persons less fit than the Oxford Dons to exercise
such a jurisdiction as they have claimed for
themselves.”

The statute to be submitted to Convocation
declared Mr. Ward not to have subscribed to the
Articles in good faith, proposed to deprive him
of his degree, and was intended to enable the
Vice-Chancellor to call at any time upon any
member of the University to declare that in signing
the Articles he took them in the sense in which
“from his soul ”” he believed they were originally
composed and were now imposed.

The fetters to be thus forged for free thought
were only too obvious. Samuel Wilberforce, who
had considerable influence with Maurice, wrote:
* Do send me your judgment on the whole question.
I think that the Church has rather a right to the
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service of your pen in the matter, remembering
Subscription mo Bondage.” Maurice replied to
the challenge in two pamphlets, urging that no
one could make the declaration required by the
Statute unless he were convinced that every word
in the Articles still meant to him exactly what it
meant to the Reformers.

Wow the Seventh Article begins: ‘The Old
Testament is not contrary to the New, for both in
the Old and New Testament everlasting life
(ceterna vita) is offered to Mankind by Christ. .. .”
But, says Maurice—

“ Though this I steadfastly believe . . . I am by
no means certain that the Reformers would have given
that precise force to the words  eternal life,” upon which
my construction of the Article turns. I do not feel sure
that they might not have been willing to take the words
¢ future state’ as a synonym of the words ° eternal life.’
If the Article had been drawn up in the eighteenth
century, there would have been no doubt about the
question ; one phrase would certainly have been looked
upon as a perfect equivalent for the other.”

To this point we must presently return; it
contains the whole theory of development, and
was vital for Maurice’s future. Maurice felt
deeply that, if the statute went through—

“ All Christian liberty, all manly divinity, and, I believe,
also all honesty of purpose is in peril. . . . If Heads of
Houses may sit in judgment on Ward’s book to-day,
they may try Buckland for his geology to-morrow. . . .
And all this because a fellow of Balliol has turned Jesuit,
and because it is thought desirable to make him a
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martyr and the idol of all the undergraduates. And,
meantime, the real sin of Ward is lost sight of . . . that
he solemnly assents and consents to a document which he
believes to be a base and dishonest one, and that in the
most awful acts of his life.”

Ward made unscrupulous use of Maurice’s
protest by quoting it to Convocation as justifica-
tion for his own assertion that others beside him-
self signed the Articles in a non-natural sense.
The plea did not save him He was deprived of
his degree. But the clause enabling the Vice-
Chancellor to exact the new declaration was with-
drawn, and liberty so far triumphed. A few
months later Ward and a greater than he, the
author of Tract XC., seceded to the Church of

Rome.
* * * * *

Maurice was now drawing near to the crisis of
his life. So far he was not “ suspect ” of heresy
by any but the Oxford School. Indeed, in 1846 he
added on the Professorship of Theology at King’s
College to that of Literature, he was appointed
Boyle Lecturer by the Archbishop of York and the
Bishop of London, and Warburton Lecturer by the
Archbishop of Canterbury. He also became chap-
lain of Lincoln’s Inn. All this fresh work obliged
him to give up Guy’s Hospital, and he took a
house in Queen Square, Bloomsbury. His educa-
tional activities increased. He inaugurated a
committee of examination for testing the qualifica-
tions of women teachers; out of this committee
grew Queen’s College, Harley Street, and the
whole movement for the higher education of
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women. He also plunged into the troubled waters
of social unrest with his pamphlets on Politics
for the People, and he inaugurated the Christian
Socialist movement.

In 1849 he married Miss Georgina Hare, half-
sister to Julius Hare, his life-long friend. She
had been a friend of his first wife and proved a true
second mother to his boys. His home life was
happy. His social activities were increasing.
The “ prophetic breakfasts,” as his friends called
them, in Queen Square came to be rallying grounds
for people of note who sought his acquaintance.
He had started a Bible class at the request of
Mr. Ludlow and a few other disciples, which
included clergy, doctors, architects, engineers and
members of other learned professions. And he
was putting more and more zeal and learning into
his King’s College lectures and discussions.

Much of his best thought was drawn out by
this Socratic method, by hearing and answering
questions. And most of his literary work took
the form of sermons or letters to inquirers, after-
wards worked up into essays. These he collected
and published, as occasion seemed to call for them ;
and in this way there appeared in 1853 the Theo-
logical Essays. Then the storm, which had long
been brewing, broke on his head in full fury.

Dr. Jelf, the Principal of King’s College, had
for some time been uneasy because Maurice had
allied himself with Kingsley (“‘ Parson Lot *’) and
Ludlow, and had inspired the beginnings of the
co-operative movement. Not that even Dr. Jelf
could regard co-operation as un-Christian ; still

D
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were not some of the co-operators  atheists’ ?
Even before this Maurice had been a champion of
unpopular causes and the object of abuse from the
religious newspapers. He himself gloried in the
abuse and lost no opportunity of testifying in
season and out of season against the dangerous
tyranny of the heretic-hunting press. Indeed,
as R. H. Hutton says of him, he tilted against it
like a spiritual knight-errant fighting in the wars
of the Lord. But his timorous Principal feared
lest the College should be compromised by the
militancy of its Professor of Theology and the bad
company he kept.

As early as 1848 Jelf made his first remon-
strance, when Maurice was supporting the claim of
the Jews to be admitted to Parliament. Maurice
speaks of the remonstrance lightly in a letter to
Hare : —

“I will send you Dr. Jelf’s letter to-morrow, It is
not at all harsh, and threatens nothing. I wrote him a
very long answer, telling him that I had written my
different pamphlets partly because I was professor at
King’s College, thinking it the business of a college to
lift up its voice against every such suppression of
opinion, but that I had taken pains by putting my name
and adopting very eccentric opinions that my writing
should not be mistaken for his or the bishop’s ! ”

In the following year the religious papers were
again in full cry after Maurice, and poor Dr. Jelf
was seriously disturbed. His Professor had
apparently the approval of the Archbishops, and
yet he was clearly anathema to a large part.of the
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religious world. He tried to bring Maurice to book
by writing him a letter containing a series of
questions with regard to his attitude to ecclesi-
astical parties and received from Maurice a
detailed reply, winding up with an assurance that
he regarded the Creeds, the Liturgy and the
Articles as the tests of orthodoxy, and the Bible
as the key to all other studies.

For the time Jelf had no alternative but to
profess himself satisfied, though he was much
upset by the controversy. ‘I am afraid,” writes
Maurice to Miss Hare :—

it has done my good friend Dr. Jelf more harm than
me. He is ill in bed, and I am afraid I have some of
his nervous feelings to answer for. One is sorry to be
the cause of keeping nervous people in a fever, but that
comes of their inviting such dangerous explosive re-
formers to enter their quiet orthodox schools. . . . I
think on the whole he likes me . . . with a fair, reason-
able Anglican middle-way sort of liking ; and I have no
notion that he will ever throw me off rudely or harshly.”

But Maurice reckoned without Jelf's respect
for the opinion of his world. The co-operative
movement was making headway. The name
Christian Socialism ” had been introduced. The
strongholds of Conservatism took alarm. In
September, 1851, Croker, who by this time had
ceased to be editor of the Quarterly but had still
a right to insert certain articles, made a violent
attack upon the pamphlets and publications of
Maurice and Kingsley under the heading ¢ Re-
volutionary Literature,”” After quoting a Times
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article which referred to various pamphlets, not
by Maurice or his friends, as advocating murder,
spoliation, the dissolution of marriage, and the
doctrine that obedience to law is slavery, the
writer continues : —

“Incredible as it may appear, there is, it
seems, a clique of educated and clever but way-
ward-minded men—the most prominent among
them, two clergymen of the Church of England—
who from, as it seems, a morbid craving for
notoriety or a crazy straining after paradox, have
taken up the unnatural and unhallowed task of
preaching . . . not indeed such open undisguised
Jacobinism and jacquerie as we have just been
quoting, but, under the name of Christian
Socialism, the same doctrines in a form not the
less dangerous for being less honest.”” And he
goes on to mention Maurice and Kingsley by name,
as though their pamphlets advocated the revolu-
tionary atheism they were specially out to combat.

The result might have been foreseen. In
November Dr. Jelf writes to Maurice : * After the
last meeting of the (King’s College) Council, just
as the members were departing, a conversation
arose, in the course of which great uneasiness was
expressed about you. The immediate occasion
of the discussion was the article in the Quarterly ;
but what was said referred not so much to the
article itself —which few had read—as to the un-
comfortable feeling . . . manifesting itself in
various quarters.” This * feeling >’ Dr. Jelf had
been requested to express, and he goes on to say
that he must speak plainly, at any rate about
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Mr. Kingsley : ‘I confess that I have rarely met
with a more reckless and dangerous writer. His
mode of using Scripture is, to my mind, indescrib-
ably irreverent.” Judge then of the Principal’s
agitation when he sees Maurice’s name * on large
placards in inky characters in Fleet Street ” side
by side with that of Kingsley, whom the Guardian
says ‘“is avowedly associated (and paraded on a
placard) with several notorious infidels,” one of
whom seems to have delivered a funeral oration
‘“ over an infidel adulteress, in which he speaks of
the ¢ distorted memory of our own Paine.” ”

Poor Dr. Jelf ! 1t is impossible not to feel for
him and his horror at the placards, especially when
he urges plaintively that Mr. Maurice * will be
identified with Mr. Kingsley, and Mr. Kingsley is
identified with Mr. Holyoake, and Mr. Holyoake
is identified with Tom Paine. There are only
three links between King’s College and the author
of The Rights of Man ™ !

Of course the Guardian had either been mis-
informed, or was deliberately misrepresenting ;
Maurice had no difficulty in dissociating Kingsley
from Holyoake and breaking down the three links.
But he courted a fuller examination. Dr. Jelf
had ended his letter by urging Maurice * to take
prompt and decisive action to vindicate your
character. . . . It may not be too late. But the
Council is thoroughly alarmed, and unless you are
prepared to allay their just apprehensions, the
best advice which your most sincere friend could
give you would be to resign your office without
delay.”
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Maurice naturally refused. ‘I cannot resign
my office while such insinuations are current
respecting me. I should be unworthy to be a
minister of the English Church if I took such a
step. I ask for a full examination.” A clerical
sub-Committee of the Council was therefore
appointed to go into the question. It absolved
Maurice of any theological unsoundness, recognised
his high motives in promoting Christian Socialism,
but regretted that his namé had been mixed up
with publications by other writers “of very
questionable tendency.” There the matter rested
for a time.

But only for a time. The just appre-
hensions ” of the Council were but little allayed.
Maurice felt himself impelled more and more to
plain speaking. From all sides evidence was
pouring in upon him of the prevalence of unbelief.
He could not doubt that the Church was at fault,
and in no point so much as in her teaching about
everlasting reward and punishment. And she
was at fault just in proportion as she had failed to
understand, or had departed from, Christ’s own
explicit statement:  This is Life Eternal, that
they might know Thee the only true God, and
Jesus Christ whom Thou hast sent.”

The Reformers had been wiser than their
successors, Having inserted an Article on Ever-
- lasting Punishment in the first Forty-two they
omitted it in the later Thirty-nine. They would not
dogmatise upon the subject. But later divines
insisted upon dogmatising, with deplorable results.
“ We have the testimony of persons very competent
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to speak, from the extent and variety of their
experience . . . that multitudes of the upper
classes are scared into infidelity » by such dogma-
tising, whilst—“as many clergymen in metro-
politan parishes know ”—it provides * some
of the most plausible and effective arguments
against Christianity to those who lecture among
the lower classes.”” On the one hand men are
escaping to Rome because purgatory is more
merciful than the Anglican hell ; on the other hand
men of heart and conscience are declaring, with
John Stuart Mill, that if they must recognise as
good a Being who could sentence them to hell,
to hell they will choose to go.

To Maurice, the Greek scholar and the Platonist,
it was abundantly clear that the Greek word aidvios
is wrongly rendered by ‘ everlasting,” because the
English word introduces the idea of duration,
totally absent from the Greek. ‘‘ Eternal,” he says,
‘“is a key-word of the New Testament. To draw
our minds from the temporal, to fix them on the
eternal, is the very aim of the divine economy. . . .
How dangerous to introduce the notion of duration
into a word from which Our Lord has deliberately
excluded it!” To his philosophical mind there
was no difficulty in regarding time as only a mode
of human cognition whilst life belonged to the
world of Ideas, those pure substances which Plato
conceived of as existing in a region penetrable
only by the higher reason, not to be apprehended
by the lower intelligence.

It might be urged that such a philosophy could
not be grasped by unlearned and ignorant men,



40 FREETHINKERS OF THE XIXTH CENTURY

and that to them the doctrine of reward and
punishment appealed. But Maurice would have
none of an esoteric philosophy for the few and a
popular theology to keep the people in subjection.
The truth could be put in simple words. * The
spiritual world is not subject to temporal con-
ditions. This is no discovery of philosophers.
Every peasant knows it as well as Newto'".”
Eternal life and eternal death are states which
exist now; they have nothing to do with the
doctrine of future reward or punishment. Eternal
life is to know God; eternal death is to be
ignorant of Him. But God exists, independently
of the knowing subject; and who dare limit
His power to open the eyes of the blind ? 1T feel
there is an abyss of Death into which I may sink
and be lost. Christ’s Gospel reveals an abyss of
Love below that; I am content to be lost in
that.”

The Theological Essays were primarily ad-
dressed to Unitarians, and aimed at explaining to
them the doctrines of the Creed. But the book
was also Maurice’s confession of faith, the
message that he felt he had been sent to deliver.
Long before it was published he had foreseen its
effect. The Record left Jelf in no doubt as to
how the religious world would protect its hell.
In July Maurice wrote to Kingsley: “I knew
- when I wrote the sentences about eternal death
that I was writing my own sentence at King’s
College. And so it will be. Jelf is behaving very
fairly, even kindly ; but the issue is quite certain.
I hope to be shown how I may act, so that my
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tumble may involve no loss of liberty to any
English clergyman.”

In October the Council met to consider Jelf’s
correspondence with Maurice. ¢ After long and
anxious deliberation” they decided that his
opinions “ regarding the future punishment of the
wicked and the final issues of the day of judgment
are of dangerous tendency, and calculated to un-
settle the minds of the theological students of
King’s College.” They, therefore, declared that
Maurice’s further connexion with the college
“ would be seriously detrimental to its usefulness.”
An amendment, moved by Mr. Gladstone, that the
Bishop of London should be asked to appoint
competent theologians to examine Maurice’s
writings, was lost and the original motion was
carried. Maurice asked whether he should con-
tinue until the end of term, or suspend his lectures
at once. He was told that he was not to appear
again before either of his classes.

He could hardly have been treated more
harshly if he had been a moral offender. He felt
the ungraciousness more than the injustice. But
the whole proceeding was characterised by un-
seemly haste. Important members of the Council,
such as the Bishop of Lichfield and Milman, the
Dean of St. Paul’s, were absent, because they were
unaware that the matter was urgent. Their
letters were not even read to the Council, and
Mr. Gladstone said afterwards that he believed
this omission led to the refusal of further con-
sideration. But probably consideration would
have meant only postponement, not reversal of
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the decision. The omission is regrettable for the
sake of the Council’s reputation ; to Maurice it was
of small account.

His reply was full of dignity. He recognised
that he was charged with departing from the
orthodox faith, and that the Principal’s refusal to
allow him to complete his term’s teaching was
tantamount to ‘executing an ecclesiastical sen-
tence upon a convicted heretic.”” He claimed,
therefore, to be told who constituted the Principal
and Council to be ““ arbiters of the theology of the
English Church,” and he called upon the Council
““ to declare what article of our faith condemns my
teaching.” The Council did not reply ; perhaps
they could not. They merely declared the two
chairs in the college held by Mr. Maurice to be
vacant.

%* % * * *

At the age of forty-eight Maurice stood before
the world, branded as a heretic. But, being thus
lifted up, more than ever he drew men to him.
The Benchers of Lincoln’s Inn refused to allow
him to resign his chaplaincy. Addresses of
sympathy from working men, from former pupils,
even from Nonconformists, poured in upon him.
He remained unmoved at heart. “ My appeal
has been to the formularies of the Church. . . .
They cannot drive me out of the Church of
England.” He turned to the people, and for the
next seven years occupied himself mainly with
starting the Working Men’s College in Great
Ormond Street and completing his Moral and
Metaphysical Philosophy, published finally in 1861.
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One other great controversy was to draw him
from his retirement, that with Dean Mansel on
Reason and Revelation. In 1858 Mr. Mansel,
at that time one of the Oxford professors of philo-
sophy, was Bampton Lecturer at Oxford. As a
philosopher he belonged to the English sceptical
school and was strongly opposed to the Hegelian
views beginning to be prevalent in Oxford. Leslie
Stephen has claimed for him that he was the chief
founder of modern Agnosticism, a term unknown
in his day and introduced ten years later by
Huxley, but designating a philosopher who denies
on principle the possibility of absolute knowledge.

Scepticism, in the philosophical sense, has
always been a distinguishing mark of British
thought. Hume’s brilliant analysis raised it to
its highest level; the Common-sense Scottish
school of realists gave it its most prosaic expression.
With Mansel it took the insidious form of claiming
to strengthen religion by making it dependent
not on Reason but on Revelation, at the same
time denying the power of the human intellect to
attain to any immediate knowledge of God. There
has been an interesting modern parallel. Did not
Mr. Balfour, the author of 4 Defence of Philosophic
Doubt, follow it up by The Foundations of Belief,
in which, after undermining those foundations by
despairing of all philosophies, he rebuilt his
structure on the ground of Authority ?

Mansel was a clear and brilliant writer, a
logician of parts. The argument of his Bampton
Lectures, afterwards published as The Limits of
Religious Thought, is, in his own words, briefly this.
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The mental conditions which determine the char-
acter of a philosophy of religion must be the same
with those which determine the character of
philosophy in general. The problem of philosophy
in all ages has been to determine the nature of
Absolute and Infinite Existence and its relation to
relative and finite existences. A Christian, who
believes (from Revelation) that God made the
world, must believe that before that creation God
existed alone, and therefore as the One Absolute
Being. He must also believe in Him as an
Infinite Being, for the finite involves the possibility
of an Infinite. The God, therefore, who is
absolute in Himself, must also be the First Cause
in relation to his creatures.

Further, the God, demanded by our moral
and religious consciousness, must be a Person.
This involves us in contradictions, for to predicate
personality of the Absolute is at once to limit it
and bring it into relations. The limits of positive
thought, therefore, are narrower than the limits of
belief ; but the apparent contradictions are no
valid argument against the belief. They result
from the illegitimate attempt to extend reason
beyond its proper province. We may, Mansel
concludes, believe that a personal God exists ; we
may believe that He is also absolute and infinite ;
though we are unable, under our present conditions
of thought, fo conceive the manner in which the
attributes of absoluteness and infinity co-exist with
those which constitute personality.

Approaching the problem in another way, “ the
two fundamental feelings on which religious thought
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is based—the sense of Dependence and the sense
of Moral Obligation—necessarily point to a
Personal Being, who as a Free Agent can hear and
answer prayer, and as a Moral Governor is the
source and author of the moral law within us.”
Again we must make the distinction between
belief in the fact and conception of the manner.
With Leibnitz we must say ‘Il nous suffit d’un
certain ce que c’est ; mais le comment nous passe et
ne nous est point nécessaire.”

The positive knowledge which we have of
God in this life is not of His absolute nature, but
only as He is imperfectly represented by those
qualities in us, His creatures, which are analogous
to His own. Such conceptions as we have of Him
are therefore regulative, not speculative, i.e. con-
ceptions derived not from immediate perception
or intuition of the object itself, but from something
supposed more or less nearly to resemble it. Thus
to speak of God as feeling anger or pity is to
borrow from the human consciousness terms, which
express indirectly and by way of analogy certain
divine attributes. We are compelled to acquiesce,
as our highest point of positive thought, in
principles which we can only practically assume
and act upon as true. The difficulties in theology,
as in any other field of thought, arise from con-
ditions to which reason is universally subject.
When any Christian doctrine (e.g. that of eternal
punishment) is attacked as contrary to reason,
we must remember that the contradictions between
Reason and Revelation are apparent, not real ;
“for in order to know two ideas to be really con-
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tradictory, it is necessary to have a positive and
distinct conception of both as they are in them-
selves; whereas we have no such positive con-
ception of divine things per se.”

What, according to Mansel, follows from this
destructive analysis ? It follows that our con-
ceptions of the Divine Nature are ‘ merely
approximate representations, leading only to proba-
bilities.” As we have no direct experience of the
divine attributes, we cannot establish even an
inductive science of theology, far less a deductive
one, since we can attain to no positive conception
of the nature of an Absolute and Infinite Being.
“We are compelled to reason by analogy, and
analogy furnishes only probabilities.”” But there
are three distinct sources from which we may
form a judgment about the ways of God; first,
a priori, from our own moral and intellectual
consciousness ; secondly, from our experience of
how God’s providence works in the constitution
and course of nature; thirdly, from Revelation
attested by proper evidences. Where these three
agree we have moral certainty. Reason may be
fallible in matters of religion, but it is not therefore
worthless. It may serve to test evidence. But
“a Revelation tested by sufficient evidence is
superior to Reason. . . . We are bound to believe
that a Revelation given by God can never contain
anything that is really unwise or unrighteous.”
It is only our fallible Reason which leads us to so
erroneous a supposition. Where the divine origin of
the Revelation is fully established, the authority of
Reason as a criterion is reduced to the lowest point,
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1t all comes back, therefore, to a question of
Christian evidences, and Mansel denies the right
of any believer to question this or that portion
of Christian teaching as erroncous or inessential.
It must be all or nothing. And among the
doctrines cited as part of the Christian faith is
that of eternal punishment, the true meaning of
which Maurice had spent his life in trying to
elucidate and to bring into accord with men’s
highest instincts. Small wonder, therefore, that
he joined issue with a philosophy which seemed to
him so deadly, which denied any direct revelation
of God to the soul and rested all upon a historical
Revelation only too certain to be challenged. It
was no personal animosity that inspired him. He
was jealous, not for himself, but for his faith and
for the souls of the rising generation. He had
been accused of  unsettling the minds” of the
students at King’s College by preaching to them a
Gospel of hope and love. Now, tidings were
brought to him that the youth of Oxford were
crowding to listen to what seemed to him  the
most unalloyed Atheism that had been heard in
England for generations.” Here was the true
setting up of * religion ” against God. From his
youth up he had had a horror of those who sought
to set limits to knowledge, warning their hearers
“ against feeling too strongly, thinking too deeply,
lest they should find too much of the Almighty
wisdom, lest they should be too conscious of the
Almighty goodness.”

He rushed into controversy now, as always,
with a whole heart and a single mind, But he
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did not limit himself to the points at issue, and
his wrath against principles was interpreted as
hostility to persons. His invariable habit of
keeping distinct in his mind the offence from the
offender was seldom understood, and Mansel was
perhaps justified in his indignation at some of the
accusations which he thought were brought against
him. Maurice did not always express himself
very clearly. Indeed,  inappropriateness,” the
epithet applied by a critic to some of his methods,
might-often have been applied to his controversial
language. His habitual self-reproach for short-
comings of thought and deed ran like a thread of
soliloquy through his writings. R. H. Hutton
thinks that an instance occurs in this controversy,
and that a sentence directed against himself and
his own intolerance towards his friend John
Sterling’s doubts was interpreted by Mansel as
a personal accusation. “The remembrance of
hard and proud words spoken against those who
were crying out for truth will always be the
bitterest of remembrances.”” This might be an
expression of Maurice’s own remorse for failing
to recognise that all honest doubt is a sign of a
God-given yearning for truth, which He himself
has promised to satisfy by revealing Himself to
the seeker. It could not properly be applicable
to Mansel, whose whole teaching was that God
does not so reveal Himself but can only give men
“regulative” hints, rules of action, working
hypotheses concerning Himself, on which for
practical purposes they must proceed. That such a
doctrine, so far from being a defence of orthodoxy,
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would prove a deadly weapon in the hands of its
foes, the whole subsequent history of Agnosticism
was abundantly to show.

* * * * *

It was the last of Maurice's great controversies.
The later years were to bring comparative peace.
In 1860 he was appointed to the ministry of
St. Peter’s, Vere Street, in spite of the effort of the
Record to organise a protest against his institution.
When, owing to dislike for Jowett’s theological
opinions, the Senate of Oxford University withheld
his salary as Regius Professor of Greek, Maurice
wrote, “ 1 am more strong than ever on the side
of fixed laws, since I see the determination of mobs
as well as bishops and doctors to stretch preroga-
tive.”” But he took no active part in the further
controversies concerning FEssays and Reviews.

He was more personally concerned with the
trouble which arose when Bishop Colenso pub-
lished his criticism of the Pentateuch. He disliked
the book immensely and did not hide his dislike
from its author. ‘ The pain which Colenso’s
book has caused me is more than I can tell you,”
he wrote to Llewellyn Dayvies.

“I used nearly your words, ‘It is the most purely
negative criticism I ever read,” in writing to him. . . .
He seems to imagine himself a great critic and dis-
coverer, . . . I asked him whether he did not think
Samuel must have been a horrid scoundrel if he forged
a story about the I ax speaking to Moses, and to my
unspeakable surprise and terror he said, ‘ No! Many
good men had done such things. He might not mean
more than Milton meant.’ . . . He even threw out the
E
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notion that the Pentateuch might be a poem . . . and
showed that his idea of poetry was that it is something
which is not historical. And his idea of history is that
it is a branch of arithmetic.”

But, as Maurice goes on to say, he was bound to
Colenso by many ties of gratitude for support in
days of difficulty, and when it was suggested that
protest on his part might be attributed to a desire
to establish his own orthodoxy and to vindicate
his right to hold his living, he at once proposed to
resign so as to be free to speak. The unworldly
readiness was characteristic. More than once he
resigned posts, or offered to resign them, for fear
that enmity to himself might endanger friends
or causes with which he was associated. Fortu-
nately in this ¢ase he was dissuaded from beginning
life again at fifty-seven, trying ““ to turn an honest
penny by taking pupils in theology, ecclesiastical
history, or moral philosophy.”

He greatly regretted the legal action against
Colenso taken by the Bishop of Capetown, just as
he regretted the prosecutions instituted in England
against clergy for ritual offences or doctrinal errors.
But he protested with all his might against the
tyranny involved in the Puseyite attempt to make
the younger clergy sign a declaration, for the
love of God,” that they would hold certain
doctrines, whatever might be the judgment of the
Privy Council. Such a declaration meant, he
said : ** ‘Sign, or we will turn the whole force of
religious public opinion against you. Sign, or we
will starve you! Look at the Greek Professor.’
This is what is called signing ° for the love of God.’
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I accept Dr. Pusey’s own statement, tremendous
as it is. I say that the God whom we are adjured
to love under these penalties is not the God of
whom I have read in the Canonical Scriptures.”
Well might Pusey say that he and Maurice
“ worshipped different Gods.”

%* * % * *

His life was drawing towards its close. In
1866 he was elected to the Knightsbridge Pro-
fessorship of Casuistry, Moral Theology and Moral
Philosophy at Cambridge, previously held by
Grote. It was the most effective answer that
could be given to King’s College intolerance and
Oxford contempt. Maurice accepted with the
most grateful recognition the compliment paid
him by his own university. He lectured on
“ Conscience,” on ‘‘ Hope,”” on “Social Morality *’;
he continued to take a most practical interest
in educational movements; he expressed his
sympathy with the movement for female
suffrage. He entered little into controversy,
though, when Leslie Stephen identified him with
the Broad Church movement, he was impelled to
repudiate the connexion and to explain the
definiteness of his belief in the Articles and
Creeds.

His heart, during these closing years, was in
parochial work. When {failing strength obliged
him to give up the attempt to combine Sunday
preaching in Vere Street with week-day lecturing
at Cambridge, he resigned Vere Street but
accepted a small parish in Cambridge, With his
silvery white hair and almost unearthly beauty
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in old age, to many he seemed a veritable re-
incarnation of the Apostle John. ‘The most
beautiful human soul whom God has allowed me
to meet with upon earth,” wrote Kingsley.
“There is about that man fetor 7o mwabos,” said
even Thompson of Trinity. And undergraduates
turned to look after him in the street as he went
to and fro upon errands of mercy. In 1872 he
died, just as the night following Easter Day gave
way to the morning.
* # * * *

Little has been said yet of his message and
nothing of his great activity in social work. It
was his life more than his tenets which turned
many to righteousness and still more to a realisa-
tion of the worth of that liberty for which he fought.
His son’s picture of him, as R. H. Hutton says,
is that “ of a man living, and living eagerly, in
time for ends which mere creatures of time cannot
either measure or apprehend. . . . There was no
day in his life that was not chiefly lived in the light
of eternity.” As a philosopher he was interested
mainly in the history of philosophy, in the analysis
of men’s successive efforts to attain to the know-
ledge of the Divine, or so he interpreted the long
series of systems which he so carefully studied.
As a theologian he began at the other end. The
knowledge of God is possible to man because
God has revealed himself in Christ ; and Christ’s
kingdom embraces the whole earth. In opening
his eyes to this revelation, which is within him and
about him, every citizen of Christ’s kingdom may
attain to eternal life now. There is no death
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except that which consists in deliberate closing
of the eyes of the soul to this knowledge. There
can be no “ everlasting death,” since God must be
all in all.

It was a gospel of hope, and at the same time a
gospel of action. The Christ life was to be lived
now. It could only be a life of service. C. W.
Stubbs, the Dean of Ely, who regards Maurice as
“ perhaps the greatest, certainly the most typical,
theologian of the nincteenth century,” points out
that it was his restatement of the Christian
doctrine of the Incarnation, as the exaltation of
human nature, which rendered possible the great
forward movement towards social reform made
since by the Church of England. In this Maurice
anticipated by forty years the authors of Lux
Mundi and the founders of the modern Christian
Social Union.

Maurice himself always attributed to his reading
of Coleridge’s Aids to Reflection his own firm belief
in the essential divinity of man, as typified by that
“ taking of the manhood into God” which the
Athanasian Creed asserts. But he was not content
to state the doctrine of the Incarnation as an
article of faith; he wanted to translate it into
actual life as lived in the nineteenth century. To
him it meant that God has a plan for the world,
by which the perfection both of the individual and
of the race is to be accomplished ; that each age
of the world has its own contribution to make to
that plan, and can help or hinder it ; that thereis a
Christian ideal for society towards which the
world is moving.
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But when he looked abroad in °‘ the hungry
forties ”’ and saw the distress all around, the social
misery finding its voice in the Chartist agitation,
he realised that the Church, which in its essence
was meant to be the Kingdom of Christ, had
forgotten its true mission. The Manchester School
was in the ascendant. The mere suggestion that
working men had a right to combine for their own
protection was treated as dangerous Jacobinism.
Plague, pestilence and famine were the visitation
of God ; to say, as Kingsley said, that the cholera
was ‘“ God’s handwriting on the wall against us
for our sins of filth and laziness,” was regarded as
downright blasphemy.

In 1844 Maurice and Kingsley first came into
correspondence. The younger man had just been
appointed rector of Eversley. He had become
acquainted with Maurice’s writings, and he wrote,
‘“ as the young priest to the elder prophet,” for
help and counsel. It was the beginning of a
friendship closed only by death and fruitful in
social activity. When, on the 10th April, 1848,
all London was waiting breathless for what might
result from the carrying of the monster petition
of the Chartists to Parliament, Kingsley and
Ludlow hurried to Kennington Common—as
Kingsley said, ““ to see what man could do to avoid
~ bloodshed.” On Waterloo Bridge they heard that
O’Connor, seeing the force of special constables
arrayed against them, had told the people” to go
home. Maurice was confined to the house by
illness, but it was he who had brought Kingsley
and Ludlow together. They turned back and
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went to tell him the good news. Within a week
the Christian Socialist movement had been born,
and Maurice and his friends had embarked upon a
new series of ¢ tracts for the times,” to be called
Politics for the People.

Kingsley’s name came most before the public,
and he soon made famous his pseudonym of
“ Parson Lot.”” But Maurice was the real inspirer
of the movement and its directing spirit. He it
was who drew up the prospectus, declaring that
“ Politics for the People cannot be separated from
religion. They must either start from Atheism,
or from the acknowledgment that a living and
righteous God is ruling in human society. . . .
The world is governed by God . . . this is the
pledge that Liberty, Fraternity, Unity  (always
his guiding thought) . . . ‘“are intended for every
people under the sun.”

The series ran for seventeen weeks. It wasweak
on the constructive side, as Maurice confessed.
The following year he attacked the great problem
of the relation between capital and labour in a
more practical form by inaugurating the first
co-operative association amongst English working
men. It was an association of London tailors,
and Kingsley helped to launch it by his famous
tract, Cheap Clothes and Nasty, drawing upon
himself widespread denunciation as the author of
“a foul attack on the rights and claims of educa-
tion and society ”’—in other words, the right of the
rich to make themselves comfortable at the
expense of the poor. This Tailors’ Association was
followed up by the organisation of the Society for
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the Promotion of Working-men’s Associations,
which enlisted, amongst others, the help of
Vansittart Neale, who was to do so much for the
growth and development of the Co-operative
movement.

Maurice not only directed the movement in its
early stages with a good sense and a business
instinet which his friends hardly expected of him,
but he also kept it faithful to the high ideal with
which it started. He refused to believe that
society was built up on the selfish and competitive
instinets of mankind. It was not man’s business
to construct any new form of society ; all he had
to do was to recognise his divinely created obliga-
tions to the existing form, which, being God’s
order, was founded on mutual love and fellowship.
Law and Christianity, as he wrote to Jelf in 1851,
must be shown to the working man to be * not
the supports and agents of Capital . . . but the
only protectors of all classes from the selfishness
which is the destruction of all.”” That is why he
invented the term  Christian Socialism.” My
dear friend,” he writes to Ludlow, ‘ we must not
béat about the bush. What right have we to
address the English people? We must have
something special to tell them, or we ought not to
speak. Tracts on °Christian Socialism’ is, it
~ seems to me, the only title which will define our
object and will commit us at once to the conflict
we must engage in sooner or later with the unsocial
Christians and the unchristian Socialists.”

And when his association with socialists
and co-operators had helped to bring about his
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banishment from King’s College, he used his great
teaching powers in lecturing to working men.
The collapse of one of the co-operative associations
had left him with a house in Red Lion Square on
his hands. He raised funds by a series of lectures,
and in the autumn of 1854 launched the Working
Men’s College, where teachers as famous as Ruskin,
Rossetti, Frederic Harrison, FitzJames Stephen,
were amongst his supporters, and his own little
circle—Kingsley, Ludlow, Thomas Hughes and
the rest—lectured on history and economics. The
idea was not a new one. To a certain extent it
had been anticipated by Frederick Robertson
at Brighton, with his Working Men’s Institute in
1848, and Sheffield had had a People’s College
even earlier. But Maurice’s Working Men’s
College was the first of its kind in London and has
remained to this day, in its present home in Great
Ormond Street, a model for others.

There were, of course, troubles connected with
it.  One of them was the secularist bent of many
of the members, and another was the vexed ques-
tion of Sunday observance. Maurice himself held
up the standard of religion by lecturing on the
New Testament and Christian Ethics at eight
o’clock on Sunday mornings. He was convinced
“that a Working College, if it is to do anything,
must be in direct hostility to the Secularists—that
is to say, must assert that as its foundation
principle which they are denying. But to do this
effectually it must also be in direct hostility to the
Religionists—that is to say, it must assert the
principle that God is to be sought and honoured
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in every pursuit, not merely in something techni-
cally called religion.” He was quite clear about
the principle, but he was often doubtful how to
proceed about details, such as the organizing of
Sunday walks and excursions, and he lamented the
indifference of many to the prayers which he still
continued to read.
* * * #* *

It needs some mental effort to look back to a
time when Sunday walks and indifference to
college prayers were regarded as serious signs of a
dangerous secularising tendency. But the very
greatness of the effort proves the greatness of the
advance, which none more than Frederick Maurice
made possible for succeeding generations, He
made it all the more possible, because he remained
a devout son of the Church. To fight tyranny
and obscurantism from within is harder than to
attack them from without, harder, because wounds
received by a man in the house of his friends bleed
inwardly and sap the strength of all but the
strongest.

i~ Maurice would never have called himself a
freethinker., He was no “ freethinker,” in the
narrower sense of one who perforce questions
Christian principles, an erroneous interpretation,
which the word was never intended to convey.

- But that he was one of the great promoters of
unfettered thinking, both within and without the
Church, let the long line of his disciples bear
convincing testimony.

They were to be found in many fields besides
that of social reform. In his lifetime he was
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acclaimed by those, who either failed to understand
him, or, like Leslie Stephen, were disposed to
represent him, as the originator of the Broad
Church movement and responsible for its ““ waste
of ability and honesty.” * He repudiated the
attribution most energetically, even though the
Broad Churchmen were, many of them, such as
Stanley—*‘ that bigot for toleration ’—his personal
friends. In truer descent were Kingsley and the
museular Christians, oddly unlike, as they were,
to their frail, spiritual begetter. But truest of
all were Westeott, Hort and Lightfoot in theology
—those conservatives of the Higher Criticism—
who carried on his careful inquiry into Johannine
literature; and sifted his beautiful, if sometimes
mystical, interpretations of the Fourth Gospel and
the Book of Revelation. Mystics of another type,
a fantastic type, of which George Macdonald is the
best example, fathered much upon him which he
would have been the first to disavow. But
Maurice must no more be judged by the excesses
of the Mauricians than Plato by those of the
Neo-Platonists.

Those excesses were of two kinds. On the one
hand shallow theologians, such as Farrar, preached
a facile universalism, learned from Maurice, indeed,
but leaving out his firm grip on essential truth,
that sharp sword with which he sought to divide
here and now the sin from the sinner. Judgment,
he had said in Theological Ilssays, means dis-
crimination, not the ultimate award of reward and

* Essays on Freethinking and Plain Speaking, by Leslie Stephen,
pp- 21-23.
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punishment. It is a process going on always in a
man’s heart, the arraigning of his acts and thoughts
before his conscience. It entails greater, not less,
heart searching, because it is now, not a process
which can be deferred to the future.

On the other hand, those who can easily take
refuge in comfortable words made much of his
deductions from the Greek word atdvios, and
were encouraged to draw deductions of their
own from derivations which would have horrified
his scholarship. To identify peace with unity by
deriving eiprry from eis év, as a distinguished
woman educationalist was once heard to derive
it, was enough to make Maurice turn in his grave.
And it was by no means an isolated instance of the
weak scholarship and loose logic that distinguished
some of the Mauricians. But, after all, the
Browning Societies, of which the Mauricians were
nearly always devoted members, committed many
crimes of word and thought for which poor
Browning must not be held responsible. Perhaps
prophets would be less often without honour, if
they had fewer disciples !

1t was not altogether Maurice’s fault that he
was addicted to verbiage; that belonged to his
age. Even the poets of the mid-Victorian time
were long-winded, and was not its chief orator
accused by Disraeli of being intoxicated with the
exuberance of his own verbosity ? Poetic vague-
ness became the fashion, and because °‘honest
doubt ” had been declared more full of faith than
“half the creeds,” it began to believe itself in-
trinsically superior to the other half. That was
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never the belief of Maurice. True, he acknow-
ledged always what was good in his opponents’
case ; but he held fast to his own. No one was
more scrupulous in his use of words. “If we
know how to use them aright, they will not only
supply us with convenient forms for communi-
cating our thoughts to others, but they will actually
teach us what our thoughts are and how to
think. . . . In life and practice words are most
real substantial things. . . . They go forth spread-
ing good or mischief through society.” We should
expect no less from one who held so firmly and
clearly the Platonic doctrine of the Logos, the
“ Creative Word > of John’s Gospel.

He was, however, much misunderstood and
by no means always wilfully. A scoffer said of
him that his life was one long pursuit of * un-
attainable ends by inappropriate means.”” That,
like most epigrams, went beyond the truth ; but
it must be admitted that much of his writing was
of the tract variety, intended for the occasion, not
always hitting the mark, tentative and sometimes,
therefore, futile. With all humility he would
strive, as he went along, to correct every error in
his own thought, thereby often confusing both his
followers and his opponents. When he failed, or
thought he had failed, he began again with
infinite labour. * There was the lavishness of the
eternal world in all his efforts,” says Hutton,
‘“ though there was all the humiliation of human
inadequacy too.” J. S. Mill says something like
this, but with his own characteristic twist: I
bave always thought that there was more
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intellectual power wasted in Maurice than in any
other of my contemporaries. Few of them
certainly have had so much to waste. Great
powers of generalisation, rare ingenuity and
subtlety, and a wide perception of important and
unobvious truths, served him not for putting
something better into the place of the worthless
heap of received opinion on the great subjects of
thought, but for proving to his own mind that the
Church of England knew everything from the
first.”” Matthew Arnold, an unkinder critic and
equally repelled by Maurice’s defence of the Creeds
and the Articles, called him “ that pure and devout
spirit—of whom, however, the truth must at last
be told, that in theology he passed his life beating
the bush with deep emotion and never starting the
hare.” Yet even Matthew Arnold had to own
later that ““ on many young men of ability . . .
he exercised a great attraction. Some of them
have cleared themselves; and as they have
cleared themselves they have come to regard
Mr. Maurice as the author of all the convictions in
which, after their ferment and struggle, they have
found rest. . . . To Mr. Maurice it does honour
to have made such disciples.”
* * * * *

The attracting power of Maurice’s thought
~ was never its negative freedom ; it was its positive
fearlessness. All his life he had but one aim, to
know more of the nature of God and to do what in
him lay to reveal by his life and his teaching what
that knowledge involved in active service for
humanity. The world was the Kingdom of Christ.
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Its individual citizens were bound to comport
themselves accordingly. The existing order of
society was God’s order. It was not to be over-
thrown from without but purified from within.
Hence his reverence for authority, even for
aristocracy and for episcopacy; but hence also
his outspoken denunciation of oppressors, his
clinging to laws and ordinances as safeguards
against the tyranny of individuals.

J. A. Froude, J. R. Green, Leslie Stephen,
Stopford Brooke and many another might feel
impelled to renounce their Orders, or to seek
greater liberty outside the Church of England;
not so Maurice. He died as he had lived, faithful
to the Church of his adoption, but refusing to
belong to any sect or party in it, even to * the
party inscribing ‘no party ’ on its banners,” the
very existence of which was so largely due to his
teaching and influence. He loved, as Robertson
said of him, “ to find out the ground of truth on
which an error rests, and to interpret what it
blindly means, instead of damning it.”” That is
the true spirit of tolerance, the very first condition
of real free thinking.
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MATTHEW ARNOLD
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(1822-1888)

Ir Maurice represents the rather indefinite sugges-
tiveness of Cambridge theology at its best, Matthew
Arnold was a typical son of Oxford. But the
Oxford which he represents is a Liberal Oxford,
not the theological battleground of Newman and
the Tractarians, nor the troubled scene of Pusey
and Liddon’s attempts to shut the mouths of
Essayists and Reviewers. Indeed, coming to
maturity as he did when dogmatism was on the
decline, his importance for free thought is largely
that he combined recognition of the receding tide
of faith with real reverence for tradition. To
those who, like Clough, felt deeply the removal of
ancient boundaries and yet were unprepared to
advance with Huxley into scientific agnosticism,
or with Leslie Stephen into agnostic rationalism—
still less with Bradlaugh into militant atheism—
Arnold, with his cult of sweetness and light, his
belief in ‘“ the Eternal not ourselves which makes
for righteousness,” was in his way as much of a
““ beacon ” as his father before him.
* %* * * *

To understand him it is necessary to glance for

a moment at that father, so great a figure in his

time, not only in the educational world, but in
65 F
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the world of Liberal opinions. Thomas Arnold’s
portrait was drawn in the first freshness of regret
by his friend and favourite pupil, Dean Stanley.
It has been re-drawn more than seventy years
after his death with a satirical and unsympathetic
pencil by Mr. Lytton Strachey, with that curious
tendency towards the belittlement of all great
figures which besets this brilliant writer. So on the
one hand we have Stanley, endorsing Lord
Coleridge’s description of Arnold as “in mind
vigorous, active, clear-sighted, industrious . . . ;
delighting in dialectics, philosophy and history . .. ;
in argument bold almost to presumption . . . ;
in temper easily roused to indignation, yet more
easily appeased . . . ; somewhat too little defer-
ential to authority, yet loving what was good and
great in antiquity the more ardently and reverently
because it was ancient.” A scholar and a historian,
in fact, with the zeal of a reformer. On the other
hand we have Mr. Strachey saying that Dr. Arnold
“not only failed to effect a change (in the
machinery of education), but deliberately adhered
to the old system. ... The earnest enthusiast
who strove to make his pupils Christian gentle-
men . . . has proved to be the founder of the
worship of athletics and the worship of good
form.” At this rate Dr. Arnold was not only
not a great man, he was not ecven a far-seeing
schoolmaster !

No doubt something must be discounted from
Stanley’s reverential account ; but if a corrective
is needed, may it not perhaps be better found in
the son’s recollections of his father, set down as
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they are much later in life in familiar letters
written with no thought of publication ? “ Papa’s
greatness consists in his bringing such a torrent of
freshness into English religion by placing history
and politics in connexion with it.”” So wrote
Matthew in 1865; but he was thinking of the time,
more than twenty years earlier, when Thomas
Arnold delivered his Inaugural Lecture as Pro-
fessor of Modern History to an Oxford still appeal-
ing, with the Tractarians, to the first four centuries
only, or refusing, with the Evangelicals, to apply
any test of historical criticism to the Scriptures at
all. “In papa’s time the exploding of the old
notions of literal inspiration in Seripture, and the
introducing of a truer method of interpretation,
were the changes for which, here in England, the
moment had come, and my dear old Methodist
friend, Mr. Scott, used to say to the day of his
death that papa and Coleridge might be excellent
men, but that they had found and shown the
rat-hole in the temple.”” What Dr. Arnold had
done to let in light is conceded even by Mr.
Strachey, who recounts how his efforts so alarmed
W. G. Ward, that Ward went down to Rugby to
point out to his old headmaster that he was
heading straight for Strauss and the rationalising
of the New Testament. And even Jowett, his
admirer, said of him, ‘ His peculiar danger was
not knowing the world and character—not knowing
where his ideas would take other people and ought
to take himself.”

Yet no one had a greater reverence for tradition,
To his son he left the double legacy of cherishing
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the classical spirit in literature, whilst combining
it with zeal for a liberal education. He left other
legacies too. He had himself been a distinguished
scholar and a precocious one. He took a first-class
in Litteris Humanioribus at eighteen, and won an
Oriel fellowship at nineteen. Thucydides and
Aristotle were his favourite authors. Indeed,
Matthew would very likely have gone to Cambridge
but for his father’s reluctance to send him “ to a
University where he would lose the study of
Aristotle.” At the age of twenty-three Thomas
Arnold took orders and married. He settled first
at Laleham as a tutor to private pupils. Ten
years later he was elected to the headmastership
of Rugby. Henceforth his history belongs to the
general history of education in England, and though
it is easy to sneer at a schoolmaster and to smile
at the high seriousness of a great educator, it is
something to have stamped his personality, as
Arnold stamped it, upon a whole generation.
Perhaps his influence was best summed up by
his distinguished successor, Dr. Percival, who
described him as ‘“ a great prophet among school-
masters,” the secret of whose power lay less in
his ability as an instructor than in * his magnetic
and commanding personality . . . part of the
living forces of his time.”

He had his gentler side, for all his prophetic
sternness. In his own family he was the tender
father and playfellow, the companion of country
walks, the busy man who was never too busy to
answer his children’s questions and could work
quite serenely whilst they played all round him



MATTHEW ARNOLD 69

with their toys. A year after his election to the
Oxford Professorship the call came to him in the
early hours of a June Sunday—

“ to tread

In the summer morning, the road
Of death, at a call unforeseen,”

And it is not only the poet in Matthew Arnold who
recognises that to his father it was given—

“ Many to save with thyself
And at the end of thy day,
O faithful shepherd ! to come
Bringing thy sheep in thy hand.”
(Rugby Chapel, 1857.)

* * * * *

From his father, then, Matthew inherited not
only his scholarly tastes and his zeal for education,
but his deep-seated family affections and the
genuine love of religion, as distinet from dogma,
which inspired his whole life. From some other
source—Mrs. Humphry Ward says a Celtic source—
he must have drawn his poetic gift, and from yet
another his irony, so rare and so refreshing a
quality in any writer, especially in an Englishman.
Dr. Arnold had made Fox How in the Lake country
the home of his leisure, so that his children grew
up amid scenes of great natural beauty and in an
atmosphere sacred to poetry. Here, after Thomas
Arnold had been laid to rest in Rugby Chapel, the
mother, to whom Matthew wrote about his work,
his friends, his every interest, every week of his
life, made a home for her children and her grand-
children up to her death in 1873. ¢TI should like
vou to have seen and known my mother,” he wrote
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a few days later to his friend, Lady de Rothschild.
“She had a clearness and fairness of mind, an
interest in things, and a power of appreciating
what might not be in her own line, which were
very remarkable, and which remained with her
to the very end of herlife.”” With all her reverence
for her husband’s greatness, she made no * blind
attempt to rest in the form and letter of his words.”
She realised as clearly as her son that, had Dr.
Arnold lived longer, his views would have de-
veloped. °‘ The nearer I get to accomplishing the
term of years which was papa’s, the more I am
struck with admiration at what he did in them.
It is impossible to conceive him exactly as living
now, amidst our present ideas, because those ideas
he would have so much influenced.” So Matthew
writes in 1868 to his mother, a worthy mother of
thinkers.

Amongst her sons and daughters and her
friends there was considerable diversity of opinion.
Her second son, Thomas, passed from free-thinking
Liberalism to Roman Catholicism, left that faith
again, and at the end of his life reverted to it.
One daughter, Jane, married W. E. Forster, a
Quaker. Another daughter, Mary, was a disciple
of Maurice and married an Anglican clergyman.
Stanley and Clough were frequent visitors ; Harriet
Martineau and the Wordsworths were near neigh-
bours; Miss Bronté is also a recollection of
Matthew Arnold’s youth.

Being so fathered and reared in such an
atmosphere of letters, no Arnold could well escape
growing up with a literary bent. In Matthew it



MATTHEW ARNOLD 71

was especially marked. He was sent by his
father, himself an old Wykehamist, to Winchester
at the age of thirteen; but for some reason,
perhaps economy, he was removed and brought
back to Rugby the following year. There his
school education was completed under his father’s
eye, until he went up to Oxford, in 1841, with a
Balliol scholarship.

The Tractarian controversy was at its height ;
but it seems to have left him quite untouched.
Now and again he went to hear Newman preach,
more from a love of beautiful language than from
any zeal for, or against, the principles of the
Tractarians. To Dr. Arnold they were  the
Oxford Malignants,” and Newman was the arch-
deceiver. Matthew seems to have regarded them
with indifference at that time, though thirty years
later he wrote feelingly of Newman’s ‘ exquisite
and delicate genius.”” Nor does he appear to have
been much stirred by the Liberal movement for
repealing the censure passed by Convocation on
Dr. Hampden, the Regius Professor of Divinity.
When later in life the author of Literature and
Dogma recalled Hampden’s attempt to draw
attention to the very human and fallible elements
in the Creeds, he must have remembered with
sympathy that an offer to come up and vote on
Hampden’s side in 1842 was the last public action
of Thomas Arnold’s life.

* * * * *

Poetry was Matthew’s first love. He won the
Newdigate in 1843 with a poem on ‘‘ Cromwell.”
He mixed frecly in the social world of Oxford and
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belonged to a small debating society, * The
Decade.” But he had no very brilliant success
in the Schools, though this was compensated by his
being elected, like his father, to an Oriel Fellowship.
He went back to Rugby for a couple of years as a
classical master under Arnold’s successor, Dr. Tait ;
but in 1847 he was made private secretary to the
then Lord Lansdowne and so gained an entry into
the larger London world where he was to be so
pre-eminently at home,.

With one side of his nature Arnold loved
society ; with another he loved solitude and
Oxford—* that home of lost causes, and forsaken
beliefs, and unpopular names, and impossible
loyalties.” And pre-eminently he loved the view
of Oxford from the hill and the country round
Oxford, the sweet city of the “ dreaming spires . . .
lovely all times she lies, lovely to-night.” “1
cannot describe the effect which this landscape
always has upon me,” he wrote near the end of his
life. He was never tired of recounting its beauties-
—*“the stripling Thames,” ‘‘ the Cumnor cowslips,”
“the wood which hides the daffodil,” ‘ the shy
Thames shore,”” “the Fyfield elm 'neath the mild
canopy of English air, That lonely tree against the
western sky.” He goes back to it all in moments
of deep feeling; it inspired his beautiful elegy
on Clough; it is the earliest expression of the
love of great rivers, which comes out again and
. again, not only in his poems, but in his familiar
letters.

The close of ‘ Sohrab and Rustum ” is the
classical passage :—
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“ But the majestic river floated on,
Out of the mist and hum of that low land
Into the frosty starlight. . . .
Brimming and bright and large ; the sands begin
To hem his watery march and dam his streams,
And split his currents ; that for many a league
The shorn and parcelled Oxus strains along.
Oxus, forgetting the bright speed he had
In his high mountain-cradle in Pamere,
A foil’d circuitous wanderer—till at last
The long’d for dash of waves is heard, and wide
His luminous home of waters opens, bright
And tranquil, from whose floor the new-bathed stars
Emerge, and shine upon the Aral Sea.”

This love of water, so appropriate to a young
lake-country poet who had sat at the feet of
Wordsworth, breaks out again and again. He
writes from Germany of the Rhine, ‘ pale green
water, no mud and a bed all stone, pebbles and
sand, which gives one a sense of freshness and
coolness one seldom has in Italy.” And again,
“But the great charm is the Rhine, like a long
lake stretching through the country.” Or he is
praising the Jura streams, so ‘ clear and beautiful,
not like the snow water of the Alpine rivers,” or
regretting that he has missed seeing the Oder,
or hymning the Danube, * magnificent, of a pale
yellow colour, sweeping along.”” And in America
the Mississippi and the ‘“ muddy Missouri’ in-
terested him more than any other feature of the
landscape. Rivers were always to him what the
sea was to Swinburne.

But it is not as a Nature poet that Arnold will
longest be remembered. Mr. Frederic Harrison,
in an illuminating criticism, points out that his
most distinguishing characteristic is his gnomic
quality, and that, classical as he is all through, it is
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in this that he comes nearest to the Greeks. As
detached criticism this is admirably true. But
Mr. Frederic Harrison, though far and away his
best critic—for the most part Arnold has been
most unfortunate in his critics—was a contem-
porary, and detachment comes easier to con-
temporaries, To the generation who were young
and growing up when Arnold wrote ¢ Thyrsis”
and ‘‘ The Scholar Gipsy,” he seemed as the voice
crying from the wilderness, the one who most had
suffered and could, therefore—
¢ Tell us his misery’s birth and growth and signs,
And how the dying spark of hope was fed,

And how the breast was soothed, and how the head,
And all his hourly varied anodynes.”

It is no doubt ecasy to overpraise the poet who
has given perfect expression to the ‘ sick fatigue,
the languid doubt,” which half a century ago had
stricken a whole generation. But it is the Stoic
quality of Arnold’s thought, the lessons learnt
from his close study of Epictetus and Marcus
Aurelius, that seemed to bring to that gencration
just the stiffening it needed. ‘ Resolute and
pensive insight,” Mr. Harrison attributes to him ;
the phrase could hardly be bettered. His poetry
is austere, meditative, melancholy often with the
melancholy of the Celtic imagination, derived from
his Cornish mother and Irish grandmother.

His niece, Mrs. Humphry Ward, has empha-
sised this Celtic side of him. After speaking of the
faces in Ireland of the * black Celt ” type, which
often reminded her of him, she goeson: ‘ Nothing
indeed at first sight could have been less romantic
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or dreamy than his outer aspect. . . . He stood
four-square—a courteous, competent man of affairs,
an admirable inspector of schools, & delightful
companion, a guest whom everybody wanted, and
no one could bind for long. . . . Yet his poems
show what was the real inner life and genius of
the man ; how rich in that very ‘ emotion,” *love
of beauty and charm,” ‘rebellion against fact,’
¢ gpirituality,” ¢ melancholy,” which he himself
catalogued as the cradle gifts of the Celt. Crossed,
indeed, always with the Rugby earnestness, with
that in him which came to him from his father.”
* * * * *

Such was Matthew Arnold when at twenty-five
years old he established himself in London, and at
twenty-seven years old gave to the world the little
slim volume, The Strayed Reveller and other Poems,
by A, which included * Mycerinus,” ‘‘ The For-
saken Merman,” the sonnet on Shakespeare, and
‘ Resignation,” with its picture of the poet—

¢ Before him he sees life unroll,
A placid and continuous whole—

That general life which does not cease,
Whose secret is not joy, but peace ;

“ The life of plants, and stones, and rain,
The life he craves—if not in vain,
Fate gave, what chance shall not control,
His sad lucidity of soul.”

It is very typical Arnold, typical not only of
the pedestrian effect of some of his hortatory
poems and of the Wordsworthian influence, but
ending with that entirely typical and happily
chosen phrase, “ his sad lucidity of soul.” Here,
foreshadowed, is the founder of modern English



76 FREETHINKERS OF THE XIXTH CENTURY

literary criticism, the incomparable phrase-maker,
of whom Disraeli said that ““he was the only
living Englishman who had become a classic in his
own lifetime.”

The poems fell flat, unheeded by a generation
in whom Arnold had still to awaken the first
faint stirrings of critical appreciation. No better
fate attended the second volume, Empedocles on
Etna, or even the third, a reprint of what he
thought best in the two earlier ones with the
notable additions of ¢ Sohrab and Rustum,”
“The Scholar Gipsy,” and the lovely little
“ Requiescat.” The poet had come to his own.
Nothing that he wrote later surpasses these as pure
poetry, though his maturer thought and genius
for the elegiac form found fuller expression in
“Thyrsis ” or in ““ Dover Beach "—

‘ The Sea of Faith
Was once, too, at the full, and round earth’s shore
Lay like the folds of a bright girdle furl'd.
But now I only hear
Its melancholy, long, withdrawing roar,
Retreating, to the breath

Of the night wind, down the vast edges drear
And naked shingles of the world.”

But this was in 1867, many years later. In the
interval Arnold had learned much from life and
from work. He had married, in 1851, the daughter
of Judge Wightman. In the same year he became
one of His Majesty’s Inspectors of Schools. As
he often accompanied his father-in-law on circuit
in the capacity of Marshal (he had actually been
called to the Bar, though he never intended to
practise), and as he had a Schools district which
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included the non-Church schools in all the eastern
counties and a great part of the Midlands, in
Gloucester, Hereford and Monmouth, and most of
Wales, he saw more of English provincial life
than any of his literary contemporaries and was
better qualified to distinguish between the ‘ pro-
vincial note”” and the thought ‘‘ of the centre.”
He knew what hard work meant, and with what
limited intelligences sweetness and light had to
struggle. And it says volumes for his balance of
mind, his high seriousness, his Hellenic spirit,
that he emerged from this long struggle with * the
dissidence of Dissent,” the urbane, good-humoured
ironist, the discriminating ecritic that he shows
himself in his later writings. The man who
was not crushed under the weight of eighty
grammar papers a day could triumph over
anything !
* * ® * *

Poetry kept his soul alive, not only his own
poetry, but the close and critical study of the
poets of all ages, necessitated by his appointment
in 1857 to the Professorship of Poetry in Oxford.
He held this Chair for ten years, ten eventful years
in the history of English literature. For though
there had been critics before Arnold—Dryden,
Dr. Johnson, Southey, Hazlitt, to name only a
few—there had been no one to lay down principles,
to define the critical spirit, to teach us to “ place
a work with due regard to the canons of world
literature, to apply the same touchstone to all
literary work. ‘‘That is the thing—to write
what will stand. Johnson, with all his limitations,
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will be found to stand a great deal better than
Carlyle.” (Letter to his sister, 1877.)

Arnold was the English Sainte-Beuve, a writer
whom he admired almost beyond any. He could
not devote his whole life, as Sainte-Beuve did, to
criticism ; but into those Oxford lectures he con-
centrated the fruits of the systematic reading
which, amid all the toils of official work and the
distractions of society, he never allowed himself to
omit. ‘The importance of reading, not slight
stuff to get through the time, but the best that has
been written, forces itself upon me more and more
every year I live ; it is living in good company, the
best company, and people are generally quite keen
enough, or too keen, about doing that, yet they
will not do it in the simplest and most innocent
manner by reading. . . .”

The critic understood that first need of criticism,
self-discipline. “I am glad to find that in the
past year I have at least accomplished more than
usual in the way of reading the books which at the
beginning of the year I had put down to be read.
I always do this, and I do not expect to read all I
put down, but sometimes I fall much too short of
what I proposed.” And self-discipline had its
reward, for in the great sorrows of his life, when
death had snatched from him first his youngest
and then his beloved eldest son, he found strength
and consolation in his books, especially in Marcus
Aurelius.

He set himself also the task of explaining to a
surprised and half-uncomprehending world his
views on criticism as well as his philosophy of life.
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The Oxford professorship period had produced
Essays in Criticism, as well as the lectures
On Translating Homer, and On the Study of
Celtic Literature. In the preface to Essays in
Criticism he had played with the subject, jesting
about the triumph of the Philistines and the young
lions of the Daily Telegraph and the boredom of
the middle classes. But it was in the first of the
essays, * The Function of Criticism at the Present
Time,” that he laid down general principles.

The ecritic must cultivate disinterestedness,
detachment, perpetual dissatisfaction with any-
thing that falls short of his ideal. Criticism may be
defined as ¢ a disinterested endeavour to learn and
propagate the best that is known and thought in
the world.” It is the business of the critical power
““in all branches of knowledge. . . . to see the
object as in itself it really is.”” To do this the
critic must * establish an order of ideas.”” Upon
the richness and marshalling of those ideas depends
the worth of all creative effort. That is why
Goethe is a greater poet than Byron. ‘ Goethe
knew life and the world, the poet’s necessary
subjects, much more comprehensively than Byron.
He knew a great deal of them, and he knew them
much more as they really are.” And so we come
to Arnold’s famous definition of poetry as the
criticism of life, a definition which has itself been
fiercely criticised, but which to Arnold meant an
interpretation of life with the best trained faculties
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