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INTRODUCTION

HE following lectures are published muchin the

forminwhichthey weredelivered (by thekind
permission of the Provost and Fellows) in Queen's
CollegeHall, in the Michaelmas Term of 193 3. There
was no previous consultation between the lecturers
as to the method of treatment to be adopted, nor yet
asto the resultsto be arrived at. Each followed his
own [bent, and no one of them is responsible either
for the arguments or for the conclusions of any of
the others. Nor, in so far as any lecturer might be
assumed to apply aready formed principles to his
subject, wasitinany way taken for granted that those
principleswouldbethesamefor all. Itisfairtoevery
oneconcerned to Satethesefactsasclearly aspossible,
but their recognition adds interest to the book. For
it will not esxcgpe the reader's attention that the
method of approach is very much the same in each
lecture; and that identical principlestend to reappear
inslightly varied form throughout the book.

This similarity, no doubt, is due in part to the
actual willingness of the lecturers to co-operate in a
single series under the genera title of 'Personal
Ethics. But it is perhaps not irrelevant to suggest
that the agreement goes deeper than might have been
expected from this circumstance alone. Nor does it
seemto bebeyond thelegitimate scope of an editorial
introduction to point out four principal characteris-
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tics which the lectures have in common, and to
suggest that they present in miniature a conspectus
of the position which ethical inquiry has now estab-
lished for itself amid the fluctuations and uncertain-
tiesof post-war thought.

(@) Thereis a genera agreement that the problems
of practical ethics demand a treatment at once more
respectful and less cavalier than is meted out by those
who sy 'It's only the motive that matters’; or (alter-
natively) 'I'tis impossible to generaize; everything
depends upon the circumstances of the particular
case. As regards the first of these two methods of
burking inquiry, no one, of course, is going to be so
foolish as to deny that motives do matter, and matter
intensely. But quite distinct from any conviction we
have on the question of motives is the conviction
that we can—and indeed must—discuss the question
of'duties', or obligations, asincurred by usinvirtue
of the situations in which from time to time we find
ourselves placed, without reference to the motives
from which we shall perform those duties if we do
indeed perform them. The world of serious thought,
in fact, is once more asking for an objective treatment
of the problem of duty; and it isbecoming more natural
than it has been for some time past for writers on
ethics to attempt to comply with the demand.

I n respect of the second aphorism, again, no onewil
be concerned to deny that an immediate duty in one
specific set of circumstances will not necessarily be a
duty at all inan entirely different set of circumstances.
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But this does not mean, as the aphorism suggests,
that generalization is impossible and discussion (in
consequence) futile. It stillremains possible to gene-
ralize as to the sorts of circumstances which tend to
impose particular duties upon us. Each st of circum-
gtances has indeed a uniqueness of its own, just as any
individual animal or tree has; but in neither caeisit
a uniqueness which ss it in an exclusive 'kind' by
itself, and exempts it from the operation of all the
laws or principleswhich apply to other 'kinds'. There
Is of course dways the possibility that when we find
ourselvesin a particular st of circumstances we shall
discover somefactor whichremovesitfromthe'kind'
to which we should antecedendy have expected it to
belong. But this does not mean that it now forms a
'‘kind' of which it is the only representative, and
which is thus incapable of being generalized, but
merely that it has been transferred to another 'kind'
to which general principles apply as before.

(b) Again, the lecturers appear to agree that an
exact understanding of circumstances is necessary
before duties can be determined. The 'personal ethics
of themodern Englishman, for example, must reckon
with the fact that the English educational system is
dichotomized by the line which separates the 'Public
Schools' from the other types of secondary school;
they must reckon with the predominance and stability
of the'middle classes in English society: and with the
fact that industry and distributionin modem England
are still organized on a capitalist basis. We may per-
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haps wish that any or all of these things were not so;
we may even beworking for arevolutionwhich shall
put an end to them. But in the meantime we have to
live with things and people as they are; and itisidle
to sy that we have no other duties than to hasten
on the revolution—such a statement is meaningless
when we have to decide how much to spend on a
summer holiday, or where to have our children
educated. Our duties are duties which oblige in the
present state of society; for itisin that state that we
have to live and act.

But although our persona ethics are to be the
ethicsof to-day and not of to-morrow, they must also
avoid being amere rechauffe of the ethics of yesterday.
No doubt there are principles which are eterna and
not transitory; each of the contributors to this book
would probably agree that what he was attempting
to do was to adapt the universal ideal of 'Christian
citizenship' to the particular problem discussed by
him as it gopears under contemporary conditions.
But the point isthat the principle hasto be so adapted
if it isto be of any practical value; vague generaliza-
tions and flamboyant rhetoric will not advance the
cause of sober attention to the call of duty.

(c) It will be noticed, further, that what the lec-
turers mean by 'personal’ ethics includes much which
in earlier days might well have been called 'public' or
'social’ ethics. This implies that for the world of
to-day the scope of persona responsibility has been
enlarged to an amost unlimited extent. We shall all
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agreetoregardthisasaproper and welcomedevel op-
ment in our ideas about conduct; and in any cae
it is probably inevitable wherever the genera con-
ditions of thought deserve to be called democratic—
wherever, that is to say, they urge the individual to
look on lifewith the eyes of a statesman, asthough he
might at any moment be called upon to direct the
destinies of society, 'If | were King' is perhaps at
best no more than the expression of a simple desire
for power to redress wrongs from which the subject
himself has suffered; but'I f | were Prime Minister’
or 'President of the Board of Education'isachallenge
to serious and responsible thought. So education,
economics, nationalism, and the like become prob-
lems about which it istheindividual's duty to think
impartially; and astowhich (solong asweenjoy our
present relative freedom of speech, thought, and
action in respect of these and similar matters) he has
the possibility, and in consequence the duty, of influ-
encing the trend of events however dlightly in the
direction of that state of things which he believes
ought to be realized.

(d) Thus although the ethics of to-day must be
the ethics of to-day and not of to-morrow, this is
not to say that they are not largely concerned with
to-morrow. 'MYy duty to posterity' has aways been
an accepted category of ethics; but our modem bio-
logical methods of thought, with their insistence upon
the importance of the race (often, it may be, even at
the expense of the individual), have given it excep-
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tional prominencein contemporary theory. Towork
for arevolution (whichmay benonethelessarevolu-
tionfor being gradual and peaceful) whose fruitswil |
not be gathered in the present generation, or perhaps
for many generations to come, is no longer an
optional counsel of perfection; it has been adopted
into the fibre of every serious man's scheme of duties.
For obvious reasons, this principle is less prominent
in some of the lectures which follow than in others,
but it isprobably true to say that it is present to the
minds of all the contributors alike.

It is common knowledge that the philosophic
thought of to-day ismoreactively concerned with the
theory of ethicsthan it has been for some considerable
time. The course of lectures here brought together
and presented to the reader was devised as a symbol
of asimilar activity of thought about practical ethical
problems. That such an activity iswidespread cannot
be denied. | do not suppose that those who have
collaborated in thisbook woul dwish their lecturesto
be regarded as anything more than tentative contri-
butions towards the discussion of problems whose
difficulties are patent to all. They would indeed claim
that the main positions, which they haveindividually
adopted in respect of their particular subjects, are the
result of serious consideration, but they would not
profess to have followed out the corollaries of what
they havewrittento the extent whichwoul d be neces-
sitated by aformal treatise. Least of all would they
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wish it to be thought that they had written in any
dogmatic or doctrinaire spirit. They areinquirers, as
are all other men of goodwill: and the present book
IS no more than a presentation of the first results of
their inquiries.

K.E.K.
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By B. H. STREETER

HE relation of Education to Ethics was a question

much debated in the ancient Greek world. Plato's
Republic—a work whose artistry beguiles even those
who have to 'get it up' for examination purposes—
Is to alarge degree a treatise on this subject. And it
is sufficiently obvious that the production of such a
work implies the existence of a public aready inter-
eded in the problem and trained by much previous
debate to appreciate its issues.

During the Middle Ages the debate ceased. Edu-
cation, such astherewas, wascarried onin the monas-
tery. Naturally it was assumed that Theology was
Queen of the Sdences, and that the ethical values
implied in the theology, and produced by the disci-
pline, of the Church admitted of discussion only in
points of detail. With the Renaissance discussion
reawoke.

The Renaissance was an ethical, even more than an
intellectual, revolt from the Middle Ages;\but since
itsinspirationwasthe'New Learning', and itsweapon
the new education, it ssemed on the continent of
Europe to be primarily intellectual and aesthetic.
But ethically it was a revolution in that it was a de-
thronement of the 'other-worldliness of themedieval
outlook, and a reaffirmation of the value of know-
ledge and art for their own s&ke. With this went a

4086 B
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reassertion of the claims of the individual and of the
right to, and value of, an all-round self-devel opment.
The French Revolution was a further assertion of
the freedom of the individual and his right to sdf-
development, especidly in the political and social
sphere; and to the spread of the spirit of the Revolu-
tion over Europe the career of Bismarck was the first
serious check. In France itsdf—as more recently in
Russia—the revolt was quite as much against the
Church and its traditions as against monarchy and
aristocratic rule.

Thus it came to be more and more taken for
granted on the continent of Europe that education
(at any rate, what we call the Higher Education) is
primarily concerned with thingsintellectual and aes-
thetic; and that its main functionis the development
of theindividual and his capacities. In England, how-
ever, this conception of education has never been
dominant. It is often forgotten that educational
development in England, quite as much as political
development, has shown in essentids a marked con-
trast to that of the continent of Europe. The English
public school, and the college system at Oxford and
Cambridge, differ from the corresponding stages of
education on the Continent as much as do the British
monarchy and parliamentary system from their
counterparts elsewhere in Europe. Indeed they differ
more; for political evolution on the Continent has
often resulted from conscious attempts on a national
scdetoimitate the British constitution; but imitation
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of English education has been attempted only spora
dically and by occasional individuals.

The difference between England and the Conti-
nent in educational aim and method maybeattributed
to four main causes.

(1) The Renaissance and the Reformation came to
England at the same time, and as incidents in what
may be caled the period of national adolescence.
Y ou cannot separate the streams of influence repre-
sented by the names of Raleigh and Drake, Shake-
speare and Bacon, Cranmer, Colet, and the translators
of the Bible. Every one of these is characteristically
English; and they wereall, so to speak, rowinginthe
same boat. On the Continent, however, the Reforma-
tion, so far from being an aspect of the Renaissance,
was largely a reaction against it; and the lines of
division which it produced cut right across those of
nationality.

(2) Thepolitical development of England from the
time of Elizabeth has centred round the vindication
of individual liberty on its political side. Political
liberty was steadily achieved; but only asaresult of a
struggle sufficiently severe to preoccupy the national
attention for centuries. What the Englishman fought
for and achieved was free speech and freedom of the
person; he was not specialy interested in an educa
tional development which mainly stimulated free
thought. InFranceitwas otherwise. Amongavigo-
rous people, liberty suppressed in one direction will
break out in another; the counterpart of the political
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system impersonated in Louis X | V was the cultural
tradition which produced Voltaire.

(3) Theprinciplecuiusregio eiusreligio sounded ob-
viousto the continental mind; its application could
hardly berigorousin anisland whereit would mean
that the King must change his religion whenever he
crossed the River Tweed. Thefact that Scotland was
Presbyterian, combined with the tolerance and dis-
like of cruelty nativeto the English temper, caused the
penalty of nonconformity to be, not persecution of
the continental type, but merely political disabilities.
Persecution, if sufficiently rigorous and persistent,
may obliterate a religious minority; disabilities are
more likely to stimulate and strengthen it. But a
minority subject to political disabilities inevitably
welcomespolitical change. Thusin England the mere
existence of nonconformity meant, more especially
during the nineteenth century, that one of the most
vigorous strains in the national religion was on the
side of change, political and social. Christianity was
associated with the fight for democracy as well as
with resstancetoit. In sharp contrast to this has been
the position of religion in the nationa life of Aus-
tria and France, and in the Protestant dates of Ger-
many, where 'nonconformity" has been a politically
negligible factor. That iswhy on the Continent re-
ligioninthe popular mind is more or lessidentified
withthesupport of the political statusquo. Thereare
grounds for the taunt that it is 'the opiate of the
people.
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(4) 1t has been pointed out that the four greater
greamsintowhich Western Christianity dividedinthe
sixteenth century continue the influence, and repro-
duce the spirit, of four notable personalities. Ignatius
Loyola, the founder of the Jesuit Order, recreated
the Roman Church of the Counter-Reformation.
Luther impressed the type of mysticism, implied in
his interpretation of the doctrine of Justification
by Faith, on much of Germany and Scandinavia.
Calvin gave to Protestantism a temper more crusa-
ding—international, practical, and democratic. Cal-
vinisminfluenced England, inside as well as outside
the National Church; nevertheless the influence and
the name which best typifies the spirit of the Church
of England is that of Erasmus. Erasmus stood for
what Matthew Arnold was later on to spesk of asthe
fusion of Hebraism and Hellenism—the Hebraic de-
ment being predominantly the stress on conduct.
Nonconformity also, here following the lead of Cal-
vin, agreed with Anglicanismin stressing the ethical
element in religion; whereas Romanism and L uther-
anism alike, though in very different ways, give
greater weight to its mystical side.

Theresult of thisreligious heritage on the English
conception of education during the last hundred years
cannot be overstated. The Hellenic or 'latitudina-
rian' strain in the Anglican tradition made it both
possible and natural for educational reformers like
Arnoldand Jowettto seein such reform amost prac-
tical expression of religion. And, from the ethical
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gressin Englishreligion, it hasfollowed that, where-
as on the Continent it has been assumed that educa-
tion is primarily concerned with the intellectual and
aesthetic devel opment of theindividual, it hasequally
been taken for granted in England that character is
its most essential element. The reform of the public
school system initiated by Thomas Arnold asserted
thisin the sphere of upper and middle-class education.
Its acceptance in that of popular education is evi-
denced by the fact that elementary education in Eng-
land has so largely been carried on by religious
bodies assisted by state funds. When secular schools
were started, there was unanimous insistence that re-
ligion should bean lement in the school curriculum
—an ingstence strong enough to survive the endless
difficulties created by the wrangles of the Churches
about the precise type of that religious instruction.
A national conviction that character training is es-
sential to sound education is the background against
which the historian must study the long political
struggles as to whether the Bible aone or the Bible
plus the Church Catechism should be taught in the
schoals of the country. Only in a country where it
was taken for granted that education is necessarily
concerned with ethicswoul d the public havetol erated
so long theinterminable quarrels as to the precise de-
nominational flavour to be given along with the
ethics.

But the educational methods and ideals which
flourished respectively in England and on the Con-
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tinent at the end of the nineteenth century are at
the present moment challenged by two new potentia-
lities. First, the disposition of the modern State to
use education as apurely political instrument and its
increasing power of doing so. Secondly, the possible
exploitation of the results of the branch of study
known as the New Psychology.

The Poner of the Sate. Thefirst large-scale attempts
Inmodem timesto use education asapolitical instru-
ment were made by Germany and by Japan. Bis-
marck visualized the political problem of the New
German Empire as primarily twofold. First, there
was the problem of cementing into a single nation a
number of communities which for many centuries had
been independent sovereign states, often at war with
one another. Secondly, there was the problem of so
organizing and directing the strength of this newly
founded Empire that it might become, and remain
permanently, the predominant military power in
Europe. The system of education developed in Ger-
many in the state schools—and practically all schools
there were state schools—was one which quite con-
scioudly, and extremely effectively, tended to create
the spirit of militarist nationalism. It fostered the
virtuesaswell asthedefectswhichgowiththatideal.
Its emotional focus was the inculcation of loyalty
to an Imperial House—crowned with the halo of
romance as successor to the glorious memories of
Charlemagne. Not till the outbreak of the Great War
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was it recognized outside Germany how largely this
system had been successful in changing the temper of
the people, or rather in diffusing over the whole
Reich the typical virtues and defects of the Prussian
character.

A country which, at about the same period, found
itself faced with a problem to some extent analogous
was Japan. Inthenational sense Japan had no need
to unify herself; but she had realized that national in-
dependence could not be saved unless within a short
period of years she could revolutionize her traditional
culture by -appropriating the knowledge and inven-
tions of the West. To that end, quite definitely and
with extreme thoroughness, her educational system
was planned. This system resembled the German in
the emphasis laid on loyalty to the throne. Thein-
credibly difficult task of passing from an immemorial
native cultureto oneevol ved by remote and alien races
demanded an emotionally potent and augustly roman-
tic motive power. Themoral and emotional focus of
the change was found in the restoration of political
power to aHouseimmemorially sacred. National in-
dependence was threatened on the mainland by the
military power of Russa and at ssa by the naval
powers of the Pacific. Thus in Japan as in Germany
the educationa system was purposely designed to
extend and adapt to modern uses the fighting spirit
of the Samurai caste, while diverting to the person
IOf Ejhe Emperor the Samurai's devotion to his feudal
ora.
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But of late years there has comeinto view anew and
more sinister phase in the exploitation of educational
possibilities for political ends. Thisisthe result of the
discovery made during the War of the political value
of 'propaganda. It has been found that people's
opinions and actions can be directed by agencies of a
quasi-educational character long after school years.
Unlimited possibilities of this seem to be afforded by
state control of the press, the wireless, and the cinema.
This has led to a development in certain countries of
what is really a form of adult education directed to
definite political ends. By this | mean, not so much
political ends in detail, as the creation in a people of
that type of national ideal and national ethic which
seems to the rulers for the time being to be politically
desirable.

Themost thorough-going experiment of thiskindis
being tried in Russia. Here not only what ordinarily
goes under the name of education, but the whole of
the intellectual, literary, and aesthetic activities of
thenation is entirely determined by the political creed
of the ruling party; and the moral ideals inculcated
are precisely and exclusively those which this party
approves.

Methods and aims essentially of the same kind are
being elaborated by Fascism in Italy and by the Ger-
man Nazis. Both of these make a great parade of their
hostility to Communism; but they fight it with its
own weapons. |f anything, they go farther than Com-
munism in their frantic denial of the value of liberty,

4086 Cc
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and in their assertion of theright of aruling faction
to regiment news and opinion.

The avowed object of these state-controlled sys
tems is to make a whole people so far as possible
to think alike on all political and moral subjects.
National docility would seem to be a prerequisite
condition for theinitial successof suchapolicy; and
apparently enough of this exists in Italy where the
Church, in Germany and Russia where Church and
State alike, have for centuries made obedience the
primary virtue. It may turn out to be fortunate for
humanity that docility is a quality which the national
traditions of England, France, and America have
never tended to exalt.

There is one point which specialy concerns our-
sdvesin Oxfordto note. Pre-war experimentsin pro-
ducing or modifying national ethics and ideds by
means of education were in the main confined to the
schools; Communism, Fascism, and the Nazi move-
ment avowedly and without disguise extend this sys-
tem to the universities. From the standpoint of the
educationalist this fact is one of the most formidable
aswell asthe most deplorablein the modern world.
Whatever dse may be the merits of propaganda, it
isnot the expression of adisinterested love of truth.
But education at the university level is a mockery
unless it is inspired by the worship of truth. At
the university level knowledge cesses to be know-
ledge unless it is the expression of the spirit of
research. And, except in the sphere of physical
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science, research is impossible without liberty of
opinion.

Turn now to the ancient world. The ideal of edu-
cation which was in genera prevalent on the con-
tinent of Europe from the Renaissance to the end of
the nineteenth century was more or less consciously
arevival under modern conditionsof thespirit of the
great age of Athens. It was an education which en-
couraged the utmost freedom of thought and the
development of the intellectual and aesthetic capa
city of theindividual. On the other hand the ancient
counterpart of Communist and Fascist educationisto
befound in Sparta—the extremeinstancein antiquity
of alifelong education of the citizento be merely an
obedient unit in the sate machine. It wetry to read
the lesson of history, we cannot but reflect that, with
all itsfaults and failures, Athenian liberty left to the
world aricher inheritance than has been left by any
other dtate of the same 9ze or in so short atime. What
has Sparta left behind? Strong but fruitless, heroic
but barren; her virtues availed to bring about the
fall of Athens. The analogy is one which gives us
pause.

But we cannot understand or explain movements
like Communism or Fascism, unless we recognize in
them the moral basis, fromwhich arisestheir strength
and their wide messure of support by public opinion
in the countries which they dominate. Their power
is not merely due to political or economic contin-
gencies, external and internal; it largely resultsfrom
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the fact that for a century or more in these countries
the emphasis in education has been mainly on aes
thetic and intellectual development—individualistic
and self-centred. Against thiskind of individualism
Fascism, Nazism, and Communism are ethical and
spiritual reactions. In the countries where they pre-
vail the obscurantism—either political or intellectual
or both—of the Churches had long ago produced
arevolt from Christianity on the part alike of the
intelligent and the artisan. Deprived of the moral
inspiration of the old religion, yet dissatisfied with the
alternative of aself-centred individualism, these have
long been seeking for a dynamic ideal to save them
from persona and national demoralization. Fascism
and Communism have power, because they present
such an ideal, and present it practically asareligion.
'‘Godisdead’; but Italy isonthemarch. Religionis
the opiate of the slave; but man is throwing off his
chains.

| do not belittle the extent to which these move-
ments are the result of economic conditions, and of
the political consequences of the Great War. But con-
Sidered asideals—and it isasidea sthat they havedriv-
ing power—they are largely a reaction against atoo
exclusively Athenian traditionin educational empha-
gs, along with the association of Christianity either
with intellectually impossible beliefs or with political
conservatism. But that means that they are areaction
against something different from what has prevailed
in this country. Just for that reason it is likely to be
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the more difficult for either Communism or Fascism
to take England by storm; and therefore we may hope
that in English education the great tradition of free
thought and free speech may still continue. The Com-
munist, the Fascist, and the Nazi have rediscovered
thefact that intellectual cultivation apart from charac-
ter development produces persons who are a burden
to themselves and a disease to the community. In
England that fact, most fortunately, does not require
to be rediscovered; it has never beenforgotten. The
English school tradition has emphasized just that
conception of personal loyalty and of the duty of
the individual to the community which are being
re-emphasized by foreign movementsto-day. Their
re-emphasis is an over-emphasis, to the point of dis-
tortion. For emphasis on esprit de corps and public
servicewill produce a Spartan sterility unlessitis on
the bass of, and isaccompanied by, an equally vigor-
ous assertion of individual liberty and of the duty and
virtue of salf-reliance.

But the Englishtradition hashad two grave defects.
First, the public school system was evolved to ded
withthetraining of alimited class, adasswhichwas
inthe past theruling dassinthis country. Secondly,
it neither aimed at, nor succeeded in developing on
the intellectual Sdethose characteristics of initiative
and adventure which it had devel oped on the practical
sde. Thefirst aim, then, of the educationalist in this
country should be to do for theintellectual side of
public school education what Thomas Arnold didfor
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the moral and practical. The second aim should be,
so far as possible, to make the common property of
the nation an educational tradition, moral and intel-
lectual, which must first be developed in the public
schools. Such a tradition necessarily, for economic
and other reasons, must originate in alimited class,
but once created it can beindefinitely extended. Japan
succeeded in making the virtues of the old Samurai
cagte the common property of the nation. Why should
not England do the same for those of areformed and
widened public school sysem?

The New Psychology. Next to the enhanced power
and changing disposition of the state, the potentiali-
ties of the New Psychology claim the attention of the
modern educationalist. | can merely call attention to
the existence of one of the problems raised by this
study; and space does not permit me properly to
develop even this.

Homo animal rationale. No formulahas comedown
to uswith greater authority and iteration inacademic
tradition. True, the statement Man isarational animal
is one which facts do not always seem to bear out;
but in past ages to point this out was to brand oneself
acynic. Nowadays, under the influence of the New
Psychology, fashion demands that we affirm precisely
the opposite—to an extent which amost eliminates
the claims of man to possess any rationality at all.

Darwin taught us that biologically man is one of
the higher mammals. Psychologists insist that this
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generalization covers not only his physical structure,
but aso his apparatus of inherited instincts. But
between man and other mammals there is one great
difference: in the lower animals instinct is adjusted
to environment so well that, if as occasion arises the
animal acts in the way which instinct prompts, such
actionisusually that best adapted to the welfare of the
individual and still more of the species. A similar
dtate of things no doubt existed with the animal an-
cestors of man, perhaps even with his subhuman
ancestors. But at a very early stage man began to
complicate his environment by usingtools, by build-
ing houses, by sowing fieldsand otherwise planning
for a distant future—thus necessarily accumulating
property and organizing society, and soforth. Every
further advance towards civilization means that the
environment to which man must adjust himself be-
comes more and more complicated. His environ-
ment, therefore, becomes continually more unlike the
environment with which his remote ancestors could
cope by an amost automatic reaction to stimulus in
accordance with the immediate dictates of instinct.
Thus every fresh advance in civilization widens the
chasm between merely instinctive response to en-
vironment and the kind of action which is best for
theindividual and for the species.

This maladjustment of the instinctual organization
of man to the demands of the artificial environment
intowhichincivilized countriesheisborn, explains—
or at any rate partially explains—the phenomenon
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known to our ancestors as Original Sin. The human
race is in an unfortunate predicament. It has created
civilizationin order to live better; but the higher the
civilization the greater the difficulty of living in it at
all, or, at any rate, at all well.

The primary task, then, of the educationalist (in so
far asheisconcerned withthetraining of character) is
to assg the child and the adolescent to solve for them-
salves this problem of original maladjustment. The
New Psychology is equally averse to the Augustinian
doctrineof Original Sinandto thetheory of the'noble
savage, which was the eighteenth-century reaction
againgt that doctrine. It would seem, then, equally
to condemn educational methods based on either of
those views. A method which, having wrongly dia-
gnosed the disease as Original Sin, proceeds to treat
itaccordingly, will necessarily lead to bad results. But
neither will you get the best results from an education
based on the theory of an original perfection of human
nature; for that in effect denies that there is any mal-
adjustment to be overcome. On the Augustinian dia-
gnosisit logically follows that the problem of moral
educationisprimarily one of inhibition and the sup-
pression of evil instincts. In medieval Oxford there
was a degree of Master of Grammar which qualified
for the post of teacher in schools controlled by the
University. OfficeintheMiddle Ageswasnormally
conferred by transferring to its holder the instrument
which best symbolized its essentid nature—as the
Crown to the King, the Keysto the Chancellor. On
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this principle, when the degree of Master of Grammar
was conferred, the recipient was handed arod; and he
'incepted’ (i.e. entered upon the rights of the degree)
by flogging aboy ‘openlyeinthe Scolys™ This con-
ception of the essentids of educational method sur-
vived till Victorian days; witness the story of the
mother who said to the governess, 'Go and see what
Mary and Billy are doing; and tell them they mustn't'.

Educational reform during the last forty years has
been largely areaction againgt this tradition. Some
theorists have gone to the extent of eliminating from
education the element of discipline. But such theories
under-estimate the magnitude of the maladjustment
to be overcome by the normal child and adolescent;
they fail to measure the width of the chasm which
cannot but exist between instinctive animal reaction
and moral behaviourincivilized society. Moral per-
sonality is not given to man ready-made. Indeed the
real nature of the problem becomes clear only if we
ask why any solution at all is possible. Why isit that
the human animal can be so trained that he becomes
a possible member of acivilized society? Why are
wenot all criminals?

The answer to this question lies in the single fact
that of all animalsman isthe most teachable. M ost of the
lower animals have some capacity for learning; that
IS, they can be trained to alimited extent to react to
stimuli in away other than that prompted by native

! H. Rashdall, Universitiesin the Middle Ages, val. ii, pt. ii,

p. 599.
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instinct. Some animals are much more teachable than
others; a sheep-dog can be taught to carry out quite
complicated orders, a monkey to perform elaborate
tricks, and fame has been won by a'learned pig'. But
man is immeasurably more teachable than any of
these; at any rate, some men are. This capacity for
learning is generally explained by saying that he has
greater intelligence. That is part of the explanation,
perhaps the larger part; but a part of the explanation
only alittlelessimportant is the enhanced power pos-
=533 by man of holding up the natural and immediate
instinctive reaction to stimulus, while he reflects in
which of several possible ways hewill reacttoit, or
whether he will inhibit action altogether. To take a
commonplace example: | am sitting in a bus and a
heavy man staggers in and treads upon my corn. To
this particular stimulustheinstinctive animal reaction
Isto stand up and hit the man onthe jaw. But| have
the power of inhibiting that instinctivereaction, while
| reflect whether he did it on purpose, or perhaps
because he was drunk, or merely because the bus
lurched; and having so reflected | shall probably be
|ed—if not from motives of humanity, at least of pru-
dence—to react to the stimulusin some other way; or
possibly even to inhibit speech and action atogether.
| dress this obvious point because popular litera-
ture has made a great ded of play with a misunder-
standing of the true meaning of the technical term
'repression’ as it is usad by psychologists. It is fre-
guently supposed that psychol ogy discountenancesthe
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use of that capacity for inhibitinginstinctivereactions
which we commonly spesk of as 'self-controP. Life
In asociety ispossible only if the members of it have
some self-control. More than this, self-control isa
primary condition of the development of a unified
and coherent personality; withoutittheindividual is
an emotional weathercock. Even a criminal must
have some self-control, or he would never have ac-
quired sufficient capacity for reasoned action to en-
ablehimto commit acrime,

'Repression’, in the technical snse in which the
word is used by psychologists, is a name given to
experiences which present two essential features:
(i) they happen in early life—mostly before the age
of seven; (ii) they are themselves forgotten, but, like
an unhealthy tooth, they have become a source of a
kind of poisoning of the system. 'Repression’ in the
technical psychological seneis an entirely different
thing from self-control, that capacity of pulling one-
self up to think before one acts, which is the first
condition of the development of a stable personality.

But though psychology does not condemn that
consciousinhibition of instinctivereactionswhichis
a necessary part of self-control, it has taught us that
itis not psychologically sound to base an ethic on the
inculcation of a purely negative self-control. Social
life, even at the savage level, isimpossible without
some inhibition of instinctive response to stimulus;
but that educational system is most successful which
sks to provide what is technically known as a
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‘sublimation’ of the inhibited instinct. If the steam
in a boiler has reached a certain amount of pressure
beforethe timeto start the engine, it findsits way out
through the safety valve. Similarly, it isthe busness
of the educationalist and of the sociologist to invent
safety valves by means of which an instinct, when
denied its animal expression, can find an alternative
employment.

Human personality, however, being a more com-
plicated thing than a steam boiler, needs something
more than a mere safety valve. In awell-run school
or awell-ordered society the spare energy—which at
the animal level would exhaust itself in reproduction
of the species, acquiring food or fighting enemies—
will be re-directed, or 'sublimated’, towards ends
which are not merely harmless, but are aso valuable
for the life of the community and for the further
development of the personality of the individual.
Superfluous s=x instinct may be sublimated into aes-
thetic interests; superfluous combativeness may be
expressaed in games, which are beneficia for the phy-
sical and moral development of theindividual, or may
be directed towards competitive excellence in activi-
ties of a useful and constructive character; and so on
and so forth.

Here again we find a notable difference between the
English and the continental practice, both in educa
tion and in the national conception of the nature and
function of law. On the Continent, especidly in the
Roman Catholic and Lutheran tradition, the primary
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virtue has aways been obedience. In England, onthe
other hand, dress has been rather on the idea of the
responsibility which goes with the possession of free-
dom. This was especiadly emphasized in the public
school ideal initiated by Arnold, where the moral
motiveinthelast resort boils down to noblesse oblige.
Even obedience is subsumed under this motive,
for reasonable obedience to a properly constituted
authority isathing which 'adecent person' will freely
accord.

The same thing is true of the English approach to
the conception of law. | remember a German student
who was in Oxford before the War telling me of his
surprise at the action of apoliceman who stopped him
riding abicyclewithout alight after dusk. The police-
man merely said to him, 'Look here, Sir, you ought
not to be doing this, you might run into some one.
Justlight up." A German policemanwould havefelt
that thelaw had been broken and must be vindicated.
That isto say, whereasthe English policeman thought
of thelaw as areasonable rule which areasonable per-
son, once it was pointed out to him, would obey, the
German thought of it as an ideal principle whose
maesty must be vindicated by punishment.

In recent years self-expression has been acatchword
which, for many, has almost acquired the odour of
sanctity—in matters of art as well as in matters of
ethics. In the doctrine of salf-expression in the sphere
of art, the Chinese had anticipated the West by eight
hundred years. But they had the good sense to draw
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the corollary that, if an essentia element is self-expres-
sion, then the value of awork of art must depend on
the quality of theself of whichitistheexpression. In
other words, self-expression is valuable, or the con-
trary, according to the quality of the personality to be
expressed. That the same thing holds in the case of
ethics is a proposition that would seem to need no
arguing.

From the purely psychological point of view, the
only type of self of which the expressonislikely to
be valuable is a self so developed that it has (so
far asis possible) reached the point of overcoming
the original maladjustment between instinct and en-
vironment, whichisthe original problem of character
training. Life is conflict, and till life ends, conflict
external to the self will necessarily continue. But in-
ternal conflict is a thing which can be—a any rate
approximately—resolved into a harmony; and the
achievement of this internal harmony is the greatest
ast of theindividual in the external conflicts with
which he will necessarily be faced.

Now an ethic based on law, conceived of as some-
thing externally enforced, is necessarily an ethic of
inhibition, and, therefore, is one which must from
itsown nature provokeinternal conflict, eventhough
It resultsin acourse of conduct which externally may
seem stable and sane. Though of course the intensity
of the internal conflict will vary with the extent to
which the law is recognized as valuable; and it
will adso vary enormously with the vitality of the
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individual and with details in his psychological
history.

It is in the light of this difference between the
English and the continental mind that | understand
the contention of Freud that morality is essentidly
a &t of rules forced by society upon the unwilling
individual. This conception might hold of children
brought up in some English homes; but not in the
majority, where good conduct is normally incul cated
as something which is reasonable or kind, and the
moral motive is 'Decent people behave so and so',
that is, noblesse oblige. Freudisby birthaJew whoin-
herits the conception of religion asprimarily law; he
practisesin a country where ethical tradition has been
formed by thelegalistic authoritarianism of the Roman
Church and the political heritage of an autocratic
government. The point then, which | wish to make,
Is that Freud's conception is exactly that of another
famous Jew—I mean St. Paul, before he became a
Christian. From the Epistles to the Romans and
Galatians it is evident that to St. Paul the word 'law'
impliesasystem of ethic, imposed fromwithout upon
arecalcitrant individual, albeit recognized by him as
maestic in its clam to obedience. That was why,
when he became a Christian, the change seemed to
him to be primarily one of liberation—Iliberation from
the dominance of that kind of external rule which the
individual, though bound to reverenceit, cannot but,
in hisinmost being, resent.

To St. Paul the Gospel was 'good news' precisely
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because it meant liberation from an ethic based upon
inhibitions. For the reiterated 'Thou shalt not' of the
Ten Commandments, thereis substituted, 'Thou shalt
love thy neighbour as thyself; but for him this was
not merely the substitution of the positive precept ‘do
good' for the negative 'don't do harm’; it was also
an ethic of sdf-expresson. And it was this because
the new self which now found its natural expression
in loving its neighbour was no longer, like the old
sdf, abird in acage, cribbed, cabined, and confined
by inhibitory law; it was a self transformed and re-
created by the inward appropriation of a new con-
ception of God and anew relation of the self to God
which madeall men potentially 'sons of God'. Thus
‘Love God and lovethy neighbour asthyself' become
no longer precepts of obedience, but the means of
spontaneous self-expression.



II. MARRIAGE

By K. E. KIRK

HE problem of marriage is a sub-division of the

problem of sex. We may define it as the search
for the best method of regulating the ordinary expres-
sion of the sex-instinct in the interests of humanity as
awhole.NThis ordinary expression of the sex-instinct
Is, of course, thematingof manandwoman. Thatthere
are other expressons of the instinct is self-evident;
and many of these also can be directed so asto minister
to the well-being of the race. The time is past when
voluntary celibacy in all itsforms came under universal
condemnation in Protestant circles. It is recognized
to-day that those who accept the monastic vocation
with a pure desire to serve God and man to the best
of their ability may well discover that the sex-instinct,
so far from being repressed thereby and becoming a
menaceto personality, will find anew and sublimated
channel of expression in sympathetic prayer or loving
devotion to the needs of mankind. Others, again,
find themselves debarred by domestic ties, by financial
stringency, or other circumstances, from the sex-life
to which matrimony has hitherto been the only door
sanctioned by genera civilized approval. In their
cae a0, if the barriers are frankly accepted as in-
superable, there is commonly no such psychical cata
strophe as woul d suggest that the pent-up or thwarted

sex-instinct must have its revenge. Somehow or
4086 E
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other it finds sufficient and healthful outlet inthiscase
as in the former one. So the woman who has sacri-
ficed her youth to the care of aged parents can solace
herself, when ‘freedom' comes, by devotion to social
service; and even the neglected spinster, whose mater-
nal sympathies go out to nothing more important
than aparrot or aPekinese, findsarelativetranquillity
for herself, and does no great injury to society.
These, however, are not what we have called the
‘ordinary’ expressions of the sex-instinct. It iswith
thelatter we are concerned—with that activity which
a great authority classed among the four things 'too
wonderful' for him—more aspiring than the way of
an eagle in the air; more sinuous than the way of a
serpent on arock; more purposeful than the way of
aship in the midst of the ssa—the way of aman with
amaid. But in considering the problem here pre-
sented to uswe do not start in vacuo. A great tradition
aready holdsthefield, or hasdone so until very recent
times. Thisisthetradition of Christian civilization,
especialy as it has operated in Europe, and so has
affected the social and domestic outlook of Western
nations. The tradition in question can easly be sum-
marized. It holdsthat the best interests of humanity at
largewill bepromotedif, ingeneral, theonly type of
sex-union to which socia approval isgivenisone st
in the context of adeliberate and voluntary consortium
of interests, goods, and family life, undertaken with
all the solemnity of a public contract, and with the
fullest possible intention of permanence on either
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sgde. It isan obvious truth that neither legislation
(whether ecclesiastical or civil), nor custom, nor con-
vention can make any one moral. Nevertheless these
influences do beyond question move the thoughts of
men and women in the directionsto which they point;
hence it seems in the main appropriate (so the tradi-
tion would say) that legislation, custom, and con-
vention alike should refuse to approve any change of
partners during the lifetime of a couple so united—
should forbid, infact, 'remarriage after divorce'.

It is recognized, of course, that these legidlative
articulations of the tradition have never been utterly
merciless. Such aweakening of the consortiumasis
involved in what is nowadays known as 'legal’ or
'judicial separation’ has aways been treated as valid
where the cause has been grave enough. In addition,
Christendom both Eastern and Western has aways
admitted something not unlike divorce with the right
of remarriage in specified types of case. But these
mitigations of severity have been treated throughout
asexceptions—and, indeed, undesirable exceptions—
totheprincipleat stake. They have been necessitated
by faulty social conditions and the ‘hardness of men's
hearts. They aredeclensonsfromtheideal, to be kept
incheck asmuch aspossibleinaworldwhichisvery
far from being made up of perfect men and women.

Thefirst step, therefore, is obviously to ask, 'How
has this tradition worked? Here at once we meet
with divergent judgements. It is convenient to give
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each of them a name for purposes of reference; but
we must be careful to avoid question-begging desig-
nations. The names | choose, therefore, are chosen
for convenience only; they are not intended at this
stage to indicate either approval or disapproval. Let
us sy that we can distinguish three separate answers
to the question we have put—the Redlist, the Pess-
mist, and the Romanticist answer respectively.

(1) The Redlist answer to the question, 'How has
the general Christian tradition worked in the matter
of sex? is quite definitely, 'Not at all badly on the
whole'. Civilization, the Realist says, might have gone
agood dedl farther and fared a great deal worse. He
recognizes, of course, that many marriages have been
or are unhappy ones; that there is aways the possi-
bility of differencesof opinion and taste, of jedousies
and petty quarrels; of those breakfast-table amenities
which lend colour to the hope that the Recording
Angel does not come on duty before nine o'clock in
the morning. Nevertheless, he says, the unhappy
marriages are not sufficient in number to warrant
anything soviolent astheabolition of thetraditional
system and the introduction of a new and altogether
untried one. Many of the marriages which are admit-
tedly failures can be dealt with by one or other of
the safety valvesto which we have alluded; inthere-
maining cases we must ask the unfortunate persons
concerned to be content with such mitigations as are
possible, and for the rest to steel themsalves to suffer
for thegood of society asawhole.
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(2) The Pessmigt view is the direct opposite of
that whichwe have called the Realist. Surveyingthe
wholefield of human marriage, the Pessimist decides
that he cannot call to mind any institution which hes
been less successful in achieving its purpose. He
magnifies every occasion of dispute, however trivial,
between the spouses, until it becomes a veritable
casusbelli; he scentsirremediabl etragedy behind even
those unions which offer the most convincing out-
ward appearance of marital happiness. This univer-
sa unhappiness of the married he attributesto all kinds
of causes—incompatibility of temper, ill health, un-
punctuality, slovenliness, indifferent household man-
agement and catering and cooking by the wife,
miserliness in domestic expenditure by the husband,
and so forth. Yet he does not consciously plead for
the inauguration of a new system. In principle he
gtands by the tradition. Hewould like all marriages
to be lifelong, but so long as men and women are
what they are he sees little hope of maintaining this
view in practice. Consequently, he pleads for an
amost indefinite extension of the safety valves, and
insists that chegp and essy divorce on a scae approxi-
mating tothat inforcein some saesof the American
Unionistheonly solutionfor our difficulties.

(3) TheRomanticist(who,curiouslyenough,claims
also to pesk as a psychologist) agrees neither with
the Realist nor the Pessmist. The former, he claims,
has failed to recognize the symptoms; the latter has
given a fdse diagnosis of the dissase.  The present
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system, he holds, isindeed profoundly unsatisfactory
—30 unsatisfactory, in short, that nothing less than a
revolution will suffice to put matters right. But its
unsatisfactoriness cannot be traced to those minor
causes of rupturewhich the Pessimist has enumerated.
Theroot of the difficulty is sex, and no solution which
fallsto grasp thistruthwill be more than a superficial
palliative. Sex, the Romanticist says, isaclamant and
masterful instinct; it must have its way;and the
tragedy of modern marriage is that only rarely does
it represent the mating of a couple harmoniously
sexed. When the one is passionate, the other is cold
and listless; when the oneis sensitive and shrinking,
the other is rough and boisterous. Theroot cause of
matrimonial unhappiness, therefore, is 'sexua mal-
adjustment’. )

We must pause for a moment to notice the extra-
ordinarily elusive character of the evidence onwhich
these very different conclusions are based. In Eng-
land it is garnered by observation and experience
alone; in Americait is reached by the questionnaire
method in addition. A series of inquiries, for ex-
ample, will be addressed to 'a group of one hundred
and sixteen unhappily marriedwomen', 'asking them
to give the reasons for their unhappiness; and, even
wheretheresults scarcely bear out the principlewhich
theinquirer ishopingto establish, itisawayspossible
for him to say that the witnesses were 'unable accu-
rately to diagnosetheir psychological reactions,* and

' Cp. J. P. Lichtenberger, Divorce, pp. 382, 383.
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thento give hisown diagnosis untrammelled even by
the very statistics to which he has appeded. With
methods such asthese, it will be evident, aninteresting
variety of conclusions can be reached.

Thereal point at issue, however, isnot theempirical
question 'What percentage of marriages under the
existing system can be called "happy"”, or "satisfac-
tory", or"socially beneficial" ? Ontheavailableevi-
dence it would be impossible to maintain that any
answer to this question could be relied upon as even
approximately trueto thefacts. Thereal problemis
adeeper one. It puts the question, "What is the psy-
chological importance of sex in relation to human
conduct? This would appear at first sight to be a
question cgpable of scientific investigation, as the
other is not; but even here we notice that the accu-
racy of the answer depends upon the correct assemb-
ling of theevidence, and, the evidence being the same as
before, it remains as elusive as ever. No doubt the
psychologist wil | say that he has an abundant array of
facts on whichto base his conclusion; but once again
we may inquire whether sufficient weight has been
attached to the overwhelming number of marriages
which (just becausethey arerelatively 'happy') never
come under his notice. Fortunately for our purpose,
however, we shall find it unnecessary to enter upon
any discussion of this point. We may content our-
sdves by noticing the degree to which the different
answersdiverge.

To the Redlist and the Pessmigt alike, s is a
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normal biological instinct, not differing very greatly
from any other instinct. It has periods of intense and
it may beprolonged activity, duringwhichit can easily
achieve amarked dominance over the other instincts.
Happily for the human race, however, it has other
periodswhenitisrelatively dormant, and mekeslittle
iIf any claim for satisfaction. Above all, it may be
described asarobust or virileinstinct: intheordinary
man or woman it can within limits be checked,
thwarted, disciplined, without any grave fear of seri-
ous consequences. This, theRealist says isthereason
why the Christian tradition has on the wholeworked
well. Thetradition does indeed demand a consider-
able limitation of the sex-instinct, but theinstinctis
capable of standing the strain. So no harm is done by
the demand for chastity outside marriage, and sdf-
control within; whilst the good resulting in other
ways from a monogamous system is obvious. And
though the Pessmist, of course, does not asociate
himself with this cheerful estimate of the Christian
tradition as awhole, he does at least claim that the
view of s just indicated corroborates, and initsturn
Is corroborated by, the fact that there are very many
other causes of unhappy marriages beside 'sexua mal-
adjustment'.

The Romantic view, however, thoughit commonly
appeds for support to the most modern and advanced
psychological theories, isreally athrowback to earlier
times—the times of the troubadours, for example, or
of the Greek erotic novelists, or even of Sappho. On
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this view, sex stands virtually alone among the in-
stincts, both by reason of its urgency, and by reason
of its sendtiveness. The latter characteristic is the
more important of the two. The urgency of sexua
desires would not in itself present mankind with a
problem sui generis; but such aproblem is created by
their supposed senditiveness. For we are now told
that, so far fromtheinstinct being 'robust' and Virile',
it isthe most delicate of machines, and needs the most
expert handling. Maltreat or abuseit to the slightest
degree (and by maltreating and abusing the Romanti-
cist means what ordinary men would call 'self-con-
trol') and the result may be too terrible to contem-
plate. From the cradle to the grave—so runs this
most popular of psychological creeds—man is above
all dse a creature of sex; and if his particular sex-
conditionings are not properly satisfied we have no
reason to be either shocked or surprised at any abnor-
malities that may ensue.

Clearly, if thisisthetruth about the psychology of
X, we have the most cogent a priori grounds for
arguing that the Christian tradition must be adjudged
afailure. For any syslem which demands such con-
stant and consistent discipline of the sex-instinct as
doesthat traditionisso unsound that all the observed
miseries of married life can reasonably be st down to
its account; and if at first sight we cannot observe as
many of these miseriesas so unnatural asystem seems
bound to produce, we may fairly assume that there

areinfact innumerable casss which have only failed
4086 F
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to come to light because of the natural reluctance of
men and womento reveal their most intimatetroubles
to theworld at large. But, fortunately, as we have
dready observed, it is unnecessary to go into this
vexed question of evidence. For not only will it
appear that the Romanticist's proposals for solving
the problem suffer from all the defects of which he
accusss the Christian tradition. We may go farther,
and assart that heimportsinto hissol ution conditions
which would make a satisfactory issue utterly impos-
sible. Judged on the ground of mere self-consstency,
the Romanticist's palliatives are impotent to secure
their purpose—they transcend the limits within which
aloneheallowsasolutionto belookedfor, asfrankly
as does (in his opinion) the conservative tradition
itself.

What, then, does the Romanticist ask? Let it be
clear at once that our concern is not with those who
either by literary insinuation or by active propaganda
plead for compl ete promiscuity in matters of sex. Nor
arewe concerned with proposalswhich could only be
realized after the entire socia framework had been
refashioned on a completely new model. We con-
fine ourselvesto the published views of writerswho,
whilst profoundly dissatisfied withthingsasthey are,
and deeply imbued with the new psychology of sex,
put forward their proposals with a genuine sense of
responsibility as practical and constructive measures
which might well be adopted here and now to eae



MARRIAGE 35

what they concelve to be the existing tension. And
from the outset it becomes apparent that on three
points at least the Romanticist solution (within the
limits which such responsible writers themselves st
forit) spesks withthe samevoice astradition:

(1) First of all, it frowns upon anything akin to
promiscuity, libertinism, or mere sexud adventur-
ousness. The new sex-relationships which it seeks to
introduce form a system; and it would have this
system at once recognized and controlled by society,
with the sanction of genera disapproval, if not of
penal legislation, held in reserve for use against those
who overstep its bounds. Thus, thoughit may claim
that the discipline of the sex-instinct which it seeks
to impose is less frankly uncongenia than that of
the Christian code, it remains a discipline none
the less; and those who find their ideal in complete
and undisciplined licence will never be at home
with it.

(2) In the second place, it puts a premium on
parenthood where possible. Quite why this is so it
isdifficult to discover. The'new morality' to which
the Romantic school adheres is a morality of happi-
ness rather than of duty; and it does not as a rule
advocate the responsibility of nurturing, clothing,
educating, and providing for afamily as one of the
most obvious routes to individual enjoyment. There
Is aways, therefore, a certain reticence or usiveness
in the argument at this point; we are amost led to
suspect that alink in the chain has been omitted (with
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the hope that the omission will go unperceived) be-
cause of some exceptional incongruity which itsfrank
recognitionwouldbringtolight. Butweareentitled
to pressfor an answer. Why, we may ask, should the
Romanticist, after emancipating himself from so many
of the shibboleths of traditional ethics, still wish to
prohibit what the old-fashioned moralist used to call
'race-suicide’ ? Is it that, despite all his modernism,
heisstill under theinfluence of that naive nineteenth-
century creed which regarded the 'maintenance of the
population' asaduty laid upon society by somemystic
principleof Evolution ?O0r areweto credithimwith
apathological craving for seeing mankind in the mass
—aphobiaof aworld so empty that the exhilarating
spectacles of a European war, a Bank Holiday mob
at a London terminus, or the myriads of football
enthusiasts at Wembley or at Twickenham, would
never again be possible? It is for the Romanticist
to say on what grounds he shrinks from any aliance
with those more casud minds which would taste all
the pleasures of sex without incurring the penalty (as
it seams to them) of a family.

Nevertheless, we may perhaps be allowed to pre-
sent him with an argument which he himself iscuri-
ously slow to use. The old prophet, when he pre-
dicted the glories of the restored Jerusalem that was
to be, put asits crowning beauty the promisethat 'the
streetsof thecity shall befull of boysand girlsplaying
in the dreets thereof. Hereis an idea whose force
none but the most hardened and cynical of worldlings
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will deny. The prospect of aworld without children

—aworldprogressively deprived, or deprivingitself,

of the innocent joys, laughter, and enthusiasms of a
younger generation, continually pressing forward to

be, not merely an embarrassment, but far more atonic
and a solace to the middle-aged and elderly—is a
prospect which very few would care to face with

equanimity. And if thisis so, then none but the most

narrowly anti-social of egotists can deny that for the
well-being of society asawhole, if notasofor hisown

persona happiness, it is incumbent on him, in plan-

ning out what may be called his sex-life, to includethe
procreation of children and the responsibilities of

parenthood as dutiesfalling withinits scope. Thisis
not by any means to sy that areturn to the amost un-

restricted child-bearing of the Victorian eraisright or

desirable under modern conditions—that is awholly

different question. It is merely to assert, as part of the
sober Romanticist creed, that theirresponsiblethough
determined attempt of the profligate (whether male
or female) to enjoy the pleasures of sex whilst exclud-

ing all possibility of parenthood, is a crime against

society.

(3) Thethird point on which Romanticism agrees
with the Christian tradition is that, once parenthood
has supervened upon mating, the care of the children
becomes the paramount duty of both parents. This
means that, unless and until the whole framework of
Western civilization is revolutionized, the normal
family in which there are children must conform to
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the ideal of a permanent monogamous household, at
all events until the children have been launched upon
their independent careers. For, short of a univer-
salized system of State mating and breeding, under
which the Government would take over the entire
charge of infants from the moment of birth, it is
agreed that thefamily unit must remainin being; and
that for this to be possible monogamy and perman-
ence must still betherule, "My ownview', wrote Mr.
Bertrand Russell on one occasion, "is that the state
and the law should take no notice of sexua relations
apartfromchildren__ But whenoncetherearechil-
dren, | think that divorce should be avoided except for
a very grave caue A homewithtwo parentsishbest
for children. | donotfeel that the mainthinginmar-
riage is the feeling of the parents for each other the
main thing is co-operation in bearing children." 'The
normal environment of children,' says another writer,
‘and that best adapted to their trai ning and to the most
successful adjustment of their behaviour reactions to
their socia group intheinterests of good citizenship,
isthe happy well-ordered home, inwhich both parents
co-operate helpfully to further these desirable ends."

Such'happy well-ordered homes, wemay add, arefar
more likely to be maintained under a system which,
by refusing to the parents the opportunity of divorce
on grounds of trivial disagreement or of a passing
desire for another and more attractive aliance, instils

QuotedrnW Lippmann, Prefaceto Morals, p. 299.
2 J. P. Lichtenberger, Divorce, p. 139.
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inthem the conviction that their duty is to make the
best of the existing marriage, and subordinate their
own intereststo those of the children.

To put this creed in a nutshell we may sy that
Romanticism follows tradition at all events to the
extent of insisting (i) that mere sexua promiscuity is
wholly to be deplored and condemned; (ii) that every
healthy male and femalein society should regard it as
aprimafacie duty at some period in hisor her lifeto
aim at parenthood; and (iii) that, where parenthood
has been achieved, parents must maintain arelatively
stable monogamous partnership, at all events until
the children have been launched upon their careers,
since otherwise the household will disintegratewith
conseguences unfavourable to the upbringing of the
younger generation.

As afirst comment upon this view, and before we
proceed to notice the points at which Romanticism
differsfromtradition, we may observethat it demands
of theindividual avery high degree of self-discipline
inthe matter of sex. Evenif heisnot aparent he must
not regard himself asat liberty toindulgein haphazard
sexua intercourse; heis to remember that heisaman
and not abeadt. Further, heiscalled upon to consider
serioudly the duty of maintaining the race; and if he
embarks upon this task (as normally he would seem
required to do), and in the course of natureisrewarded
with success, he must then for a period of perhaps
twenty years put an even greater restraint upon any
wayward tendency he may have to exchange his part-
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ner for another and more alluring one. If we remem-
ber that Romanticism claims a basis in psychology,
and particularly in that psychology which regards the
yoke of Christian monogamy as too severe for the
sexua impulses of the normal man or woman, we
may well ak whether even the mitigations allowed
by this new system are sufficient to eliminate the dan-
gers of inhibition and repression which we are told
attend every serious restraint of sex. Certainly the
libertine will not think so; the compromise offered
himby theRomanticwill provelittlemoreattractive
than therigour of the Christian code. Thisisaserious
criticism: for acompromise which satisfies none but
atiny minority isapoor substitute for asystemwhich,
whatever its defects, has at all events proved avery re-
markable influence for good in the progress of civili-
zation, socia stability, and good manners.

But we have not so far considered the positive de-
mands of the 'new morality' in the matter of sex. They
may be summarized under two headings; and it will
simplify mattersif from this stage forward we use the
word 'marriage’ (without qualifying adjective) for any
sex-union undertaken with the hope of offspring. Ex-
pressed i nterms of thisusage, the Romantic demands
ae as follows:

(i) That solongasa'marriage’ (though undertaken
with the hope of children) proves childless, or (where
children have been born) when they no longer need
their parents care and oversight, the partners to a
union shall have the right to divorce on the essest
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possible grounds, with (of course) theright of enter-
Ing into new unions.

(i1) That adolescents who for good reason (as, for
example, lack of means or of continuous employment)
would be unwise as yet to undertake the responsi-
bilities of parenthood, should in the meantime be
allowed a considerable degree of liberty in 'sex ex-
perimentation’ (often called ‘companionate’ or 'trial
marriage’), with the use of 'scientific methods of
birth control' to avoid the procreation of children;
it being understood that while, on the one hand, any
such childless ‘companionate marriage' could be dis-
solved on essy terms at will, the parties to it should,
on the other hand, exhibit due fidelity to one another
during its continuance, so as to avoid the danger
of its degenerating into a mere cloak for promis-
cuity.

Once more we notice, in this second demand, the
recognition that a greater degree of self-discipline in
X is necessary than the profligate would ever bewill-
ing to exercise over himself. |t is unnecessary to re-
peat the obviouscriticism made only afew paragraphs
ago; what is more important, at the present stage, is
to notice that this fact endows the proposals under
consideration with a sobriety which should at least
win for them respectful attention. The ill-founded
outburst of criticism which has so often greeted the
very mention of'companionate marriage', snce Judge
Lindsey first gave the phrase currency, isin large part
due to complete and culpable failure to recognize that

4086 G



42 MARRIAGE

the proposals associated with thewords are an attempt
to curethe actual evils of the day—the wanton, pagan,
and widespread playing with sex-impulse by adoles-
cents of which Judge Lindsey believed himself to
have convincing proof—Dby inaugurating aregime of
relative self-discipline, and not a signal and manifest
triumph of cynical immoralism over all the canons
of modesty and decency. We may disapprove of the
proposalsin question as much aswewish—we may find
overwhelming reasons for regarding them aswholly
impracticable, whether praiseworthy or the reverse;
but thereisno doubt whatever that the motiveswhich
lie behind them are such as every serious-minded per-
son must commend. They are at all events agenuine
attempt to solve adifficult problem, not a cutting of
the Gordian knot.

What is to be said then of these two Romanticist
demands? Let us take the question of divorce first
of all. Here in general, divorce with theright of re-
marriage, asdistinct fromjudicial separation, appears
to be denied to all but childless couples (or those
whose children have reached maturity) except per-
hapsfor very grave cause. ThisisEarl Russdl'sview,

and he adds explicitly: 'l should not regard physical
infidelity asavery grave cause™—thusintroducing a
limitation more severe than any recognized by the
English Courts of to-day. Such a solution can satisfy
no one; indeed it stultifiesitself. One of the primary

! Quoted by Lippmann, p. 298.
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ams of the Romanticist is to stimulate parenthood.
Parenthood has its joys, but it has its cares as well;
and it is notorious that many couples are aready so
afraid of these cares that they prefer to remain child-
less. The married couplewith afamily of children,
they say, isunduly handicapped in the search for hap-
piness. But the Romanticist proposes to handicap
them evenfurther. Hitherto, we may say, the public
conscience has demanded the payment of a price for
sexual experience (the price, namely, of entering upon
alifelongtie); whilst afurther price (that of parental
cares) must be paid by those whose union issues in
children. But the Romanticist now proposes, in effect,
to make sexud experience free to all; and to demand
both prices of those, and only those, who accept the
responsibility of parenthood which he urges upon
them. Theresult will inevitably beto stimulate that
tendency to childless unions which he himself de-
plores. Inthis, asin everything ese, it is of course
the casethat those who taketheir duties serioudly will
adways be at a disadvantage as compared with those
who do not; and the task of the wise legislator is so
to adjust the balance as to induce the irresponsible
tolistentothecall of duty by penalizing themif they
will not do so. But the Romanticist is taking the
opposite course. He would allow those who refuse
the obligation of parenthood an additional advan-
tage (as it will seem to them) which they do not at
present possess—the advantage, namely, of a free-
dom to transfer their affections to new partners at
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will; whilst at the same time he introduces no mitiga-
tion for those who accept the vocation of parenthood.
The Christian tradition will agree with him whole-
heartedly in this latter particular; but as regards the
former it will say, with justice, that he is proposing
acourse disastrous not only to traditional ideas, but
to his own as well.

Thus, if extended facilities for divorce are to be
allowed at all they must be allowed to all—there must
be no unequal discrimination in favour of the child-
less. Here we find ourselves face to face with the
Pessimist once more; but we come to meet himwith
certain principlesinour possession of which our study
of Romanticism has made us aware.

Thefirstisthat, inany marriagewhich hasresulted
inchildren, thewelfare of the childrenisthe consideration
of primary importance” the second that, in generd, this
welfarewill best be promoted wherefacilitiesfor divorce
arerestricted asmuch as possible. The welfare of the
children demandsthat wherever possible parents shall
adjust such difficulties and disagreements (whether
great or small) as may arise between them, in order
to maintain the integrity of the family unit; and obvi-
ously the best stimulus towards such adjustment, in
the case of the ordinary man and woman, will be the
knowledge that no other way of escape lies open. The
welfare of the children, again, demands that neither
parent should allow his or her interest to stray away
from the family unit with a view to forming a new
aliance elsawhere; and this end will be best secured
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ifitis known that society will not tolerate any such
change of dliance.

The conclusion is obvious. However much we
may sympathize with hard cases and whatever excep-
tional expedients we may allow for mitigating their
worst severities, the general well-being of thenation's
childhood demands a reinforcement rather than are-
laxation of the ideal of the permanent monogamous
household; and only those who think more of satis-
fying the sdlfish interests of the adult than of maintain-
Ing that healthy family atmospherewhichis essential
to the true happiness and development of the child
can seriously advocate any other view. A || marriages
must be treated alike, the childless with the fertile.
Inthe caxe of thelatter, itisvital for the children's sske
that grounds of divorce should be refused in all but
the most extreme circumstances; the same principle
therefore must be observed in the case of the former.

Thecasefor 'companionate’ or 'trial marriage’, with
deliberateintent to avoid parenthood at all events for
thetimebeing, and with theright to divorceat will solong
asthereareno children, isobviously no morethan aplea
that concubinage should be generally recognized as
unobjectionablefor theyoung, as atemporary outlet
for their sex-lifeuntil they reach an economic position
in which parenthood will not be incompatible with
prudence, and discover a partner with whom alife-
long marriage will not beintolerable. The sensuous
and rhetorical languageinwhichthispleais so often
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couched need not concern us, nor need we (for our
present purposes) do more than glance at the horror
which it is bound to excite in any one who has the
Christian view of sx in reverence. The gist of any
criticism to which such proposals are subjected may
well be that once more the Romanticist is trying to
combine two contradictory purposes, and that once
more he has signally failed.

| have pointed out elsewhere' that the view of
marriage which includes parenthood within its scope,
and (where parenthood is achieved) makes the chil-
dren's well-being the primary responsibility of father
and mother, is essentialy onein which the sex-lifeis
regarded as avocation. On the other hand, any view
which tolerates sexua intercoursein which the possi-
bility of offspring is prohibited is aview which treats
the sex-life, if not as that mere sde and purchase of
favours which we call prostitution, at all events as
arecreation. Nothinginthisdistinction preventsus
from saying that the happiest marriages combine both
aspects, and are at once recreative (that is, sources of
continual joy to the parents) and vocational. But it
remains true of sex as of anything ese, that the more
it istreated exclusively as a means of recreation the
more difficult it will beto regard it at alater stage as
avocation. Thisisthe principlewhichthe Romanti-
cist ignores. For aperiod often or fifteen yearsfrom
adolescence hewill permit, and indeed encourage, the
young man or young woman to regard sex as purely

! Marriage and Divorce , pp. 112-121.
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recreative; thereafter he demands of them that (if eco-
nomic conditions allow) they shall embark upon the
responsibility of parenthood, and subordinate their
sex-instinct for the next twenty or twenty-five years
wholly to thevocation of bringing up their children
in the harmonious atmosphere of a monogamous
household. A nd obviously such acomplete volte face
Is more than human nature can endure, especidly if
$x is the ravenous instinct which the Romanticists
affirm it to be.

Thetruth of this criticism may be made clear by a
very smpleanalogy. Consider achild brought upin
ahouse full of books. Heistold, no doubt, that in
fifteen years timehewill haveto treat the books seri-
ously, read them, and master their contents. But in
the meantime he is at liberty to do with them as he
will: to usethem as bricksfor building, as missilesfor
hurling, as make-believe boats to float in his bath; to
tear out their pages to be folded into paper darts or
hats or aeroplanes. It seams unlikely that such are-
gime carried out continuously and uninterruptedly
for many years during the most formative period of
life will fit a child for assuming in due course the
responsibilities, let us say, of Bodley'slibrarian. His
ingrained conviction that books are no more than
toyswoul d betoo strong even for the sobering influ-
ences of his new position. Or, if this instance is
thought to be too imaginative, we may take an ex-
amplefrom actual life. For four hundred years or so
the 'white' races have learnt to treat the 'coloured'
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races as their toys—as 'lesser breeds without the law*,
possessed of only the sketchiest of rights—as some-
thing little better than animals, to be endaved, ex-
ploited, or exterminated as may be most convenient.
Wearealive now to thefatally un-Christian character
of any such view; but contemporary history is not
lacking in evidence which proves how difficult the
white racesfind it to assimilatethe obvioustruththat
colour hasnothingtodowithrights, andthat all men
areequa inthesight of God. Theolder view has sunk
too deeply into the grain. 'Once atoy always atoy'
seams infact, to betherule of theworld; andto treat
X as agame isthe least reasonable way of preparing
for treating it as avocation. The battle of Waterloo
may have beenwonontheplayingfieldsof Eton, but
the carpet knights of companionate marriagewi | | show
themselves poor soldiers when they face the stern
demands of parenthood.

In the matter of divorceit is conceivable, at least,
that a compromise between the Romantic and the
Christian tradition might be discovered which would
not beunworkable. Their aims, after all, areidentical;
even the Romantic hopes that every companionate
marriagewill turninto areal marriage in time, and
so will conform to the monogamous pattern. And
the Christian, for his part, recognizes that divorce
legislation, whether ecclesastical or civil, isameans
and not an end; so that if some relaxation of the exist-
I ng code could be shown to offer good hope of foster-
Ing the acceptance of the Christian ideal throughout



MARRIAGE 49

society, no objection could be raised in principle.
Severity is not aways the surest method of securing
conformity; and the uncompromising translation of
aprincipleinto alegal enactment sometimes aienates
more mindsthanit reconciles. Butinthe matter of com-
panionate marriage the two points of view involved
are manifestly incompatible; and our main criticism
of the Romanticist is that, so far from seeing this, he
regards the transition from the one to the other, when
circumstances call for it, asthe essest processimagin-
able. To such a view experience opposes an abso-
lute nonpossumus.  On this head we must sy that the
Romanticist proposes to us a compromise which is
frankly preposterous. There can be no half-way house
between frank libertinism and the Christian view of
$X. The system which the Romanticist favoursisno
more than an idle day-dream belonging at best to that
amoral and fantastic world of the Comedy of Man-
ners for which Charles Lamb has said all that can be
said, but condemned by its own inherent inconsis-
tencies to immediate and utter failure the moment
any attempt be made to put it into practice.
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I1l1. PATRIOTISM

By JOHN P. R. MAUD

WHAT Is patriotism? Dr. Johnson odfines the
patriot in his dictionary as 'one whose ruling
passonistheloveof hiscountry'; and Boswell says of
a pamphlet which Johnson wrote, that ‘it contained
anadmirabledisplayof the propertiesof ared patriot,
inthe original and genuine ssnse—a sncere, Seedy,
rational, and unbiased friend to the interess and
prosperity of his King and (country*. However, in
the dictionary Johnson hes added a quotation from
Addison which might have struck him as implying
a rather different conception of patriotism from his
own:

The firm patriot there,

Who made the welfare of mankind his care.

On the bess of these quotationswe can sy that the
ethicd probleminvolved in patriotismisthe problem
of how the man whose ruling passon isalove of his
country can be o rational and unbiased a friend to
his country's interests, that he mekes not only the
wefare of his country but the welfare of mankind his
care; in other words, how the citizen of one nation
canlove other nationsasheloveshisown. Thereare,
in fact, two agpeds of this problem, the interna and
the externa (wemay cal them): my duty towards my
neighbour in my own country, and my duty towards
my neighbour in other countries. But the problemis
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asingle one, and neither aspect can be properly con-
sidered except ascomplementary to the other, Burke's
words have here a certain relevance: It is therefore
our business carefully to cultivate in our minds, to
rear to the most perfect vigour and maturity, every
sort of generous and honest feeling that belongs to
our nature. To bring the dispositions that are lovely
in private lifeinto the service and conduct of the com-
mon-wealth; so to be patriots as not to forget we are
gentlemen.

Many peoplewould say that thisisfrankly impos-
sible; that to love my country as a patriot | must
suppress all the generous and honest feelings which
prompt me to consider the welfare of men in other
countries than my own; and that therefore thereisno
ethical probleminvolvedin patriotism except that of
behaving justly towards my own countrymen. Other
people would argue from the same premiss that the
ethical problem of patriotism is so simple as not to
need argument; my plain duty isto refuse the claim
of my country point-blank, snceto allow that claim
means necessarily to fail in my duty to all the neigh-
bourswho happen not to livein my own country. In
order to decide whether one or other of these assump-
tions ought to be made, something must first be said
in answer to the genera question: What conception
of the nature and purpose of man ought we to have,
when we consider men and nations as they are in
twentieth-century Europe?

! Thoughts on the Cause of the Present Discontents.



52 PATRIOTISM

Men are uniqueindividuals; at any given moment
each man is to some extent self-conscious, wanting
certain things in a certain order of preference, and
having a certain power of satisfying those wants, a
power limited partly by the inherited and acquired
capabilities of the individual, partly by his environ-
ment. But at the same time men are mutually in need
of one another; and though all have something in
common, divergences of want, capacity, and environ-
ment account for the fact that men are found every-
where in groups, which have come into existence,
and continue, for innumerable reasons and in every
variety of form. Families, cities, nations, federa-
tions, economic and social classes, political parties,
churches, colleges, and clubs, areall theresult of man's
socia character. Moreover, owing to the nature of
some of their wants, men are constantly found in a
date of conflict, both asindividuals and as groups.

The assumption which amoral philosopher has to
make is that there are certain capacities which the
individual ought to develop, and acertain relationship
to his neighbour in which he ought to stand. It fol-
lows then that aman has certain duties asamember of
each group to which he belongs, and that each group
can therefore be said to have aduty. It is no doubt
true that men are even less likely to be what they
ought to be, or do what they ought to do, as members
of agroup than as individuals. But ifit be assumed
that men asindividuals have specific duties of their
own, then as members of a group they must aso
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have duties. Man's duty as the citizen of a dateis a
duty of this kind, though in certain respects, as will
be seen later, different from any other kind of duty.
The moral philosopher must assume that men as
members of political groups, whether local, national,
federal, or imperial, have duties, just as they have in
respect of their membership of other groups; and he
can therefore say that all these political groups have
their own peculiar duties, which ought to determine
their nature and actions. Whenever (for instance) a
conflict arises between groups within a state or be-
tween two States, it ought to be decided according to
some principle of justice, and not by a simple trial
of strength by the conflicting parties. The patriot
then has a duty on all such occasions, to bring it
about, so far as he can, that the principle of justice
relevant to the particular circumstances shal be
discovered and acted upon.

But the question remains, are international dis-
putes capable of resolution on just principles, solong
as the existing organization (and lack of organiza-
tion) of the world and the nation-state remains un-
changed? Must the patriot who genuinely desres
the discovery and doing of justice in the world do
his best to forget his patriotism and induce other
people to forget theirs? The answer depends partly
on our conception of the nature of justice and partly
on our view of the actual state of the world to-day.
A nd our conception of justice—of the principle (that
Is to say) on which society ought to be organized,
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and on which incidentally disputes ought to be de-
cided—depends ultimately on the assumptions we
make concerning man's potentialities and the end
which he ought to ssek. We may sum up the
assumptions that we intend to make by saying, first,
that man has awill which is capable of freedom and
Is not necessarily the dave of the economic, socidl,
or political environment; and, secondly, that man
Is cgpable of distinguishing among various possible
courses of action the one which he ought to follow
—that is to say, of recognizing his duty, whether or
not hewantstodo it. Thirdly, his ultimate idea is
to want to do what he ought to do: as the Christian
sys, 'to love the thing which Thou commandest
and desire that which Thou dost promise’. Only in
so far as he achieves this identification of the will
as it iswith the will as it ought to be can he enjoy
fullness of life.

Fourthly, the nature of the good life is such that
each man's duty as an individual is complementary
to his neighbour's: it can, in fact, be described as the
duty of loving his neighbour as himself; and thereis
no human creature, inany part of theworld, who may
not come into relationship with him as aneighbour.
When amanwillsas he ought, hewillsawholewhich
includes his own interest and the interest of all men.
It perhapsinvariably happensthat at this, andall other
dtages of history which precede the realization of the
ideal, even aperfectly good manwouldfind that what
might be called his persona interest, conceived in
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terms of what he wants must be sacrificed; but this
sacrifice can be freely willed, as being the only way
in which under the circumstances the good life can
be lived to the full.

Fifthly, if groups were as they ought to be and
acted as they ought to act, there would similarly be
no possibility of conflict. This, onthefaceof it,isa
bolder assumption than the last; for, it may be said,
'we have had experience of one man sacrificing him-
self freely for his friends, and we know that where
relationships are personal it is quite possible that no
conflicts of interest will arise. But the relationship
of group to group is impersonal; not only has there
never been a recorded occasion on which a group
voluntarily surrendered any part of its own interest,
but in the nature of things such an event could never
happen; for a group exists to get something done,
andif it sacrificed itsinterest it would thereby fail in
its purpose; on the other hand, the individual who
sacrifices his interest may be said to succeed in the
purpose he has as a human person.’

But the fact surely is that no group is more than
one aspect of the men and women who are its mem-
bers. The purpose of some groups is no doubt such
that what the groups ought to do is to cease to exist;
but there ssems to be no a priori reason why a group
should not be such that its purpose is to serve, in
some particular way, the common purpose of human-
ity. A group of thiskind would find on certain occa
sons that its duty was to sacrifice some part of what
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previously it had conceived to be the object of its
existence, just astheindividual constantly finds that
his duty is to make a sacrifice; and to do thiswould
not be the 'death’ of the group, but the realization of
its proper purpose. When states, which have hitherto
been sovereignwithintheir respectiveterritories, de-
cideto form afederation and relinquish some part of
their local sovereignty in consequence, they may be
acting under what they imagineto be the compulsion
of circumstances, but their action nevertheless sug-
gests the possibility that even national groups can
modify their separate purposes and resign certain of
their privileges, for the sdke of alarger purpose which
they choose to pursue in common, without ceasing
to exist asindividual states. But whether or not an
act worthy of the name of voluntary sacrifice has ever
been performed by a group, the assumption must be
madethat groups have aduty to make sacrifices under
certain circumstances, and that it ought to be the
purpose of every group to seek its particular end not
asanendinitself but aspart of that larger end which
is the proper object of all human endeavour.

It follows from these assumptions that if people,
as individuals and as members of groups, did as
they ought, they would agree, and the groups would
agree, about the common end which all in their
various ways were seeking, and no one would be
compelled against his will either to do or abstain
from any course of action. On the other hand, it
does not follow that each man's tastes or capacities
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would bethe same! nor that groups, with particular
interests and characteristics, would oceese to exist;
nor that, in the process of gradually reaching agree-
ment about the nature of the common end and of
achievingit, therewould not be need of forceand the
compulsion of the wills both of groups and indivi-
duals.

Then how much can the state be expected to help
or to hinder man in his efforts to do his duty? The
nature of the state hasvaried from ageto ageand from
place to place; and even if attention is confined to a
particular Sate at a particular time, it will be found
that no two individuals either suffer or benefit in
precisely the same way fromit. However, there are
perhaps four characteristics which the modern state
adways has. It is, in the first place, a group of which
all those living within certain territorial limits are
members, whether they like it or not. A charac-
teristic of most other societiesisthat solong asaman
Isamember he must submit himself to the rules, but
that he can resign if he objects to the rules or if for
any other reason he no longer wishes to be a member.
But any one who finds himself, by the accident of

! Contrast Plato, Republic, Bk. 5, 464d (Lindsay's transla-
tion) : 'Theseregulationswill... prevent the disruption of the
city which would result if each called a different wife and differ-
ent children his own, and thusimplanted in the city the indi-
vidual pleasures and griefs of individuals. Rather they will
have one single belief concerning what is their own and be all
concerned i n the same purpose, and so will be, as far as pos-
sible, simultaneously affected by pleasure and pain

4086 |
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birth or resdence, a member of the group which is
called the state, can only 'contract out' of the obliga-
tions placed on him as a citizen by going away to
another country, or being sent to gaol, or escaping
the notice of the authorities.

Secondly, the date exists for certain purposes
which are various and aways subject to change.
Security from the possible attack of other nations
and from certain (but not al) forms of arbitrary ex-
ploitation at the hands of one's own countrymen is at
present always one of the services which a state seeks
to provide; but there are no limits which can be de-
fined a priori to the effortswhich astate might maketo
increase the health, wealth, or happiness of its citizens.
At any given moment the purposes for which the
date exists can (in theory, at any rate) be known by
any one who knows the law of theland; with alarge
part of the citizen's life the state is not concerned, and
the law leaves him free to do as he likes; but this law
Is constantly being modified in the process of ad-
ministration, and can be atered, in whole or in part,
at any future moment. In this respect, it may be noted,
the modern sate differs somewhat from the ancient.
In Aristotle's time it could be said that legislation
was merely the codification of custom, and frequent
changes in the law were deprecated on the ground
that they undermined the citizen's habit of obedi-
ence’ Again, at the time when the book which is
still the Prayer Book of the Church of England was

! Aristotle, Palitics, ii. 8. 23.
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first published, it was natural to sum up the prayer
for those who were responsible under the King for
the internal government of the country in these
words: 'And grant unto his [that is, the King's]
whole Council, and to all that are put in authority
under him, that they may truly and indifferently min-
ister justice, to the punishment of wickedness and
vice, and to the maintenance of Thy true religion,
and virtue.'" The assumption was that thosein autho-
rity knew what people should and what they should
not be allowed to do, that this was incorporated in
the law, and that the officers of the state had only to
punish the evil-doer and perhaps incidentally praise
the virtuous. Since that time it has come to be re-
garded as more doubtful what kinds of action are
wrong, and which of these the law can attempt to
prevent with any likelihood of success, and the law
has been developed more and more as an instrument
of social action.

Thethird characteristic of the stateis closely bound
up withthetwo already mentioned. The dtate has at
itsdisposal amore or lessunlimited amount of force,
which can be used if necessary (though the fact that
It can be used makes its actua use unnecessary as a

! Compare asoi. Peter, ii. 13 (the passage read as specid
Epistle in the Communion Service on the Anniversary of
the King's Accession), 'Submit yourselves to every ordinance
of man for the Lord's sake: whether it be to the King as
supreme; or unto governors, as unto them that are sent by
him for the punishment of evil-doers or for the praise of them
that do well.'
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rule), to ensure that the citizens fulfil their obliga-
tions (in money and personal service, for instance)
and abstain from any act (such as the commission
of a nuisance) which the state forbids. This forceis
symbolized by the policeman; and it is distinguished
from the arbitrary compulsion exercised by persons
or groups other than the state by the fact that its
applicationcan (intheory, at least) be predicted, since
it is used only in accordance with principles declared
publicly in the law.

These are three of the principal features of the
state considered from its internal aspect, that is, as it
dfects its own citizens. The fourth characteristic is
seeninitsexternal activities. One state meets another
with the claim to a practically unqualified sovereignty,
and purports to spesk for the whole body of its own
citizens. Consequently thereis a striking contrast be-
tween theinternal and external aspects of the modern
state. Internally it is characterized (in theory at any
rate) by the rule of law; all citizens share, whether
they wish to share or not, in certain benefits and bur-
dens, for which they have the state to bless or curse;
there is machinery to determine what these benefits
and burdens shall be, and to secure that the general
intentions of the law are carried out in particular
places, at particular times, and through particular per-
sons; a system of judicial tribunals to determine any
dispute that may arise when it is aleged that the law
has been broken; and finally a police force to s that
effect is given to the decision of the court. On the
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other hand, if we consider the external relations of
one dtate to another, we find a condition of afairs
which might amost be described asanarchy or therule
of lawlessness. It is true that an embryonic inter-
national organization existsin the League of Nations;
but in no sense can this be called a super-state. Only
those sates belong who wish to belong, and every
date holds itself free to give notice of the termina-
tion of its membership. It bears a shadowy resem-
blance to the state in seeking to provide its members
with various services, concerned with certain aspects
of their health, wealth, and happiness. But security
it cannot hope to provide, so long asit is not granted
the same kind of monopoly which the nation-state
posseses for the provision of internal security, and
the same power to call on whatever police force it
thinks necessry. Meanwhile each date hes to rely
on its own resources for securing itself against attack,
and naturally supplies itself with military force; this
increases the sense of insecurity in the mind of neigh-
bouring states, who take further thought for their
armaments, and so increase the general sense of i n-
security. The nature of these military forcesis sharply
distinguished from that of policemen, by the fact that
neither the system of international law nor the inter-
national machinery for deciding disputes is sufficient
to prevent a particular state from using its military
force in an effort to establish its own interpretation
of its own rights; whereas the police can only act in
accordance with the law, as declared in general terms
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for the whole territory and interpreted in particular
casss of disputeby atribunal, which at least intheory
Is impartial.

Further, although the League is concerned with
matters of health, trade, and so on, and for that side
of its work can even count on the co-operation of
gateswhich are not membersof the League, it cannot
at present effect much in this direction except in such
non-controversial subjects as research and informa-
tion. When the states wish to find acommon purpose
and take common action in the more important
spheres of economics or politics, they manufacture a
specia organisation, which usually comesinto being
in the form of a conference, and pases away again
when the dosence of common purpose becomes too
abundantly plain.

Such being the nature of the modern state, can any
genera answer be given to the question, how ought
the state to be used or altered if man is to do his duty
and eventualy fulfil his proper purpose? It can be
said at the outset that even if the laws of a Sate at any
giventimewereinfact just (that is to say, as good as
they could be, from the point of view of humanity as
awhole), there would probably still be at least two
disadvantages to be overcome. Some people, in the
first place, would almost certainly think one or other
of the laws unjust, and woul d have to choose between
acting contrary to their conscientious conception of
duty, or being punished for their disobedience. If
we assume that these people would necessarily be
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wrong in thinking any of the laws unjust, thereis no
reason why this disadvantage should not in the end
be removed; for just laws must by their very nature
be capable of recognitionassuch by all peoplewho do
asthey ought. Butitisimportant to notice that the
laws must not only be just, but be recognized as just,
iIf the good life isto belived under them. It is just,
let us suppose, that the slum landlord who conscien-
tiously objects to the Slum Clearance Acts should
have his property forcibly demolished; but it would
be better still if his conscience ceasad to object.
Secondly, even those who recognized the justice
of the laws would be placed at a certain disadvantage
by the fact that compulsion could be put upon them
iIf they did not fulfil their legal obligations. Compare,
for instance, the man who voluntarily subscribes to a
hospital, with the man who would no lesswillingly
subscribe to such a purpose, but who, since he hap-
pensto livein acity where the hospitals are provided
by the municipality, makes his contribution in the
form of atax, which he would be compelled to pay
even if he wished to do nothing of the kind. The
second man is likely to have quite different feelings
about the payment of atax from thosewhich hewould
have, and which the first man has, about a voluntary
contribution. In the same way, when education or
the relief of the destitute has to be paid for out of
taxation, many, even of those who think the Educa-
tion or Poor Law Acts just, make their compulsory
payments in avery different spirit from that in which
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they would subscribe voluntarily to either of these
purposes. This disadvantage is obviously capable of
circumvention; for there is no reason why people
should not come to regard the tax-collector as a pub-
lic benefactor, who enables them to do what they
want to do (that is, to love their neighbour) more
efficiently than they could otherwise do, rather than
as ahighway robber who puts the pistol to their head.

The potential coercion of the law, then, lays a
specia obligation on those who recognize its justice,
toobey itinacertain spirit and, by continuingto have
apersona sense of responsibility for their neighbours
and a spontaneous anxiety for their welfare, to neu-
tralize the evil effect which just laws are in danger of
producing even on those who recognize their justice.
The actual coercion of those who break the law, not
from conscientious scruple but knowing that they
ought to obey it (the thief, for instance, who knows
he should not steal, or the motorist who drives to the
danger of the public), is of an entirely different kind,
which has its peculiar disadvantages. Here the law-
breaker can fulfil his specid obligation, perhaps, by
accepting punishment or paying damages without
resentment or sense of grievance.

But the question whether the state can hinder or
help the living of the good life depends ultimately
on the justice or injustice of the laws and policy of
the state. It would be ridiculous to try to describe
the characteristics by which ajust law could be recog-
nized; but two generalizations can be made at the
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outset. To be just, the laws or policy of a state must
be in the interest of a particular country only in so
far as that interest is part of the common interest of
all persons concerned; in other words, they must
seek aworld purpose in general and alocal purpose
in particular. They may happen to be at the same
time in the specia interest of a particular person or
group, of the majority or the minority of the citizens,
of every oneor of no oneinaparticular country; the
benefits and burdens which they bring may be dis-
tributed evenly or unevenly, according to the circum-
gances of the place and time; but by none of these
facts is the justice of the laws either constituted or
destroyed. In other words, by saying that the laws
arejust or unjust, we do not mean that they are, or are
not, what any one group or person wants themto be,
nor do we mean that they are what the mgjority of the
citizens, or even the whole complement of all the
citizens, want themto be; we mean something which
can be saidin no other way than by saying that the
laws are what they ought to be.

Secondly, we can say that the content of just laws
at one time will amost certainly be different from the
content of just laws at any other time. Formally they
will aways be the same; that is to say, they will at
each sage be in the interest of humanity at large, and
of alocal community only in so far asthat isconsis-
tent with the interest of the whole. But their sub-
gtance at any one time will depend on the circum-

dances of that time and the living context within
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which they have to operate. They may be expected,
then, to be continually changing asworld-conditions
change. Any attempt to draw up a sat of just laws
apriori without reference to a particular world-situa-
tionistherefore bound to befutile; and it is equally
impossible to foretell what the duty of a citizen will
be in relation to the state without full knowledge of
the particular circumstances. Justice, in fact, is rela-
tivetotheactual wantsand experience of men, though
it is not determined by them. It follows that the
search for justice is not a search for a st of laws,
which have been once for all laid up in heaven and
might be recognized once for all by the political
visionary on earth, but a continuous creative effort
to discover from moment to moment what the pur-
poses and methods of the state ought to be.

Two conditions must be satisfied if this search is
to succeed. First, the maker of just laws must have
knowledge of the facts, and this knowledge cannot
be had (it seems) unless all the relevant experience of
the men and women who would be affected by the
laws (in all parts of the world) is made available:
unless, that isto say, these men and women take some
part in law-making. The philosopher-king of Plato's
Republic, for example, could only be expected to per-
form his function of making just laws, if he could
count on the co-operation of every one affected by
them. Secondly, the law-maker must be disinter-
ested; in judging what the law ought to be, he must
disregard the benefits and burdens which he person-



PATRIOTISM 67

ally would recelvein consequence of it. Those whose
co-operation inlaw-making isrequired, becausetheir
experience has to be made available, must co-operate
inacertain spirit and in acertain way; if they use the
opportunity which participation in the work of legis-
lation givesthemto forward their particular personal
interests, they can prevent the laws from being just;
and this they will do, unless they regard their legis-
lativefunction as atrust, and succeed in making their
contribution as they ought to makeit, from a disin-
terested desire to see justice done.

Obviously, therefore, it is not easy to make just
laws; for they must be disinterested and at the same
time based on knowledgewhich can only be given by
those who will by the nature of the case find it most
difficult to be disinterested. It ssams right to con-
cludethat no political organization, national or inter-
national, can be devised, which would enable just
laws to be made and at the same time ensure that un-
just laws were not made. The duty, then, of the citi-
zenis on the one hand to help, as far as he can, in the
construction of such political and economic institu-
tions, in his own country and in the world, as will
make it as easy as possible for the necessary know-
ledge on which just laws depend to be made available
and for the law-makers to be disinterested in their
desire for justice, and on the other hand to play his
part in working the machinery as he ought.

We must now ask two final questions.—Which
features in the political organization of the modem
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world make it likely, and which make it unlikely,
that just lawswill be made and just policies pursued ?
And what in general can be said about the way in
which aman ought to think and act to-day in respect
of his citizenship?

The assumption has above been made that if men
thought and acted as they ought—that is, if their
moral insight were disinterested and their knowledge
of the relevant facts adequate—they would agree
about the common purpose of humanity and the
principles on which disagreements when they arose
were to be determined. There are dready certain
sarvices, such as the control of traffic, which (it can
besaid) every oneisglad that the state should provide;
and there are therefore some laws about the justice of
which it can be supposed that general agreement has
aready been reached. It clearly does not follow that,
simply because there is unanimity in some country
about the state€'s provision of a particular service, itis

just (that is, in the interest of humanity) that the ser-
vice should be provided. Butinfact services such as
traffic control are of merely domestic importance, and
it therefore happens not to matter, from the point of
view of theworld, that no consideration isgiven to
other than national interestsby the Sate that provides
them.

Again, there are many activities (such asreligion,
music, art, literature, sport, and so on) inwhich men
can engage without finding that their own interest
and their neighbour's conflict. So it often happens
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that, so far as certain departments of life are con-
cerned, neither individuals nor nations find them-
sdves in substantial disagreement; for it does not
necessarily follow (say) that the more enjoyment one
country obtainsfrom music the less can its neighbour
obtain.

But many thingswhich one individual or country
wants (a piece of territory, for instance) it cannot
have unless some other individual or country goes
without. When there is no agreement among the
members of the world-community either as to the
common purpose which ought to be followed or
the principles on which disputes ought to be decided,
under what conditions and by what processisit most
likely, considering the political organization of the
worldto-day, that menwill cometo know andto do
what they ought?

If thediscovery of justiceisacreative act, requiring
a contribution from the experience of all those that
are concerned, it ssams improbable that any one per-
son or any one section of the community can hope to
know what justice demandsin agiven st of circum-
gances. It is most improbable of all when one party
to a dispute is the stronger, and can use its superior
strength to coerce the other. This is the position
when two nations of unequal power disagree (say,
China and Japan), and the rest of the world is not
prepared to interfere. Itisaso theposition when one
section of a national community is able to make the
laws and decide the policy of the dtate, as in the
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Dominion of South Africa, where the minority of
white inhabitants have all the political power. Even
when the franchise is extended to all the citizens of a
state, it may happen that one section of the com-
munity is able to determine the policy and organiza-
tionof acountry, partly through political and partly
through economic power, when conditions are such
that the community is cut into various sectionswith
sharply contrasted interests of their own. And even
when such conditions do not prevail, the political
parties may advocate programmes so widely diver-
gent that the same result follows and the country isin
fact governed by one party without any considera-
tion for the other. When this happens, the parties
are more properly described as factions, and the State
IS governed, as some city-states in Greece were at one
time governed, by one faction after another, each in
turn coming to power through somekind of revolu-
tionary action. Finally, when anationisresponsible
for the government of a subject people and is there-
fore the final arbiter of the laws and policy of that
country, even if it has no financial or other material
interest in the territory, it still has difficulty in dis-
covering justice, partly because the very fact of its
superior power tends to distort its judgement, and
partly because it lacks that necessary knowledge of
the facts which only the experience of the subjects
can supply.

So it is suggested that where in fact the deter-
mination of policy isin the hands of one section of a
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community, whether the political organization of the
place be called oligarchic, demacratic, or dictatorial,
there are grave dangers, amounting amost to cer-
tainty when the section represents a separate econo-
mic or cultural interest, that justicewill not be done.

Must we conclude that these dangers can never
be avoided so long as theworld consists of nations
some of which are stronger than others, and solong as
withinanation there are groups of varying strength ?
In the asence of unanimity about the common pur-
pose, is there no alternative to some form of dictator-
ship—to theimposition, that is, of oneinterpretation
of justice upon thosewho have not contributed to the
making of that interpretation ? And isthere no other
reasonable hope at the present time than that within
each nation therival factions be equally matched, and
that in the world as a whole a precarious peace be
maintained by the balance of power?

If there is an alternative, it cannot be found, it
would seem, by any individual who thinks that he
personally (or his country, or any other group of
which heis amember) can interpret justice correctly
without the assstance of the other parties concerned.
For, as we have seen, even if he (or his group) is not
personally interested in the result of the decision, he
has need of the experience of the people who are;
and if he (or his group) is personally interested, not
only does he need the experience of others, but he
needs still more something that can help him to keep
his moral judgement disinterested; further if heisnot
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only interested, but aso thinks that he can get what
he wants without considering those who disagree
withhim, heisinanevenworsepositionfor acting as
he ought. So it follows that the duty of any nation-
state to-day is not to think (or to act asif it thought)
thatitisinapositiontodiscernjusticefor itself, when
disagreements arise with other dsates, but rather to
recognize the limitations of its own experience and
its own disinterestedness; in this sensg, it must re-
linquish its claim to sovereignty. The same can be
said of the duty of any section, party, or dasswithin
the nation, and of any individual too. Furthermore,
each of these units has a positive duty to join in the
creative activity of discovering justice, by contribut-
ing its own experience of the relevant facts, and its
individual judgement of what ought to be done. For
thisto be possible, theworld woul d haveto be organ-
ized in such a way that the different experiences
of people living in different parts of it could find
adequate expresson and be made generaly avail-
able. Similarly, within each of these compartments
of the world different experiences and different
opinions would have to be used in the same kind of
credtive act.

But thereis one condition that must be satisfied if
justiceisto be discovered in thisfashion. The separ-
ate expressions of interest must be offered as contri-
butions, on the understanding that no one of them
claimsto bethat which ought finally to determinethe
laws and policy of the community without reference
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totheothers. Only if thisconditionisfulfilled arethe
Isues between the parties (whether within the state,
or between dates) likely to be such that a policy can
eventually befoundwhichisfelttobejust by all con-
cerned. If the condition is not fulfilled, a situation
will arise out of which, in the asence of unanimity,
dictatorship by one side or another is bound to
follow, whether wearing the dress of legality or not,
whether the dictatorship of amajority or of aminority,
whether genuinely attempting to be disinterested or
frankly selfish.

Generally speaking, this condition is more likely
to befulfilled when the only way in which force can
be used is 'by due process of law', than when forceis
not confined to a single channel. The anarchy of the
international situation is more certain to lead to in-
justice than the rule of law within asingle state; and
justice is less likely to be done in those socia and
economic parts of the national life which at the
present time are affected indirectly or not at all by
the law than in those parts into which the law has
aready directly entered in the name of socia justice.
But there can obviously be no certainty that under all
circumstances the establishment of a political system
will lead to better results than woul d have followed
from the absence of any such system. It cannot, for
Instance, be said that the creation of a political organ-
izationtoincludeall the nations of theworld would by
itself lead to the establishment of justice on earth; it
couldonly do soif the stronger nationsrefused, for one
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reason or another, to use the new political machinery
for the same purposes which now lead them to exploit
international anarchy. Further, it is obviously im-
probable that dictatorship will be avoided where
those who are the more powerful in economic and
other non-political respects, such as education, are
aso politically the stronger; but it does not follow
that in an equalitarian society justice will be done, nor
ought we to conclude that except in an equalita-
rian society justice can never bedone.

Whenthis conditionisin fact not fulfilled and the
only alternative to unanimity ssems to be dictator-
ship (as at the present day in the world generally and
within most nations), how can the vicious circle be
broken? Must we wait for both gdes in each dis-
pute to do as they ought? No genera answer can be
givento this question, but it ssems probable that, un-
til the stronger side in any dispute first voluntarily
makes a sacrifice, the dispute cannot be decided as it
ought to be. Eventhenjusticewill not be done, un-
lessthe other sdefollowsthe example of the stronger.
If it prefers to regp a sectiona advantage by having
the dispute decided in its favour, the position of the
two parties in regard to strength will have been re-
versed, but the circle of injustice will remain un-
broken. However, what the effect on the world
would beif one group or one nation sacrificed itsel f
voluntarily (if, that is to say, when it had the power
to carry out its own interpretation of justice, it re-
fused to do so, on the chance that its example might
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be followed and an interpretation of justice be dis-
covered through the mutual efforts of all parties to
the dispute) no one can say; for not only can it be
presumed that no such sacrifice has ever been made,
but evenif it had been made no one could ever know
that the privileged position had been surrendered
voluntarily.

What, finally, can be said about the duty of the
citizento-day ? At each moment thereisaunique st
of circumstances in which each individual has to
decide what his conscience bids him think and do.
It would be as ridiculous to expect an answer to the
particular question, which at any given moment apar-
ticular citizeniscalled on by the circumstances around
him to answer, from any generalizations that can be
made about citizenship, as it would be (if we may
borrow an analogy from Bacon) to try to find theway
from London to York by studying Ortelius' map of
theuniverse. How ought | tovote in the next election?
What geps can | take to prevent another war? Isit
my duty to take revolutionary action against the
present government ? These, and innumerabl e other
guestions of the samekind, may haveto be asked and
answered by the individual citizen from time to time,
anditwouldbevainto attempt ananswer tothemin
genera terms. But isthere nothingto be said, except
that the citizen must do the best he can as each con-
crete problem presents itself? Not much, perhaps,
but this at least:—

First, the citizen must be realistic. The more he
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reflectson hisown life and on the state of affarsinthe

world of which heis a part, the more he ought to

be impressed at the greatness of the gulf which ssams

fixed between what is and what ought to be. Second-

ly, hemay reflect that thepolitical organizationof his

own and other countriesis simply one part of acom-

plex everchanging environment which has adways

surrounded him andwi |l dways surround him. His

citizenship isone aspect of hismanhood, and thoughfor
the purposes of thought and discussion he must make

abstractions and talk of personal, social, economic, or

political problems, reality is not divided into separate

compartments, and his thinking can never compass

truth unless he remembers that thisis so. If there are
ethical problems at all, then ethical problems must

arise from the fact of his citizenship, just as certainly

asthey arisefrom his relationship with his friends or

any other part of his environment. Thirdly, if he
knows that he has aduty in his privatelifewhich he
constantly fails either to recognize correctly or to

fulfil, he must not be surprised when his honest at-

tempt to examinerealistically the political facts of the
modernworld, and comparethemwithwhat he feds
that they ought to be, reveds a situation that he has
to recognize as desperately discouraging.

Butif, in the fourth place, he refuses to be fatalis-
tic about his own life, believing rather that his will
Is capable of freedom and need not necessarily be
determined by his environment, then he must aso
believe that it is possible, in the fullness of time and
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after centuries of effort, that men, even in their cor-
porate capacity as members of different groups, will
free themselves of the sin that so easily bessts them
and succeed in loving one another. He may reflect,
on the other hand, that man finds his life only when
heis prepared to loseit, and that in actual experience
no one can love his neighbour without sacrificing
himself, in greater or less degree; and the conclusion
ssamsto follow that only when the spirit of self-sacri-
fice, which men learn from their personal friendships,
has so infected the groups to which they belong that
those groups are prepared to sacrifice themselves for
eech other's good, will justice be done on earth.
Lastly, when he considers the immediate problem
of what he ought to do next, and finds that
whether helikesit or not heisamember of anation-
state, he may do well to notice that the state is one of
the means through which heis enabled to hate or love
certain of his neighbours. Those of his neighbours
who are also, by the accident of birth or residence,
hisfellow countrymen, have a specia claim on him;
for since they spesk his language, and in other ways
sharewith himaparticular cultural inheritance, they
aloneare ableto co-operatewith himintherealization
of aparticular form of thegood life; and of this pur-
pose the dtate is potentially one of the necessary in-
struments. Towardsthose of his neighbours who hap-
pen to be of some other nationality, his duty is much
harder to perform; for his persona relationship to
themisinfact moreremote; the difficulty of behaving
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to them as he ought, or even of discovering how he
ought to behave, is proportionately more serious,
and in this part of his duty he must at present expect
the sate to be rather a hindrance than ahelp.
Aspart, then, of hisduty to hisneighbour hewill
find that he has two kinds of political duty, that of
hel ping to make the policy and laws of the state what
they ought to be, and that of obeying the law (except
when he fedsthat he must disobey it in order to carry
out the first agpect of his duty) in such away that the
evil effects, which areliableto attend even just laws,
do not follow. The choice of a particular procedure
by which to attempt the first of these duties de-
pends naturally on a multitude of circumstances and
especialy on the civic rights which the state allows
him: whether (for instance) he has the vote, what
measure of free speech heis allowed, and so on. It
may be his duty to take no immediate steps towards
altering thelaw; it may be his duty to proceed by the
meanswhichtheexisting law provides; and it may be
his duty to use methods which the existing law does
not allow. But how far he succeeds in doing his duty
(whatever his procedure may be) will depend ulti-
mately on the strength or weakness of his disinterest-
edness—that is, of hisdesireto ssejustice donewith-
out regard for his personal convenience—and on the
extent or limitation of his knowledge; the former will
be conditioned, in turn, by the success or failure of
his efforts to recognize and deliver himself from the
prejudices with which his environment and education
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have endowed him; and the |atter by his personal ex-
perience and by his powers of sympathy and under-
standing. He may fight or refuse to fight; he may go
to gaol, or receive the highest honours from a grate-
ful nation; and it is by these signs that theworld, fol-
lowingthelead of one or other of the many schools of
sentimentality—war-mongers, peace-mongers, and
the rest—will judge him.

A man may be called a patriot by his imperialist
friends or his pacifist enemies, though in truth it
might more properly be said of him:

His desre is a dureless content,
And atrustlessjoy;

He is won with a world of despair,
And is lost with a toy.

But when suchamanis said to love his country, and
to beapatriot, itisanother instance of

the word love abused,
Under which many childish desires
And conceits are excused.

Andin fact, | suggest, it is only such a quality as
wise disinterestedness that distinguishes the man who
truly loves his country fromthetraitor; and only the
man who truly loves his country can properly be
called apatriot.

But trueloveisadurable fire,
In the mind ever burning,

Never sick, never dead, never cold,
Fromitself never turning.
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Andthetruelove of the patriot for hiscountry is of
such akind that the more he loves his own country
the more capable he finds himself of loving other
countriesasheloveshisown.



V. SOCIAL INEQUALITIES

By c. R. MORRIS

UR task is to consider socia inequalities as
presenting a problem of persona ethics. Let us
first attempt to review thefacts.

Actually, the facts about social dasses are not essy
to determine. The structure of modern society is a
highly complicated one, and the attempt to anayse
it by the well-regulated engines of accurate observa-
tion and disciplined inference from statistics, essentid
to the credit of modern science, isstill initsinfancy.
It is therefore possible for publicists in thisfield to
make from time to time statements of whose falsity
we may be morally certain, but which we cannot
finally refute by appea to accepted evidence. Bear-
ing these difficulties in mind, however, we must do
the best we can.

It isdifficult to say of what we are conscious when
we are class-conscious. The most obvious consti-
tuent element which legps to the mind is a fellow-
feeling for people of the same kind, together with a
recognition that that kind has its place in a more or
less definite hierarchy of kinds—that is, it has some
kinds aboveit and some kinds below it. Inordinary
language class-consciousness connotes adefinite sense
in the class-conscious person of superiority of some
kind to the dasses beneath, and of inferiority of some
kindto the dassss above. It does not ordinarily con-
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noteany red pride of class; for though no doubt many
middle-class persons, who are highly class-conscious,
are genuinely convinced that the upper middle dass
are the st of the earth, and genuinely despise the
‘damned aristocrat’, there are far more class-conscious
people who are proud indeed of not belonging to a
lower class, but who would be prouder of belonging
to a higher one.

What, then, are these social dases? There s, of
course, a famous view abroad—a view which ssems
to be treated to-day with ever-increasing respect by
many writers and thinkers who will never agree with
It—which givesasimpleanswer to thisquestion. Class
distinctions, it says, depend upon property. The
fundamental rift in human society is between those
who have property and those who havenot. Itisnot,
it is to be remarked, basicaly and fundamentally be-
tween thosewho havealarger yearly incometo spend
and thosewho haveasmaller one. It isbetween those
who own property and those who do not. It may
seem to some that for all practical purposes thisis a
distinction without a difference. But from the point
of view of understanding or misunderstanding the
Marxist theory it is of great importance.

The basic distinction, on this view, is the distinc-
tion between the capitalist and the proletarian, the
man with property and the man with nothing but his
labour. The man who lives by selling his labour and
skill for wages, evenif hiswages are large enough, and
secure enough, to be called asaary, isas such aprole-
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tarian. It istrue that if his wages and circumstances
allow he may, by saving his wages, become an owner
of property; he will then to a greater or less extent
lose his dtatus as a proletarian, and adso the mental
attitude of a proletarian, without wholly taking on
the status and attitude of the capitalist; he will thus
help toformanintermediate class. But theimportant
dasesarethe pureproletariat and the pure capitalists.
It is between these that the vital strugglelies. There
may, indeed, be far more actual bitterness of feeling
between the proletarians and the middle class. For
the latter, being able to maintain themselves at a
higher standard of living than would fall to their
lot in an equalitarian state, are staunch supporters of
the status quo, and, politically, arethe strongest pillar
of support which the capitalist system has, seeing that
they are far more numerous than the pure capitalists.
But to the proletarian the man of the middle dass is
not himself the real enemy, though he may appear as
such because the real enemy cannot be reached except
over his dead body.

This view of the essentid nature of the division
between classes, aswas said earlier on, isasimple one.
Equally simple is the explanation which its votaries
offer of the inevitable course of future history. The
community, it says, will become more and more
sharply divided into capitalist and proletarian; the
middle class will go either up or down. Capitaists
become purer and purer capitalists, and fewer and
fewer in number; the rest become purely proletarian.
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The community thus approaches nearer and nearer to
an unmediated, face-to-face opposition of a few pure
capitdists to a multitude of wage-daves. Then at last
the truth about the structure of society is obvious to
the meanest intelligence. Inevitably the proletarians
remove the capitalists, and destroy the capitalistic
system. There follows necessarily a period when the
community is controlled by people of proletarian
mentality in the interests of proletarians. For this
period, which in accordance with the demands of
the Marxian dialectic must be regarded as the anti-
thess of the preceding capitalistic society, there is
little to be said except that it is superior to capitalism,
and that it offers hopein so far as it carries within its
womb the seed of the future community—the class-
less society of true communism, in which there is
neither bond nor free, Jew nor Gentile, capitalist nor
proletarian.

Now thiswholeview, likemost studiesin dialectic,
strikes the ordinary observer as too neat and simple,
both as a reading of the structure of existing society
and as a reading of future history. If we consider the
theory initsfully roundedform, asl havetriedtogive
it, the most striking things about it, from the point
of view which concerns us here, are, | think, its ex-
tremely formal and pessimistic interpretation of the
present and its extremely formal and optimistic view
of the future. As regards the future it is Utopian in
its belief in the perfectionism of human nature. Out
of an entirely unregenerate present as thesis, and an
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only less unregenerate antithesis—for the proletarian
acquired his essentid character under the iniquitous
regime of the capitalist, the thesis to his antithesis—
there is to emerge by the synthesis of opposites the
perfection of human nature and the millennium of the
clasdess society. | do not say that this Utopian optim-
ismis entirely without support from experience, even
though it may be the fact that, in some of its votaries
at least, it retsmainly onatouching faithin dialectic.
It is likely that a period of supremacy of the prole-
tariat, if it could occur, would change the character
of the proletarian, so that a new order would super-
vene. Many will think that it could only be a better
order; but few would expect it to be the Marxian
millennium.

But even if we allow that this interpretation of
society istoo formal, and that the results of its analy-
gsaretoo neat and simple, at least it may servetogive
us alead in our attempt to determine the true nature
of social dasses in society as we know it. And per-
hapsitiswell to remind ourselves here of thewisdom
of Plato. It washisview, as expressed in the Republic,
that as soon as the community fails to be the Ideal
State, it automatically findsitself on the road to be-
coming two communities instead of one—a com-
munity of the rich set over against a community of
the poor—and its future history is determined by
theinevitable struggle between these two. The dtate
may be ruled by the rich, ruling as such, or by the
poor, ruling as such, or, worst of all, by atyrant—a
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depraved form of government whose establishment
Is possible only when the citizens have become de-
generate by living under these bad regimes. But in
any case the condition of society is evil, and thereis
no real health or happinessinit. Plato allows, indeed,
of an intermediate condition, which he cdls timo-
cracy, between the best and the beginning of the
worst; but, broadly speaking, his warning is that
under everything but the ideally best constitution
the struggle between rich and poor is inevitable and
Is the primary factor in determining the life of the
state. Intheideal constitution itself, of course, every-
thingisotherwise. Herethe best peoplearenotrich,
and do not wish to berich, because in such a society
the ends of life can be secured without riches, and the
best people are too intelligent to think that wealth
was ever anything but ameans. Under this constitu-
tion, if any onewishes to pileup riches heis allowed
to do so, very much as under almost any constitution
people who wish to are allowed to play harmless
games. But the whole tone of life is sat by the
best people, who are not concerned with riches, but
withthethingsthat really matter.

On the main point the Marxist theory, which we
were examining just now, agrees. |t does not main-
tain that it is the last word about human nature that
man is the economic man. Indeed, its whol e teaching
Isto the contrary. In the present state of things man
Isthe economic man. But that isthefault, according
to the theory, not of human nature, but of the present
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system of society. Inthefullnessof timeweshall come
to the fine flowering of human freedom in a dasdess
society, in which the struggle for economic gain will
have disappeared. Asin Plato and all the greatest
thinkers, there is nothing the matter with human
nature itself; only it is an inexorable law that man
can only come to his full goodness in so far as the
society inwhich helives allows himto do so. When
his condition alows him to grow to his full stature,
man is agod.

It is now high time that we turned to our own
andysis of the nature of social classes; though we may
reasonably hope, | think, that this examination of a
famous view may have helped to clear our minds. At
least it has reminded us that there is little essentia
difference of opinion among all the great thinkersin
regard to the ultimate moral destiny of man. And
this may help us to keep a sense of proportion.

In society as we know it the Marxist theory of
dases is not confirmed by the facts. The middle
class, which has neither the outlook of the pure capi-
talist nor that of the pure proletarian, seams to be in
no danger of disappearing. The middle-class man is
avery real permanent, making for socia stability, and
indeed amost for social immobility, withaquiet effec-
tiveness that has surprised most of us snce the war,
and continues to surprise us. Moreover, the man of
the middl e dassdoesnot ssemto be merely oscillating
between the mentality of the capitalist and the men-
tality of the proletarian. He has a very positive and
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definite attitude and scale of values of hisown, which
seamsto be lasting and to be the most powerful force
determining the tone of life of the community as a
whole. Not only does the middle-class man exist in
larger numbers than the man with the pure capitalist
outlook or the man with the pure proletarian out-
look; but he remains permanently fixedin his own
attitude of mind, and showslittle desire to changein
the one direction or the other. Heis neither merely
exploited likethe proletarian, nor merely exploiting
likethe capitalist. Hedependsfor hislivingmainly on
workingfor awage, but heisnot so utterly without
substance, and without stable position in the com-
munity, that he either is, or feels, a mere wage-dave,
or even predominantly a wage-dave. He is neither
in utter control of himself and his economic destiny,
nor entirely apawn in the control of othersor of the
system. He stands somewhere in the middle, and he
can have a certain modicum of self-respect. Hefeds
neither asuperman, asthe pure capitalistis conceived
to be, nor adave, likethe pure proletarian.

There s/em to be no effective forces at work in
English society to-day to drive this middle class out
of existence. Whatever surprisesthe future may hold,
it is certain that the development of the socia struc-
ture of Great Britaininthe coming generations wi |
be profoundly influenced by the scde of values of the
Britishmiddleclass. Itisonly necessary tolook at the
Trade Union movement withtheeyeof aproletarian
to be convinced of that.
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This does not mean that there are not also alarge
number of peoplewhosepositionandlifeisvery near
to those of the pure proletarian, as the Marxist con-
celves him. Moreover, under the economic condi-
tions of the past ten years, a large number of these
have been, and are, peoplewho havethe skill, general
ability, and character to make a contribution well
above that of the average man to the wealth and wel -
fare of the community. This condition of affairs, in
which a large section of people of skill and energy
have nothing to do, presents perhaps the gravest
social and political problem of our time. Itisacon-
dition which must sooner or later shake the founda-
tions of any social system which fails to removeit.
But we must let that pass for the moment; for hereit
concerns us only as one of the facts which we must
consider.

Enough, then, has been said to show that the
Marxist theory of classes on the face of it doesnot
comevery near to giving asatisfactory explanation of
thedivision of society into classesin Great Britain as
we find it to-day. It seemsto throw little or no light
on the obvious class divisions which we see around
us. It simply does not seem to be talking about our
problem, the problem of social classes, at all. Of
course the Marxist will maintain that the obvious
class divisions do not matter, being of noreal impor-
tance; and that what does matter is the more funda-
mental division of which heisspeaking—adivision

which is not obvious but hidden, and does not
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correspond to the obvious socia divisions. But, be
that as it may, let us now look at these obvious
social divisions.

So far we have been speaking of social dasses as if
they were an economic phenomenon, based entirely
on economic considerations, and being divisionsthat
arise among purely economic men. Butitisaques
tion whether to do thisis not to miss the main force
of our specia problem. Itisdoubtful whether among
a society of purely economic men the phenomenon
of social dasses, as we know them, would ever arise
atall. Wearenot hereprimarily concernedwiththe
problem that arises in a community just because one
et of people have motor-carsand another set of people
want them and cannot have them. No doubt this
situation givesriseto genuine difficulties. But it does
notinitself present aspecifically social problem, though
asocial problem may quitewell gather roundit. If it
happens that those who have motor-cars experience
agreat fellow-feeling for one another, which drives
them together into a compact group, with a strong
feeling of internal solidarity asagainst all peoplewho
have not motor-cars; andif similarly thosewho have
not motor-cars are bound together with a similar feel-
ing of solidarity as against those who have motor-
cars—then the problem of social dasses has arisen.
This problem will no doubt tend very strongly to
grow up around an economic division; but it need
not necessarily do so, and it does not always do so.
Thefeeling of solidarity between genuine artists may
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very well prove a stronger tie than the solidarity of
the prosperous and the solidarity of the penurious;
similarly the solidarity of educated men may prove
more binding than the division of rich and poor. And
itiscertainly the casethat the solidarity of blueblood
has sometimes stood firm for more than a generation
against the pull of acute economic division.

Specifically socia division, then, tends to gather
round economic division, butitisnot the samething
and it does not dways do so. We are concerned here
with socid division, and not with economic division,
except in so far asthe discussion of the latter is neces
sary for dealingwiththeformer.

Broadly speaking, we may say that in a society
where the one thing that matters to everybody is to
have a motor-car, a strong social solidarity will be
likely to arise between those people who have no
motor-car. Butin asociety where the onething that
mattered to people was to be educated, and where al |
education was conducted on a scholarship system (so
that nobody could buy an education), therewould be
no feeling of solidarity between people who did not
own motor-cars, but there would be likely to grow
up astrong solidarity between people who could not
pass examinations—and themoreso in proportionas
It was recognized that educated persons enjoy admit-
tedly real benefitswhich are denied to the uneducated.
A society can quite well be imagined in which there
would be an aggressive socia solidarity between
people who loved music; and some have dreamed of
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acommunity inwhichthe solidarity of all Oxford men
would stand triumphantly against all other influence.
Al thosewho have any experience of thelifeof large
schools, or of universities, know well how there can
arise within a society very strong social divisions,
which may cause great bitterness and pain, but which
are not based on economic considerations, nor do
they runparallel to socia divisionsinthelarger com-
munities of town, county, or nation.

When we bear all thisin mind, we se at once that
It is not easy to imagine a dasdess society. Men are
obviously different from one another; they have dif-
ferent interests and different capacities. It ssemsin-
conceivable that they should not group themselves
according to those interests and capacities, and that
the solidarity of some of the groups should not be-
comevery strong. It ssems certaintoo that thissoli-
darity will normally be strongest in those groups
which are distinguished on a bass of capacity in
regard to the major interests of the community at
large. Itisdifficultto seehow thiscouldbeavoided.
If the most aggressive socia divisionsarethose based
on the primary interests of members of the society,
It cannot fail to happen that some of the groups will
be more powerful, and will receive greater respect,
withinthe community than others. For instance, in
a society which cared most for learning, the most
learned people would certainly tend to group to-
gether, and would receive a great measure of respect
and standing. If that is so, there is bound to be
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genuine class dominance up to a point, and genuine
dassfeeling.

Two questions then arise: Do socia inequalities
in themselves do great harm? Or is it only when
social inequalities are based on economic considera-
tionsthat they haveavitally prejudicial effect?

Let us consider the second point first. It will not
be disputed that when social divisions exactly coin-
cide with serious economic divisions they do enor-
mous harm to the socia life of a community. By
economic divisions here is meant not differences of
economic occupation but differences of wealth. As
has been said before, the difficultieswhich arisefrom
the fact that some people have this world's goods
whileothershavenot isinitself adifferent difficulty
from that which arises from the hostility of social
clases It may in the end cause greater offence to
social stability and peace, or it may causeless; but the
two things are not the same thing. But when both go
together, then the cleavage in society is serious in-
deed. Itis bad enough when one class of persons is
exclusive of, and hostile to, another dass of persons,
so that each dass stands together solid within itself
andisapt tofind itself opposed to the other onimpor-
tant community issues—witness the bitter hostility
which has sometimes arisen between arich merchant
dass and an aristocracy, which was not relevantly
richer or poorer. But when one of the dassesin ques-
tion is on the whole well endowed with this world's
goods and the other is on the whole poor, then there
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Is an immense surcharge of bitternessin the dass hos-
tility. Weall know thiswell from experience. It may
not bethe case—aswe have seen, it isnot by any means
wholly the case—that dassdifferencesin Great Britain
to-day depend on differences of wealth. But the fact
remains that they correspond very roughly to broad
economic differences, and this very noticeable fact
tends to produce extremely shrill overtones of bitter
animosity.

A great dedl is gained, then, if it can be brought
about that social differences do not depend, and obvi-
ously do not depend, on economic differences. Most
people, | suppose, from what may be caled the
middle-middle dasses upwards would say that they
do not so depend. Certainly all those who have access
to the higher education system of this country know
well that there are severd cross-influences of great
power, which prevent mere economic distinctions
from wholly determining dass divisions. But for
those bel ow the middle-middle dasses the caeis dif-
ferent. To them the main divisions seem too exactly
to correspond to the possession or non-possession of
thisworld's goods. They know little or nothing of
the class-feding between the middie-middle dasses
and the upper-middle dasses, or between the boys
and girls of the municipal secondary schools and
those of the public school class. What is most ob-
vious to them, and what is most obvious to any one
who knows something of their problems, isthe fairly
compact solidarity of those who can attain to more
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than a certain material standard of living as aganst
those who cannot. We must be careful not to exag-
gerate this. But, broadly speaking, it is true to sy
that to the upper and middle dasses dass distinctions
appear to depend only partly on considerations of
wealth or standard of living, whiletothelower dasses
they appear to depend almost entirely on thesethings.
And, as has been said before, where class distinctions
are associated with economic differences, thereis an
immense surcharge of bitterness. This is a grave
problem.

The questionis, Can anything be done in the mat-
ter ? If what was said previously is sound, thenin a
community in which wealth is regarded as of very
great importance there are in the end only two alter-
natives: either wemust learnto put upwiththisdegree
of dasswar, mitigating it asfar as possible by mini-
mi zing the obstacles to migration between classes, or
economic differences must be abolished, if that is
possible. On the other hand, in acommunity, if such
can beimagined, in which wealth was regarded as of
very littleimportance, this particular troublewould
hardly arise. Nobody would noticethat socia differ-
ences roughly corresponded to economic differences,
and nobody would mindif hedid notice. Nor isthis
condition of affairs, asamatter of fact, entirely remote
fromall experience. Totake only oneinstance, there
Is many aman of scholarly tastes, who, if he noticed
that the very rich only invited one another to their
tables and never invited him or hislike, would (being



96 SOCIAL INEQUALITIES

sufficiently comfortably off himself) merely smile. As
Aristotlewould say with hisgreat common sensg, the
wise man, armed with his knowledge that wealthis
not of great importance, plus a competence of this
world's goods for himself, canlivethe good life un-
troubled by considerations of wealth.

Now it is quite true that, as compared with the
things that really matter, wealth does not matter. As
compared with the things that really give pleasure,
wealth does not give pleasure, and cannot substan-
tially contributeto pleasure. Everybody knows that
the great philosophers and sers of all ages have
taught this. Everybody knows that the New Testa-
ment teaches this, and goes out of its way to empha-
Sze the point again and again. Everybody knows
that itistrue. Thekingdom of heaveniswithin us.
Weall know that when we are most deeply admonish-
ing ourselves or others about the degpest things we
must, regardless of all circumstances, teach with the
great teachers that the mind must be its own place,
and that the good man must rise above the slings and
arrows of outrageous fortune. There is no other way
to peace or happiness. The theoretic communist
recognizes thisaswell as any oneédse. Itisonlyin
abad society, he says, when manisnot truly himself,
that wealth is the supreme thing that matters. But,
he adds, all experience goes to show that, so long as
there are differences of wealth, wealth will remain the
thing that matters. It isonly in asociety where every
one has equal access to thisworld's goods that wealth
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will take its proper place in the scale of values, and
man wi || concentrate his attention on the things that
really satisfy.

Now we must take it, | suppose, that the great
majority of the people of this country are more or
less committed against this equalitarian view, even
as an ideal. If thatis so, and if what we have previ-
ously argued is sound, then some other way than
the communist's way must be found of producing
a community in which wealth is not over-valued.
This is no doubt not impossible. Butitis certainly
not easy. Itis perhaps the most difficult thingin the
worldfortherichmanto convincethepoor man, and
especially the very poor man, that he really means
what he says when he says that wealth is of little or
no importance. We shall never have a society in
which differences of wealth are powerless to contri-
bute bitterness to social distinctions until everybody
really in his heart and mind, and in his actions too,
entirely believes that wealth is of little or no impor-
tance. Andin thisitis obvious that those who are
most respected must lead the way. So long as any
class in the community putsits own rights as regards
wealth above all other considerations, so long will
wealth havethisterrible power to cleave society. Let
it be said, in justice to the possibilities of even our
existing social system, that the man who shows that
he is largely above considerations of wealth is ad-
mired by and is acceptable to all classes of the com-
munity. Butvery few men are capable of giving this
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impression of themselves. Of very few men, of course,
isit truethat they are unaffected by considerations of
wealth. But evenwhereitwastrue, itwouldstill be
very difficult indeed for therich manto convincethe
poor man that he means what he says in this matter.
It has never really been demonstrated that there is
morethan the oneway to doiit.

We have said enough of the problem caused by the
coincidence of social and economic distinctions. L et
usnow examinethat which arisesfrom socid distinc-
tionsaoneintheir awful purity; that isto say, roughly
speaking, the problem of social dasses asit appears to
persons of the middle-middle dasses and upwards.

When all issaid, it must be admitted that dass dis-
tinctions, even when they do not coincide with dif-
ferences of wealth, are an ugly phenomenon and have
effectswhich arevery seriousfor the community. The
tendency, where it exists, for aman to live confined
within any dassor group is nothing short of asocial
disaster. The knowledge of such aman will belimited,
and his capacity to understand far morelimited still.
He will find it more and more difficult as time goes
on to recognize in any one who does not show the
main characteristics to which he is accustomed the
character of ahumanbeingat all. If heisagood man,
he will cal his rational self to his aid, and will sy to
himself—I must remember that eventhisman is one
of God'screatures. Butitishardly an exaggerationto
sy that this does more harm than good. It requires
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a saint or a god to offer effective sympathy to one
whom he does not in the least understand. It has
often been said that the public schoolboy can have
no fellow-feeling for any one who does not believe
that the rules of cricket hold in every department of
life, though nobody dsein theworld but the public
schoolboy does believe this. It has often been said
that the Englishman cannot understand any one who
does not subscribe to the proposition that every man
and woman in the world wants, or ought to want, to
be an English gentleman. These statements, perhaps,
are caricatures, perhaps, too, they are out of date. But
every oneknowsthat afundamental problem lieshere
—a problem which cannot be written off at a stroke
by agood resolution overnight. It isaproblem which
goes to the root of education, and especialy of sdf-
education.

Itisclear thatitisaproblemwhichwill last. Men
are very different from one another, and will aways
be so. Any one who has had afair opportunity to en-
joy reasonable socia intercourse knows that he will
adways be happiest inaworldwhich it takes all sorts
to make. And so long as men are different they will
adways asociate themsalves into groups or classes.
And some of the groups or dasseswill dways be more
respected, and have more standing and influence of
onekind and another inthe community at large. And
some men, and some groups of men, will aways wish
to be included within other groups, which will not or
cannot havethem. Andthiswill create somefeeling.
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Thiswill dwaysbe so; it cannot but be so. But need
there be so much animosity? Need there be real and
serious disharmony within society ? Need it be made
so difficult for us not to notice differences of type, that
we are unableto go to meet people spontaneously, not
as types, but as real persons?

On the whole, the overwhelming verdict of edu-
cated men is that in an educated society such dishar-
mony is not unavoidable. Itis often claimed that it
isthegreat triumph of the British public schoolsthat
they succeed in making all sorts of people, with all
sorts of backgrounds, capable of getting on well to-
gether, recognizing differences between one another,
but without serious envy or bitter feeling of any kind.
It is adso said that our great universities are pre-
eminently successful in accomplishing the samething
on an even wider scde. And though this claimis
sometimes over-stated, and though it is aso com-
monly said that this result, where it is achieved, is
achieved at the too great cost of pressing every one
into the same mould; yet broadly speaking we may
allow that the claim is substantialy justified. The
public schools and universities of this country do
help the young to learn in their bones that it takes
severa sortsto make aworld, and that those several
sorts, even if people of each sort tend to group them-
selves closely together for their greater edification
and comfort, can yet live together in awider society
without socia disharmony, and evenwith some mea-
sure of lively unity.
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Theirony of thesituationisthat the great majority
of the nation, and nearly all foreign observers, ook
uponthe public schoolsand ancient universitiesasthe
main influence operating to maintain the extraordin-
ary persstence and stability of dassdistinctionsin this
country. Thefactisthat their successin producing a
high degree of socia solidarity within the paleisin
practice correlated with a high degree of exclusive-
ness of all persons outside the pale, however uninten-
tional such exclusveness may be. Understanding and
fellow-feeling within the dasses that are solid seem
to go with the erection of an apparently impregnable
rampart against all others. Thisrampartis quiteim-
passable by other groups or dasses, and can usualy
be surmounted by individuals only at the cost of pre-
tence—the pretence of being really at home within
the charmed circle. The gppearances to those outside
certainly arethat any onewithinthe palecan converse
with any one outside only as one within conversing
with one who is without, and not as two individuals
might who met one another unencumbered by any
social affiliations. Further, the gopearances to those
outside are that the individual, even with the best
intentionsintheworld and with a considerable degree
of self-command, cannot of himself effectively lower
this barrier. So much harm has aready been done
that it is almost impossible, except under the most
favourable and unusual circumstances, for two per-
sons who are members of different social dasses to
meet really as man to man. Those people who have
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the most experience of coming into contact with all
sorts of men and women are in general most keenly
aware of the existence of this difficulty. Whiletheir
experience may make the actua difficulty less, it
commonly makes their sensitivity to it greater. And
everybody is aware of itsil| efects both in regard to
the full life of the individual and as concerns socid
harmony.

Now ifitistrue, asl think itistrue, that British
education has in a large measure this priceless secret
of welding all kinds of people into a socia whole,
making them such that with all their differences they
can livetogether inunity, itissurely profoundly sad,
and aso profoundly silly, that we should allow our
system of national education to be the main influence
which sarves efficiently to perpetuate the most per-
sistent and stable dass system in the western world.
It may betrue, no doubt itistrue, that class hostility
Isnot asbitter inthiscountry asit hasbeenfromtime
to time in other countries. Let us be thankful for
that. But its effects are bad enough, as everybody
knows; and the deadening permanence and emotional
impenetrability of the barriers between social dasses
Is perhaps the most powerful cause preventing an
effective, united effort in solving national difficulties.
Yetitisamost certainthat itiswithin our power to
abolish the worst effects of dass hostility by so over-
hauling our national system of education as to make
full use of that mysterious power, ingrained in the
British tradition of education, to make all sorts live
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together in real unity. We have surely come to the
timewhenitis clear that apowerful machinelikethe
public school system, so long asit is used to create
lasting social solidarity on an improperly narrow
basis, does more harm than good. Ifthisis o, itis
a criminal waste of one of the most priceless gifts
which has ever been handed down from the past to
any generation.

In conclusion, then, does the existence of socid
Iinequalities present a problem of persona ethics? It
IS quite clear that it does. The necessary changes in
society are of such akind that they cannot come until
the community is ready for them, and cannot in the
end be permanently effected except by the quiet influ-
ence of the living and talking of individuals. Itis
certain that in the good society every man must live
up to the knowledge that the possession of wealth is
not the supreme end of man. It is dso certain that in
the good society education both in the school and in
the home must be such as to produce rea socia har-
mony in the whole community from end to end. It
must be allowed that, asthings are, we can none of us,
asindividuals, realy live, or effectively encourage one
another to live, asif we knew these things to be true
without the severest struggle with ourselves. Yet it
Isonly in proportion as more and more individuals
succeed in doing this that the good society can come
into being.

In this country we pride ourselves on our mainten-
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ance of free institutions and of personal liberty. We
have so far refused to use our political machinery to
force ourselves and one another, as individuals, in
these matters. Wehavedeclinedto attemptto change
the attitude of the community to wealth by making it
impossible by legislation for any one to have wealth.
We have declined to force ourselves to find out the
advantages of a different system of education by driv-
ing all children by legislation into the same schools.
Wetendtoforget that thisis reasonable only if thein-
dividual accepts his proper responsibility. The good
man has an unanswerabl e case against being forced to
do what somebody ese thinks to be right, because he
does spontaneously and with energy what he thinks
to be right himself. The man who never concerns
himself at all with what isright has no such case. Only
so long as the individual is actively good, or at least
solong asafair proportion of individuals are actively
good, can the way of free institutions and personal
liberty justify itself as a means of eradicating real and
recognized social evils.



V. EARNING AND SPENDING
By R. L. HALL

THICS is primarily concerned with our relations

with others; ‘earning and spending' are concerned
with material wealth—whatever can be bought and
sold. We have therefore to consider in this lecture
the effect on others of our economic activities. The
subject is a controversial one, and to treat it shortly
will require rather dogmatic methods.

Although it is atruism that material wealth does
notinitself bring happiness, itisdifficultto convince
either ourselves or others of itstruth. Thisis because
the possibility of happiness depends so much upon
the possession of wealth: it isamost impossible to at-
tain any of the ends men st before themselves if we
are constantly under-fed, cold, or unhealthy. Over-
work, unlessarising out of interest inthework itself,
and uncertainty about the material future are dso
barriers shutting us off from the thingswe want to do.
We cannot say any more than this, but it is common
experience that wealth enables us to avoid the more
obvious pains and discomforts and gives us the
possibility of a satisfactory life; though whether we
avail ourselves of this or not depends on other cir-
cumstances. We can begin, therefore, with the as-
sumption that it is to the common interest to solve
the economic problem, that of the scarcity of material
wealth.

4086 p
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Our wants are greater than our means of satisfy-
ing them, and everything we make needs time and
material withwhichwe might have made something
else. Every community hes to decide what sort of
goods to produce, in what quantities and by what
methods to make them, and in what way they shall
be shared when they have been made; the arrange-
ments by which these things are done comprise the
economic system. And though no economic system
has ever been one of completely free competition, in
most modern countriesitisstill to apredominant ex-
tent controlled by the choice of individuals. The
combined effect of individual actions, that is, deter-
mines the materia condition of the community, so
that it is necessary for the individual to understand
the effect of what he does; and even when he is un-
important he should remember that most of usarein
the same position, and that the sum of our actions
may be decisive.

The system is still essentidly that described by
the economists of laisser faire, though it has been
modified by the activities of dtate and private
organizations. If a man sets himself to earn as much
as possible from his labour or his property, he will
naturally choose the occupation which offers himthe
highest yield. Thiswill cause goods and services to
be madein such quantitiesthat the products of similar
efforts wil | exchange for one another. For if one oc-
cupation is more profitable than another, those who
are ableto do so will leave the less and enter the more
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remunerative, thus altering the quantities made and
therefore the prices at which the goodswil | sell, which
depend ultimately on the supply available. And if
people are prepared to pay just those prices which
represent the difficulty of producing each separate
article, these articles must be satisfying the wants of
the community more fully than they would at other
prices.

In short, it pays to make what the community
wants, and it is obvious that it pays to use the most
efficient of the processes available: and competition,
if it were unimpeded, would tend to produce this re-
sult. Though competitionisnot free, owing to sate
regulations and to ignorance of profitable openingsor
inability to take advantage of them, yet in most cases
some approximation to freedom is reached; and
where this is so the greater the disparity between
prices and cost of production, the less likely is it
that it will continue.

It follows from this that the man who is making
the most profitable use of his energies or his property
isacting not only wisely but well, in hisowninterest
and in that of society. The fact that an occupation is
profitable shows that its products are wanted, and as
between two wants it is better to supply the more ur-
gent. Sincetheavailablelabour and capital are scarce,
they should be used in the best way, and thisislikely
to be the way for which most is offered. We shall
have to consider later the modifications which must
be made in this statement, but there is a strong prima
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facie argument that the successful man is helping
others as well as himself, while the unsuccessful is
wasting the limited resources of the community. It
can belaid down asagenera rule, infact, that if aman
IS earning a satisfactory income he is a'so contribut-
ing to the welfare of hisfellows; whilst if heis not
earning anything, he must beliving on the efforts of
others.

This must not be taken as a condemnation of the
unemployed, who constitute such an urgent socid
problem in many countries at present. Most of these
are people anxious to find some occupation, and
their position is due to circumstances over which
they have little control. Yet inall dasses of society
there are those who take advantage of arrangements
for the distressed in order to live without contribut-
ing anything, and it would be adisserviceto thered
unemployed not to point out that lifewould beim-
possiblefor usall if such anattitude wereagenera one.

What isthe position of those who have all thein-
come they require from the possesson of property?
The property is producing wealth; but there is a
gnxe in which it can be argued that they are them-
sves a burden on the community. The questionis
adifficult one, and we must content ourselveswith a
brief statement of the arguments for and against pri-
vate ownership. The strongest objection ssems to be
that inherited wealth is distributed in a haphazard
manner which offends our sense of equity, since it
depends on the accident of parentage. It is aso
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argued that the possession of property enables its
ownersto accumulate more, and thuslarge differences
of wealth arise which are themselves a source of un-
happiness owing to our unfortunate propensity to
want what others have. Further, if the wholeincome
were spread more evenly among the community,
some of the urgent needs of the poor would be met
fromwhat is superfluity totherich. And sincethere
arefew occupations which can be carried onwithout
capital, the ownersof it are in aposition to affect the
lives of their fellows very deeply if they are incom-
petent or capricious.

The strongest argument in favour of property is
that on the whole an economic society organized on
this bass is a practical one, which does succeed in
supporting most of its members; while communal
ownership does not work at all easly in a complex
modern state, because it has no mechanism which
automatically corrects inefficiency as losses do under
competition. Itisnot inevitable that acommunal state
must collapse; but unless it is conducted with great
skill and determination there is some presumption
that wemight all beworse off under it.

Itishardtoforman opinionwhichisnot affected
by our own wealth or lack of it. Until there has been
arevolutionary change there is nothing to be gained
by giving away what we have, since it would pre-
sumably comeinto other private hands. But thereis
a serious responsibility on those who have great pos-
sessions, and it is in the general interest that these
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should be used in the most efficient way, which (sub-
ject toreservationsshortly to be made) isaso the most
profitable one. If the owner of property feds that he
should do something, it is probable, asin the case of
the wage-earner, that he will be of most service if he
does what is best paid; though, as we shall selater,
he has specia opportunities of making contributions
to the common welfare of a kind the value of which
cannot be measured by money.

So far, then, we have reached the conclusion that if
we earn as much aswe can we are doing our best tore-
ducethat scarcity of material wealthwhichisthe cause
of all economic activity. We must now consider ex-
ceptions to this genera rule—methods of earning
which are not advantageous to others; and to do this
it is necessary to understand the conception of a fair
exchange, which has often exercised the ingenuity of
philosophers. In an ordinary exchange each person
wants what he gets more than what he gives away—
when | buy ahat | want it more than the money; but
the hatter prefers what | pay him, so that we have
each gained from the transaction. Thusthereis some
meaning in saying that an exchangeis fair when each
party toitisgetting what hethinksheis. If thisisso,
then even if what he gets is worthless in the eyes of
others, it must be satisfactory to him or hewould not
have made the transaction. The case in which heis
forcedto do sowill be considered later, when we are
dealing with monopolies.

Now if an exchange is not afair onein this sense,
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the income received by the person who gains from
it does not involve an equivalent contribution to the
common stock. The simplest example of thisis sted-
ing, wherethereisno returnwhatever. Andfurther,
if the parties to exchanges have to be aways on their
guard against deception, valuable effort is wasted on
precautions of the nature of police measures. To be
a causxe of expenditure which would not otherwise
have been requiredisto make anegativecontribution
to society, asinthefamiliar example of theglazier who
employed men to break windows so that he could
mend them.

Thus all kinds of misrepresentation, even when
they are allowed by the deficiencies or practical diffi-
culties of the law, are on a different footing from
ordinary transactions. The practiceisleast objection-
able when both sdes engage in it, being then of the
nature of gambling: inwhich (though we may object
to it on other grounds) there is at least a satisfaction
from the transaction itself. The deceptions which
take place in dealings in horses and in second-hand
goods of all kinds, when they are confined to dealers,
are almost a recognized rule of what may be con-
sidered an amusement in itself; a community can-
not live by gambling or swindling alone, for if it tried
to do so, it would produce nothing with which to
gamble or swindle. But when members of the public
areinvolved the case is different, since they have no
time to become expert, and usually get little direct
satisfaction from deds in which on the average they
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must lose. It may be pleasant enough to buy some
valuable object for asmall sum through theignorance
of theowner (if, that isto say, we can forget the ethical
aspect of the matter); but it cannot be questioned that
for the community as awhol e the dissatisfactions out-
weigh the satisfactions.

Many examples of exchanges which are unfair
because of ignorance can be found all through the
economic world. The opportunities for making
money by the flotation of companies which are not
likely tojustify the optimistic statements of their pro-
spectuses are well known: all those engaged in such
businesses are adding little to our wealth. Inthe same
way, certain kinds of advertising, which apped to the
hopes or fears of the public in matters about which
they must beignorant, are closely akin to direct mis-
representation, since they cause people to spend their
money under the influence of quite mistaken idess.
Obvious examples of a wide dass are provided by
advertisements of patent medicines and of goods
which will improve the appearance or charm of the
purchaser. Not quite so wasteful, but still compar-
able to the window-breaking glazier, are advertise-
ments which 'create’ transitory demands, unless it
can be maintained that we are pleased by a succession
of novelties of which we shall soon grow weary.

Criticism of asimilar kind may be directed against
the devices of intensive sdesmanship, by which a
sdesman induces a purchaser to buy something more
expengve than he intended, or conceds from him the
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fact that cheaper articles are available than those
actually shown. Herewhat isboughtisworthinthe
market the price charged, but, so far as pressure has
been brought on the customer it is not worth the
price to him; hence the transaction is not as useful
an exchange as it might have been. The sellers as a
class arein the same position as before, since only the
sametotal amount is available to spend; but some of
their efforts have been misdirected, sincethe customer
has less for his money than he might have had.

In the relations between employer and employee
further examples can be found. Aswe have seen, the
presumption of competition is that the employer
shouldgiveaslittle,andtheemployeeobtainasmuch,
as can be paid; for it is only as the result of such a
bargaining process that there can be the most econo-
mic distribution of labour among employments. But
after the contract of service has been made the case is
changed, for both sides have agreed, the oneto give
and the other to receive a certain amount of work;
and methods which depend on the ignorance of
either party in order to give or to get other amounts
than this are of the nature of deceptions. From the
employee's side, this may take the form of doing or
omitting to do things which will 'not be noticed', and
in general doing less than the best work possible.
Thisis particularly dangerous for those in positions
of responsibility, who haveto set their own standards
to a large extent; and for the servants of large busi-

nesses and of Government departments who are
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tempted to be unduly lavishwith the resourceswhich
they control, while sparing of their own efforts. For
the employee, the criterion of fairness is not what he
can extort from his employer, but what he agreed to
do when he was engaged.

The practice of 'ca canny' or 'going slow' demands
gpecia consideration, since it is often adopted from
a sen=e of loyalty to fellow workers, either through
adesrenot to st themtoo high astandard, or because
it is thought that the work available will be spread
out if it is done slowly, and the demand for labour
thusimproved. Whereaparticular dassof labour has
amonopoly this end may actually be secured, but the
same objection applies to this as to all other mono-
polistic practices, towhichwe shal refer inamoment.
In general, however, the effect is to reduce the output
of the worker and to make the position of the em-
ployer more difficult: his capacity to demand labour
and to pay wages depends on his success as a pro-
ducer, and the economic interest of the whole com-
munity is served by efficient production. There can
benodoubt that if every oneworked lesstherewould
be less produced and therefore less to consume. Itis
the same with the objection to the introduction of
machinery. We feel ourselves bound to sympathize
with men who are thrown out of work for this reason,
and who can hardly be expected to consider the in-
terests of the community while their own families
are in danger of privation. Yet we cannot doubt
that the advances made in the technique of machine
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production in the last century have caused alargein-
creeseinthestandard of livinginindustrial countries,
and lightened the tasks and shortened the hours of
all workers. To st our faces againgt the devel opment
of machines is to turn against a movement which
affords the best hope of a solution of the whole eco-
nomic problem.

On the employer's side, the chief danger of course
Is that he will exploit the weakness rather than the
ignorance of his workers. Nevertheless, and spesk-
ing generaly, an employer is acting in the common
interest when he pays no more for a piece of work
than he need; for whilethereis competition theulti-
mate effects of hisprofitswill betolower the price of
his product to the public, or to increase the wages
he must pay if he is to keep his men. When there
Is unemployment, it is particularly the cese that
he does better to take on extra hands than to raise
the wages of his men if he is being successful. It
hardly needs to be said that it is advantageous to
every one to treat employees as well as is compatible
with efficiency, and to pay them what is necessary to
keep them in the same employment: there is anin-
creasing recognition everywhere that this is a matter
of sound businesspolicy aswell asof humanity.

But where the worker can be exploited through
hisignorance the same principleswill apply. Itis, of
course, directly dishonest to manipulate piece-work
scades or rates of measurement; but to conceal from
aworker that his services are satisfactory or valuable,
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to lay burdens on him because hewill not refuse them,
or to pay him less than his cost of replacement be-
cause heisnot aware of this: all thesearenot in the
spirit of fair exchanges.

The exercise of monopolistic power, which occurs
when agroup or anindividual controlsall the buying
or selling of a particular commodity, is adso against
the general interest. In a sdller's monopoly supply is
restricted, and the public have to pay more than
would otherwise be necessary; while in a buyer's
monopoly an exchange which is unfair to the weaker
party can be dictated. A dSae has no busness to
charge monopoly prices unless they are intended as a
convenient form of taxation. For although, in the
case of monopolies established or supported by the
state, there is usually some regard for the public wel-
fare, a scheme of restriction not meant to assst the
revenue is usually no more than an awkward or
indolent device to eae or to avoid adjustments which
free competition would bring about too drasticaly.
When some part of an existing output has to be de-
stroyed, as has been done for example with Brazilian
coffeg, or when plant is kept idle or output limited,
as in the cae of the British coa scheme, we have
something very like a confession of failure. Though
dislocation is in itself likely to cause hardship, an at-
tempt should be made as soon as possible to use the
surplus capacity for some other form of production.
Any continuing necessity of destroying what has
been produced is offensvely wasteful when there
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Is still so much poverty, and to keep resources idle
islittle better.

Apart from state action, individuals are oftenin a
position in which they can exert some monopoly
power. It isindeed unusual to find individual workers
who can improve their income by deliberately re-
stricting the amount they do; professional men with
specia abilities are more often overworked because
of their public activities—for example, great doctors
who spend part of their time in public hospitals.
Where they do less than is within their power, they
are withholding something of specia value; it is a
publicvirtuefor themtowork too hard, and apublic
disservice to do too little. But in any case, asitis
difficult to be conspicuously successful without over-
work, thereis not much danger that any professional
man will be able to establish such a monopoly of his
services as to exploit the public.

The caze is different, however, when there are
groups of sdlers who restrict their production. Al -
though thereis often legislation against the activities
of such groups, they are hard to define and harder to
control. But though we cannot give an exact defini-
tion of fair profits, there are many occasonsonwhich
we can with confidence say that they are too high.
Perhaps atest can be found by a consideration of the
circumstances which prevent competition from act-
inginany particular case If thereisan actual scarcity
so that everything which can be produced is on the
market, thereisno monopoly. And when, asis often
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the case with middlemen who seem to be making
high charges for what they do, other people could
enter the business and do not do so, the charges can-
not be more than enough to make it worth while
giving the services. But where amonopoly is main-
tained by the strength of the firm which has secured
it, so that it adopts specid tactics against would-be
rivals, thereis aclear divergence between private and
public welfare.

Labour organizations, especidly those formed
among professional and skilled workers, may aso
act as monopolists. This may be done by restrict-
ing entry into the occupation by high entrance fees,
or by apprenticeship regulations or examinations
more severe than are required to keep up the neces-
sary standard of skill. There is a sense no doubt in
which we can sy that all wages ought to be equal;
but we ought to add that in computing their equality
allowance must be made for differencesin skill, cost
of training, and intrinsic attractiveness. These differ-
ences can be measured with some precision, and if
(after they have been reckoned with) particular kinds
of labour obtain higher rates than would be required
to obtain a supply of suitable labour if there were no
organization, there is a monopolistic eement which
operates unfavourably against other workers and the
public. Where all workers together insist on rates so
high that they cannot all be employed except at aloss,
then thosewho remain at work are acting as monopo-
lists against the community in general—their own
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gain as members of the community is less than the
others' losses, and the action is anti-social.

The objection to a buyer's monopoly is that the
weaker party to the transaction loses more than is
gained by the stronger. Competition, if it were per-
fect, would operateto end arrangements|likethis, but
itsworking is often inadequate. Common examples
of the buyer's monopoly are the agreements among
deders attending sdes, which certainly exist despite
legal prohibition. Butinamost all transactions, those
who possess knowledge and money are likely to be
able to drive hard bargains because of the ignorance
and the necessity of the weak and the poor. Wehave
dready considered the cese of bargains carried out
when one of the bargainersis ignorant. Employers
in genera have a sort of buyer's monopoly, because
of the difficulty which their employees find in obtain-
inganew position. Thisisparticularly thecasewith
married and elderly employees, who can be forced
to endure conditions and treatment which they need
not have accepted if they had been in a position to
wait. Theinfliction of uncertainty is an exercise of
monopoly which s cruel though sometimes uncon-
scious. No one who has ever experienced uncertainty
about anything of real importancewill deny thatitis
an evil; and among the poorer sections of the com-
munity it reaches an intensity almost unknown to
those who have never been uncertain about the next
meal of their dependants. Al this cals our attention
againtothe peculiar responsibility which restsonthe
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owners of property. They compete, it istrue, with
one another: but not with sufficient severity to pre-
vent them all together enjoying aprivileged situation
at the expense of those who have none.

It must not be supposed that all dedlers should pay
for what they buy at exactly the rates at which they
will sell again; or that workers should be paid exactly
the amounts at which their products will sell. For if
thisweresoitwould not beworthwhileto beadeder
or employer. But the purpose of exchanges is that
both sdes should gain from them, and the best ex-
change is that which benefits both sdes equally.
Thoughitis hard to be precise about the conception
of fairness, it remains true that the tests of it are con-
cerned with equality of knowledge and bargaining
power.

Our original proposition, that we are satisfying the
most intense needs we are able to, when we do what
bringsusinthehighest return available, hasnow been
qualified by the stipulation that the transactions
should have the elusive but real quality of fairness.
We must now consider the proposition still further,
and to do this we must try to find out what money
really measures. Though it is certainly not happiness,
money gives command of commodities with which
our material needs may be satisfied, and it follows
that with a larger amount of it more of these will be
satisfied. To live at all we must have some income,
and to have even the possibility of happiness, sdf-
development, or whatever is our aimin life, most of



EARNING AND SPENDING 121

us need a larger income than would suffice for bare
necessities. It isthiswhich leads amost every oneto
choose from among otherwise similar courses the one
which bringsin the greater monetary return. No one
will maintain that to be twice as rich as before is to
be twice as happy. But thericher man has more pos-
sibilities than the poorer, and the lower the scdes of
incomewith which we are dealing, the more likely
isit that thiswill betrue. And since the mgjority of
men have small incomesthereisastrong presumption
that the individual who produces most wealth, by
adding most to the common stock, is hel ping most to
make his goods chegp for every one: while (if wedo
not consider at this point how the incomes are dis-
tributed) the largest contribution means the greatest
possibility from the wealth thus produced.

We must now ask whether all kinds of valuable
goods are conducive to human welfare to an extent
proportionate to their price. In one sensg it is clear
that they are not. We should suffer more from the
lossof all our food thanfrom theloss of anything dse
which cost the same amount. But when we consider
the last amount, say the last shilling, spent on each
kind of purchase, we seem to be attempting to get
the same satisfaction from each different use. If | got
more satisfaction from a shilling spent on beer than
from one spent on cider, | couldimprovemy position
by diverting some of my expenditure on the latter to
theformer. We do thisvery badly for ourselves, but
thefact that we so often realizethat we could havelaid
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out our incomein abetter way showsthat wearetry-
Ing to make the most of it, and this is secured when
each of our final shillings on different things gives
equal satisfaction.

Thusit is argued that all wants leading to similar
monetary demands are as good as one another so far
as happiness is concerned: the fact that some oneis
willingto buy athing shows that hewants it at least
as much as anything dse he could have got for the
money. This may be a circular argument ethically,
but we should be cautious about attacking it asaprac-
tical test of wants, whicharevery individual intheir
character. Toleration is essentia for progress, and
thoughwe may beready totell otherswhat they ought
to desire, we do not likethem to treat us in thisway.
Y et when our desires or actions interfere with the
liberties of othersadistinction can and must be made:
both law and morality try to prevent the individual
pursuing his own ends at the expense of his fellows.
For various reasons the law is imperfect, and it then
becomes necessary ourselves to consider our actions
fromthis point of view. If they are indifferent, then
the most profitable course is best. If they are bene-
ficial to others, there is an added reason for doing
them. But if they are harmful, the damage to others
should be counted as against the gain to ourselves.

Thusall actionswhich arebothlegal and profitable,
but which haveincidental effects which do not show
themsalves in the form of monetary gains or losses
to the parties to the transactions, may be weighed
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with these considerations in mind. It is difficult
to make an exact classification, and we should be
cautious in criticizing the behaviour of others, but
If we are convinced that their actions are injuriouswe
must not take refuge in 'minding our own business.
Smoky chimneys, garden walls which obscure the
view, unnecessary noise are all convenient examples
of actionswhich damage, disturb, or annoy others and
thus take something from them. On the other side
we may find actions, such as opening a private park
to the public, in which the community benefits at
littl e expense to the person concerned. Inour private
affairs we try to take account of incidental efects of
this kind, and we should do the same in our busness
transactions.

The utmost caution is needed either in conducting
or in criticizing busnesses which please some people
and irritate others. It is common experience that
some forms of satisfaction are more enduring than
others and that some are marred by subsequent re-
grets. When we act with sufficient deliberation we
take these factors into account, but we do not always
do so. Hence the state can and does compel children
and adults to do things which they do not want to do,
and prevents them from doing things which they
would do, at least as much in their own interests as
in those of the public generally. But in the last resort
every one who is neither inexperienced nor feeble-
minded must bethejudge of hisowngood; andit can
be argued that the state should not prohibit or compel
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any activity affecting theindividual aloneif heisof an
age or capacity to form considered opinions.

Yet in choosing our occupations there is surely
some duty upon us, not to put ourselves in the posi-
tion of suppliers of commodities which experience
shows that the purchasers are likely to regret, how-
ever willing they may beto pay profitable prices. For
neither the state nor the sdller findsit possible to dis-
tinguish the experienced from the callow, the strong-
minded from the weak. | do not say that we should
condemn all activities which are open to abuse, for
weareall proneto think that what we do not likeis at
best usdess, and that what we do likeis really best for
others if they could be brought to ssethe light. But
the supply of facilities of certain kinds, of which
drinking and gambling are the commonest examples,
may very well asss others to make themselves ob-
jectionable, and offer a particular temptation to the
inexperienced; hence a specia responsibility rests
upon those who choose to provide these facilities.
The worst harm that can come from ordinary forms
of production is that they may make something too
plentiful and something ese too scarce—if an occu-
pation can easly entail doing greater harm than this
we should be reluctant to enter it.

The opposite course would be to enter an occupa
tion of lessthan average profitability becauseitisun-
usually advantageous to the community. If we do this
because we like it, the gain to ourselves is a sort of
direct production of satisfaction which from our
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point of view offsats the monetary loss. But the case
of men who enter unpaid or badly paid occupations
from a sense of duty isimportant. Itis clear that no
rules can be laid down for the performance of such
voluntary work, no calculus made by whichwe may
even guess about it. We cannot say how much sdf-
sacrifice by a doctor, for example, in aleper colony,
Is equivalent to so much welfare received by thein-
habitants, for we are dealing with considerations to
which no measure is applicable. But an enormous
addition is made to the welfare of the community
every year by the voluntary work of those who feel
it to betheir duty to their neighbours. Examples can
be found everywhere—the work done by hospitals,
by educational associations, by societies for provid-
ing cultural facilities and for maintaining open spaces,
and a great variety of work which seeks to improve
standards of living. Those who have an adequate i n-
come from property have specia opportunities in
thisway.

Such voluntary workers are sustained by the con-
viction that they are right, and do not need any
theories to support or to criticizethem. Y et we can-
not doubt that much effort is wasted or misdirected
because of the unguestioning acceptance of certain
ends as universally beneficial. Every one who wishes
to do what he can in this way should consider two
things. First, whether a proposed change can be
brought about without causing unwanted i ncidental
changes—thus the systems of many native races have



126 EARNING AND SPENDING

been upset in ways which have destroyed their lives
altogether, by those who wished to confer some par-
ticular benefit upon them. And second, when the
proposed change is not wanted by those to whom it
Is proposed, there is a heavy responsibility on those
who attempt to bring it about—they must justify
themselves by results, sincefailureisnot only awaste
of their own efforts but a negative contribution be-
cause of the interference with others.

In any case, we are now moving far fromthe field
inwhich economic reasoning can be applied. Such
reasoningisonly valid wherewelfare of an economic
kind is under consideration; where, that is, an im-
provement in the situation of some section of people
is sought, of a kind which is obtainable by the ex-
penditure of money. Thus the provision of drainage
or electricity, though the recipients at present prefer
to spend their money on other things, may well be
justified if they realize later that the new forms of ex-
penditure are worth while. And the same may be
said of attemptsto improve the health, the marketing,
or the cooking of the public, to take examples at ran-
dom. Anythingwhich economizeseffort or material,
or which satisfies existing wantsmore simply or effec-
tively, isprima facie desirable from an economic point
of view, whether it gppears to be wanted or not. For
we must assume that reasonable men would choose
in accordance with these criteria were the full facts
before them. But much voluntary effort is directed
towards effecting alterations in the aesthetic, the cul-
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tural, and the spiritual satisfactions of the community,
and in these values, the exchange value is only an
incidental constituent, for each must stand or fall
primarily inits own right. A man who chooses to
devote his life to the development of the musical
appreciation of hisfellows does not help his case very
much if he shows that music, when understood, is an
Inexpensiverecreation, nor isheharmedirretrievably
init, if itisshown that the time given to music causes
amaterial loss.

Having now considered some of the possible effects
on others of the way we earn our incomes, we must
consider what happens when we spendit. By spend-
Ing money on anything we encourageits production,
and thus we should be careful whenever we fedl in-
clined to buy something which may be harmlessto us,
but the production or use of which may damage some
onedse. Thereaecasssinwhichitisvery difficult
todecide: it may only worsen the position of workers
inanunderpaidtradeif werefuseto buy itsproducts.
Where this aspect is not present, then we must re-
member what has been called 'the controlling power
of demand'. To buy goods which we suspect to have
been smuggled or stolen, or even to buy anything in
hours when its sde is prohibited, is to encourage
others in law-breaking, even though we ourselves
keep onthe right sde of thelaw. Inthe same way it
may be argued that if we object to performing ani-
mals, or to hazardous employments, itisirrational to
attend circusesor to buy the products of such employ-
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ments. Again, there are occupations which offer
temptations to the weak or inexperienced; and if |
patronizethem, | am making it easer for these others
to succumb to temptation, even though I myself am
proof againstit. No clear linescan bedrawn: we can-
not say how much weight we should attach to the ad-
vantages of allowing free choiceto all; and how much
to the disadvantages of allowing it to those not yet
mature. But we ought at least to know what we are
doing when we spend our incomes.

Persona expenditure may also have effects on the
feelings of others. Thisislargely a question of good
manners. We can all do agreat deal by 'doing aswe
would bedoneby', rather than insisting on our rights
to do aswe choose. Conspicuous expenditure, meant
to show in public the superior wealth of the spender,
Is one of the reasons for objecting to inequalities of
income. Thoughtless spending by the rich cannot be
desirable in the presence of poverty; and extrava
gance among people of the same social dass but with
different incomes sats standards whi ch are maintained
with great difficulty. The remedy ought to be the
choice of amore suitable st of conventions, but un-
til thiscounsel of perfection hasbeen taken thericher
can help their neighbours at small inconvenience to
themselves.

Finally we come to the most difficult and unsatis-
factory part of our subject, the sharing of income
with others by the individual to whom it belongs.
If we all received amounts proportionate to our



EARNING AND SPENDING 129

needs there would be some grounds for saying that
this was the best distribution, but it is clearly im-
possible to agree on a standard of needs. It cannot be
proved, indeed, that any particular distribution is
better than any other; few, however, will deny that
therichwould suffer lessfrom the loss of their super-
fluities, as soon as they became accustomed to their
deprivation, than the poor would gain from anin-
creae in what Ricardo called their ‘'moderate com-
forts'.

For anumber of reasons, of whichthisisone, those
who are Socidists work for a society in which there
shall bemuch more equality. They hopethat motives
of asocial character will eventually displaceto alarge
extent the present inducements to work, which are
mostly monetary. At present it is comparatively rare
tofind menwhowork their utmost entirely for social
reasons, and if every one were to be given the same
income irrespective of the quantity or quality of his
output, itislikely that therewould be ageneral loss
of efficiency, so that the position of the average man
would beworsethanit now is. Indeed, itisnot easy
to show that if we all received the same incomes the
efficient would nevertheless be under an obligation
to produce more than the inefficient. So that even
if we think that equal incomes would be best, we
ought not to want others to have them until we have
persuaded a majority to do their best irrespective of
the return they get.

Yet there is still a presumption in favour of the
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view that more use can be made of a small income
than of the same amount added to a large one: every
contribution from the large for the relief of the small
will have at least the potentiality of bringing more
satisfaction than it takes away. All the great moral
teachers of the world have laid dress on the duty of
those with large possessions, and a decision on this
point isthe hardest of those we are commonly called
upon to make. Unless we can bring ourselves to
believethat inequality of incomesisasort of physical
necessity, an inescgpable condition of human exis-
tence, we must face the problem of how much we
should giveaway.

Having decided how muchto give, we must decide
adsohowtogive. Herel thinkthatitis clear that the
most useful assstance is that which supplements
efforts aready being made by the person helped, and
I n particular those which with assstance will be suc-
cessful. For there can be no duty on usto reduce our
own standardsin order to alay awant which the per-
son who feds it makes no effort to satisfy. Ifitis
doubtful (as some people say) whether we ought to
keep alive those who will never be ableto help them-
saves, it is quite certain that the vicious and the de-
praved should at least supply themselves with the
means for their excesses

This concludes our hurried survey of the ways in
which our activitiesin getting and spending our i n-
comes &ffect the situation of others. Thereisno need
for us to "lay waste our powers, as Wordsworth
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feared. Many of uswill never find ourselvesin situa-
tions where we shall do much active harm. But if we
try, as we should in all questions of personal ethics,
toconsider thefeelingsand interestsof all thosewho
may be affected by our activities, it is easy to make a
positive contribution to the well-being of society.



VI. GAMBLING
By R. C. MORTIMER

the question of gambling opinionisdivided.
Some dassit among the vices, others among the
amusements. For someitisathingwhich conscience
can never sanction; for others, it is like oysters or
seed-cake—Ilegitimate enough if you happen to like
that kind of thing. But the question is one of some
importance in these days, because the practice of
gambling has become so widespread. Itisasthough
many persons were making oysters or seed-cake their
sole and staple diet. On any such scde, gambling is
agreed by all to be an evil, and the existence of this
admittedly 'evil' gambling has raised the question
whether the practiceinitself isinherently and neces-
sarily 'evil', or whether the 'evil' we deploreis simply
a regrettable abuse of an otherwise harmless amuse-
ment.

Itiscertainthat thelegitimacy of gamblingwould
never have been caled in question if it were not for
the frequency withwhich it leads to moral or finan-
cial ruin. Andthediscussion of the question has been
largely confused by atendency to equate gambling as
such, with that form of gambling which produces
those consequences, and to use the term gambllng
inthe sense of disastrous or ruinousgambling.* Once
pointed out, thisisimmediately seen to be abegging

! Se= my Gambling, pp. 26 ff.



GAMBLING 133

of the question, which leaves entirely unsettled the
problem of whether gambling which has not led to
these consequences is immoral.

Therearetwo main groundsonwhichitisheldthat
any gamble must beimmoral. First, that itisimmoral
to make the ownership of property dependent on
chance; and second, that it isimmoral to get some-
thing for which one gives nothing in return.

The first of these arguments has considerable
strength. Chance is of the essence of any gamble;
this is true no matter to what extent the element of
skill may enter in as well. For the moment that skill
so predominatesin the matter asto makeit certainthat
skill ultimately decides the issue to the exclusion of
chance, then by common consent the matter cesses
to be a gamble. The playing of bridge for money
Is regarded as agamble only so long as the skill of
the two ddesis so evenly balanced that the ultimate
decision rests with the luck of the cards. If it is
not so, then the more skilful pair regard the matter
not as a gamble, but as alucrative employment, and
their victims regard it at best as an expensive lesson.

But it will probably not be disputed that by a
gamble is meant a transaction in which the owner-
ship of some pieceof property ismadewholly or par-
tially dependent on chance. The opponents of gamb-
ling maintain that such aprocedureis adishonour to
reason and treachery to civilization. One of the chief
functions (they point out) of the practical reasonisto
foresee and to forestall the future: the chief success
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of civilization has been to protect men from the cata
strophes of sudden chance events. Civilization, the
possibility of an ordered settled life, restson afeeling
of security. And this feeling of security is acquired
and maintained by reason, which, working with the
instrument of cause and effect, minimizes so far as
possible the uncertain and the unknown.

The evidences of this effort and achievement are to
be seen on all sdes, in man's control—or partial con-
trol—of his environment. The advances of medical
science have been inspired by the wish to prevent
premature death, to ward off plagues and epidemics,
and, ingenera, by theremoval in the sphere of health
of theuncertain and the unpredictable, to giveto every
individual a reasonable expectation of a normal span
of life. The elaborate system of insurance has had a
similar aim in the sphere of property. The whole
material prosperity of theindividual isnolonger sub-
ject to destruction by asingle chance event. Where, in
the old days, a trader stood to lose everything in a
shipwreck, now by an even distribution of risks over
awide areatheloss is shared, and so prevented from
involving himin ruin. The efforts of Trade Unions
are directed towards securing permanence of employ-
ment, independent of the chance whim of an employer
or the transitory conditions of the markets. It isthe
aim of the Socialist party on the one hand, and of the
Socialist element in the Fascist and Nazi doctrines on
the other, to ensure that the possesson of wealth or
opportunity shall not depend on the chance accident
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of birth, but that all men being given an equal oppor-
tunity, or all being pressed into the service of the
commonwealth, the rewards shall be apportioned ac-
cording to merit. Sncethenitisthewholework and
business of civilization to eliminate as far as possible
the operations of mere chance, to make men indepen-
dent of the unknown and the unpredictable, how can
itberightarbitrarily and unnecessarily to reintroduce
that element?

| say unnecessarily, because not only cannot chance
be completely eliminated, but on certain occasionsitis
necessary to appedl to it, and to invoke risk. Certain
branches of trade, for instance, could not be carried
on without speculations about future prices, and
those speculations necessarily involve a large de
ment of uncertainty. Moreover every great advance
in human progress has been preceded by the taking
of risks on the part of the pioneers. The opening up
of remoter parts of the globe, and the exploitation of
mineral wealth are obvious instances; and it would
not be difficult to think of a great many others. In
genera arisk isjudged to be necessaxry or justifiable,
(1) when every effort has been made by the reason to
minimize the extent of the unknown, (2) when the
advantage hoped for is commensurate with the loss
risked (i.e. it would be unjustifiable to risk one'slife
to save a sparrow, but justifiable to risk it to save a
child), and (3) when the probability of a favourable
outcome is greater than the probability of an un-
favourable one. If thislast condition is not fulfilled,
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we are apt to call it not arisk but a danger or at any
rate a grave risk. A grave risk is never justifiable
except wherethe second conditionisamply fulfilled,
I.e. where what we stand to gain is of pressing and
supremeimportance.

It is then only to introduce the eement of chance
unnecessarily whichweregard aswrong; and thisis
what gambling always does. Tointroduceitin such
away as unnecessarily to endanger our whole liveli-
hood on the preceding argument must be wrong.
For to do so is a deliberate attempt to destroy
what reason and civilization aretryingto build up—
security of life. Butisit equally wrong to endanger
even part of our livelihood in thisway ?

That isnot so clear. Inaworld fromwhich chance
has been completely eliminated, in a world from
which it has been eliminated even to the extent to
which it has to-day, there is a very real danger of
monotony. Not the monotony which results from
the continued performance of the same activities—
that we can always in some measure avoid. But the
monotony which comes from the absence of any
element of surprise, the monotony which obtains
where nothing can ever happen but what we our-
sdves cause to happen, where we are never exposed
to events and experiences which are beyond our own
control—from this monotony gambling affords a
refuge. Anditisin part as arefuge of thiskind that
gambling isso largely practised at the present time.

Asan antidoteto monotony of thiskind gambling
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has ajustification. But only as an antidote, a stimu-
lant, a recreation, an amusement. It should not be
made the main business of life. For that would in-
deed be a dishonour to reason, atreachery to civiliza-
tion. But as a means of reintroducing, to alimited
extent—limited by reason—that element of chance
which has been banished from the main interests of
life, it is justified. For risk in moderation acts as a
mental stimulant, and much of the fun of life comes
from the presence of the unexpected. What most men,
| imagine, would really like, is a complete certainty
about the security and stability of the things that
matter, together with uncertainty about the compara-
tively unimportant. The game of cricket would be
futileif no one obeyed the rules, but on the other hand
that which makesit, wearetold, the greatest of games
and raisesit so incomparably far above all othersisits
‘glorious uncertainty'.

Within alimited sphere, where it can do no harm
to the serious business of life, it is no more wrong
to play with chance, than, within the limited sphere
of team games, it is wrong to play with the war
spirit. Team games are miniature imitations of war.
They are an expression of group loyalty. Within
strictly enforced limits they allow an outlet for those
instincts and emotions which on the grand scale of
real life produce class and national wars. Asprovid-
ing such harmless outlets they are of incalculable
value. Gambling, if reason strictly enforcesits proper
limits, provides a similar outlet for the desire of
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excitement which, deprived of the outlet afforded by
that complete rule of chance which obtained more or
less in primitive times, might now find some other
more disastrous one. It was, | think, Alexander the
Great who said that so long as his soldiers were
gamblers he felt secure againg mutiny. If then a
man likes to find his amusement in gambling, heis as
much entitled to spend his money on it asheis on
cinemas or football matches. The fact that he may
spend too much money is no more a condemnation
of the one than it is of the other.

But gambling is condemned on another ground,
besdes that of the appeal to chance. It is argued that
the gambler gets something for nothing, and that that
must bewrong. Without goinginto the question of
whether the principle hereisright—and if itisright
it would seem at first sight to throw doubt on the
legitimacy of receiving agift'—it is enough to sy
that in fact the gambler does not get something for
nothing. Inthe gambling contract certain rights are
mutually conferred. In the event of one st of cir-
cumstances A gives B the right to claim from him
asum of money: in the event of certain other circum-
gances B gives A asimilar right. It cannot be main-
tained that this conferring of aright isnothing; itis
adefinite contribution, invirtue of which the gambler
earns—becomes entitled to—his winnings. On the
other hand it is maintained by the opponents of gamb-
ling that, snce by thetermsof the contract both claims

! See Gambling, p. 68.
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cannot be substantiated, the contribution of the win-
ner in fact amounts to nothing—that compared with
the material gain of the winner this temporary and
unsubstantiated claim of the loser may properly be
regarded as nothing.

But even if this be granted, yet the immorality of
the contract has still not been proved. Theinsurance
contract isof precisely thesamenature. If | insurethe
contents of my house against burglary, the insurance
company makes a bet with me. If in the course of the
year | am burgled, the company will make good my
losses; if | have no burglary | shall have paid them a
premium and got nothinginreturn. Thatis, thereis
a contract by the terms of which, in certain circum-
dances they confer a right on me, in certain other
circumstances | confer a right on them and it is
impossible for both of us to substantiate our claims.
Whereisthe difference between that and the gambling
contract?

The difference, it is said, lies here. (1) The insur-
ance companies render a useful service to the com-
munity. They distribute the risks. (2) They afford
asense of security; the premium which the individual
pays each year is a just price for that peace of mind
which this security gives him. But thisisto introduce
a quite different consideration. We are no longer
comparing the material gain of the winner with the
material loss of the loser, but we are setting against
a material gain a mental or spiritual asst. But the
gambler can claim to do that equally well. If the
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person who takes out an insurance policy buys there-
with peace of mind, the gambler who purchases a
sweepstaketicket buystherewith apleasurable mental
excitement. If theoneisjustified, why not the other ?
And as regards thefirst point, if the insurance com-
pany is justified because it serves the community
by distributing risks, may not the 'bookie" and the
swegpstake promoter equally claim that they serve
the community by distributing pleasure? They take
rank with the proprietors of cinema halls as caterers
for the public amusement.

This argument, therefore, cannot be used to con-
demn gambling asawhole. It isreduced to the claim
that the gambler gets a disproportionate return for
his money. Butitis obviously a matter of difficult
individual assessment to say how much material loss
isafair return for the excitement provided, and it may
often happen that the winner gets no more than the
loser is prepared to pay. Inany caeitisno argument,
as it stands, against gambling as a whole, but only
against gambling withtoo high stakes.

To be effective as an argument against gambling as
awholeit would have to rest either on the principle
that to do the opposite of an insurance—i.e. unneces-
sarily to incur arisk—iswrong, or on the principle
that the kind of pleasure which a gamble provides
isitself immoral. Thefirst principlewe have aready
dedlt with. It is not necessarily immoral arbitrarily
to incur arisk. The second remains. And it is
probably this which lies at the bottom of that
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hatred which many serious-minded persons feel for
all formsof gambling.

‘The sort of pleasure which the gambling thrill
givesiswrong." Itisnot thetaking of risks. That
may often be necessary and beneficial. It is not the
mere excitement of it—that is no worse than many
other external stimuli, from a glass of wine to the
reading of a detective novel, but it is the close con-
nexion which exists between this particular thrill and
the desire for gain. There lies its danger—there its
Wrongness.

Itisidleto deny that the anticipation of gainisan
indispensable element in the pleasure of gambling.
Thosewho sy that they gamble purely for thefun of
it, and do not care whether they win or lose, talk
nonsense. They may not care much, but they do care.
For the particular nature of the thrill of gambling
consistsin the suspense and uncertainty asto whether
we shall lose or win something. Anditisafact that
where winnings are prohibited—if, e.g., they are con-
fiscated for charity—gambling dwindles or dies. Nor
isthat surprising. Y oumight aswell expect peopleto
continue going to the cinemawhen they are presented
only with educational films, asthat aman should go
on gambling without standing to win anything. For
as the object of the one isthe excitement to be found
in watching a story—an excitement of a particular
kind—so the object of the other is the excitement to
be found in winning a prize.

Itisthisclose connexionwiththe desirefor money
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which makes gambling so odious to many people. It
Is regarded by them as aform of avarice, and anin-
citement to sdfishness. And such, no doubt, it very
oftenis. Where the desire for gain so predominates
in the whole busness as completely to destroy the
element of relaxation and amusement, gambling is
wrong, because it is then regarded solely as a means
of making money, and from that point of view it is
both foolish and unreasonable. Steady employment
Is at once a more probable and a more beneficial way
of acquiring one's living, than is the backing of
problematic winners. And even if one is successtul
and does back thewinners, still that is no proper sub-
stitutefor work. Where, however, the desirefor gain
does not predominate, butisonly alliedwith a desire
for amusement and relaxation, its immorality is not
soclear. Forthereisnothingwronginthedesrefor
gaininitself. Everybody desresareturnfor hiswork
and his money, and everybody desres to receive a
present. We only condemn people for having these
desires, when they have them to the exclusion of
everything dse, when they are 'obsessed’ by them.
So that, if a gamble be indulged in solely for the
sake of the possible winnings, it might be condemned,
on the ground that it is then regarded as a substitute
for work, butifit beindulged in primarily for fun,
only part of which funliesinthelively expectation of
gain, itwould appear to be legitimate. And, except
In the case of professiona punters, most gambling is
probably of this nature. That is, it hes asits amsthe



GAMBLING 143

provision of the twofol d pleasure of agratifying sur-
prise. While we are young, surprises of one kind or
another arenot infrequent. For an adult they arerare:
people do not often give him unexpected presents.
But the desire for them persists. By indulging in a
gamble he places himself in the position of being a
possible recipient of one. The desire for it, the desire
of gain, is undoubtedly present in his mind, and yet
itisthefun of it, the excitement of being in that posi-
tion, quite as much as the desire of the gain itself,
which prompts the entry into the gambling contract.
From that fun or excitement he derivesamental stimu-
luswhich givesto the gambleavalue of itsown, quite
apart from the winning of any material gain. The
desire for gain, initself not immoral, does not neces-
sarily in every gamble become so excessve as to make
the gamble vicious.

That this is so is shown by the fact that the dis-
appointed gambler does not as arule grudge thewin-
ner his gains. With the exception of those who are
gambling to excess, thegambler, though disappointed,
does not regret having made the gamble. He bought
achance knowing it was only a chance, and the result
was what he always knew it might be. Discontent,
unrest, and envy do not necessarily result at all. If
they do, they are Signs that the gambler entered into
agamble in the wrong spirit, and beyond his means;
and such gambling no doubt iswrong. Butthereisa
great dea of gambling in which these factors do not
result at all. All that happensis that an innocent
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desire to receive a present and an innocent desire for
alittle excitement are allowed expression.

| am convinced, therefore, that within limits indul-
gence in gambling is legitimate. Where it does not
endanger those essentids of livelihood—food, clothes,
house, maintenance, and education of children, higher
amusements and recreations—which it is the business
of reason to safeguard againgt chance, and where it
does not become an obsession, occupying adispropor-
tionate amount of one'stime and attention, it fillslegi-
timately enough a humble position in the economy
of our lives, side by sdewith thewatching of football
matches and the attendance at picture houses.

But there is one other aspect of the matter which
desarves attention. If all things are lawful, it may be
that not all things are expedient. Just at present gamb-
ling is perhaps the most popul ar national amusement.
While the mere statement of the quite enormous sum
of money which annually changes hands as the result
of gambling is no proof that the gambling is exces
sive (for it may be, as some people contend, that very
few persons actually spend on it more than they can
afford), yet the opinion of those who are best able
to judgeis unanimous that much harm s being done.
‘We have been impressed by the spread of organized
facilities for betting and gambling and of the habit
of betting and gambling. The weight of the evldence
shows that serious social consequences are ensuing."”

! I nterim Report of the Royal Commission on Lotteriesand Bet-
ting, Dec. 1932.
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Against the united testimony of social workers of
every kind, clergy, nurses, government departments,
police, itisidletoarguethat no problem exists, or that
the gambling which goesonin the country represents
only a legitimate expenditure of pocket-money. If
anything iscertain, it isthat a great deal of excessve
gambling is going on. | only dress this really very
obvious fact, because one meets so many people who
protest that there is nothing to worry about. The
situation is indeed a serious one. And it owes its
existence to the vast amount of organized gambling
facilitiesafforded to the public.

Legislation is needed and, no doubt, will shortly
be put in hand, not indeed to take away the English-
man'sright to gamble if hewantsto, but to limit his
opportunitiesof gambling to excess. In astrong com-
munity such legislation woul d no doubt be both un-
necessary and i nsulting, but whereamalady isproved
aremedy must be provided. Gambling is dways a
dangerous amusement lending itself very readily to
excess. Andif agreat number havefallenvictimsto
that excess they must be rescued, and others must be
prevented from going the same way, if necessary
against their wills. Restrictionson their liberty area
sacrificewhich the strong must make in the interests
of theweak. It isaprinciple whichweadmit and obey
in the case of the sde of alcohol. It must also be ap-
plied to the provision of facilitiesfor gambling. Some
limitation of the number of horse and greyhound race

courses, and of the number of racing days on each,
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must be laid down. The dissemination of betting
news through the public press, and the creation,
through the medium of clubs and public houses, of
more or less public centres of betting must be con-
trolled. Such legislation is inspired not by Puritan-
ism but by the principle of good government. In the
Interests both of the commonwealth and of the indi-
vidual such measures as are possible must be taken to
prevent and discourage the individual from falling
into excess.  Strict legislation for a generation would
probably succeed in canalizing the gambling instinct
into proper and legitimate outlets. Mere repression
would beusdess andif attempted would provedisas-
trous. Prohibition in America is an example of the
wrong method. Limitation and guidance arerequired.

In this connexion the question of sweepdakes is
often raised. Would it not be in the public interest
for the state to run periodiclotteries, and, whilst pro-
viding this outlet, to prohibit or drastically reduce
most other forms of organized gambling? Whether
under those conditions laws forbidding or limiting
public betting on racecourses, and the publication of
betting news in the press, would have a chance of
being enforced is a practical question which it might
be of some interest to debate. At first sight it ssems
unlikely. Menmight still prefer to bet on horse-races
and football matches rather than in alottery; and if
so why should they not ? And how could you effec-
tively prevent them? In that casg the only result of
date lotteries would be to add one more to the exist-
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ing facilities for gambling. On the other hand, it
might be argued that men only want to gamble, and
do not much mind what they gamble about, so that
either by penalizing other forms, or making state | ot-
teriesespecidly attractive, you could easly weanthem
from the oneform to the other. And then you would
have this advantage, that by [imiting the number of
lotteries and the Size of the prizes and the price of the
tickets, the state would be in a position to exercise
effective control.

But whatever the merits of these two arguments,
the question, in fact, is hardly ever debated along
theselines. It generally turns on the question whether
sweepstakes and lotteries are moral or not, and
whether the state ought to encourage them and de-
rive revenue from them. As far as the first is con-
cerned, perhaps enough has been said aready. One
might perhaps add that as away of raising money for
charity they are wasteful and pernicious. Wasteful,
because of the high cost of organization, pernicious
because of the unholy alliance between altruism and
self-seeking. For this attempt to bribe people to sub-
scribe to charities by an appeal to their self-interest,
thereis nothing to be said. Itisaninsult to charity,
and asource of offence becauseit tendsto blunt men's
consciences. It obscures for them the realization
that it is their plain duty to give dms in any case,
wholly and completely without consideration of any
hopesthey may entertain of doing good to themselves
thereby. To wheedle men into subscribing by offer-
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ing them brilliant hopes is to lower our moral stan-
dard; to flatter them with the pretence that they are
being charitable, when in fact they are amusing them-
sdves, is hypocrisy.

But considered as an amusement pure and simple
lotteries are justifiable. And perhaps of all forms of
gambling they are the most innocuous, since their
number can be limited, and the stake is fixed. The
serious objection to date lotteries as they are run in
other countries, and to the Irish sweepstakes, lies in
the gze of the prizes awarded. To win as much as
£30,000 by a single chance removes the whole affair
out of the category of amusements. It dffects the
whole structure of a man's life. It is a surrender to
the sole arbitration of chance of the condition which
determines oneswholelife. Andassuchitisasmuch
opento objection astorisk thelossof oneslivelihood
ingambling is. Asfar as the appeal to chance goes, it
isthe samething. Itisaso against the publicinterest;
for wealth so easily and suddenly acquired bringswith
it little sense of responsibility. And itisin flagrant
contradiction both to the Socialist principle that
wealth should be proportionate to merit, and to the
Conservative principle that wealth should be entailed
in those families who have become trained and accus-
tomed to use it as trustees of the public interest. But
if lottery prizes were so limited as to bear some pro-
portion to the price of the ticket and so to resemble
more the receipt of a present than the inheritance of
a fortune, little moral objection, | think, could be
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found to them. A nd thisfurther advantagewould be
added that, with the same funds to be disposed of,
a greater number of people would secure prizes and
the consequent happiness would be more widely
distributed.

But though state lotteries with small prizes might
be the most satisfactory form of public gambling in
certain circumstances, the present moment, with our
existing laws and the national temper what it is, is not
the one for introducing them. What we need is not
more facilities but fewer. Nothing must be done
which would appear to give public encouragement
to gambling, but rather the reverse. The swollen
extent of the present facilitiesis no doubt chiefly due
tothe public demand, and they can never satisfactorily
be reduced by law alone. The demand must first be
lessened. Thereisroom herefor aself-denying ordin-
ance on the part of all conscientious persons who
feel serioudly in the matter. Before patronizing any
public form of gambling, whether by sweepstake or
'bookies, they ought to ask and answer in all earnest-
ness the question 'Does not even one single contribu-
tionhelpto swell thedemand, and keep aliveapublic
evil?' It ssems to me that, if they feel the present
facilitiesfor gambling to be excessive, they cannot in
conscience contribute one penny to their continu-
ance. Thisis amatter not of law but of expedience.
[tisnot that public forms of gambling arewrong, but
that at the moment they ought to be discouraged. In
happier times or in another country, conscience may
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interpose no bar. But here and now, duty towards
the weaker brethren demands that we do nothing
which can make it easer for them to stumble.

A nd there can be no question that, if conscientious
persons in England boycotted the use of public forms
of gambling on these grounds, their example would
be infectious; the demand would fall, and the gamb-
ling habit be restricted to proper proportions. That
conscientious persons should be meticulous not to
overstep the bounds of amusement and recreation in
their own gambling goes without saying. That they
should resolutely frown on and discourage all obvious
excess in others is a matter of course. But something
further isneeded. At the moment they should abstain
fromall public gambling altogether; they should deny
themselves even that moderate amount which s legi-
timate to them. And, if they derive great amusement
from this particular form of recreation, let them con-
finethemselvesto betting with their friends, and run-
ning sweepdtakes in the privacy of their own intimate
circles. In the public interest this is surely no great
hardship to endure.

To the question, then, 'May | buy aticket in the
Irish sweep, or bet with a bookie on a racecourse?
the answer would be, 'In other circumstances you
might, but things being as they are at present, you
ought not.’'

Note. This esay was already in type before the contents of

the Bill dealing with lotteries, & ¢, recently introduced in the
House of Lords, were made public.



VIlI. ETHICSAND RELIGION
By J. SS BEZZANT

ETHICS and religion result from two deep and
interlacing activities of personality. History and
experience show that they are connected yet distin-
guishable, and also that the varying degrees of dis-
tinctness do not amount to separation. |f separation
occurs the consequence is damage both to ethics and
to religion. Whitehead's warning against the obses-
sion that religion is necessarily a good thing is not
superfluous : * the survival of inadequately moralized
religion, whenwell-grounded ethics can recognizeit
as such, probably does more harm than good. Itis
doubtful whether there has ever been an entirely non-
ethical religion, if religion be judged by its contem-
porary ethical standards; if there has been, then such
areligionandreligionthat has become moralized are
twodifferentthings, whichmay beinpart historically
continuous but have no actual identity in any sense
whichissignificant. Theories of ethicsandreligion,
and of their relations, must take account of these facts,
and not do them violence in the interests of abstract
consistency.

The distinctions are real: they have often given
riseto actual conflict. Themoral activity and experi-
ence need not contain elements which are inseparable

'ReligionintheMaking, p. 17.
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from the specificaly religious activity and experience.
Nor need the consequent ethics. Ethics builds on the
foundation that the moral consciousness and itsjudge-
ments of value carry their own authority. The essance
of moral obligationisthat my duty ismy duty whether
| likeit or not and that plainly it ought to be done. A
moral judgement is 'subjective’ inthe ssnsethatitis
withinthe experience of aliving subject, but it isessen
tially bindingm character. It isrecognized as'objective’
at least in the snse that it ought to be equally binding
on any other man in exactly the same circumstances.
It is therein distinguished from subjective tastes and
feelings such as that certain dishes are nice or nasty:
these are not 'objectively' either nice or nasty, but are
simply nice to one man and nasty to another. We do
not seriously say that other persons ought to share our
tagtesinfood and drink. But thatisapositionwhich
ethics can never adopt in regard to moral judgements
without ceasing to be moral. When conscience—or
reason exercising itself on moral issues—delivers a
judgement, we may not, without being immoral, ask
or be guided by whether it is pleasant or convenient
to act on that judgement.

Nor istheimperative nature or the content of moral
demands conceived as deriving from any externally
imposed command or from the sanction of God. To
perform any actssimply becausethey are commanded,
apart from a confirming judgement of our own in-
sight that they ought to be done—even though such
acts may be those commonly reckoned as good—is
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not to act morally.* Such acts may be right but they
are not morally right. Indeed, to accept externally
prescribed rules, otherwise than by the confirming
judgement of consciencethat we ought to accept them
because they are seen to beright, is at least amoral or
non-ethical, and tends to become immoral and un-
ethical. Hence a real autonomy or independence of
judgement is essential to amoral person and to moral
advance, and ethics must insist uponit.

But the experience of moral obligation—that cer-
tain actions are right and ought to be done or that
they are wrong and ought not to be done—does not
itself imply any immediate or direct theological belief;
initselfit contains no explicit reference to any such
belief. Man can recognize some things as beautiful
andvaluethem; butitisafurther question, and not an
inseparable element in the experience itself, whether
beauty isthework of adivine artist, and itis a ques-
tion which cannot be answered by confining atten-
tion to the experience and value of beauty. In the
same way man can recognize the imperative or bind-
ing nature of judgements of conscience without im-
plying adivine legislator. The reality of God may be
and often is thought necessary if the objectivity of

! Except, of course, as a means towards the realization of
endswhich are judged to be morally right and which cannot
otherwise be realized. |If external commands are accepted in
the faith that the doing of what is commanded will lead to
personal insight that it isright in itsdf, the acceptanceis moral,
and the law originally imposed externally must either become
our own right insight or be rejected.
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judgements of conscience isto belogically or reason-
ably justified; it may be thought that the existence of
God done guarantees that moral judgements are
vaues for any Reality beyond human valuers; but
such theological belief itself logically presupposesthe
previous activity of the moral reason.

Religion is aways something more than moral
activity and of inferences therefrom. Notoriously
difficult to define, it is, as Dr. Webb says, 'dways a
consciousrelation or attempt to get intorelationwith
what, however crudely imagined or conceived, is yet
Imagined or conceived as somehow containinginit-
self the mysterious power at the heart of things. It
thus adways involves at least an implicit view or
theory of what, when reflection is sufficiently ad-
vanced, is seento betheworldor lifeasawhole, and
at last to be the Ultimate Reality." Morality, on the
other hand, apart from religion 'is not, in the same
way as religion, essentidly a conscious relation to
what iswithin or below or behind or above (we may
use which metaphor wewill) the"number of things"
of which "the world is full" ."* Not only o, but as
reflection advances, religion, if it is not to become a
compromise dangerousto its own health and advance,
Is seen to demand dependence upon its Object; and
not a dependence which begins only when and where

1 C C.J. Webb, A Century of Anglican Theology, p. 65. The
three chapters on Morality and Religion ssem to me, if leave
to say SO may be taken, to be marked by uncommon breadth

and depth-of judgement, and | refer readers to them for fuller
treatment of some of the themes of this essay.
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wemay find ourselves unableto stand morally in our
own strength or by our own insight, but an utter
dependence. Here the distinctness between ethics
and religion seems to amount to a contradiction and
IS sometimes accepted as such.

Againitisafact of experience and of history that
the moral and religious capacities are not equally sen-
sitive in different men nor even blended in equal
strength in the same man. That the pure in heart
shall s2 God and that religionisvain deceit or deli-
berate hypocrisy when it does not issue in a more
exalted morality than exists without it—these are
judgements which could only be madewhenreligion
has been moralized in the most penetrating fashion,
or when men recognize that it ought to be. In fact,
the religious temperament or capacity for religion
does exist quitegenuinely sideby sdewith moral in-
sendtiveness in the one person; and a man can be
intensely aware of the inexorable demands of the
moral law without any awakening of his capacity
for religion or any explicit recognition of God. His-
tory often shows ethicsand religion going their own
particular ways, andtheir strained relations are some-
times more apparent than their interaction. Beliefs
and practices have been treated as sacred by religion
when contemporary ethics has condemned them as
unethical, and when religious persons themselves
would have condemned such beliefs and practices
if applied in other spheres of thought and action.
Religion by its nature attaches sacredness to its own
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past history and traditions and is thus always con-
servative. Even when ethical criticism makes it-
self felt as something other than impiety, religious
reverence alwaystendsrather to allegorize or 'spiritu-
alize' ethically condemned beliefs than to abandon
them frankly, and to feel asense of lossin giving up
its past practices when ethics no longer approves
them. Religionisnever only concernedwith know-
ing: itsrelationswithits Obj ect have some of the marks
of a personal relation even when the Object itself is
not concelved as personal. Man'srelationsto anim-
perative moral law are not the only means of his
approach to God, and it is aways dangerously essy
toforget, evenwhenthepropositionisintellectually
accepted, that they must condition other ways of ap-
proach. It lies near at hand to think that God can be
approached in other less exacting and moreindul gent
ways. These have a more popular appeal and en-
courage the idea of specia privileges bestowed upon
the friends of God. The demands of morality are
compromised. Mercy is contrasted with the moral
law, or with Divine justice, as in the picture of the
Mother of Mercy with outstretched arm to stay the
wrath of her avenging Son. Compromises of this
kind foster consequent superstitions which in popular
religion come to count for more than the essentids
of ethical religion. Transgression and its conse-
guences are thought to be wiped out by non-moral
transactions or non-moral ceremonies. Thus reli-
gion loses its spiritual character and morality is cor-
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rupted. The personal relation between the believer
and God does not become or ceasss to beamorally
persona relation but issues in impersonal dealings
which ethicscan only condemnasimmoral.

It isfrom ethics that the most serious criticisms of
a religion can come, though they may be long in
making themselvesfelt by the generality of religious
people. From the moment it isrealized that Godis
righteousadoctrine or a practice may be condemned
as unethical and as false by the moral conscience. |If
that happens, a doctrine or practice so condemned
cannot be maintained or established on any other
grounds except at the cost of outraging the very con-
sciousness whereby we may recognize any doctrine
to be of God. The more thoroughly areligion is
integrated with morality (as in Christianity) the more
certainly does progressin that religion and in its theo-
logy depend upon keeping this principle steadily in
view, and upon increasing senstivenessto itsimplica-
tions. At least from the time of Amos's great protest
against the largely non-moral religion of hisday, the
work of the prophets of Israel was deeply concerned
with securing the full exercise of a growing moral
consciousness within the sphere of religion; and we
may claim that in Christianity the integration of
morality and religion reachesits highest point, with
moral freedom not only secured but inspired. For
criticism and revision of the doctrinal and moral con-
tent of our religioniscarried oninthelight shed by its
own highest values, awork made easer in one sense
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If more exacting in another by historical methods of
study and by Biblical criticism. And such criticism
as comes from without is the work of conscience
moulded by an environment largely indebted to
Christianity.

Thelast point is significant for another and deeper
aspect of our subject. It must not be thought that the
relations of ethicsand religion are the smple story of
religion's debt to autonomous ethics. It is not afact
that sensitive moral conscience and exalted ethics best
maintain themsalves in practical or theoretical isola-
tionfromreligion. Ethical theorieswhich teach that
it should be so take too narrow a view of human
nature, build upon inadequate data, and often mistake
abstractions for actualities.

Conscience is not like a sengitive mechanical gauge
which, when faced with moral choices, automatically
indicates either right or wrong. That is a view of
conscience which has often made men weary of its
name. Itisnotinfallible; butitiseducable; it grows
withitsown exercise, but togrow rightly it needsthe
right environment; and the right environment is an
ethic grounded in so much of reality asiswithinour
knowledge or may be within our reasonable belief.
Most men, though they feel in varying degrees the
imperatives of conscience, must be able to believe
that the distinctions between right and wrong corre-
spond to something at the heart of things—to reflect
the nature of something beyond themselves; other-
wise the imperatives tend to become less urgent, and
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morality to betreated asthough it were merely what
others think about human conduct. Itisasit comes
home to them in and through sincere religion that
most men feel the constraint of the moral law most
strongly; and it is no less afact that denial of God
tends, inthelong run, to undermine conviction that
morality is objective and binding, eventhoughit may
not at once result in conscious rejection of ethics pre-
viously held, or in changes of actual conduct. That is
at least true—of most of those who reject religion—
to an extent which makes the exceptions notable; and
the exceptions are not independent of the religion
which exercises indirect influence upon them through
their environment. No doubt a kind of morality
would still be necessary for individual well-being
and to hol d the community together eveninaworld
inwhich no one believed in God, or in abiding values
to be actualized through right use of the present
world, or in immortality, and in which the voice of
prayer and praise was nowhere heard; but there is
little reason to think that the finer fruits and graces
of morality would flourish and increase or even sur-
vivein such asecularized society. Notwithstanding
thefrequent criticism of religion by ethics(whichin
the long run is accepted by religion) it cannot be
denied that progressin morality no lessthaninreli-
gion haslargely consisted in and resulted from bring-
ing them together. Thisfactis moreimportant than
the abstract arguments by which sometheorists claim
ethics as an independent philosophy and deny that
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religion can spesk thelast if any word on moral issues.
If inadequately moralised religion can easily become
something human lifewould be as well without, there
are grave defects in a non-religious ethics which at
last make it impotent to savereligion from that fate.
Moral aspirations within abstract sysems of ethics
have not inspired anything like the sameintensity of
devotionfound among those who, believinginaholy
and persona God, have sought to be made like unto
Him. That the universeisthework and an expression
of the nature of a personal God isthe belief about it
within which the hold of morality on the human mind
hes attained a maximum intensity and extent. The
apped of aliving personal influenceisfar stronger to
personal beings than the appea of abstract theory,
however self-consistent; it is the most potent of all
moral motiveinfluences. The reverence and love of
God—astheloveof aPerson whoseruleof loveisthe
only ultimate power thereis, and who is the source
and spring of conscience itself no lessthan of all good-
ness—is the one emotional influence, whether of a
personal or socia kind, whichwill assuredly aways
support and intensify the demands of morality. If reli-
gion bethis, thenitis something which must slowly
permeate all human activities, and most directly the
moral, and can never be sharply marked off from
them. When such religion does not have these effects
its implications are being overlooked, or dse ob-
scured by other dementsinit which arereally incon-
sistent withits own highest content. Freely to refuse
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the evil and to choose the good, according to the pre-
scriptions of ethics, lacks the depth and earnestness
which is characteristic of the religious attitude to-
wards goodness and sin; the rigorously moralist
temper, apart from the atmosphereof livingreligion,
does not normally or easily exhibit the finer graces of
sympathy and humility which haveflourishedwhere
graceis accounted higher thanlaw; and thereis much
in the modern world which goes to confirm belief
that, when religiousfaith decays and theology is con-
sidered superfluous, the inexorable demands which
ethics, after separation from religion, may certainly
for a time continue to make, are not in fact main-
tained* These results may reasonably be thought to
correspond withthe nature of man, whichisnot only
moral, and of theworldinwhichheisset. To say that
they will be otherwise when human evolution is
further advanced is but to make drafts upon the
futurewhichthereislittleindication and no guaran-
tee that it will honour.

Religionis concerned not only withwhat ought to
be but aso with what is. If 'what is" includes God,
moral conduct cannot exclude conduct towards God.
An ethic concerned exclusively with man's relations
with man neither has nor can have any grounds of
confidence that its ideals will ever be actualized, or
that they are anything more than human values. So
far as the content of ethics alone can inform us, the
universe may destroy bothusandall our values. The
moral manwill reply that even so they ought not to
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be regarded as less binding. The religious man en-
tirely agrees, though he may entertainawell-grounded
doubt asto whether infactitwill beso. Thepointis
that there may be features about the universe which
do not confirm the view of its nature which the moral
life of man may seem to indicate. Hence it isonly by
reference to a wider field than that of purely ethical
phenomenathat either religion or philosophy can find
adequate grounds (as distinct from causes) of confidence
that ethical and other valuesare morethan valuesfor us,
and that they are 'intimations of that Ultimate Reality
whose essential attributes are manifested therein”.
Ethicsaone cannot decide ultimate questions about
the nature of the universe and of man; while the
answers to those questions will i n practice have pro-
found efects upon human conduct and ethical theo-
ries. Some uphold materialistic naturalism as the
sufficient account of existence. Man is then a part of
a mindless and purposaless Nature: the rea stuff of
man is the impulses, cravings, and passons which he
shareswith the animals of whom heis but the clever-
edt. Idedls, including moral ideals, in the last resort
aredream-work. Many practical and emotional con-
siderations may then maintain asaconventional stan-
dard the morality which has been built up on other
views of man; but it is not likely either that the
Naturalist will be uninfluenced by his doctrine of the
world and of man, or that his conscience will deliver
the same judgements, or judgements of the same
urgency, asthe conscience of the Humanist for whom
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man, hiscivilization and culture arethe highest reali-
tiesthe universe contains. Again, the Humanist may
regard the service of humanity and of human culture
astheall-sufficient inspiration of human conduct; he
may treat religious beliefs and inspiration as flimsy
Imaginings no longer needed by human naturewhich
hasgrowntofull stature; and he may professindiffer-
ence to the issue whether human cultural values bear
any relationto realities of abiding and eternal worth.
If soitisunlikely that either hismoral judgement or
his ethical theory will be the same as those of the
ethical Theist or the Christian who believes that man
bears the image of God to whom nothing that is not
good may be ascribed, andwhoseruleistheonly final
power; that the universe admits of fellowship with
God; and that the meaning of human life is not ex-
hausted in the visible and material world, nor confined
within the limits of the present life therein. But in
deciding between the claims of materialistic Natural -
ism, Humanism, and Christianity to be true, other
considerations besdes those of purely ethical phe-
nomenamust be taken into account; though, if there
are other grounds of reasonablefaith that the universe
is teleological, the ethical life of man will appear the
most important factor asindicating what at least part
of the purposed end is. Man's moral conscience wil|
then tell him most about the purpose and character
of God, and other dementsin hisrelationshipto God
will be subordinated to and conditioned by the moral
relationship.
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The conception of the nature of ethics which best
accords alike with the history of ethics and of human
moral life, and which is aso most congenial to reli-
gion, is that ethics is neither 'a science of absolute
values nor amatter of merely individual and subjec-
tive likes and dislikes. Ethical judgements do indeed
claimtoberight, true, andimperative, independently
of the agreement of particular individuals; they are
right in all normal circumstances and may be 'prac-
tically absolute’. But it does not follow that they are
right unconditionally or universally: that is an un-
necessary and unjustified theoretical leap. In fact we
cannot lay down the simplest ethical maxim as being
right in itself regardless of all circumstancesi conse-
quences, or sages of human development.” Such
maxims will befound to have no significance apart
from gspecific persons and circumstances; and their
application by those persons in those circumstances
Is always something of aventure, never amerely cau-
tious and sensible adjustment of action to a priori cer-
tainties. Itisin making the venture conscientiously

! On this point (as on much dse relevant to the relations of
ethicsand religion) see The Threshold of'Ethics, by K. E. Kirk,
pp. 29 ff. It is because certain sgts of circumstances prevail
very widely and remain practically constant that we can apply
certain ethical maxims by 'rule of thumb" methods, without
the snse of venture. But there is no guarantee that the
circumstances will aways prevail or prevail universaly;
a situation may at any time arise in which a judgement of
conscience is required to decide whether any such maxim as
'‘Always do so-and-s0' or 'Never do so-and-s0' does or does

not apply.
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that moral conduct consists, that ethical insight is
deepened, and moral progress advanced.

'From the desired to the desirable, from the concrete
good, that is good for something, to the good in itself,
from the sub-personal to the over-individual, and fromthe
socia to what may be called the over-social or the absol ute,
thereisaway. But thereis no deductive way back from
high abstractions, so reached, to particular moral judge-
ments relevant to specific Actual issues. Necessary truth,
In ethics as anywhere esg, is purchased at the price of pos-
sibleirrelevance to Actuality, and therefore—in one sense
—of meaninglessness. ... It may prove to be concerned
with abstract concepts to which names can be given, but
which haveno denotation.™

History and experience show thatitisinthe setting
of livingreligionthat morality maintainsits securest
hold and the teachings of ethics attain maximum in-
fluence. Itisobviousthat the generally accepted|evel
of morality has been far below the standards of the
religiously inspired ethics of Jesus. But itis equally
clear that religion canonly be kept spiritual, sane, and
free of superstition, so long as it is fully integrated
with and permeated by the highest attainments of
ethical insight. Religion has, in fact, often sanctioned

! F.R. Tennant, Philosophical Theology, vol. i, p. 153f. The
chapter on 'Valuation and Theory of Ethical Value isadragtic
criticism of 'absolutist’ ethics It is such ethical theory, and
ethics as a kind of phenomenology dealing with essnces said
to be apprehended by an intuition at once immediate and sf-
evident, by which the most irreconcilable antinomies between
ethics and religion may easly be st up.
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doctrines and practices condemned by the more en-
lightened and sensitive moral consciences, and has
claimed to override their judgements in moral issues.
The ethical demand for moral independence is as
thoroughgoing as the religious demand for depend-
enceupon God. Yetareligionwhichlimitsthefree-
dom of morality thereby degrades it; while amoral
legalisminalliance with religionwill dways appear as
aformalizing if not asacorruption of truereligion.
Hence, in spite of the warnings of history and the facts
of experience, there is a modern tendency in ethical
theory to detach moralsfromtheinspiration, motives,
and authority of religion, whileallowingreligionto
be autonomous in its own sphere. Boundary lines
are drawn; fundamental contradictions are unrecon-
ciled; isolated religion looks askance at the appeal to
conscience asrebellion against God, whileethicsmust
needs regard communion with God and dependence
on Divine grace as inconsistent with true morality
and as weakening moral personality.

An outstanding instance of this position will be
found in the great treatise on ethics by Hartmann.!
Inthiswork itisfully recognized that thereis a degp
inward connexion between ethics and religion; but
there is a boundary line between their respective
domains. Critical ethical philosophy has 'set up bar-
riers against the dictatorial aggression of religious

! Ethics, by Nicolai Hartmann, particularly vol. iii, ch. xx.

(Authorized trandation by Stanton Coit in The Library of
Philosophy.)
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thought'; it has become 'independent master' of cer-
tain ethical problemswithwhichreligion has dedt and
still dedls; and thereby 'at the same time secures the
independence of religion within its own boundaries.
In religion ethical problems come under a point of
view different from that essentia to ethics. Thisinit-
self isno occasion for conflict. It may be, Hartmann
sys that religion constitutes a higher stratum in
which the contents of ethics 'show themselves in a
new and more significant aspect’; and continues:

'That in Idea such arelationship may hold good, we may
quietly assume without doing violence to one or the other
domain, solong at least aswe keep in mind that it is only an
assumption. Moreover, the circumstances are by no means
such that the emergence of contradictions destroys the
value of such an assumption. Antinomies prove nothing
against the co-exisence of what is antinomically divided,
even though they should prove to be genuine antinomies,
that is, should beinsoluble. They only prove the inability
of thought to comprehend the co-existence

This learned writer is fully aware that there are
many facts which seem to justify both sdes of the
alleged antinomies between ethicsand religion. But
‘whoever takes his stand on one of them, to him the
opposite sde will always seem unnatural, violent,
preposterous. But precisely such preposterousness
Is characteristic of the whole problem." Hisfinal word
Isthat it is not ethics but the philosophy of religion
which conjures up these antinomies.

Fundamental in Hartmann's ethical philosophy isa
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kind of apriorism and absolutism which cannot be
examined here. The aleged contradictions between
the demands of ethics and of religion may be sharp-
ened by that philosophy, but they have often been
urged on the bass of like ethical philosophies. Ethics
expounded and maintained as 'a science of absolute
values isinconsistent with knowledge about how we
cometo know and with how infact we have attained
theethical valueswerecognize. If wemay take ethical
experience as absoluteit is not clear why we may not
take scientific experience of the physical world as
absolute; which if we do we must needs adhere to a
materialistic naturalism which leaves no grounds for
any view of ethics asdealing with more than subjec-
tive preferences, which then do not allow usto infer
anything from them about the nature of reality.
Ethical experienceis but part, if a profound part,
of human experience. A philosophy built exclusively
upon it can no more claim to be absolute than can a
philosophy built exclusively upon the data of natural
science, or atheology built only uponthedistinctive
elements in religious experience, and ignoring the
implications of other experience and knowledge of
theworld. Absolutist ethics on the one hand, and on
the other a conception of religion and theology which
asumes that we are able to prescribe what it befits
omni potence and omniscienceto do, and thento argue
downwards from God, will aways lead to insoluble
antinomies between ethics and religion. The anti-
nomies are less insolubleif, alike in ethics and theo-
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logy, we reason from our actual experience and from
the way in which God actually deds with sons who
bear His image.

The fundamental consideration which preserves
inviolate the moral freedom essentid to ethics, and
which aone keeps religious dependence spiritual, is
that the religious relationship with God is not any
kind of relationship, such as one in which man is
dominated by a God who is |mpersonal force, but
that it isapersonalrelationship.! Thisisthe key to the
solution of many otherwise insoluble antinomies,
some of which we will briefly consider.

It is frequently contended that for ethics nothing,
neither God nor any fiat of His power, stands behind
moral values and our duties in regard to them; and
it is represented that for religion it is only because
moral claims are regarded as Divine commands that
their contents are felt to be moral values.

Now no doubt some religious teaching gives
ground for drawing such acontrast, but nothing con-
sstentwithatruly moralizedreligion doesso. Onthe
contrary, thefact isthat wherethereisfull conscious-
ness of personality, reflection upon the sacredness
of judgements of conscience has itself often seemed
to point to, if not to require, a personal Law-giver.

! 1t is the thorough-going application of this principle, in
an outlook which nather evades the implications of modern
knowledge bearing on religion nor tones down the require-
ments of religion, which makes Dr. John Oman's little book
Graceand Personality such a valuable contribution to modern
theology. My debt to it is very great.

4086
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A personad relation to Himisthenfeltto beamore
truly moral relation than is obedienceto animpersonal
and abstract moral law. The moral law is not then
thought of assomething externally prescribed by God,
because the idea of God then includes the idea that
God himself workswith man, never otherwise than
through man's reason and willing nor ever by over-
bearing them. God as persona Spirit transcends the
moral consciousness of man made in His image, but
Hiswill cannot, in a personal relationship, be known
except as it is one with the manifest authority im-
plicitin man's moral consciousness and experience.

Thishasthe closest bearing upon thefurther aleged
contradiction that ethicsis concerned only with man
while religion is concerned wholly with God, so that
God is everything and man nothing. It is said to be
an ethical perversion that even God should take pre-
cedence of man, whereas religion regards man's will
asgood or bad according asit recognizes God'swill,
and either does or does not humbly st it above his
own.

Here again much religious language could be
guoted which would support such assertions. But
infact notruly religiousand moral person who con-
ceives of his relation to God as a personal relation
(which God aways respects, or why has he made us
persons and not just things ?) feds any contradiction
between reliance upon his own conscience and his
dependence upon God; he neither measures his own
will against God's, nor feds his duty towards God
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and his duty towards man to be alien to each other. In
thelast resort thereligious man excludes nothing from
the judgement of the moral conscience. It isonly be-
cause he can recognize goodness inits own light that
he has any sure means of knowing what thewill of God
Is: wereit not so, hewould bewithout a standard by
which to judge of doctrines whether they be of God.
It is dways an important duty to s that the moral
reason is enlightened and sensitive; moreover both
religion and morality are thoroughly social, and we
may not rightly judge as mereindividualistswithout
proper regard to the judgements of our brethren in
society and in the church. But in the last resort the
religious man no less than the moralist cannot hold
anything to be right or wrong, good or bad, if con-
science persistently decrees to the contrary. There
can be no ultimate conflict between the moral will of
the religious man and the will of God if that be also
amoral will. Thusthe Christian accepts the teaching
of Christ as authoritative: it isauthoritative in charac-
terinthesnsethatitisall Verily, verily', andisnot
tentatively deduced from doubtful premisses. But
neither on that account nor on any other does Jesus
ever suggest that his teaching is absolved from com-
mending itself before the tribunal of conscience. On
the contrary, its authority and its strength lie pre-
cisely in its power of self-authentication before that
tribunal—in the 'Amen' which it cals forth from the
moral conscience. It isnot otherwisewith St. Paul;
he teaches with authority, but he expressly writes of
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‘commending ourselves to every man's conscience in
the sight of God.' It is in the individual mind and
conscience that religion no less than ethics must
establish its strength and its certaintiesif it isever to
have any effective measure of either among thoughtful
men. If religion is apersonal relation to God, even
the Divine gift of faith cannot be given and is not
spiritual except asit canincreasingly becomeour own
insight freely recognized and acted upon. Thetruth
iswell put by Dr. Oman: 'T o beindependent moral
persons, legislating for ourselves, so far from being
hostile to true knowledge and right service of God,
is the imperative condition without which God can
neither be known nor served.”

The personal response of the human conscience
and will which God requires, and which aone is a
personal relation at all, can only be given as we s
and accept thewill of God to be good. Itistheinde-
pendence of themoral consciencewhichincreasingly
determines our whole relation to God; without it
there can be no persona dependence upon God, for
God'swill and themoral order are one and cannot be
imposed by any other reason than the reason why we
judgeitto beright. Only socanweknow itto bea
Divinedecree. 'Only by being trueto ourselves can
we find the reality which we must absolutely follow,
yet only by the sense of areality which we must abso-
lutely follow can we be true to ourselves." Itis not
strange that history and experience, which show the

! Graceand Personality, 53.
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practical consequences which follow from sincerely
held beliefs, also testify to the damage which ensues
both to morality and to religion from separating
either from the other; and ethics and theology dare
not effect the separation in the interests of a formal
and abstract theoretical consistency, and at the cost
of violencetowhat isactual.

It may further be urged that it is only in abstract
ethical theory such asisaloof from fact that morality,
without religion, can maintain its own essentid inde-
pendence, Man's recognition of the demands of the
moral law is one thing; his ability to fulfil them is
another; the consegquences of his inability are yet an-
other. The most exacting of moral demandsisthat we
should seek tojudgewith an ever increasing and more
penetrating conscientiousness.” But hes man the
power to actualize every ideal of which he can con-
ceive ?|sit enough to prescribe ™Y ou can because you
ought' ? The answer of experienceisnot in doubt. Ex-
perience showsthat the prescriptionislikely tobere-
versed soastoread' Y ou ought not whenyou cannot'.
Thisresultsin contentment with easy-going standards,
in conventionality, and inthe ossification and deteri-
oration of morals. And even in theory it is not reason-
able to think of human moral capacity asthough the
actual conditions of human nature, the character of
theworld, its meaning and purpose, and the kind or
degree of independenceit allows, were all of no con-
sequence. We are certainly not independent in the

'Se K. E.Kirk, The Threshold of Ethics, pp. 144 ff.
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sene that we can ignore reality without disaster,
whether in moras or in anything se. Once again
we have the position that ethical questions cannot be
cut off from the questions 'What are we? and 'In
what kind of world do we live ? And ethics aone
cannot answer those questions. Only if man may
depend on areality and awill greater than his own,
which work with him and are reflected in his own
conscience, will he beinspired and ableto judgewith
an ever increasing and more penetrating conscien-
tiousness.

So long as a man thinks and tries to act as though
his whole moral positionisthat he sandsinisolated
independence face to face with the demands of an
abstract moral law, one of two resultswil | occur, and
neither isin the long run anything but fatal to deep
and progressive moral character. If such aman's con-
ception of the moral law's demands is moderate or
low, or if his self-criticism in the light of the moral
law (high or low) is superficial, his moral condition
wil | takerank accordingly, and hewill become more
or less sdf-satisfied. 'All these things have | kept.'
Hewill not easly bemovedto add 'What lack | yet ?,
and he will certainly not go on doing so indefinitely.
If his conception of the moral law's demands i s pene-
trating and his self-criticism rigorous he will fee
keenly hisinability to riseto what is demanded; when
in addition he redizes that hisinability so to rise has
been increased by his own past failures, he will find
himself menaced by defeat leading to despair, unless
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in sdif-defence he fals back to a moral level inwhich
the contents of 'l ought' are determined by what
'l can.' So far from maintaining his moral indepen-
dence and increasing it, he will become dependent
on conventional standards. Both self-satisfaction and
despair are self-centred. Not only do they rob moral
life of that dISI nterestedness which isits finest grace
and virtue,' but they s the very independence
which is morally essentid. It is only the indepen-
dencewhichisborn of dependence on areality greater
than saf, which aso ever callsandleadsus on, which
is the real life-principle of growth in man's moral
consciousness.  Such dependenceis not unethical be-
causethereality itself is not aliento, thoughit tran-
scends, themoral conscience, and because it cannot be
followed except by our owninsight. Thereasonfor
dependenceis the reason why we ought to be depen-
dent, and in fact are s0. The assstance of the grace
of God, when religion is a persond relation to God,
Is no more immoral, though it isinfinitely more all-
embracing and effectud, than arethe support and en-
couragement in moral life which come through
human personal and social relationships. For God's
graceis not something which moves and inclines our
wills except through our willing consent. This depen-
dence on the will and grace of God is in fact a relation

! See further, and especially on the point that the life of
wor ship alone guaranteeshumility and sdlf-for getfulness, K. E.
Kirk's Bampton Lectureson The Vision of God, ch. viii; the

sameauthor's The Threshold of Ethics, ch. vi; and hisBroadcast
Iwdurein God and theWorld through Christian Eyes, second series.
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which confers the needed freedom to do as we ought
to do: it is apersona relation inclusive of God and
man, never something arbitrarily imposed by God's
superior might or achieved by our blind submission.
Thusit is that any separation of moral independence
from religious dependence, asDr. Oman says, divides
aliving reality in the interests of abstract explana-
tions: the persona relation which religion is, and
whichisthe unfailing succour of moral persons, then
disappears.

It is sometimes contended that the doctrine of
Divine Providence is irreconcilable with the free
scope of human wills which ethics requires. If God's
rule is the determining factor and is an almighty
power, over againg it man is impotent. Thisis a
matter which concerns not only therelations of ethics
andreligion: it concerns religionitself. For if reli-
gionis a persona relation to God, that relation can
never be effected by the sheer unqualified power of
God; whereas if it may only be effected by the con-
straining power of love, that is no more at variance
with human freedom than is the constraining power
of the imperatives of moral demands. Itis asindis-
pensable to true freedom as true freedom is to it.
Religion is not concerned to set up a conception of
Divine Providence inconsistent with the personality
which the same Providence has conferred upon His
children. If God'sruleisthe only ultimate constrain-
ing power, it doesnot, if it bearuleof love, actualize
itself among men except as they freely recognize and
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acceptit. Itisnot asan answer to apurely theoretical
problemthatitis affirmed that God shall beall inall:
it is the affirmation of faith. To admit, in the realm
of abstract theory, that God's rule may never be uni-
versally actualized does not inhibit thefaith that it will
be, and without which it cannot beifitistoremaina
rule of love.

Another alleged contradiction between ethics and
religion is that whereas ethics, even in its most far-
reaching ideals, confines attention to thisworld, reli-
gionlookstoaBeyond. Religion,itissaid, thustends
to depreciate the present world and present experi-
ence in a way which inevitably discourages whole-
hearted dealing with them, even if it does not set up
theideal of a complete escape fromtheworld. Moral
striving, on the contrary, regards concern with any-
thing which transcends this life as the chasing of a
deceitful phantom.

Thereligious manwill reply that morality does not
exhaust the whole life of the human spirit, and that the
purely ethical interpretation of the world, though
true, is not the complete truth. If man and the fashion
of this world pass away, man must look to a Beyond
if his moral values are not in the end to be fruitless.
The sincerely moral and religious man does not ook
to a Beyond with a yearning inspired by any desire
to escape from the present world and its duties: he
does so because the present is not otherwise to be
estimated aright. What is of eternal and abiding
worthto the soul is not to be won except by the sincere

4086 A a
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and thorough use of and dealing with the present
world of actual dutiesand opportunities, eventhough
these are transient. The most far-seeing ethical ideds
are not realised here, and to trim them to what is so
realizable would be as disastrous to ethics as fase to
religiousfaith. It is precisely the contrast between the
ethical ‘ought to be' and the present 'is' which requires
the Beyond if deep ethical insight isnot impracticable
and misleading dreaming; though religion may be
aready conscious of thereality of the Beyond in other
ways and, partly at least, on other grounds.

We may conclude by considering briefly a contra-
diction aleged to exist between the requirements of
ethics and what has always been fundamental in and
distinctive of Christianity—its doctrine of forgive-
ness. Thisisheldto beunethical because sin cannot be
done away. Man must bear its weight or be weighed
down by it: ethics cannot go beyond that position;
andinany cas itis sad, 'thereis, in principle, no in-
capacity in man to be good dueto hisguilt'. To take
away guiltisto violate freedom and therefore to vio-
late personality, and is agreater evil than the bearing
of guilt. Religion, itis said, regards sin not as guilt
before the court of conscience and of ethical values,
but as guilt before God. Hartmann goes so far as to
sy that an extreme form of the religious view could
be popularly expressed thus: 'Never mind what you
do, let happen what will, i f only you do not have to
bear the guilt, for before God guilt is the offence’

Now whatever dseis doubtful, itis certain that for
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ethical religion nothing would more imperatively
demand penitence, without which forgivenessisim-
possible, than the attitude described in the words just
quoted. It is equally certain that responsibility for
our actions remains. That fact is perhaps the most
certain ground of our continuous self-consciousness.
N or isany feature of the religious consciousness more
striking than its imputation of wrong-doing to the
self, though all its goodness may be ascribed to the
grace of God. Further, for religion no less than for
ethics, humanlifeislargely what itis because the con-
sequences of moral wrong-doing are what they are.
Forgiveness is not directed to the cancelling of those
consequences otherwise than by overcoming the
wrongs of which they are the consequences. It is
rather a Divine grace which enables man to accept
the consequences in a new spirit, and thereby to rise
above both the consequences and the sins. Unfor-
given sin may have consequences which forgiveness
will prevent, partly because the consequences of con-
tinuing in an unforgiven state are cumulative, and
partly because, in the state of forgiveness, the very
results of sin may become further occasions of good-
nessand of grace: indealing withthemaright, which
forgiveness enables usto do, and in helping theinfir-
mities of otherswhich may be partly the result of sin,
good can be and is brought out of evil. Itisonly while
man is yet untouched by forgiveness that he is con-
cerned with evading the consequences of sin; and it

isfrom such evasion and the further paralysing effects
4086 A a 2
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thereof that it isthe purpose of forgivenessto set him
free. Forgiveness is no longer an outrage of the
demand of the moral law that the punishing conse-
guencesof itsviol ation must be borne, whenforgive-
ness is such that 'the acceptance of it by the person
forgiven does the office of punishment'. It is, asDr.
Webb says, not by the intention of the forgiver but
through the awakened conscience of the person for-
given that cods of fireare heaped upon his head.
Whenitissaidthat 'thereis, inprinciple, noinca-
pacity to begood' dueto man'sguilt, 'inprinciple' can
only mean'intheory'. In experience thereisno doubt
that it is otherwise unless, indeed, the conception
of guilt is superficial. Even to redize with sufficiently
penetrating insight what in the present is morally de-
manded of us is to redlize that we cannot fulfil the
moral law's demands. Andif, as cannot be doubted,
we are even less able to fulfil them by reason of the
cumulative effects of our past failures than we might
otherwise have been, we are not only unprofitable
servants now, and must for ever so remain: we must
inevitably become more so. There is then not only
no assurance of victory, but an actual menace of defeat
which either hampers our efforts to a degree which
results in an unethical self-centredness fatal to the at-
tainment of the higher moral graces, or d<e drivesus
to seek relief and peace in moral insenditiveness and
insincerity. Herein is our deep need. Forgiveness
deds withit, not by a superficial condoning of our
condition, or by any pretence that it is other than it
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IS, but by really making it something else. It does
not work either impersonally or unethically. It does
not enable us to overcome evil as easily asweyield
to it, butit confers aninsight into our true placein
God's world and in His family, and so transforms
our world into one in which, in fellowship with God,
all things are possible which are consistent with
righteousness and love. If theresultisto free usfrom
thedomination of certainsins'whichliveonlyinthe
dark’ ti is by conscious insight into God's gracious
goodness and not by any kind of unethical or sub-
personal change in the self. Thus the ends of ethics
are attained or rendered attainable as they can never
be so long as our true conditionis held to be simply
alegal relation to animpersonal law or to impersonal
values. Ethics, so conceived, is an abstraction from
the reality of our position in the world and cannot
confer the power by which alone its own demands
canbefulfilled. Thiscomesonly withour restoration
to our truerelationto God as apersonal Spirit and to
our trueplaceintheworldand family of God'whom
to serveistoreign'.
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